E.1

- City of Newark PLANNING COMMISSION MEMO

Hearing to consider: (1} Adopting a resolution making certain findings and
recommending City Council adoption of a Supplemental Environmental impact
Report (E-12-30) to the Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse No.
2010042012) for the Dumbarton Transit Oriented Development; (2) adopting a
resolution recommending rezoning (RZ-12-27) a 2.14-acre area (APN 092-0140-
006) from ML (Limited Industrial) to MDR-FBC (Medium Density Residential -
Form Based Codes); (3) adopting a resolution making findings supporting the
use of an alternative means of compliance with the Inclusionary Housing
Ordinance and recommending the City Council approve the attached Affordable
Housing Implementation Agreement; (4) By motion, recommending that the City
Council approve TM-12-28, Vesting Tentative Map 8110 to construct
approximately 27 residential units; (5) By motion, recommending that the City
Council approve ASR-12-29, an Architectural and Site Plan Review, with Exhibit
A, pages 1 through 29; and (6) By motion, approving Exhibit B, Schedule of
Impact Fees. -~ from Assistant City Manager Grmdalrlé)

(RESOLUTIONS- 3(MOTIONS-3)
Background/Discussion — This item was presented to the Planning Commission on March 11,
2014. Due to a public noticing oversight, property owners within 300 feet of the site were not
notified of the public hearing as required by law. Therefore, this item must be reheard by the
Planning Commission and City Council.

In collaboration with the landowners, the City of Newark began a planning effort in the Fall of
2007 to explore potential development around the planned Newark Dumbarton Rail Station. The
Project Area includes approximately 205 acres of land that has previously contained various
industrial, manufacturing, and chemical processing land uses since the early twentieth century.
Most of the land is currently vacant. '

Enterprise Drive, LLC has now submitted a proposed Vesting Tentative Map and building plans
for 27 units to be located on approximately 2.14 acres along Enterprise Drive. It is proposed to
rezone a portion of the Dumbarton TOD to be consistent with the Specific Plan. RZ-12-27 is a
rezoning of an approximately 2.14-acre area (Assessor’s Parcel Number 092-0140-006); an area
generally located on the north side of Enterprise Drive east of Willow Street. The rezoning
would be from ML (Limited Industrial) to MDR-FBC (Medium Density Residential — Form
Based Codes which is consistent with the Specific Plan,

The Architectural and Site Plan Review

Three building designs are proposed, each with three different floor plans. All three designs will
accommodate three stories that provide two covered parking spaces, a mid-level living area with
dining room, family room, and kitchen, and a third story living area with three bedrooms. The
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ground floor will provide either a media/living room and/or an option for an additional bedroom.

Although these homes are somewhat narrow (22-feet wide), they provide a nice variation in
design and offer balconies, dormers, several window treatments, recessed features, and wall
treatments. The average lot size in this development is 2,177 square feet.

Park

The acquisition of the Gallade parcel would be required prior to the issuance of a Certificate of
Occupancy for any of the proposed homes (Condition ¢). The Applicant for TM-12-32 will be
required as a condition of approval to enter into a Park Agreement with the City. The proposed
Park Agreement does not obligate the City to take any action related to the Gallade parcel (see
Park Agreement § 1.02), but in the event the City does seek to acquire that parcel, the Park
Agreement would require the Applicant for TM-12-32 to fund certain costs related to the
acquisition of the Gallade parcel and its development as a public park in conformance with its
designation under the TOD Specific Plan. The development of the Gallade parcel as a
neighborhood park was analyzed in the TOD Specific Plan EIR. The TOD Specific Plan EIR
provides the required CEQA compliance for the approval of the Park Agreement. As explained
in the FEIR (e.g., Response to Comment A-3) and the staff report’s attachment, staff has
determined that there is no new information, changes in the development contemplated in the
TOD Specific Plan EIR, or changes in circumstances since the certification of the TOD Specific
Plan EIR that would require further environmental review under CEQA of the potential
development of the Gallade parcel as a public patk. However, the timing of the development of
the Gallade parcel is currently uncertain. Further CEQA review may be appropriate if and when
future discretionary actions by the City occur related to the development of the Gallade parcel as
a public park, including the potential decision to acquire the Gallade parcel, if any of the
thresholds found in CEQA Guideline § 15162 is met at the time of that potential future approval.

Affordable Housing

Chapter 17.18 of the Newark Municipal Code (NMC) generally requires developers to set-aside
a minimum of 15% of the total number of dwelling units in a project as inclusionary units for
very low, low, and moderate income households. Nine percent of the units are required to be
affordable to moderate income households (earning 110% or less of the median income) and 6%
to be affordable to lower income households earning (80% or less of the median income). The
NMC also authorizes alternative means of compliance with the City’s Affordable Housing
Program (AHP), including land dedication, payment of in-lieu fees, or approval of an alternative
housing program consisting of any combination of alternative means of compliance. Enterprise
Drive LLC intends to provide an alternative means of compliance with the City’s Affordable
Housing Program by entering into an “Affordable Housing Implementation Agreement”. As per
agreement the Developer will pay to the City, fee in the amount of $25,000 for each unit within
the Project.

The fee will allow the City to address the need for affordable housing more effectively than
compliance with the ordinance. The fee will allow for the purchase of property in appropriate
locations and the flexibility to leverage the funds with public and private sources to provide the
type of housing that the community most needs. Generally regional, State and Federal affordable
housing funding or financing programs need an identified site to be competitive in the funding
process. Without resources to acquire appropriate properties it is highly unlikely that the City
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would be able to effectively compete for these funds. Furthermore, this fee would allow the City
to focus our housing efforts on areas of particular need in the community and to tailor the level
of housing affordability to have the greatest positive impact on those needing housing assistance.
Furthermore the funding provided by this development would allow the City to advance project
readiness of potential sites thus further improving the likelihood of receiving funding from
Regional, State and Federal sources. The alternative means of compliance fulfills the purposes of
the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, and will further affordable housing opportunities in the
City to an equal or greater extent than compliance with the requirements of the Ordinance. The
alternative means of compliance will not unduly concentrate below market rate housing in one
geographic area, because no particular project is now envisioned and the Planning Commission
and City Council can monitor this concern when particular affordable housing developments are
proposed.

The Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR)
The SEIR prepared for this project and the adjacent Jones-Hamilton property project was

completed by David J. Powers & Associates, Inc.  The key issues analyzed by the SEIR were
air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and
hazardous materials, and noise.

Of these six issues, the only new significant impacts resulting from this project would include
_biological impacts and hazardous material impact. These represent project-specific impacts that
are specific to the location of the project sites and the development proposed by the project.

As described in Section 4.2 of the SEIR, Biological Resources, the project would result in
impacts to seasonal wetlands and Cogdon’s tarplant. These impacts would be mitigated to less
than significant levels through mitigation measures identified in the SEIR, specifically the
purchase of off-site mitigation credits for habitat impacts (or alternatively, on-site propagation of
Cogdon’s tarplant on the Jones-Hamilton project site.

As described in Section 4.5 of the SEIR, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the project could be
affected by airborne hazardous substances in the event of an accidental release from facilities
located approximately one mile from the project. Given the extensive area potentially impacted
by a hazardous substance release, and the lack of feasible protective measures for single-family
homes in the affected area, there is no feasible mitigation measure to protect future residents of
the project from the hazard. This potential impact is therefore considered significant and
unavoidable. It’s important to note that chemicals in the guantities evaluated for the project are
routinely transported by rail and truck on public roadways, including Interstate 880 and State
Route 84. The potential risk to the site from the accidental release of hazardous materials is,
therefore, similar to that of other areas in Newark near industrial or transportation facilities.

The review period for the SEIR ended on February 7, 2014. During the review period, the City
received letters from both the Alameda County Water District and the Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC). These letters have been addressed in the Final SEIR provided to
the Planning Commission previously. In addition, the City received a letter via email on March
27, 2014 from legal counsel representing the Gallade Property. Though there is no obligation to
respond to comments submitted after the close of the comment period on the SEIR, a response to
this letter is nonetheless included in the attachments.
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- Attachments

Action - It is recommended that the Planning Commission: 1) Adopt a resolution making
certain findings and recommending City Council adoption of a Supplemental Environmental
Impact Report (E-12-30) to the Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse No.
2010042012) for the Dumbarton Transit Oriented Development; (2) adopt a resolution
recommending rezoning (RZ-12-27) a 2.14-acre area (APN 092-0140-006) from ML (Limited
Industrial) to MDR-FBC (Medium Density Residential — Form Based Codes); 3) adopt a
resolution making findings supporting the use of an alternative means of compliance with the
Inclusionary Housing Ordinance and recommend the City Council approve the attached
Affordable Housing Implementation Agreement; 4) By motion recommend that the City Council
approve TM-12-28, Vesting Tentative Map 8110 to construct approximately 27 residential units;
5) By motion, recommend that the City Council approve ASR-12-29, an Architectural and Site
Plan Review, with Exhibit A, pages 1 through 29; and 6) By motion approve Exhibit B, Schedule
of Impact Fees.
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RESOLUTION NO.

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF THE NEWARK PLANNING
COMMISSION MAKING CERTAIN FINDINGS AND
RECOMMENDING CITY COUNCIL ADOPTION OF A
SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (E-
12-30) TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
(STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER 2010042012) FOR THE
DUMBARTON  TRANSIT ORIENTED DEVELOPENT
SPECIFIC PLAN

WHEREAS, the City of Newark caused an Environmental Impact Report (State
Clearinghouse Number 2010042012) to be prepared to assess the potential environmental
impacts of the proposed Dumbarton Transit Oriented Development Specific Plan; and

WHEREAS, the Environmental Impact Report consists of a Draft Environmental Impact
Report document as well as the Final Environmental Impact Report document, which in turn
consists of all comments received by the City of Newark regarding the Draft Environmental
Impact Report during the mandatory public review period and responses to those comments; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on August 23,
2011, and recommended that the City Council certify the Environmental Impact Report (State
Clearinghouse Number 2010042012) for the Dumbarton Transit Oriented Development Specific
Plan; and

WHEREAS, the City Council held a duly noticed public hearing on September 8, 2011,
and certified the Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse Number 2010042012) for
the Dumbarton Transit Oriented Development Specific Plan after finding it complete and
adequate pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a duly notice public hearing on April 22,
2014, and recommended that the City Council approve a Supplemental Environmental Impact
Report (E-12-30) to the Dumbarton Transit Oriented Development Specific Plan Environmental
Impact Report (State Clearinghouse Number 2010042012} after finding it complete and adequate
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, and;

WHEREAS, the proposed rezoning (RZ-12-27) and Vesting Tentative Map (TM-12-28)
concern the development of the property within the Dumbarton Transit Oriented Development
Specific Plan project area, and the proposed development is within the residential density limits
analyzed by the Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse Number 2010042012) and
the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (E-12-30) for the Dumbarton Transit Oriented
Development Specific Plan; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on April 22,
2014, took testimony from the public, and upon fully considering all documents in the record, the
Planning Commission determined that the Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse



Number 2010042012) and the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (E-12-30) for the
Dumbarton Transit Oriented Development Specific Plan specifically considered and fully
analyzed all environmental impacts of the proposed amendment to TM-12-28, Vesting Tentative
Map 8110, pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Planning Commission finds and resolves as follows:

L. That the Environmental Impact Report and the Supplemental Environmental Impact
Report (E-12-30) for the Dumbarton Transit Orientated Development Specific Plan
analyzed the impacts of the proposed development pursuant to the Specific Plan; and

2. That, as concluded by the Environmental Impact Report and the Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report (E-12-30) for the Dumbarton Transit Oriented
Development Specific Plan, the proposed rezoning and Vesting Tentative Map will not
have a significant impact on the environment once the proposed mitigation measures in
the Environmental Impact Report and the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
have been applied except for impacts related to traffic and hazards; and

3. That the Environmental Impact Report and the Supplemental Environmental Impact
Report for the Dumbarton Transit Orientated Development Specific Plan fully analyze
and cover all environmental impacts of the proposed rezoming and adoption of the
Vesting Tentative Map; and

4. That a copy of the minutes be forwarded to the City Council as a summary of the hearing.
NOW, THEREFORE, The Planning Commission recommends that:

a. The City Council adopt findings of fact and a Statement of Overriding Considerations
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15126.6, as set forth in Exhibit A to
this Resolution and incorporated herein by reference;

b. The City Council adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, as set forth in
Exhibit B to this Resolution and incorporated herein by reference;

C. The City Council, based on the evidence and oral and written testimony presented at
public hearings, and based on all the information contained in the Community
Development Department’s files on the project, including, but not limited to, the SEIR,
the Planning Commission’s and City Council’s staff reports, certify in accordance with

- CEQA Guidelines section 15090 that:

1. The SEIR was prepared in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines:

2. The City Council has reviewed and considered the information contained in the
SEIR prior to approving the project;

3. The SEIR adequately describes the project, its environmental impacts, reasonable
alternatives and appropriate mitigation measures;

(pres[228S8EIR)



4. The SEIR reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the City Council.

d. This item shall be given a public hearing before the City Council for the Council’s review
and approval. '

The resolution was introduced at the Planning Commission’s April 22, 2014 meeting by

Commissioner , seconded by Commissioner , and passed as follows:
AYES:

NOES:

ABSENT:

TERRENCE GRINDALL, Secretary BERNIE NILLO, Chairperson

(pres 1228SEIR)



RESOLUTION NO. ____
EXHIBIT A

TRUMARK DUMBARTON TRANSIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT RESIDENTIAL
PROJECT

SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
(State Clearinghouse No. 2010042012

FINDINGS OF FACT AND
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

2014



1.0 INTRODUCTION

This statement of findings addresses the potentially significant environmental impacts associated
with the project Jocated in Alameda County, California and is made pursuant to Section 15091 of
the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) Guidelines, which provide that:

(a)  No public agency shall approve or carry out a project for which an EIR has been
certified which identifies one or more significant environmental effects of the
project unless the public agency makes one or more written findings for each of
those significant effects, accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for
each finding. The possible findings are:

(1)

@

3)

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the
project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental
effect as identified in the Final EIR.

Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of
another public agency and not the agency making the finding, Such
changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be
adopted by such other agency.

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations,
including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives
identified in the Final EIR.

(b}  The findings required by subsection (a) shall be supported by substantial evidence
in the record. _

Section 15092 of the CEQA Guidelines further stipulates that:

(b) A public agency shall not decide to approve or carry out a project for which an
" EIR was prepared unless either:

(1)

2)

The project as approved will not have a significant effect on the
environment, or

The agency has:

(A) Eliminated or substantially lessened all significant effects on the
environment where feasible as shown in findings under Section
15091, and

(B) Determined that any remaining significant effects on the
environmemt found to be unavoidable under Section 15091 are
acceptable due to overriding concerns as described in Section
15093. '



According to Section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines:

a) CEQA requires the decision-making agency to balance, as applicable, the
economic, legal, social, technological, or other 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
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.

,As required by CEQA, the City of Newark (“City™), in adopting these findings, must also adopt
adequate mitigation for the project. Mitigation here includes measures provided in the
Dumbarton Transit Oriented Development (“TOD”) Specific Plan MMRP, which is incorporated
by reference and made a part of these findings, and the measures adopted by the Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report (“SEIR”) for the Trumark Dumbarton TOD Residential
Development. These measures together meet the requirements of Section 15097 of the CEQA
Guidelines by providing for the implementation and monitoring of measures intended to mitigate
potentially significant effects of the project.

1.1 PROJECT SUMMARY

The project would involve (1) preparation of Site A (APN 092-0140-008, owned by Trumark
Properties, as Enterprise Drive LLC) and Site B (APNs 092-0116-060, -058, and -059, owned by
Jones-Hamilton Co., as Newark Enterprise Joint Venture LLC) for residential developments, and
(2) the construction of 244 single-family homes and associated streets, sidewalks, open space,
and utilities on the sites (the “Project”).

The Project is located on two sites at 8375 and 8400 Enterprise Drive in the Dumbarton TOD
area. The parcel extends from Enterprise Drive north to the DRC and includes a portion of the
Hetch Hetchy pipeline right-of-way. The site is bounded by vacant land to the west and industrial
property immediately to the east, and single-family homes further east of the industrial property.



1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

In accordance with the requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of
Preparation (NOP) of a Draft SEIR was filed with the State Clearinghouse (SCH) Office of
Planning and Research (OPR) on February 8, 2013. The NOP was distributed to public agencies
and interested parties for a 30-day public review period, which extended from February 11, 2013
to March 12, 2013. : '

The Draft SEIR was filed with the SCH OPR on December 24, 2013. The Draft SEIR was
circulated for a 45-day public review period, which ended on February 6, 2014. During this
public review period, the City received written comments on the Draft SEIR. Section 15088 of
the CEQA Guidelines requires that the lead agency responsible for the preparation of an EIR
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from parties who reviewed the Draft SEIR
and prepare a written response addressing each of the comments. A Final SEIR was prepared for
the Project, which assembles in one document all of the environmental information and analysis
prepared for the Project, including comments on the information and analysis contained in the
Draft SEIR and responses by the City to those comments.

Pursuant to Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Final SEIR consists of the following:
(a)  The Draft SEIR, including all of its appendices.

{b) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft
SEIR.

(c)  Copies of all letters received by the City during the Draft SEIR public review
period and responses to significant environmental points concerning the Draft
SEIR raised in the review and consultation process.

~(d)  Revisions to the Draft SEIR.
(e)  Any other information added by the lead agency.
20 CEQAFINDING OF INDEPENDENT JUDGMENT

The City is the lead agency with respect to the Trumark Dumbarton TOD Residential Project
pursuant to the Section 15367 of the CEQA Guidelines. As noted above, Section 15091 of the
CEQA Guidelines requires that the lead agency prepare written findings for identified significant
impacts, accompanied by a brief explanation for the rationale for each finding. The Final SEIR
for the Project identified potentially significant effects that could result from Project
implementation. However, the City finds that the inclusion of certain mitigation measures as part
of the Project approval will reduce most, but not all, of those effects to less than significant
levels. Those impacts that are not reduced to less than significant levels are overridden due to
specific Project benefits identified in a Statement of Overriding Considerations provided below
in Section 7.0.

In accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, the City adopts these findings as part of its
approval of the Project. Pursuant to Section 21082.1(c)(3) of the Public Resources Code, the City



also finds that the Final SEIR reflects the City’s independent judgment as the lead agency for the
Project.

3.0

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD

The record, upon which all findings and determinations related to the approval of the Project are
based, includes the following:

)

4.0

The SEIR and al] documents referenced in or relied upon by the SEIR.

All prior and present information (including written evidence and testimony) provided by
City staff to the Planning Commission and City Council relating to the SEIR, the
approvals, and the Project.

All prior and present information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to
the Planning Commission and City Council by the Project sponsor and consultants.

All final applications, letters, testimony, exhibits, and presentations presented by the
Project sponsor and consultants to the City in connection with the Project.

All final information (including written evidence and testimony) presented at any City
public hearing or City workshoprelated to the Project and the SEIR.

For documentary and information purposes, all City-adopted land use plans and
ordinances, including without limitation the general plan, specific plans and ordinances,
together with environmental review documents, findings, mitigation monitoring programs
and other documentation relevant to planned growth in the area.

The Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan, the EIR for the Specific Plan, the Specific Plan
MMRP, and all other documents relevant to the Specific Plan.

All other documents composing the record pursuant to Pablic Resources Code section
21167.6(¢).

The custodian of the documents and other materials that constitute the record of the
proceedings upon which the City’s decisions are based is Terrence Grindall, Community
Development Director, or his designee. Such documents and other materials are located
at the Newark Community Development Department, 37101 Newark Boulevard, Newark,
CA 94560.

In light of the entire administrative record for the Project, the City finds that there is no
significant new information (within the meaning of CEQA) that requires recirculation of
the SEIR. (See CEQA Guideline 15088.5.)

FINDINGS OF FACT

The following sections make detailed findings with respect to the potential effects of the Project
and refer, where appropriate, to the mitigation measures set forth in the Final SEIR and the



Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan MMRP to avoid or substantially reduce potentially significant
adverse impacts of the Project. The SEIR and the administrative record concerning the Project
provide additional facts in support of the findings herein. The Findings of Fact and Statement of
Overriding Considerations for the Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan EIR, attached as EXRiBI, are
hereby 1ncorporated into these findings in their entirety and readopted by the City. To the extent
any finding in Exhibit 1 is inconsistent with a finding specific to the SEIR stated below, the
finding specific to the SEIR controls.

41 POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT BUT MITIGABLE IMPACTS

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091(a)(1) and 15092(b), and to the extent reflected in
the SEIR, the City finds that changes or alterations have been required to, or incorporated into,
the componenis of the Project to mitigate or avoid potentially significant effects on the
environment. Based on the analysis contained in the SEIR, the following impacts have been
determined to fall within the category of impacts that can be reduced to less than significant
levels with implementation of the mitigation measures set forth below.

e Air Quality (potential impacts resulting from air pollutant emissions during short-term
construction activities and long-term Project operations)

e Biological Resources (potential impacts to salt marsh harvest mouse, western burrowing
owl, nesting raptors, passerine birds, special-status plant species, wetlands, and trees)

e Cultural Resources (potential impacts to historical, archaeological and paleontological
resources and human remains)

» Greenhouse Gas Emissions (potential impacts associated with greenhouse gas emissions)

o Hazards and Hazardous Materials (potential impacts associated with exposure fo
hazardous materials, except for the potential impact of exposure to the accidental release
of hazardous materials)

¢ Noise (potential impacts resulting from short-term increases in noise and ground-borne
vibration during construction, exposure of future residential uses to noise from future
commuter train service, and long-term increases in traffic noise)

4.1.1 Air Quality
Summary of Potential Impacts

An evaluation of potential impacts from air pollutant emissions during construction activities and
long-term Project operations is found in Section 4.1 of the Draft SEIR.

The proposed Project is consistent with the Specific Plan land use designations for the site and
proposes residential development envisioned in the Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan. As such, it
would not conflict with applicable air quality plans or cause new impacts related to odors or
carbon monoxide, beyond those already mitigated to less than significant levels by measures
adopted by the Specific Plan EIR.



Findings

The City finds that, pursuant to Section 15091(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, changes or
alterations have been required in or incorporated into the Project, which would mitigate or avoid
potential impacts from air pollutant emissions during construction activities and long-term
Project operations as identified in the SEIR. The. City further finds that the change or alteration
in the Project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of Project approval is
within the jurisdiction of the City to require, and that this mitigation is appropriate and feasible.

Facts in Support of Findings

Consistent with Specific Plan EIR Mitigation Measure 4.2-2, a Community Health Risk
Assessment was completed for the Project, which shows that the Project would not expose future
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concenirations associated with operation of the
Dumbarton Rail Corridor (“DRC”). The Assessment also found that site remediation and

construction would not expose nearby receptors to substantial increases in cancer and non-cancer
health hazards.

Operational and construction-related criteria pollutant emissions would not exceed BAAQMD
screening levels and significance thresholds, respectively. Therefore, the Project would not result
in a cumulatively considerable increase in criteria pollutants for which the Bay Area is in non-
attainment.

With implementation of Specific Plan EIR Mitigation Measures 4.2-1a and 4.2-1b, the proposed
Project would not result in significant impacts related to fugitive dust emissions during
construction.

The proposed Project is consistent with the Specific Plan land use designations for the site and
would not conflict with applicable air quality plans or resuit in new impacts related to odors or
carbon monoxide.

4.1.2 Biological Resources
Summary of Potential Impacts

An evaluation of potential impacts to salt marsh harvest mouse, western burrowing owl, nesting
raptors, passerine birds, special-status plant species, wetlands, and trees is found in Section 4.2
of the Draft SEIR.

The Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan EIR assessed existing biological resources within the
Specific Plan area, analyzed potential impacts to biological resources resulting from
implementation of the Specific Plan, and identified measures to avoid impacts or reduce impacts
to less than significant levels. The Specific Plan EIR’s analysis of biological impacts was based
in part on a 2010 Jurisdictional Delineation (wetlands and waterways delineation) and a 2011
Special-Status Species Assessment that were prepared for development of the Torian property
prior to City adoption of the Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan, and a program-level Biological
Resources Analysis prepared specifically for the Specific Plan.



The Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan EIR concluded that implementation of the Specific Plan
could result in significant impacts to nesting raptors, special-status animal species including the
Salt Marsh harvest mouse, the Western burrowing owl, the Tricolored blackbird, Saltmarsh
common yellowthroat, and other nesting passerine birds. Significant impacts to special-status
plants and to seasonal wetlands were also identified. The Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan EIR
included mitigation measures consisting primarily of pre-construction surveys to reduce potential

impacts to biological resources to a less than significant levels through avoidance of special
status species.

Because the mitigation measures identified in the Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan EIR apply to
the Project, Project-level surveys for special status plant and animal species and for regulated
habitats were completed for Sites A and B. Based on site-specific surveys for biological
resources prepared for the proposed Project, Project impacts to biological resources would be the
same or less than those identified in the Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan EIR.

Findings

The City finds that, pursuant to Section 15091(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, changes or
alterations have been required in or incorporated into the Project, which mitigate or avoid
potential impacts to special-status species, nesting birds and raptors, wetlands and waters of the
U.S./State, and protected trees as identified in the Final SEIR. The City further finds that the
change or alteration in the Project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of
Project approval is within the jurisdiction of the City to require, and that this mitigation is

appropriate and feasible.

Facts in Support of Findings

Field surveys for potential Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse (“SMHM”) habitat determined that neijther
Site A nor Site B contain suitable SMHM habitat. The proposed Project therefore would not
impact any SMHM or habitat potentially suitable for SMHM.

The breeding season survey for Western burrowing owls found that no owls were present on site
nor nesting on site, although owls could occupy the site in the future prior to Project
implementation and therefore the Project will implement pre-construction survey mitigation
identified in the Specific Plan FPEIR. The proposed Project would not impact burrowing owl
nesting habitat, therefore no mitigation for burrowing owl habitat is required.

The Project would impact 0.24 acres of seasonal fresh water wetland habitat. Because avoidance
of wetland habitat is infeasible, the Project will provide mitigation for this impact by purchasing
mitigation credits from an approved mitigation bank or an approved in-lieu fee mitigation entity
at a minimum 1:1 ratio, as approved by the USACE and the RWQCB.

The Project would impact Congdon’s tarplant, a California Native Plant Society 1B.1-listed plant
that is located on the southeast portion of Site B: Because site remediation must meet regulatory
standards intended to protect the health of future residents, it would not be feasible to leave
contaminants in place in areas where Congdon’s tarplant occurs, therefore avoidance of the plant
and its habitat on the site would be infeasible. The Project would implement Dumbarton TOD
Specific Plan EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3-5 for mitigation of impacts to special status plants.



4.1.3 Cultural Resources
Summary of Poiential Impacts

An evaluation of potential impacts on historical, archaeological, and paleontological resources
and human remains is found in Section 4.3 (Cultural Resources) of the Draft SEIR.

The Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan EIR identified both pre-construction and construction-period
measures to avoid significant impacts to cultural resources. The Project would implement
construction-period mitigation measures to avoid impacts to buried cultural resources if present,
as specified in the Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan EIR. The Project has completed. a
preconstruction evaluation of potential Project impacts to potential historic resources, and has
therefore satisfied the mitigation requirement for avoidance of historic resources specified in the
Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan EIR.

Findings

The City finds that, pursuant to Section 15091(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, changes or
alterations have been required in or incorporated into the Project, which mitigate or avoid the
potential impacts on historical, archaeological and paleontological resources and human remains
as identified in the Final SEIR. The City further finds that the change or alteration in the Project
or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of Project approval is within the
jurisdiction of the City to require, and that this mitigation is appropriate and feasible.

Facts in Support of Findings

Based on the impact evaluation prepared for the proposed Project, the Project would not result in
a significant impact to the Southern Pacific Railroad Dumbarton Cutoff Linear Historic District
(Dumbarton Cutoff) which is the only known historic resource in the Specific Plan area,

With implementation of Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 the
proposed Project would not result in any new or more significant impacts to buried cultural
artifacts, including historic resources and human remains, than those previously-disclosed in the
Specific Plan EIR.

4,14 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Summary of Potential Impacts

An evaluation of potential impacts related to GHG emissions is found in Section 4.4
(Greenhouse Gas Emissions) of the Draft SEIR.

As outlined in Section 15183.5 of the CEQA Guidelines (Tiering and Streamlining the Analysis
of Greenhouse Gas Emissions), public agencies may analyze and identify mitigation for GHG
emissions in a program-level pian such as a General Plan, Specific Plan, or a GHG reduction
plan that has been adopted in a public process following environmental review. Project-specific
GHG emissions analysis can tier from the EIR completed for such plans, and-the Project may be
determined to have a less than significant GHG impact if it is consistent with and implements the



measures of the program-level plan. The City of Newark adopted a Climate Action Plan Iitial
Framework on January 28, 2010 to document the City’s baseline GHG emissions and to set
emissions reduction goals.

Certified in September 2011, the Specific Plan EIR identifies measures that future development
in the Specific Plan area would implement to reduce GHG emissions. The Specific Plan is
consistent with applicable climate change plans and policies and meets the criteria laid out in
CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5 for programmatic GHG reduction plans. It includes measures
that, if implemented by the proposed Project, would contribute to the achievement of the
specified emissions reductions. Individual development Projects in the Specific Plan area that
incorporate the Project features outlined in the Specific Plan EIR can be determined to have a

less than significant cumulative GHG impact under CEQA. The Project here would incorporate
the required features.

Findings

The City finds that, pursuant to Section 15091(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, changes or
alterations have been required in or incorporated into the Project, which mitigate or avoid
potential impacts related to GHG emissions as identified in the Final SEIR. The City further
finds that the change or alteration in the Project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a
condition of Project approval is within the jurisdiction of the City to require, and that this
mitigation is appropriate and feasible.

Facts in Support of Findings

The Project is located in an urban setting close to construction supplies and would implement the
BAAQMD-recommended BMPs where feasible to reduce construction GHG emissions. The
proposed Project would not be vulnerable to the hazards and environmental impacts caused by
climate change.

The proposed Project would implement the applicable mitigation measures identified in the
Specific Plan EIR to reduce GHG emissions below the BAAQMD threshold of significance. In
doing so, the Project would be consistent with applicable plans, policies, and regulations to
reduce GHG emissions.

4.1.5 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Summary of Potential Impacts

An evaluation of potential impacts associated with hazardous materials sites and accidental
release of hazardous materials is found in Section 4.5 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the
Draft SEIR.

The Specific Plan EIR identified eight different “Hazardous Materials Sites” within the specific

‘plan area that had hazardous material impacts or hazardous natural features (e.g. naturally
occurring asbestos). Most of these properties were impacied by previous businesses operating on
the site that stored and processed chemicals. For the purposes of this SEIR, hazards and
hazardous materials impacts affecting Site A and Site B only were evaluated.



The Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan EIR identified the Project sites as being impacted by
hazardous materials. As such, Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan EIR Mitigation Measures 4.7-1a
through 4.7-1c would be implemented by the Project to address the potential hazardous material
impacts on the sites.

Findings

The City finds that, pursuant to Section 15091(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, changes or
alterations have been required in or incorporated into the Project, which mitigate or avoid
potential impacts associated with hazardous materials sites and accidental release of hazardous
materials as identified in the Final SEIR. The City further finds that the change or alteration in
the Project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of Project approval is
within the jurisdiction of the City to require, and that this mitigation is appropriate and feasible.

Facts in Support of Findings

Site A is impacted by VOCs in soil and groundwater that originate from the adjacent Honeywell
site, VOC concentrations found in an HHRA performed in 2013 exceed health risk levels
acceptable to the RWQCB for on-grade (slab on grade) residential units. A remediation plan
approved by the RWQCB that would reduce VOC concentrations in soil and groundwater on Site
A to acceptable risk levels will be implemented prior to residential use of the site. RWQCB
approval of the remediation and additional health protection measures would be required prior to
the issuance of grading or building permits, consistent with Dumbatton TOD Specific Plan EIR
Mitigation Measures 4.7-1a.

Site B is impacted by soil contamination and groundwater contamination associated with past
uses of the site. A remediation plan, as approved by the RWQCB, shall be prepared and
implemented to reduce groundwater contaminants on Site B to acceptable risk levels for
residential use. Compliance with the RWQCB conditions of approval of the remediation plan and
RWQCB acceptance of the remediation results will be required prior to the issuance of grading
or building permits for development of Site B, consistent with Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan
EIR Mitigation Measures 4.7-1a.

Remediation of soil and groundwater contamination on Site B could expose workers and the
general public to contaminants in soil and groundwater. A Health and Safety Plan prepared in
accordance with all Federal OSHA and California Division of Occupational Safety and Health
that addresses the safety of workers and the general public during remediation of the site shall be
implemented by the Project.

Soil imported to the site for backfill could contain contaminants. Imported soils shall be sampled
for toxic or hazardous materials exceeding applicable Environmental Screening Levels for
residential use of the site, and only clean soil shall be used that is consistent with RWQCB
cleanup goals for the site.

4.1.6 Noise

Summary of Potential Impacis



A discussion of the principles of noise and vibration along with an overview of the regulations
governing noise and vibration can be found in Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan EIR. Further, a
evaluation of the potential impacts resulting from short-term increases in noise any ground-bom
vibration during construction, exposure of future residential uses to noise from future commuter
train service, and long-term increases in traffic noise is found in Section 4.6 of the Draft SEIR.

The Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan EIR evaluated the existing noise and vibration environment
within the Specific Plan area, and analyzed the potential short- and long-term noise and vibration
impacts resulting from build-out of the Specific Plan. Noise measurements were taken at four
locations within and adjacent to the Specific Plan area, and measures were included to reduce
potentially significant noise impacts to a less than significant level.

The Noise Elefnent of the City of Newark General Plan identifies noise and land use
compatibility standards for various land uses. These standards are intended to ensure compatible
land uses throughout the community with regards to environmental noise. Residential land uses
are considered “normally acceptable” in an exterior noise environment of 60 dBA or less.
Interior noise levels attributable to exterior noise sources shall be maintained at or below 45
dBA. The proposed residential use of Site A and Site B would not cause vibration impacts to
buildings or nearby sensitive receptors.

Noise sources affecting the Project sites include vehicular traffic on Enterprise Drive and Willow
Street and mechanical equipment from nearby industrial uses. The railroad adjacent to the
northern boundary of Site A, though not currently in operation, is planned for operation as part of
the DRC project. The Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan EIR found that implementation of the
Specific Plan would not cause on-site ambient noise levels to increase substantially. However,
ambient noise impacts from surrounding uses to future residential development under the
Specific Plan were found to be potentially significant but capable of mitigation to less than
significant levels with implementation of Specific Plan EIR MM 4.10-3.

The speed limit on Willow Street would be reduced from 40 miles per hour to 25 miles per hour
prior to or concurrent with operation of the proposed Project. The traffic generated by the
proposed Project would be consistent with the trip generation estimates made in the Specific Plan
EIR, therefore implementation of the Mitigation Measure 4.10-4 would reduce traffic noise
impacts to a less than significant level.

The Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan EIR does not discuss potential vibration levels from railroad
trains, and information regarding future vibration levels resulting from the DRC project were not
available at the time of this study. The Noise and Vibration Assessment prepared for the Project
estimates vibration levels based on recent experience and vibration assessments prepared for a
Caltrain station in Morgan Hill, California. Data gathered along the Union Pacific Railroad in
Morgan Hill indicated that vibration levels are typically 70 VdB or less at a distance of 100 feet
from the center of the near track. Vibration levels within 50 feet of the near track may exceed 75
VdB, and vibration levels within 25 feet of the near track may exceed 80 VdB. Vibration levels
from the DRC project, assuming operational characteristics similar to those of Caltrain in
Morgan Hill, are anticipated to be less than 80 VdB at a distance of 60 feet from the nearest
railroad track. Vibration levels are not anticipated to exceed the FTA guidelines at the nearest



proposed residential units to the railroad. Therefore, the Project would not expose sensitive
receptors to significant levels of vibration.

Findings

The City finds that, pursuant to Section 15091(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, changes or
alterations have been required in or incorporated into the Project, which mitigate or avoid
potential impacts resulting from short-term increases in noise and ground-borne vibration during
construction, exposure of future residential uses to noise from future commuter train service, and
long-term increases in traffic noise as identified in the Final SEIR. The City further finds that the
change or alteration in the Project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of
Project approval is within the jurisdiction of the City to require, and that this mitigation is
appropriate and feasible.

Facts in Support of Findings

The proposed Project would develop residences adjacent to the DRC, where sensitive receptors
would be exposed to interior noise levels in excess of the City of Newark standards. Site-specific
acoustical analyses, resulting in a specific determination of what treatments are necessary on a
unit-by-unit basis, would reduce these impacts to a less than significant level. Vibration
generated by the DRC would not result in a significant impact to buildings or to sensitive
receptors.

The proposed Project would place sensitive receptors in an environment in which ambient noise
levels exceed the City of Newark standards. Sound walls and Good Neighbor fences would be
included as part of the Project and would attenuate exterior noise to less than significant levels.

Implementation of the Specific Plan EIR mitigation measure 4.10-4, to reduce the speed limit of
Willow Street, would occur prior to or concurrent with Project development and would reduce
traffic noise impacts to a less than significant level.

Implementation of Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan EIR mitigation measures 4.10-1a and 4.10-1b
would reduce construction-related noise and vibration impacts to nearby sensitive receptors to a
less than significant level. ‘

4.2 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS THAT ARE CONSIDERED SIGNIFICANT AND
UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

This section identifies the significant and unavoidable impacts that require a Statement of
Overriding Considerations to be issued by the City, pursuant to Section 15093 of the CEQA
Guidelines, if the Project is approved. Based on the analysis contained in the SEIR, the following
impacts would be significant and unavoidable:

o Accidental release of hazardous materials: a survey of hazardous material users in the
vicinity of the Project and modeling of accidental releases of hazardous materials found
that future residents of the Project would be affected by aitborne hazardous materials in
the event of an accidental release from industrial facilities located approximately one
mile from the Project sites. There are no feasible mitigation measuxes to protect the site



or inhabitants of the site from exposure to airborne hazardous materials in the event of an
accidental release.

421 Accidental Release of Hazardous Materials
Summary of Significant and Unavoidable Impacts

An evaluation of the potential for an accidental release of hazardous materials is analyzed in
Section 4.5.2.3 of the SEIR.

Fi;idings

The City finds that, pursuant to Section 15091(a)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, specific economic,
legal, social, technological, or other considerations make infeasible the use of mitigation
measures to reduce the risk of accidental release of hazardous materials to less than significant
levels.

Facts in Support of Findings

The Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan EIR did not identify a potential impact from nearby facilities
that store and use hazardous materials to adversely affect the health of future residents of the
Project sites in the event of an accidental release of hazardous materials. A survey of hazardous
material users in the vicinity of the Project and modeling of accidental releases of hazardous
materials found that future residents of the Project would be affected by airborne hazardous
materials in the event of an accidental release from industrial facilities located approximately one
mile from the Project sites. There are no feasible mitigation measures to protect the site or
inhabitants of the site from exposure fo airborne hazardous materials in the event of an accidental
release, and therefore, future residents would be exposed to a significant and unavoidable risk of
exposute to airborne hazardous materials. :

Overriding Considerations

The environmental, economic, legal, social, technological, and other benefits of the Project
outweigh and override these potentially significant adverse impacts as more fully described in
the Statement of Overriding Considerations, set forth in Section 7.0 below.

50 FINDINGS REGARDING CONSIDERATIONS THAT MAKE ALTERNATIVES
ANALYZED IN SEIR INFEASIBLE

Based on the entire record, the City finds that the SEIR identified and considered a reasonable
range of feasible alternatives to the proposed Project which are capable, to varying degrees, of
reducing identified impacts. The SEIR evaluated three alternatives in accordance with the CEQA
Guidelines, including:

e Alternative 1: No Project/No Development

e Alternative 2: No Project — Existing Plan



2 Alternative 3: Location Alternative
e Alternative 4: Reduced Development

e Alternative 5: Project Design
51 NOPROJECT/NO BUILD

Sites A and B have a General Plan designation of Medium Density (DTOD Specific Plan) 14-25
dw/acre. Under the No Project Alternative, the sites would remain vacant and would not be
developed to effectuate residential development under the Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan.
Remediation of soil contaminants to regulatory standards for residential use of Site B would not
be implemented. Remediation of VOCs in groundwater beneath Site A would likely still occur as
part of the on-going cleanup of VOC-impaired groundwater associated with the Honeywell
property. _

Under the No Project Alternative, the Project sites would presumably remain vacant as other
nearby properties were developed under the Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan, unless or until the
Plan was amended to specify other uses of the sites. Alternative use of the sites for purposes
other than residential would also require an amendment to the Newark General Plan and
rezoning.

5.1.1 Environmental Effects

Under the No Project Alternative, disturbance of seasonal wetlands and Condon’s tarplant would
be avoided since existing habitat would be not disturbed by site remediation and residential
development. This alternative would avoid the significant unavoidable impact to future residents
of the site resulting from an accidental release of hazardous substances from hazardous materjal
users in the vicinity of the Project. Remediation of soil contaminants to regulatory standards for
residential use of Site B also would not be implemented.

5.1.2 Relation to Project Objectives

While the No Project Alternative would avoid the identified environmental impacts of the
Project, it would not support the objectives of the Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan and could be
detrimental to successful implementation of the Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan. The No Project
Alternative would not support the City’s goals for developing a sustainable community within
the Specific Plan area, nor would it accomplish the highest and best use of the sites by leaving
them vacant. This alternative would not meet any of the Project proponent’s objectives of
developing residential uses as identified in the Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan and it would not
remediate soil contamination on Site B.

5.1.3 Feasibility

While the No Project Alternative would be feasible in the sense that no further action, including
expensive remediation, would be taken to develop the Project sites, this alternative would not
achieve any of the Project objectives and would hinder implementation of the adopted
Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan.



52 NOPROJECT - EXISTING PLAN ALTERNATIVE

The No Project - Existing Plan Alternative assumes the Project is not approved or is not
implemented, but that another future project is built consistent with existing plans and policies.
In this case, what can be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future, based on current
plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community services is another residential
project, at a density consistent with the Specific Plan designation for the site, Medium Density
Residential (DTOD Specific Plan) 14-25 du/acre. As the current Project is proposed at the lower
end of the allowed density range, it is foreseeable that a future alternative project on the site
consistent with the Specific Plan could have a similar number (244) or pethaps more single
family units, or, if developed with townhomes (or other attached unit product type} at the upper
end of the specified density range, could approach 400 or so units.

5,2.1 Environmental Effects

Regardless of the residential unit type ultimately developed under this alternative, remediation of
soil contaminants on Site B and remediation of VOCs on Site A would also have to occur prior
to residential development. Extensive grading and excavation necessary to prepare Site B for
residential use would still affect seasonal wetlands and Congdon’s tarplant on the site to the
same extent as the proposed Project. A townhome residential project could potentially avoid
some seasonal wetland impacts on Site A by employing a more compact site design, and
establishing appropriate buffer areas around the wetlands to maintain the hydrologic conditions
to sustain the wetlands. The potential to avoid seasonal wetlands on Site A is discussed in more
detail below in the Reduced Development Alternative and the Design Alternative.

5.2.2 Relation to Project Objectives

The No Project ~ Existing Plan Alternative would not avoid the significant unavoidable impact
from the potential exposure of future residents on Site A and Site B to airborne hazardous
substances. The No Project — Existing Plan Alternative would not avoid the significant impacts
of the proposed Project on Site B, however, residential development on Site A in a more compact
form could potentially reduce or avoid impacts to wetlands on Site A.

5.2.3 Feasibility

While the No Project — Existing Plan Alternative may be feasible, this alternative would not
avoid the significant unavoidable impact from the potential exposure of future residents on Site
A and Site B to airborne hazardous substances. Under this alternative, residential development

on Site A in a more compact form could potentially reduce or avoid impacts to wetlands on Site
A.

53 LOCATION ALTERNATIVE

Under the Location Alternative, the Project would be developed on either the Cargill or FMC
properties. As noted in the Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan EIR, these sites are known to be
impaired by hazardous materials, generally in the form of soil and/or groundwater
contamination.



53.1 Environmental Effects

It is likely that the remediation actions needed to prepare these sites for residential development
would involve similar remediation as the Project proposes for Site B. As noted in the Specific
Plan EIR, portions of the FMC and Cargill site support wetland plant communities, and have the
potential to also contain Condon’s tarplant and other biotic resources. These sites may also
support special status species such as Western Burrowing Owl, or Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse.
Given the extensive site work typically associated with remediation and site developrnent, it s
unlikely that implementation of the Project on one of these alternative sites would avoid potential
impacts to biotic resources present on these sites, although impacts on Site A and Site B would
be avoided.

The Location Alternative could reduce the potential exposure of future residents to airborne
hazardous substances in the event of an accidental release from either of two facilities located in
the vicinity of the Project. As described in SEIR Section 4.4, Hazards and Hazardous Materials,
under the alternative accidental release scenario (the accidental release of a portion of a
hazardous substance as compared to a total release), the area of exposure to toxic levels of
Nitrogen Dioxide would not extend to the FMC or Cargill properties.

Thus, the Location Alternative would avoid the significant unavoidable impact under an
alternative hazardous substance release scenario. Under a worst-case release scenario, the
Location Alternative sites would be subject to a significant unavoidable impact from the
potential exposure of future residents to airborne hazardous substances.

5.3.2 Relation to Project Objectives

While development of the Project on either the Cargill or FMC properties would result in a
reduced risk from the accidental release of hazardous substances, all other impacts would be
similar to those of the proposed Project.

5.3.3 Feasibility

Because none of the potential alternative locations are controlled by the Project proponent,
implementation of the Project on an alternative location would not be feasible unless and until
controlled by the applicant. Further, the City, by adopting the Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan
made the policy decision that Site A and Site B should be developed with residential uses.
Leaving these sites vacant would and developing alternative sites would be inconsistent with the
Specific Plan vision and therefore infeasible for policy reasons.

54 REDUCED DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVE

The Reduced Development Alternative would have the purpose of developing fewer units to
avoid disturbing areas of the site with wetlands and Congdon’s tarplant. This would entail a
reduction of residential units on Site A to avoid seasonal wetlands by locating residences and
streets away from mapped wetland areas. However, on Site B, remediation of soil contaminants
to prepare it for residential uses would continue to necessitate disturbance of the entire site,
thereby impacting wetlands and Congdon’s tarplant on that area of the Project.



5.4.1 Environmental FEffects

The Reduced Development Alternative would establish appropriate buffer areas around the Site
A wetlands to maintain the hydrologic conditions needed fo sustain the wetlands.  This is
estimated to require approximately 0.5 acres of the 2.2 acre Site A. Additionally, the internal
roadway would need to wind through the site in an inefficient, circuitous manner to avoid the
wetlands and buffer areas. These restrictions in combination are estimated to reduce the number
of units that could be developed on Site A by roughly half (12-15 units).

5.4.2 Relation to Project Objectives

Given the proposed Project at 244 total units narrowly achieves the minimum Specific Plan
residential density of 14 units per acre, this reduced development alternative with roughly 12-15
fewer units would not meet the minimum density specified in the Specific Plan for the two sites,
As noted above, one of the objectives of the Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan is to provide a
sufficient number of residential units within walking distance of the planned transit station to
generate the ridership necessary to support the planned station and public transit service. The
Reduced Development Alternative would provide fewer residential units on site A than planned
and therefore would fail to meet this objective.

5.4.3 Feasibility

The Reduced Development Alternative is not considered feasible because it would not be
consistent with the General Plan designation for the site and would not achieve the objectives of
the Specific Plan.

55 PROJECT DESIGN ALTERNATIVE

This alternative would avoid development in areas of Site A containing seasonal wetlands. This
alternative assumes the same number of units (244 total on both sites) as proposed by the Project.
It also assumes that streets and sidewalks would be provided for access, and that public open
space areas would be included for Site B.

This alternative could redistribute the lost Site A units (estimated at roughly 12-15 units) to Site
B. The site plan for Site B could not readily accommodate another 12-15 single-family detached
units, and so this alternative would involve modifying some of the Site B units to a more
compact, efficient form, likely either townhomes or stacked units. This alternative could impair
the Project’s ability to meet the design standards and objectives established in the Specific Plan,
such as those addressing neighborhood scale and architectural compatibility.

Relocating these units would allow the Project as a whole (Site A and Site B) to maintain the 244
unit count to achieve the minimum residential density for the Medium Density Residential land
use designation across both sites, but would not achieve the minimum density of 14 units per
acre specified for Site A. Thus, Site A would not conform to its General Plan land use
designation under this alternative,



5.5.1 Environmental Effects

Preparation of Site B for residential use would still require extensive grading for soil removal as
would be required under the proposed Project. Because the areas of seasonal wetlands and
Congdon’s tarplant are dispersed across Site B, it would not be feasible to avoid them during Site
B remediation, nor would it be feasible to leave “pockets™ of contaminated soil on Site B in areas
where wetlands and tarplant occur. Alternative siting of streets and roads would not feasibly
avoid wetland and tarplant impacts since the remediation of Site B required preceding any
- residential development would disturb areas in which these sensitive biological resources are
present.

A Project Design Alternative to avoid seasonal wetlands impacts on Site A would involve
reconfiguring the public street providing access from Enterprise Drive to avoid direct impacts to
wetlands, and providing an adequate buffer around wetlands (estimated at requiring roughly 0.5
-acres to be left alone) to maintain the hydrologic conditions needed to sustain Site A wetlands.
Under this scenario, the main public street would meander from the east to west side of the site
to avoid direct wetlands impacts, which would likely requite that secondary streets be
curvilinear. Parcels would be arranged around the modified street plan and in a way to avoid
wetlands and provide appropriate buffer areas.

5.5.2 Relation to Project Objectives

The Project Design Alternative would not avoid the significant unavoidable impact from the
potential exposure of future residents on Siies A and B to airborne hazardous substances.
Avoidance of impacts to seasonal wetlands and Congdon’s tarplant on Site B under the Project
Design Alternative would not be feasible since remediation of soil impacts during preparation of
the Site for residential development would still result in direct impacts to them. The Project
Design Altemative would avoid seasonal wetlands impacts on Site A, but would require that
some number of units be instead constructed on Site B, and as attached units, to maintain the
Project’s overall residential density specified in the General Plan. While the Project, across both
sites, could maintain the specified minimum residential density, Site A alone would not meet the
minimum required and therefore would not be consistent with the General Plan.

5.5.3 Feasibility

The Project Design Alternative would be infeasible because it would not be consistent with the
General Plan and may also conflict with the Specific Plan.

6.0 FINDINGS WITH RESPECT TO MITIGATION OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Based on the entire record before the City, and having considered the significant and
unavoidable impacts of the Project, the City hereby determines that all feasible mitigation within
the responsibility and jurisdiction of the City has been adopted to reduce or avoid the potentially
significant impacts identified in the SEIR, and that no additional feasible mitigation is available
io further reduce significant impacts,

CEQA provides that each public agency shall mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the
environment of Projects it approves or carries out whenever it is feasible to do so (Public



Resources Code 21001.1{b]). In mitigating or avoiding a significant effect of a project on the
environment, a public agency may exercise only those express or implied powers provided by
law other than under CEQA (Public Resources Code 21004). The City has specific powers to
mitigate effects that occur within its jurisdiction, namely within the City. '

Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code requires the City to adopt a monitoring or
compliance program regarding the changes in the Project and mitigation measures imposed to
lessen or avoid significant effects on the environment. The MMRP for the Dumbarton TOD
Specific Plan and SEIR mitigation measures fulfill the CEQA mitigation momtormg
requirements, as follows:

o The MMRP and SEIR are designed to ensure compliance with the changes in the Project
and mitigation measures imposed on the Project during Project implementation

e Measures to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment are fully enforceable
through conditions of approval, permit conditions, agreements or other measures.

70 STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

CEQA requires decision makers to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social,
technological or other benefits of a project against its significant and unavoidable environmental
impacts when determining whether to approve the Project. If the specific economic, legal, social,
technological or other benefits of the Project outweigh the significant and unavoidable impacts,
those impacts may be considered “acceptable” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(a)). When
significant impacts are not avoided or lessened, CEQA requires the agency to state, in writing,
the specific reasons for considering a project acceptable. Those reasons must be based on
substantial evidence in the Final SEIR or elsewhere in the administrative record (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15093(b)).

In accordance with the requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, the City finds that the
mitigation measures identified in the Final SEIR and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program for the Trumark Dumbarton TOD Residential Project, when implemented, will avoid or
substantially lessen virtually all of the significant impacts identified in the Final SEIR. However,
certain significant impacts of the Project are unavoidable even after incorporation of all feasible
mitigation measures. In addition to the significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the
Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan EIR, the Project would result in a significant and wnavoidable
risk of accidental release of hazardous materials impacts. The Final SEIR provides detailed
information regarding this impact.

The City finds that all feasible mitigation measures identified in the Final SEIR within the
purview of the City will be implemented with the Project, and that the remaining significant and
unavoidable impacts are outweighed and are found to be acceptable due to the following specific
overriding economic, legal, social, technological or other benefits based upon the facts set forth
above in the Findings of Fact, the Final SEIR and the administrative record. Each of the
following specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological or other benefits (overriding
considerations) set forth below constitutes a separate and independent ground for finding that the
Project benefits outweigh its significant adverse environmental impacts and, alone, is an



adequate overriding consideration associated with the Project that outweigh the Project’s
significant and unavoidable impacts and are, therefore, considered acceptable, warranting
approval of the Project.

@

The Trumark Dumbarton TOD Residential Project will be a critical component of
developing a sustainable community that includes a variety of residential, retail,

employment generating, and park and recreational opportunities in close proximity to
each other.

The Trumark Dumbarton TOD Residential Project is consistent with and effectuates the
City of Newark’s General Plan and other applicable planning and zoning goals, policies,
objectives and requirements.

The Trumark Dumbarton TOD Residential Project will foster compact, connected, safe
and walkable neighborhoods with convenient access to a future, planned transit station
along the DRC, existing employment centers, including Silicon Valley, patks and open
space, and commercial services.

The Trumark Dumbarton TOD Residential Project is consistent with principles of
sustainability. It is intended to be a community that meets the needs of people and the
environment by providing energy efficient buildings, walkable streets, parks, open space,
habitat protection, and a diversity of housing opportunities.

Mixed-use communities, such as the one in which the Trumark Dumbarton TOD
Residential Project will be constructed, typically generate fewer auto trips per unit of land
use than single-use suburban developments, which in turn reduce automobile
dependence, gasoline consumption, greenhouse gas emissions and emissions of other
pollutants associated with automobile use. Fewer automobile trips associated with mixed-
use developments also reduce noise pollution and improve congestion on local roadways.

The Trumark Dumbarton TOD Residential Project will provide convenient pedestrian
access to local businesses in the area, further facilitating reduced automobile dependence,
gasoline consumption, greenhouse gas emissions and emissions of other pollutants
associated with automobile use, noise pollution and improved congestion on local
roadways. :

The Trumark Dumbarton TOD Residential Project will provide 244 single-family
residential units, which will help the City meet its regional housing needs allocation.

The Trumark Dumbarton TOD Residential Project, when compared to the other
alternatives analyzed in the Final SEIR (including the No Project Altemative), provides
the best available balance between maximizing the attainment of the Project objectives
while minimizing significant environmental impacts.

Considering all factors, the City finds that each of the above-referenced overriding
considerations constitutes a separate and independent ground for finding that the Project benefits
outweigh its significant adverse environmental imopacts and, alone, is an adequate overriding



consideration associated with the Project that outweigh the Project’s significant and unavoidable
impacts and are, therefore, considered acceptable, warranting approval of the Project.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This statement of findings addresses the potentially significant environmental impacts associated with the
Dumbarton Transit Osiented Development (TOD) Specific Plan located in Alameda County, California and
are made putsuant to Section 15091 of the Califorfiia Eavitonmental Quality Act {CEQA) Guidelines, which
provide that:

(n} No public agency shall approve or catry out a project for which an EIR has been certified ~which
identifics one or more significant environmentel effects of the ptoject unless the public agency makes
one or mote witten findings for each of those significant effects, accompanied by a btief explanation
of the rationale for each finding. The possible findings are:

(1) Changes or alterations have been requited in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant énvitonineital effect as identified in the Final EIR.

(2) Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of anothet public agency
and not the agency making the finding, Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or
can and shouwld be adopted by such other agency.

(3) Specific tconomic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment oppottunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives identified in the Final EIR.

The findings tequired by subsection (a) shall be supported by substantial evidence in the record.

g8 1eq ¥ pp ¥

Section 15092 of the CEQA Guidelines further stipulates that;

() A public agency shall not decide to approve or cauy out a project for which an EIR was prepared
unless either:

- (1) The project as approved will not have a significant effect on the environment, or
{(2) The agency has:

(A) Eliminated or substantially lessencd all significant effects on the environment where feasible as
shown in findings under Section 15091, and

(B) Determined that any remaining significant effects on the environtment found to be unavoidable
under Section 15091 are acceptable due to overriding concerns as described in Section 15093,

Accotding to Section 15093 if the CEQA Guidelines:

4) CBEQA requires the decision-making agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social,
technological, or other benefits of a proposed project against its unavoidable environmental tisks when
determining whether to apptove the project. If the specific economic, legal, social, technological, of
other benefits of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse cnvironmental cffects, the
adverse environmental effects may be considexed "acceptable.”

b) When the lead agency approves a project which will result in the occurrence of significant effects which
are identified in the Final RIR 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 infortation in
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the record. The statement of overriding considerations shall be supported by substantial evidence in
[‘he rn—c?)_rd- e - e e e e e mmem e e e -

c) TF 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 putsuant to Section
15091. ‘

As requited by CEQA, the City of Newark (City), it adopting these findings, must also adopt a Mitigation
Monitofing and Repozting Program (MMRP) for the pioject. The MMRP, which is incorporated by reference
and made a patt of these findings, meets the requirements of Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines by
providing for the implementation and monitoring of measutes intended to mitigate potentially significant
effects of the project.

Whenever these findings specifically refer to and adopt a mitigation measure that will avoid ot mitigate a
potentially significant impact, that specific mitigation measure is hexeby made a Condition of Approval of the
Dumbatton TOD Specific Plan project.

1.1 PROJECT SUMMARY

The Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan provides a comprehensive policy and regulatory framework to guide
future development and redevelopment within the approximately 205-acte Dumbatton TOD Specific Plan
atea. The Specific Plan cstablishes the allowable land uses, development regulations, design guidelines,
necessary infrastructure improvements, and an implementation plan to direct farure development and
redevelopment of the Dumbaston TOD Specific Plah area. Implementation of the Specific Plan will result in
a mix of residential, office, tetail, parks and recreatlonal open space uses. The following table provides a
summaty of the land use disttibution within the Specific Plan area.

Land Use/Zoning Designation Total
Maxirmum Residential Units .2,50() units
Low Density Residential {LDK) 16.8 acres
Medium Density Résidential (MDR) 67.9 acres
Medium High Density Residential (MHDR) 59.3 acres
Higlh Density Residential (HDR) 50 acres
Retail (R) 50 acres (35,000 square feet)
Commercial () 7.2 acres (195,000 square feet)
i et 6.1 ncres (including parking
TI'ransit Station (TS) atens)

16.3 acres (including parkland
Parks and Open Space (POS) provided through the City's

Parks Ordinance)
Miscellaneous (M) "23.1 acres
TOTAL 206.7 acres
Findings of Fact/ ' 2 Avgust 2011
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1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

In accordance with the requitements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, « Notice of Preparation NOP) of
a Draft Envirorimerital Impact Repott (Dtaft EIR) was filed with the State Clearinghouse (SCH) Office of
Planning and Rescatch (OPR) on Match 31, 2011, The NOP was distributed to public agencics and interested
patties for a 30-day public review period, which extended from Match 31 to Aptil 30, 2011,

A Notice of Completion (NOC) of the Draft EIR was filed with the SCI{ OPR on Mgy 18, 2011. The Dyaft
EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period, which ended on July 1, 2011, During this public review
petiod, the City teccived wiritten comments oni the Draft EIR. Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines
requires that the lead agency responsible for the preparation of an EIR evaluate coiments on environtnen tal
issues received from parties }vho reviewed the Deaft EIR and prepare » written response addressing each of
the comments. A Final BIR was prepared for the project, which assesnbles in one document all of the
environmental information and analysis prepared for the project, including cormiments on the information and
analysis contained in the Deaft EIR and responses by the City to those comments.

Pursuant to Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, thé Final EIR consists of the following:
(a) The Draft EIR, including all of its appendices.
(b) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commentitig on the Draft EIR.

(c) Copies of all letters received by the City during the Draft EIR public review period and responses to
significant environmental points concerning the Draft BIR raised in the review and consultation
[process.

(d) Revisions to the Draft BIR.

(e) Any other information added by the lead agency.

2.0 CEQA FINDING OF INDEPENDENT JUDGMENT

The City is the lead agency with respect to the Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan pursuant to the Section 15367
of the CEQA Guidelines. As noted above, Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that the lead
agency prepate written findings for identified significant impacts, accompanied by & brief explanation for the
rationale fot cach finding, The Final EIR for the project identified potentially significant effects that could
result from project implementation. However, the City finds that the inclusion of certain mitigation measures
as part of the project approvsl will reduce most, but not all, of those effects to less than significant levels.
Those impacts that are not reduced to less than significant levels are overridden due to specific project
benefits identified in a Statement of Overriding Considerations provided below in Section 7.0.

In accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, the City adopts these findings as part of its approval

of the project. Pursuant to Section 21082.1(c)(3) of the Public Resources Code, the City also finds that the
Final BIR geflects the City's independent judgment as the lead agency for the project.

3.0 ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD

The record, upon which all findings and determinations related to the approval of the project are based,
includes the following:

S,
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The EIR and all documents referenced in ot relied upon by the LIR.

¢ Al prior and present information (including written cvidence and tesumony) proudmea{);' Clt}' staff 1o
the Planning Commission and City Council relating to the EIR, the approvals, and the project.

¢ Al prior and present information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to the Planning
Commission and City Conncil by the project sponsor and consultants. '

¢  All final applications, letters, testimony, ‘exhibits, and presentations presented by the project sponsor
and consultants to the City in connection with the project.

¢ Al final information (including written evidence and testimony) presented at any City public hearing or
City workshop telated to the ptoject aid the EIR.

& Tor documentaty and information putposes, all City-adopted land use plans and ordinances, including
without limitation the general plan, specific plans and ordinances, together with envitonmental review
documents, findings, mitigation monitoring programs and other documentation relevant to planned
gtowth in the area,

The MMRP for the project.
All other documents composing the record pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21 167.6(e).

¢ The custodian of the documents and other materials that constitute the record of the proceedings upon
which the City’s decisions are based is Terrence Grindall, Community Development Ditector, or his
designee. Such documents and other matexials afe located at the Newatk Community Development
Department, 37101 Newark Boulevard, Newark, CA 94560.

4.0 FINDINGS OF FACT

The Following sections make deteiled findings with respect to the potential effects of the project and refer,
where apptoptiate, to the mitigation measures set forth in the Final EIR and the MMRP to aveid or
substantially reduce potentially significant adverse impacts of the project. The EIR and the administrative
record concerning the project provide additional facts in support of the findings herein. The Final EIR is
hereby incorpotated into these findings in its entirety. Furthermore, the mitigation mensures sct forth in the
Final EIR and the MMRP afe incotporated by refetence in these findings. The MMRP was developed in
compliance with Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines and is provided under separate cover.

4.1 POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT BUT MITIGABLE IMPACTS

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091(a)(1) and 15092(b), and to the extent reflected in the EIR and
the MMRP, the City finds that changes ot alterations have beeti requited 1o, or incorporated into, the
components of the project to mitigate or avoid potentially significant effects on the envitonment. Based on
the analysis contained in the EIR, the following, impacts have been determined to fall within the category of
impacts that can be reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of the mitigation measures set
forth below. .

& Air Quality (potential impacts resulting from air pollutant cmissions during short-ierm consttuction
activities and long-term project operations)

¢ Biological Resoirces (potential impacts to salt marsh hatvest mouse, nesting raptors, western
burrowing owl, tricolored blackbird, salt marsh comthon yellowthroat and other nesting passerine
birds, special-status plant species, wetlands and waters of the U.8./State, and piotected teces)

¢ Cultural Resources (potential impacts to histerical, archdeological and paleontological resoutces and
human temains)
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¢ Geolopy and Soils (potential impacts resulting from seismic sisk, soil erosien, unstable soil and
expansive soil) S T e

¢ Greenhouse Gas Emissions (potential impiacts associated with greenhouse gas emissions)

¢ Hazards and Hazardous Materials (potential impacts associated with accidental release or exposure to
hazardous materials)

¢ Hydrology and Water Quality (potential impacts associated with ezosion #nd/or siltation, on or offsite
flooding, exceedance of storm drainage system capacity and additional sources of polluted runoff)

¢ Noise (potential impacts resulting from short-term increases in noise and ground-borne vibration
duting construction, exposure of futre residential uses to noise from future commuter train seevice,
and long-term increases in traffic noisc)

¢ Public Services, Utilities and Service Systems (potential impacts to existing wastewatet conveyance
facilities)

¢ Recteation (potential impacts resulting from the construction of receationsl facilities)

¢ Traffic (potential impacts resulting from the detetioration of the level of service at several intetsec tions)
4.1.1 Alr Quality

Summary of Potential Impocis

An evaluation of potential impacts from ait pollutant emissions during construction activities and long-term
project operations is found in Section 4.2 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR.

Construction activities during development allowed by the Dumbatton TOD Specific Plan would result in
fugitive dust (PMio and PMas) emissions, exhaust from the opetation of vehicles and equipment on the
project site, and additional dust from grading and hauling activitics associated with site prepatation. It js
possible that asbestos-containing materials exist in buildings that may be modified or demolished and
naturally oceurving asbestos (NOA) has been identified within the project area.

The Dumbatton TOD Specific Plan includes space for a future multi-modal transit station that would inchade
commuter train service. Based on the land use plan, residential uses have the potential to be located in
proximity to the transit station. Diesel trains ate a2 common source of toxic air contaminants (TACs) and
PMzs emissions and require adequate buffers and/or other mitigation.

Findings

The City finds that, pursvant to Section 15091(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, changes or alterations have
been te(juired in or incorporated into the project, which would mitigate ot -avoid potential impacts from air
pollutant emissions duting construction activities and long-term project operations as identified in the Fjnal
EIR. The City further finds that the change or alteration in thie project or the requitement to impose the
mitigation as 2 condition of project approval is within the jutisdiction of the City to tequire, and that this
mitigation is appropriate and feasible.

Facls in Support of Findings

Shott-term air quality impacts during construction will be less than significant with implementation Mitigation
Mensures 4.2-12 and 4.2-1b, which requite implementation of Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD) “basic” and “additional” measures to reduce air pollutant emissions during construction. Long-
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tertn impacts associated with the proximity of the Futute transit station to residential uses will be mitigated to
less that significant with implerientation of Mitigation Measure #:2:2, whichrequires 4 minimuty of 1,000
feet between the futuge transit station and residential uses o filtered ait supply systéms.

4.1.2 Biclogical Resources

Summary of Potentiol Impacts

An evaluation of potential impacts to special-status species, nesting bitds and raptors, wetlands and waters of
the 11.8./State, and protected trees is found in Section 4.3 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR.

The salt marsh harvest mouse is a federal and state listed endanpered species. It is found in salt marsh
habitats that atc doninated by pickleweed. Patcels within the project aréa that will be developed contain
pickleweed that could suppott the salt matsh harvest mouse. Suitable nesting habitat for white-tailed kite,
red-tafled hawk, northetn harrier and westetn burfowing owl octuss within the pioject area. Common
passerine birds and othet bitds with specipl-status, such 4s the tricolored blackbird and salt marsh common
yellowthtont, could be impacted by fatute development activities within the project atea, including loss of
nesting habitat, disturbance to nesting birds #nd death of adults and/ot young. The project area provides
suitable habitat fot special-status plants, which could be impacted by the project. Future development within
the project area will xesult in the fill of wetlands and waters of the U.S./State, and the removal of trees
protected by the City’s Municipal Code: Project-related impacts would be cumulatively considerable when
combined with other projects in the region.

Findings

The City finds that, pursuant to Section 15091(r)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, changes or alterations have
been tequired in or incorporated into the project, which mitigate or avoid potential impacts to special-status
species, nesting birds and raptors, wetlands and waters of the U.S./State, and protected trees as identified in
the Final EIR. The City further finds that the change ot alteration in the project ot the requitement to impose
the mitigation as a condition of project approval is within the jutisdiction of the City to require, and that this
mitigation is appropridte and feasible.

Facts in Support of Findings

Potential impacts to the salt matsh harvest mouse awill be less than significant with implementation of
Mitigation Measure 4.3-1, which requites prepatation of & Habitat Assessment to determine presence of
suitable habitat and pre-construction mensutres. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3-2 through 4.3.4
requiring pre-construction nesting surveys, approptiate non-disturbance buffers and a Mitigation Plan {for the
western burrowing owl), if nests are identified, will ceduce impacts to nesting raptoss, the vesteth burtowing
owl and nesting passetine birds to less than significant. Potential ipacts to special-status plant species will
be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-5, which requires pre-construction
plant surveys and implementation of specific measures, if special-status plants are found. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure 4.3-6, requiting # wetland delineation, if not sleeady completed, verification of the
defineation by the Army Corps of Engirieers (ACOE), authorization of any fill of wetlands and/ot waters of
the U.S./State, and mitigation compensation, will reduce impacts to wetlands and/or waters of the U.S./State
to less than significant. Potential impacts to protected trees will be less than significant with implementation
of Mitigation Measute 4.3-8, which requires a tree permit, tree replacement at 2 1:1 ratio and a Tree
Management Plan, Implementation of mitigation for project-related impacts would reduce cumulative
itnpacts to less than significant.
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4.1.3 Cultural Resources
Summeory of Potential Impacts

An evaluation of potential impacts on histotical, archaeological and paleontological resoutces and huinan
remains is found in Section 4.4 (Cultural Resources) of the Diaft EIR.

Thete ate no recorded archaeological resources, including prehistotic sites and no recorded, reported or
known Native American sites located in, adjacent or near the project avea. In addition, no historic resources
have been formally recorded or reported. Nevesthcless, given the location of the project ater adjacent to
histotic salt marshiands at the edge of San Francisco Bay, the atea is considered to be moderately sensitive for
archaeological resources; including histotic resources and human remains. Thus, ground disturbing activities
have the potential to damage ot destroy unknows: cultueal tesoutces. * Althoupli rio paleontological resources
ate known to exist in the project area and it has a low sensitivity for such resources, the presence of unknown
paleontological tesoutces cannot be uled out. Ground disturbing activities have the potential to damage of
destroy uttknown paleontological resources. I{roiect—rala'ted impacts would be cumulatively considerable
when combined with other projects i the region.

F!ndings

The City finds that, putsuant to Section 15091(a)}(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, changes or alterations have
been requitcd in ot incorporated ifito the project, which mitigate or avoid the potential impatts on historical,
atchacological and palcontological resources and humen rernains as identified in the Final BIR. The City
fugther finds that the change or alteration in the project or the requitement to impose the mitigation as «
‘condition of project approval is within the jutisdiction of the City to zequire, and that this mitigation i
appfoptiate and feasible. ‘

Focts in Suppeort of Findings

Potential impacts to archaeological and paleontological resources and human remains will be less than
sipnificant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.4-1a, which fequires traisting of construct
ceews on the mechanisms used to identify cultural resources and to caution them on the implications of
knowingly destroying cultural resources ot temoving artifacts or human remains from the project area. This
mitigation mensute also includes specific steps to take should subsurface deposits believed to be cultural and
huinan in otigin ate discovered. Implementation of Mitigation Measute 4.4-1b, tequiring the evaluation of
existing buildings or structures or the Union Pacific Railtoad cotridor that will be affected by the project for
inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places, will teduce impacts to historical resources 1o less than
significant. Implementation of mitigation for project-related impacts would reduce cumulative impacts to less
than significant.

4.1.4 Geology and Soils

Summary of Polential Impacts

An evaluation of potential impacts associated with seismic tisk, soil exosion, unstable soil and expansive soil is
found in Section 4.5 (Geology and Soils) of the Draft EIR.

Future development within the Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan area will involve construction of structures in
a scismically sctive region. Conseguently, the project area will likely experience moderate ground shaking
dusing earthquakes occurring on offsite frults and secondary events such as liquefaction or landslides that

August 2011 7 findings of Faci/
Stalement of Qveridding Constderations



could expose people or structures to the risk of loss, injuiy or death. Vegetation removal and grading
associated with future developient within the project area will éspose soil and icrease the-potential-for soil
erosion from wind of stormwater funoff. Soil conditionis within the project area have the potential foi
differential settlement that could damage structures. In addition, the project atea is undetlain by clayey,
expansive soil that has a high shrink/swell potential that could damage structuzes.

Findings

The City finds that, pursuant to Section 15091(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, changes or alterations have
been tequired in ot incotporated into the project, which mitigate or avoid potential impacts associsted with
seismic risk, soil exosion, unstable soil and expansive soil as identified in the Final EIR. The City futther finds
that the change or alteration in the project or the requirement to impose the smitigation as a condition of
project apptoval is within the jurisdiction of the City to require, and that this mitigation is appropriate and
feasible.

Facts in Support of Findings

Potential impacts associated with ground shaking, seismic-related liquefaction and landslides, soil erosion,
unstable soil and expansive soil will be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Mensure 4.5-1,
which requires preparation of a design-level geotechnical investigation for individual properties within the
ptoject area pror to their development and impleniehtation of recommended construction measures
identified in the investigation. In addition, Mitigation Measutcs 4.5-2 and 4.5-3 require coordination with the
Alameda County Water District (ACWD) to ensute compliance with ACWD Ogdinance No. 2010-01

4.1.5 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Summary of Potential impacis

An evaluation of potential impacts related to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions is found in Section 4.6
(Greenhouse Gas Emissions) of the Draft EIR.

The Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan is patt of a regional effort to reduce vehicle teips and GHG emissions,
support teansit and enhance the quality of life in the region. Tt is 2 Priotity Development Atea as a part of the
Sustainable Communities Stratégy development, Although the project will genetate GHG emissions,
sustainable practices will be incorporated into the project design, including water, enetgy, solid waste, and
transpottation efficiency measures to reduce project GHG emissions to 27.92 percent below the business as
usual scenario.

Findings

The City finds that, pursunit to Section 15091(@)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, changes or alterations have
been required in ot incorporated into the project, which mitigate or avoid potential impacts related to GHG
ermissions as identified in the Pinal EIR. The City further.finds that the change or alteration in the project or
the reguirefent to impose the mitigation as a condition of project approval is within the jurisdiction of the
City to requite, and that this mitigation is appraptiate and feasible.

Findings of Fact/ 8 August 2011
statement of Overriding Considerations



Facts En §gpp@rﬁ of fi'ni@lngs

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6-1, which will cnsure that proposed peoject design features are
incorpotated in future development plans, will reduce impacts to less than significant.

4.1.6 Hazords and Hazardous Materials

Summery of Potential impacts

An evaluation of potential impacts associated with hazardous matetials sites and accidental telease of
hazardous matetials is found in Section 4.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the Draft EIR.

Bight propetties within the Dumbatton TOD Specific Plan area are ktown to have contaminated
groundwater and soils. For all eight properties, soil and water sampling have been performed through
contaminant testing and disclosute dotumentation. Mitigations associated with remediation of properties
have been identified and approptiate pollutant thresholds that need to be achieved prior to development have
heens established. In addition, use of hazardous materials in the project arca after construction may create a
hazard if accidentally released into the environment.

findings

The City finds that, pussvant to Scction 15091(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, changes or alterations have
been required in or incorpotated into the project, which mitigate or avoid potential impacts assaciated with
hazatrdous materials sites and accidental release of hazardous materials as identified in the Final EIR. The City
further finds that the change or alteration in the project ot the tequitement to impose the mitightion as 2
condition of project approval is within the jurisdiction of the City to require, and that this mitigation is
approptiate and feasible.

Facts in Support of Findings

Potential impacts associated with development on sites with known contaminated groundwater and soil and
accidental release of hazardous matetials intp the environment will be reduced to less than sighificant with
adhetence to federal, state and local standards and implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.7-1a through
4.7-te. Mitigation Measute 4.7-1a requires the property owner to: 1) summatize available infotrmation
regarding soil and groundwater contamination; 2) petform a data gap analysis; 3) determine whether any
additional investigation is needed; 4) provide either a Health Risk Assesstent (HRA) or Feasibllity Srudy
(FS); 5) based on the HRA or as set forth in the FS, develop remedial options to address the identified rigks;
and 6} submit a report 1o the Oversight Agency. Remedial action plans, risk management plans and health
and safety plans will be required #s detexmined by the Ovessight Agency for a given property, if nat already
completed, to prevent an unacceptable risk to human hiealth, including workeis during and after construction.

Mitigation Measute 4.7-1b sequites aveas that will be graded to be cleated of debris, significant vegetation,
pre-existing abandoned utilities, buried structures and asphalt concrete and Mitigation Measure 4.7.1¢
requires testing of import soil nceded for future devélopment for toxic substances. Mitigation Measure 4.7-
1d requires areds within the project area with NOA to be confirmed, any necessary petiits obtained from the
BAAQMD, and implementation of dast control measures and an NOA air monitoring program. Mitigation
Measure 4.7-1¢ provides guidance for development of propertics where NOA is known to occur.
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417  Hydiology, Didinage and Water Quallly

Summary of Potential Impacis

An evaluation of potential impacts associated with ecrosion and/or siltation, on or offsite flooding,
exceedance of storm drainage system capacity and additional soutces of polhited runoff is found in Section
4.8 (Hydrology, Drainage and Water Quality) of the Diaft EIR.

Future developmient within the Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan area will involve vegetation removal, grading,
and the consttuction of buildings, roads, sidewalks, dtiveways and parking lots, which will altet existing
drainage patterns and inceease the potential for erosion and/or siltation. The project will also resuit in
changes to absotption rates, dtainage pattexns, ard tlie corresponding rate and amount of surface runoff that
could cause flooding on or offsite, exceed the capacity of the existing storm draifiage system and provide
additional sources of polluted runoff. Portions of the project atea that are located north of the San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) right-of-way will likely requite crossings of the Hetch Hetehy Pipaline,
Any ptoposed crossings will need to be verified to ensure that there is sufficient depth to allow the storm
drainage lines to pass over the pipeline.

Findings

The City finds that, pursuant to Section 15091(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidtlines, changes or altetations have
been requited in or incorporated into the project, which sitigate of avid potential impacts associnted with
erosion and/or siltation, on or offsite flooding, exteedance of storm drainage system capacity and additional
sources of polluted mpoff as identified in the Final EIR. The City fusther finds that the change or alteration
in the project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of project approval is within the
jutisdiction of the City to fequire, and that this mitigation is appropriate and feasible.

Facls In Suppont of Findings

Implementation of Mitigation Messure 4.8-4e, which requires preparation of detailed site-specific hydrology
repotts, and compliance with the requirements of the General Permit and other federal, state and local
policies and regulations, will reduce impacts associated with on or offsite flooding or increased amounts of
polluted runoff to less than significant. New development will need to construct adequately sized storm
drainage facilities to convey onsite surface water runoff to cxisting storm dtainage facilities. These facilities
will be designed to carry storinwater at buildout of the individual development sites, and will be subject to
City and Alameda Fload Control Disttict review to verify that they are designed to accommodate increased
flows, ‘which will reduce potential impacts associated with the capacity of the existing storm drainage system
to less than significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.8-4b, which tequires future projects
requiring storm drainage lines and water myins that cross the Hetch Hetchy Pipeline to include measures to
ensure that there is sufficient room for the storm drainage lines to pass over the pipeline (i.e., placement of
additional fill), will reduce impncts to less than significant.

4.1.8 Noise

Summary of Polential impacts

At evaluation of the potcntial impacts tesulting from shott-term increases in noise and ground-hogne
vibration during construction, exposute of future residentiol uses to noise from future commuter train
service, and long-term Increases in traffic noise is found in Section 4.10 (Noise) of the Draft EIR.

—— s
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Construction activities during future development allowed by the Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan will expose
surrounding sensitive receptors to moise and grovnd-borme vibeation: The-project-will-provide-space for a
rulti-modal transit station that will include commuter train sesvice. Trmins have the potential produce noise
levels in excess of the normally acceptable land use compatibility standards for residential uses that wwill be
located adjacent to the teansit corridor. During operation, development within the project atea will result in
additional traffic on adjacent roadways, thereby increasing vehicular noise in the vicinity of the existing: and
proposed land uses and resulting in offsite noise impacts. When combined with other projects, the increasc in
traffic noise will be cumulatively considerable,

Findings

The City finds that, pursuant to Section 15091{a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, changes or alterations have
been requited in ot incotporated into the project; which mitigate of avoid potential impacts resulting from
shoti-term increases in noise and ground-borne vibeation during construction, exposure of futuse residential
uses to hoise from future commuter train segvice, and long-term increases in traffic noise as identified in the
Final EIR. The City further finds that the change ot alteration in thie ptoject or the requitement to impose the
mitigation a5 a condition of project approval is within the jurisdiction of the City to require, and that this
mitigation s appropriate and feasible.

Facts in Suppont of Findings

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.10-1a and 4.10-1b will reduce construction noise impacts to less
than significant, while vibration associated with construction will be reduced to less than significant by
Mitigation Measure 4.10-2. Mitigation Mensure 4.10-1a réquites constniction cotitractots to implement a
noise reduction program, including limitations on the hours of construction, noise control techniques for
" equipment and teucks, usé of hydeaulically or electronically powered impact tools whetever possible,
stationary noisc sources located as far from adjacent receptors as possible, and the noisiest phases of
construction limited to ten days at a time, when feasible. Mitigation Measure 4.10-1b requires submission to
the City Building Inspection Division of a list of measutes to respond to and track complaints pertaining to
construction noise, ongoing throughout demolition, grading and construction. Mitigation Measure 4.10-2
requires noise control measures if pile diving is necessary for building construction.

Potential noise impacts from commuter trains oft future residential uses will be less than significant with
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.10-3, which requires preparation of an Acoustical Assessment to
detonstrate that exterior and interior noise levels are consistent with applicable land use compatibility
standards. Mensures (e.g, attenuation barsiers, acoustically rated windows, upgraded insulation, etc.) will be
implemented where conditions exceed the norally acceptable noise exposure level. Implementation of
Mitigation Measute 4.10-4, requiting the posted speed limit on Willow Street to be 35 miles per hour, will
reduce offsite vehicular noise impacts to léss than significant.

41.9 Public Services and Utilities

Summary of Potential impocts

An evaluation of potential impacts on existing wastewater conveyance facilities is found in Section 4,12
(Public Setvices and Utilities) of the Draft EIR.

Existing sewer pipelines that will serve the Dumbatton TOD Specific Plan area may not be sized 1o
accommodate project buildout. In addition, dual 33-inch sewage force mains under the project area will Jikely
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require stenctural upgrades or relocation as a result of future development. A 14-inch gravity sewer line in
Enterprise Drive may also requite stractural upgrades. o S

Findings

The City finds that, putsuant to Section 15091(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, changes or alterations have
been required in or incorporated into the project, which mitigate ot avoid potential impacts on existing
wastewater conveyance facilities as identified in the Final EIR. The City futther finds that the change or
altetation in the projeet of the requirement to impose the mitigation as 2 condition of project approval is
within the jurisdiction of the City to requite, and that this mitigation is apptopsiate and feasible.

Facis in Support of Findings
Impacts to existing wastewater conveyance facilities will be less than sipnificant with implementation of
Mitigation Measute 4.12-2, which requites installation of any necessaty ifproveinents, beyond those alroady

included in the Union Sanitary District Master Plan and updated fee program.

4.1.10  Recreafion

Summaery of Polential Impacts

An evaluation of potential inipacts potential impacts resulting from the construction of recreational facilities
is found in Section 4.13 (Recrention) of the Draft EIR.

The copstruction of proposed recreational facilities could result in temporaty increases in air emissions, dust,
noise and erosion from a variety of construction activities, including excavation, grading, vehicle travel on
unpaved surfaces, and vehicle and equipment exhaust.

Findings

The City finds that, pursuant to Section 15091(x)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, changes or alterations have
been required in or incorporated into the project, which mitigate or avoid potential impacts tesulting from the
construction of tecreational facilities as identified in the Final BIR. The City further finds that the change or

alteration in the project or the requirement to impgse the mitigation as & conditibn of project approval is
within the jutisdiction of the City to requite, and that this mitigation is apptoprinte and feasible.

Facts in Support of Findings
Implementation of Mitigation Measutes 4.2-1a and 4.2-1b and Mitigation Measures 4.10-1a, 4.10-1b ang 4.10-

2 will reduce terporary construction impacts to less than significant, as described above in Sections 4.1.1 and
4.1.8.

4.1.11  Traffic

Summary of Potentlal impacis

An evaluation of the potential traffic impacts is found in Section 4.14 (Traffic) of the Draft BIR.

Findings of Fact/ 12 August 2011
Statement of Ovenlding Considerations



The addition of project traffic to the existing roadway network will cause operations to degrade from an
acceptable level of service (LOS) (ie, LOS C or bettet) to visacceptable LOS D, E'or F, or'it would
exacetbate unacceptable operations by increasing the average intersection delay by four or more seconds at
the following thtee intersections:

1. Willow Steeet/ Thornton Avenue
2. Willow Street/Enterprise Drive
3. Cherry Street/Mowry Avenue

In addition, the Willow Street/Enterprise Drive intersection also meets peak-hour signal watrants during the
AM and PM peak hours.

The addition of project traffic under future year 2035 (cumulative) conditions will cause intersection 1.0S 1o
degeade from acceptable to unacceptable ot exacerbate opetations by increasing the average delay by four or
more seconds at the following five intersections: .

Gateway Boulevard/Thornton Avenue
Willow Stieet/Thomnton Avenue
Willow Sireet/Entetprise Drive
Cherry Street/Mowry Avenue

1-880 NB Ramps/Mowry Avenue

W b

The Willow Street/Enterprise Diive intersection also meets peak-hour signal warrants duting the AM and
PM peak hons.

Findings

The City finds that, pursuant to Section 15091(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, changes or alterations have
been required in or incorporated into the project, which mitigate or aveid potential waffic impacts as
identified in the Final EIR. The City further finds that the change or alteration in the project or the
requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of project approval is within the jutisdiction of the City
to require, and that this mitigation is approptiate and feasible,

Facts in Supper of Findings

Impscts to the intersections of Willow Stteet/ Thornton Avenue, Willow Street/Enterprise. Drive and Cherty
Street/Mowry Avenue under existing plus project conditions will be less than significant with implémentation
of Mitigation Mensure 4.14-1, which requires consteuction of specific imptovements identified in the Final
EIR at each intersection. Implementation of Mitigation Mensures 4.14-6, which requires construction of
specific improvements identified in the Final EIR at the intersections of Gateway Boulevard/Thornton
Avenue, Willow Street/Thornton Avenve, Willow Street/Entorprise Drive, Cherry Street/Mowry Avenuc
and 1-880 NB Ramps/Mowsy Avenue, will reduce impacts at each intersection under future year 2035
conditions to less than significant.

4.2 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS THAT ARE CONSIDERED SIGNIFICANT AND
UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

I'his section identifies the significant and unavoidable impacts that require a Statement of Overriding
Considerations to be issued by the City, pursuant to Section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines, if the project is
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approved. Basced on the analysis contained in the EIR, the following impacts would be significant and
unavoidable: S ,

¢ Traffic (degrade an acceptable intersection LOS to an unacceptable LOS under existing plus project
conditions at one intetsection, increase demiand on tansit service, dégrade acceptable LOS at five
intersections to unacceptable 1OS under future year 2035 conditions, and degrade operations on five
roadway segments under future year 2035 coniditions.

4.2.1 Troffic

sumrnary of Significant and Unavoidable Impacts
An evaluation of potential traffic impacts is found in Section 4.14 (Trattic) of the Draft IR

The addition of project traffic to existing conditions would cause the intersection LOS at Cedar
Boulevard/Thotnton Ave to degrade from acceptable to unaccepteble duting the PM peak hour and
exacerbate opetations by increasing the average delay by four or more scconids dusiug the AM peak hour.

The project’s increased demand for transit service may not be met by Duimbarton Rail Cotridor (DRC)
project, as the future of the DRC project is uncertain and ‘improved bus service to the Specific Plan area
cannot be guaranteed, a8 it is undes the jurisdiction of Alameda County (AC) Transit,

The addition of project traffic under future year 2035 conditions will cause intersection LOS to degrade from
acceptable to unaceeptable of exacetbate opegations by increasing the average delay by four or mote seconds
at the following five intersections: '

SR-84 Eastbound Ramps/ Thornton Avenue
Cherry Street/Thotnton Avenue

Newsatk Boulevard/Thotnton Avenue
Cedar Boulevard/ Thoraton Avenue

Chetry Street/Central Avenue

W Wb

The addition of project traffic under future year 2035 conditions will also degrade operations on the
following five roadway segments:

1. -I-880, from SR 84 Eastbound to Thomton Avenue

2. 1-880, from Mowry Avenue to Stevenson Boulevard

3, Thornton Avenue, from Willow Street to Spruce Street

4 Thornton Avenue, from Sprace Stteet to Cherry Street

5. Thotnton Avenue, from Cedar Boulevatd to I-880 Southbound Ramps

Findings

'T'he City finds that, pursuant to Section 15091(a)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, specific economic, legal, sacial,
technological, or other considerations make infeasible the mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR.

Facts in Support of Findings

Impacts to the intersection of Cedar Boulevard/Thornton Avenue would be less than significant with
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.14-1 requiting an additional westbound left turn lane from Thornton
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Avenue to Cedar Boulevard. While no project traffic is added dixectly to this movement, the addition of this
lane would improve ovetall intersection opetations. However, due to the limited sight-of-way available along

Thornton Avenue and potential secondaty impacts (such as increased pedestrian crossing distances), this js
not feasible. Therefote, this impact is significant and unavoidable.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.14-2 requiting the City to cootdinate with AC Transit to improve
bus service to the Specific Plan area would reduce impacts to less than significant. However, ultinae
implementation would be under AC Transit’s jurisdiction and cannot be guntanteed. Thus, the impact is
sighificant and unavoidable.

An additional eastbound right turn lane on the SR 84 Bastbound Off-Ramp at the interscetion of SR 84
Eastbound Ramps/Thotnton Avenue would mitigate the impact at this intersection to less than signi ficant.
However, this intetsection is outside of the City’s jurisdiction. SR B4 is a Caltrans-controlled facility, and

impletrientation of this ritigation measure cannot be guatanteed. Thercfore, this impact is significarst and
unavoidable.

As identified in Mitigation Measure 4.14-6, the following improvements would mitigate impacts under future
year 2035 conditions at the five intersections list above but are infeasible for the reasons statf:d:

¢ An additional eastbound right rn lane on Thomnton Avenve would mitigate the impact at the
interscction of Cherry Street/Thotnton Avenue. However, due to the built out nature of the City,
limited right-of-way is available at the intersection. The City would need to exercise eminent domaain o
obtain the right-of-way, resulting in impacts to the land owner on the southwest cotner of the
intersection. Additionally, potential secondaty impacts (such as incrégsed pedestrian crossing distances
and impacts to bicyelists in the corridor) would occur with the improvement. Therefore, this
improvement is not feasible and the impact is significant and unavoidable.

¢ An additional nosthbound left tuen lane on Newark Boulevard to accommadate the heavy left e
movetient would mitigate the impact at the intersection of Newark Boulevard/Thornton Avenne.
While no project traffic is added directly to this movement, the addition of this lane would improve
overall intersection opetations. Howevet, due to the built out nature of the City, limited tight-of-way is
available at the intetsection. The City would ieed to exercise eminent domain to obtain the tight-of-
way, tesulting in impacts to the land owners on the southeast and southwest comets of the
intersection. Additionally, potential secondaty impacts (such as increased-pedestrian crossing distances
and impacts to bicyclists in the corridor) would occur with the improvement. Therefore, this
improvement is not feasible and the impact is significant and unavoidable.

¢ An additional westbound left turn lane on Thomnton Avenue to accominodate the high lefr wm
demand would mitigate the impact at the intérsection of Cedar Boulevard/Thornton Avenue. While
no project traffic is added directly to this movement, the addition of this lane would imptove oversl]
intersection operations. However, due to the built out nature of the City, limited tight-of-way s
available at the intersection. The City would need to exercise ethinent domain to obtain the tight-of.
way, resulting in impacts to the land owners on the northeast and southeast comets of the intersection,
Additionally, potential secondary impacts (such as increased pedesteian ctossing distances and impacts
to bicyclists in the cottidor) would eccur with the improvement. Therefore, this improvement is not
feasible and the impact is considered significant and unavoidable.

¢ An additional castbound right tumn lane on Central Avenue would mitigate the impact ar the
intezscction of Cherry Street/Central Avenue. However, due to the built out nature of the City,
limited right-of-way is available at the intersection. The City would need to exexcise eminent domain to
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obtain the tight-of-way, resulting in impacts to the land owner on the southwest cotner of the
intersection. Additionally, potential secondaty impacts (such s increased pedesttian crossing distances
and impacis to bicyclists in the corridor) would oceur with the improvement. Therefore, this
improvement is not feasible and the impact is significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation fot impacts to the five roadway segment listed above would require adding travel lanes and
~widening toadways throughout the City. As thie City is built out, thete is little opportunity to widen roadways
within the available right-of-way. Thetefore, any widening would requite propetty acquisition. Widening of
Thotaton Avenue could also result In secondary impacts to bicyclists and pedestdans by creating longer
crossing distances and creating a less comfortable enviranment for-walking or bicycling, Additionally, four of
the impacted roadway segments (on 1-880 snd SR. 84) ate Calteans facilities, and not within the City’s
jurisdiction. Funding and construction of any necessaty improvements is uncertain. Due to the number of
affected propeities and financial implications, along with the fact that the ptoject cannot legally be
conditioned upon the construction of inptovemerits over lind over which neither the applicant or the City
has control, mitigation for toadway segment impacts is infeasible, Mitigation Measure 4.14-8 requiring the
payment of all applicable transportation-related fees will partiaily mitigate the impacts of the Specific Plan.
Howeves, since the fee progtams will not fully fund all the mitigation netessary, the impact to roadivay
segmietits is significant and unavoidable.

Oveniding Considerations

The environmental, economic, legal, social, technalogical, and other benefits of the project outweigh and
overtide these potentially significant adverse impacts as more: fully desceibed in the Statement of Overriding
Considerations, set forth in Section 7.0 below.

5.0 FINDINGS _REGARD}ING CONSIDERATIONS THAT MAKE
ALTERNATIVES ANALYZED N EIR INFEASIBLE

Based on the entire record, the City finds that the EIR identified and considered a reasonable range of
feasible alternatives to the proposed project which are capable, to varying deprees, of reducing identified
impacts. The EIR evaluated three alternatives in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, including;

¢ Alternative 1: No Project/No Build
¢  Alternative 2: High Density Residential
¢  Alternative 3: Medium-High Density Residential

5.1 NO PROJECT/NO BUILD

Under the No Project/No Build Alternative (Alternative 1), the development and tedevelopment which
would be established by the Specific Plan, namely, a mix of residential, office, retal, public/quasi-public and
patk and open space uses would not otcur. The Genetal Pl would riot bie amerided, the Dumbarton TOD
Specific Plan would not be adopted, and the site would not be tesoned. The zoning designations for the land
comptising the Specific Plan area would remiain & combination of High Technology Park District, Limnited
Industriat District and General Industrial District. Therefore, under Altetantive 1, theré wonld be no
immediate physical or operational changes withiti the Specific Plan ares and existing conditions would remain
unchanged.
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511  Environmental Effects

Implementation of Alternative 1 would avoid the project’s significant and unavoidable traffic impacts as well
as potentially significant impacts associated with air quality, biological resoutces, cultural resoutces, geology
and soil, GHG emissions, hydrology, diainage and water quality, noise, and public services and wtilities.
Because the ptoject site would remain Jargely as vacant, weedy industris! land and fields and would niot be
replaced by mote complimentary land uses which ¢nhance the existing acsthetic values of the area, the
aesthetic impacts under Altetnative 1 would generally be greater in compatison to the proposed project, In
addition, without new residential and commetcial uses, land values would not increase to help absorb the cost
of remediation and there would not be incentives to facilitate the femediation of Specific Plan area.  1hus,
Alternative 1 would result in 2 greater impact from hasatds and hazardons materials in comparison to the
proposed project. Under Altemative 1, cutrent land use conflicts between the project area and existihg
residences would semain and result in greater land use impacts than the propesed project

5.1.2 Relation to Project Objectives

Altetnative 1 would not meet the primary project objectives of developing & sustainable community that
inclutles a variety of residential, retail, émployment generating and recréational oppostunities in  cloge
proximity to each other; providing a mix of housing opportunities at a range of densities fiom single-famﬂ}.
detached to multi-family housing to mect the varied housing needs. of the community; creating compact,
connected, safe and walkable neighborhoods with convenient access to # future, planned transit station along
the DRC, existing employment centers, including Silicon Valley, parks and open space, and commercial
services; and providing a sufficient number of residential units within walking distance of the future planmed
transit station to generate the ridership necessary to support the station if and when the DRC project is
implemented.

1.3 Feastbiilty

Alternative 1 is infeasible becausc it would not meet the project objectives. This alternative would not provide
any of the specific social, economic, and other project benefits outlined above ot in the Statement of
Overriding Considerations.

5.2 HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL

Under the High Density Residential Alternative (Alternative 2), development would be concentrated around
the space provided for the future DRC transit station. The mix of residential, office, retail, public/ quasi-
public, and park and open space uses would remain the same, along with the maximum of 2,500 residential
units. However, housing would consist of high density (60 units/acte). development on approximately 42
acres, rather than a vatiety of residential housing types on approximately 147.2 acres. The acreage prapaosed
for office, retil and public/quasi-public uses would remain the same with approximately 35,000 square feet
of retail use and 195,000 squate feet of office use. Under Alterhative 2, the amount of patk and open space
uses would increase from 16.31 acres to 1215 acres. Thus, substantially léss area of the Specific Plan areq
would be devéloped with housing; however, the same number of units would be constryction.

5.2.1 Environmental Eftects

Implementation of Alternative 2 would reduce impacts related to: aesthetics, aix quality, biclogical resougces,
cultural resoutces, GHG emissions, hydrology, drainage, and water quality, public services and utilijjey

. ¥ . 1 . . . ¥
population and housing, recreation, and noise because less of the project aren would be developed. Simitar or
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greater impacts would result in ateas of geology and soils, hazards and hazatdous matetials, land use and
planning, and traffic under Alternative 2. ' '

522  Relaflon fo Project Objectives

Alternative 2 would satisfy some of the project objectives, including creating compact, connected, safe and
walkable neighborhoods with convenient access to a future, planned tiansit station along the DRC, existing
employment centers, including Silicon Valley, pasks and open space, and comnctcial services; and providing
a sufficient number of residential units within walking distance of the future planned teansit station to
generate the ridesship necessary to suppott the station if and when the DRC project.  However, this
alternative would not meet the project objectives of implementing strategies to ensute success for the Specific
Plan aren developers, homebuildets, and the City; providing a mix of housing opportunities at 2 range of
densities from single-family detached to multi-Family hiowsing to meet the varied housing needs of the
community; effectuating the City's General Plan goals, policies and progeams that sequite a mix of housing
types at a range of densities and for a tange of income levels; and encouraging the development of a
predominantly vacant area of land fot its highest and best use.

523  Feasiblity

Alternative 2 is infeasible because it would not meet the project objectives. This alternative would not
provide the mix of housing oppottunities needed to ensure success of Specific Plan developets, homebuilders
and the City, '

5.3 MEDIUM-HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL

Under the Medium High Density Residential Alternative (Alternative 3), residential development would be
concentrated away from sensitive biological resources. The mix of residential, office, retail, public/quasi-
public and park and open space uses would remain the same, along with the maximum of 2,500 residential
units. However, housing types would consist of medium high density (30 units/acre) development on
approximately 83 actes, rather than a variety of residential types on approximately 147.2 acres. The acreage
proposed for office, retail and public/quasi-public uses would remain the same and approximately 35,000
square feet of retail use and 195,000 square feet office use would be developed.

Under Alternative 3, the remainder of the Specific Plan area {not develaped for residential, office and setail
uses) would be rezoned from the current industrial/R&D/ office zoning to park and open space; the amount
of patk and protected open space uses would, therefore, increase from 16.31 acres to approximately 80.5
acres. Thus, substantially less of the Specific Plan area would be developed with housing,

53.1 Environmentai Effects

Iinplementation of Alteenative 3 would reduce impacts related to: aesthetics, air quality, biological sesources,
cultural resources, GHG emissions, hydrology, drainage, and water quality, public services and utilities,
population and hiousing, recreation, and noisé because léss of the project area would be developed. Similar of
greatot impacts would result in areas of geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, land use and
planning, and traffic under Alternative 3,

53.2 Relation to Project Objectives

Alternative 3 would satisfy some of the project objectives, including cteating compact, connected, safe and
walkable neighborhoods with convenient access to a future, planned transit station along the DRC, existing
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employment centers, inchuding Slicon Valley, parks and open space, and cotnmercial services; and provriding
2 sufficient number of residential units within '\valk.mg distance of the future planned transit station to
generate the ridership necessary to support the station if and when the DRC project,  However, this
alternative would not meet the project objectives of implementing steategics to ensure success for the Speg_:iﬁc
Plan atea developers, homebuilders, and the City of Newark; providitig 2 mix of housing opportunities at a
range of densities from smgle-famﬂy detached to multi-family housing to meet the varied housing needs of
tié community; effectuating the City's Gencral Plan goals, policies and progeams that requite 8 mmix of

housing types at s tange of densities and for a range of income levels; and encoutaging the development of a
predominantly vacant area of land for its highest and best use.

53.3 Feasibility

Alternative 3 is infeasible because it would not meet the project objectives. This alternative would not

provide the mix of housing oppertunitics needed to ensure success of Specific Plan developess, homebuilders
and the City.

50  FINDINGS WITH RESPECT TO MITIGATION OF SIGNIFICANT
IMPACTS AND ADOPTION OF MITIGATION MONITORING AND
REPORTING PROGRAM

Based on the entire record before the City, and having considered the significant and unavoidable impacts of
the project, the City hereby determines that all feasible mitigation within the tesponsibilil)' and jutisdiction of
the City has been adopted to reduce o avoid the poteiitially significant i impacts. identified in the EIR, and that
no additional feasible mitigation is available to further reduce significant impacts. The feasible mitigation
measuvres ate discussed in Section 4.1 and are sot forth in the MMRP,

CEQA provsdes that each pubhc agency shall mlugate or avoid the significant effects on the environment of
pro]cctq it approves or carties out whenever it is feasible to do so (Public Resources Code 21001, l[b]) In
mitigating ot avoiding a significant effect of a project on the enviranment, a public agency may exercise only
those express or implied powers provided by law other than under CEQA (Public Resoutces Code 21004).
The City has specific powets to mitigate effects that occur within its jurisdiction, namely within the City,

Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code reqmres the City to adopt a tnonitoring ox cumphancc
program regarding the changes in the project and mitigation measures imposed to lessen or avoid significant
effects on the environment. The MMRP for the Duntbartoh TOD Specific Plan is liereby adopted by the City
because it fulfills the CEQA mitigation monitoting requirements, as follows:

¢ The MMRP is designed to ensure compliance with the changes in the project and mitigation measures
imposed on the project during project implementation

¢ Measures to mitigate ot avoid sigpificant effects on the environment ate fully enforceable through
conditions of approval, perrnit conditions, agteements or other measures.

7.0 STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

CEQA requires decision makers to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social, technological or other
benefits of a project against its significant and unavoidable environmental impacts when determining whether
to approve the project. If the specific economic, legal, social, technological or other benefits of the project
outweigh the significant and unavoidable impacts, those impacts may be considered "acceptable” (CEQA
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Guidelines Section 15093(a)), When significant impacts ate not avoided ot lessened, CEQA reguires the
agency to state, in writing, the specific reasons for eonsidering a project acceptable. Those reasons must be
based on substantial evidence in the Final EIR or elsewhere in the adiministeative record (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15093(b)). .

In accordance with the requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, the City finds that the mitigation
measures identified in the FPinal EIR and the Midgation Monitoting and Repotting Propram, wwhen
implemented, will avoid of substantially lessen vittually all of the significant impacts identified in the Final
EIR for the Dumbagton TOD Specific Plan. However, certain significant impacts. of the project are
unavoidable even after incotporation of all feasible mitigation meisures. The project wonld result in
significant and unavoidable teaffic impacts. The Final EIR provides detailed information tegatding these
inpacts.

The City finds that all feasible mitipation mensutes identified in the Final EIR within the purview of the City
will be implemented with the project, and that the remaining significant and unavoidable impacts arc
outweighed and ate found to be acceptable duie to the following specific overtiding economic, legal, social,
technological or other benefits based upon the facts set forth above in the Findings of Fact, the Final EIR
and the administrative tecord. Hach of the following specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological
or other benefits (overriding considerations) set forth below constitutes a gepatate and independent ground
for finding that the project benefits outweigh its significant adverse efivironmental impacts and, alone, is an
adequate overtiding consideration assaciated with the project that cutweigh the project's sighificant and
unavoidable impacts and ate, therefore, considered acceptable, wartanting approval of the project.

4 The Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan will develop a sustainable community that includes a variety of
residential, tetail, employment generating, and park and recreational oppottunities in close proximity (o
each other. ‘

¢ 'The Dumbarton TOT) Specific Plan is consistent with and effectuates the Cily of Newark's General
Plan and other applicable planning and zoning goals, policies, objectives and requirements.

¢ The Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan will create compact, connected, safe and walkable neighborhoods
with convenierit access to a future, planned transit station along the Dumbarton Rail Corridor, cz{isting
employment centers, including Silicon Valley, parks and open space, and commercial setvices.

¢ The Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan will facilitate development based on the principles of
sustainability. It is intended to be a community that meets the needs of people and the environment by
providing erietgy efficient buildings, walkable streets, parks, open space, habitat ptotection, and a
diversity of housing opportunities,

¢ Mixed-use developments, such as proposed by the Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan, typically gencrate
fewer auto trips per unit of land use than single-use suburban developments, which in turn reduce
automobile dependence, gasoline consumption, greenhouse gas emissions and emissions of other
pollutants associated with automobile use. Fewer automobile trips associated with mixed-use
developments also reduce noise pollution and imprave congestion on local roadways.

¢ The Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan will provide employment and shopping opportunities jn a
centralized lacation, sutrounded by housing, which provides the benefits of reduced automobile
dependénce, gasoline consumption, greenhouse gas cmissions and emissions of other pollutants
associated with automobile use, noise pollution and improved congestion on local roadways.

¢ The Dumbatton TOD Specific Plan will provide a maximum of 2,500 residential units, which will help
the City meet its regionsl housing needs allocation.

Findings of Facl/ 20 Augus 2011
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¢ The Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan, when compared to the other alternatives analyzed in the Final
EIR {including the No Project Altetnative), provides that best available balance between maximizing
the attainment of the project objectives while minimizing significint environmental impacts. '

Consideting all factors, the City finds that each of the above-refercnced overriding considerations constitutes
a separate and independent ground for finding that the project benefits cutweigh its significant aciverse
environmental impacts. and, alone, is an adequate overriding consideration associated with the project that
ontweigh the project's significant and uwnavoidable impacts and are, thetefore, considered acceptable,
wattanting approval of the project.

August 2011 21 Findings of Faci/
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RESOLUTION NO.

RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING THE AMENDMENT OF
TITLE 17 OF THE NEWARK MUNICIPAL CODE BEING THE
CITY OF NEWARK ZONING ORDINANCE BY CHANGING
THE ZONING OF A SPECIFIED AREA IN THE CITY OF
NEWARK

WHEREAS, Enterprise Drive, LLC has made application to the Planning Commission of

the City of Newark to consider the amendment (RZ-12-27) to Title 17 (Zoning) of the Newark
Municipal Code and the Official Zoning Map, by rezoning property described as follows;

All that real property shown on Vesting Tentative Map 8110 in the City of Newark,
County of Alameda, State of California as shown on Exhibit A, attached hereto and
incorporated herein by reference.

PURSUANT to Municipal Code Section 17.80.050, a public hearing notice was

published in the Argus on April 11 & 17, 2014, and mailed as required, and the Planning
Commission held a public hearing on said application at 7:30 p.m. on April 22, 2014, at the City
Administration Building, 37101 Newark Boulevard, Newark, California; and

NOW, THEREFORE, the Planning Commission does resolve:

a. That the Planning Commission recommends that the Newark City Council amend Title
17 (Zoning) of the Newark Municipal code and Section 17.44.010 “Zoning Map” thereof,
being the City of Newark Zoning Ordinance and Official Zoning Map, by rezoning all
that real property shown on Vesting Tentative Map 8110 from ML (Limited Industrial) to
MDR-FBC (Medium Density Residential — Form Based Codes); and

b. That the Planning Commission has reviewed said zoning and finds it consistent and
compatible with the objective, policies, general land uses, and the programs of Newark’s
General Plan, necessary and desirable to achieve the purposes of the ordinance and
proper, fair, and for the best interest of the health, safety, and general welfare of the City
of Newark; and

d. That a copy of the minutes be forwarded to the City Council as a summary of the hearing.
The resolution was introduced at the Planning Commission’s April 22, 2014 meeting by

Commissioner , seconded by Commissioner , and passed as follows

AYES:

NOES:

(pres1227)



ABSENT:

TERRENCE GRINDAILL, Secretary BERNIE NILILO, Chairperson

(1227pres) ] -2-
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(TM-12-28, RZ-12-27,ASR-12-19)
RESOLUTION NO.

RESOLUTION OF THE NEWARK PLANNING COMMISSION
RECOMMENDING THAT THE CITY COUNCIL. APPROVE
AN ALTERNATIVE MEANS OF COMPLIANCE WITH THE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ORDINANCE FOR THE
ENTERPRISE DRIVE PROJECT AND MAKING FINDINGS
‘RELATED TO THE USE OF AN ALTERNATIVE MEANS OF
COMPLIANCE

WHEREAS, the Enterprise Street Project includes a condition that the project comply
with the City’s Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (Municipal Code Section 17.18); and

WHEREAS, the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance includes provisions for the application
of an alternative means of compliance; and

WHEREAS, the payment of a $25,000 Affordable Housing Fee per housing unit
completed in the Enterprise Drive project would provide funds to develop or preserve affordable
housing in Newark and would be an alternative means of compliance with the Inclusionary
Housing Ordinance; and

WHEREAS, the flexibly provided by the payment of the Affordable Housing Fee will
allow the City to leverage funds with State and Federal programs to better address the needs of
the Newark Community for affordable housing; and

WHEREAS, the funds from the Affordable Housing Fee will allow the City to target
investment so that the achievement of affordable housing objectives can be coupled with the
achievement oﬁotller Community objectives;

j

WHEREAS, the fee will allow the City to address the need for affordable housing more
effectively than compliance with the ordinance and allow for the purchase of property in
appropriate locations and the flexibility to leverage the funds with public and private sources o
provide the type of housing that the community most needs;

WHEREAS, generally regional, State and Federal affordable housing funding or
financing programs need an identified site to be competitive in the funding process. Without
resources to acquire appropriate properties it is highly unlikely that the City would be able to
effectively compete for these funds. Furthermore, this fee would allow the City to focus housing
efforts on areas of particular need in the community and to tailor the level of housing
affordability to have the greatest positive impact on those needing housing assistance,

WHEREAS, the funding provided by this development would allow the City to advance

Resolution No. _ (1228HAres)



project readiness of potential sites thus further improving the likelihood of receiving funding
from Regional, State and Federal sources., the alternative means of compliance fulfills the
purposes of the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, and will further affordable housing
opportunities in the City to an equal or greater extent than compliance with the requirements of
the Ordinance.

WHEREAS, the alternative means of compliance will not unduly concentrate below
market rate housing in one geographic area, because no particular project is now envisioned and
the Planning Commission and City Council can monitor this concern when particular affordable
housing developments are proposed; and

WHEREAS, the issue of concentration of future development of affordable housing is
~addressed because projects developed using the funds from the Affordable Housing Fee will be
consistent with the General Plan and will require Planning Commission review and City Council
approval.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission:
a. Recommends that the City Council approve an Affordable Housing Agreement for the
Enterprise Drive project, said agreement being on file with the Secretary of the Planning
Commission; and :

b. That the Planning Commission does find that:

i) The proposed alternative means of compliance fulfills the purposes of this, the
Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, as set forth in Section 17.18.010; and

il) The proposed alternative means of compliance will further affordable housing
opportunities in the City to an equal or greater extent than compliance with the
requirements of Section 17.18.030; and

iii) The proposed alternative means of compliance would better address the City's needs
than compliance with the requirements of Section 17.18.030; and

iv) The proposed alternative means of compliance will not unduly concentrate below
market rate housing in one geographic area,

This Resolution was introduced at the Planning Commission’s April 22, 2014 meeting by
Commissioner , seconded by Commissioner , and passed as follows:

AYES:
NOES:

ABSENT:

Resolution No. . (1228HAres)




TERRENCE GRINDALL, Secretary BERNIE NILLO, Chairperson

Resolution No. (1228HAres)



AFFORDABLE HOUSING IMPLEMENTATION AGREEMENT

 THIS AFFORDABLE HOUSING IMPLEMENTATION AGREEMENT (“Agreement”)
is made as of ___ _ , 2014, by and between the CITY OF NEWARK, a
California municipal corporation (the “City”), and ENTERPRISE DRIVE LLC, a California
limited liability company (the “Developer”). The City and Developer may be referred to herein
individually as the “Party” or collectively as the “Parties.” This Agreement shall become
operative and commence upon the date on which this Agreement has been both (i) executed by
Developer, and (ii) signed by the Mayor or his or her designee (the “Effective Date”).

RECITALS

A. Developer is the owner of an approximately 2.14-acre site that is located at 8375
Enterprise Drive, comprised of one parcel (APN 092-0140-006), and commonly referred to as
the Enterprise site and more particularly described in the legal description attached hereto as
Exhibit A and incorporated herein by this reference (the “Property”).

B. On , the City Council of the City (the “City Council”) approved or
certified the following land use approvals and entitlements to construct 27 single family homes
on the Property, subject to conditions of approval, including (without limitation) conditions
requiring compliance with the City’s Affordable Housing Prograni: Supplemental Environmental
Impact Report for the Trumark Dumbarton Transit Oriented Development Residential Project
(“SEIR”) under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”); a Zoning Amendment
zoning the Property as Medium Density Residential; a Vesting Tentative Tract Map; and
Architectural and Site Plan Review (collectively, the “Previous Approvals”).

C. Developer plans to develop up to 27 dwelling units on the Property, consisting of
single family homes (the “Project”), as depicted on the Site Plan attached hereto as Exhibit B
and incorporated herein by this reference (“Site Plan”).

D. The City’s approvals of the Previous Approvals included a condition of approval
that “Payment by developer to the City of an in-lieu fee for each residential unit within the
project at the time of issuance of a certificate of occupancy in the amount shown on Exhibit B to
these conditions will constitute the project’s compliance with the City's Affordable Housing
Program as set forth in Chapter 17.18 of the Newark Municipal Code” and the Developer
voluntarily accepted those conditions and freely agreed to comply with the City’s Affordable
Housing Program, and to waive any right to protest or challenge such conditions, requirements,
fees, or exactions pursuant to the City’s Affordable Housing Program.

E. Chapter 17.18 of the Newark Municipal Code (the “Code”) generally requires
developers to set-aside a minimum of 15% of the total number of dwelling units in a project as
inclusionary units for very low, low, and moderate income households. The Code aiso
authorizes alternative means of compliance with the City’s Affordable Housing Program,
including land dedication, payment of in-lieu fees, or approval of an alternative housing prograin
consisting of any combination of alternative means of compliance, set forth and confirmed in a
‘binding and written agreement and recordable instrument in a form acceptable to the City

Attorney.

068293\6046750v2



F. The Parties have freely negotiated and the Developer has voluntarily proposed
and intends to comply with the City’s Affordable Housing Program and to satisfy the agreed
affordable housing obligations for the Project and Property by entering into this “Affordable
Housing Implementation Agreement” which is intended as the binding and written agreement
and recordable instrument providing for alternative means of compliance with the Affordable
Housing Program contemplated by the Code, pursuant to which it is proposed that the Developer
agree to pay to the City, an in-lieu fee in the amount of Twenty-Five Thousand Dollars
($25,000.00) for each dwelling unit within the Project (the “Fee”), which shall be payable to the
City no later than issuance of the certificate of occupancy for each dwelling unit (the
“Alternative Means of Compliance”), and that the City agree to allow and accept such payment
as compliance with the Code.

G. On March 11, 2014, the Planning Commission of the City (the “Plamning
Commission”) reviewed the Alternative Means of Compliance for consistency with the Code.
The Planning Commission made the following findings and recommended approval of the
Alternative Means of Compliance to the City Council: (i) the Alternative Means of Compliance
fulfills the purposes of Chapter 17.18 as set forth in Code Section 17.18.010; (i) the Alternative
Means of Compliance will further affordable housing opportunities in the City to an equal or
greater extent than other potential forms of compliance with the requirements of Code Section
©17.18.030; (iii) the Alternative Means of Compliance would better address the City’s needs than
compliance with the requirements of Code Section 17.18.030; (iv) the Alternative Means of
Compliance will not unduly concentrate below market rate housing in one geographic area; and
(v) the Alternative Means of Compliance meets the conditions set forth in Code Section
17.18.050(D).

H. On , the City Council reviewed the Aliernative Means of
Compliance, considered the Planning Commission tecommendation, and approved the
Alternative Means of Compliance based on the following findings: (i) the Alternative Means of
Compliance fulfills the purposes of Chapter 17.18 as set forth in Code Section 17.18.010; (ii) the
Alternative Means of Compliance will further affordable housing opportunities in the City to an
equal or greater extent than compliance with the requirements of Code Section 17.18.030; (iii)
the Alternative Means of Compliance would better address the City’s needs than compliance

~with the requirements of Code Section 17.18.030; (iv) the Alternative Means of Compliance will
not unduly concentrate below market rate housing in one geographic area; and (v) the Alternative
Means of Compliance meets the conditions set forth in Section 17.18.050(D).

L The City and Developer now desire to set forth the specific terms and conditions
of the Alternative Means of Compliance, the timely and complete performance of which without
reservation or objection will be deemed to fully satisfy the Project’s and Property’s inclusionary
housing obligations under the Code and in connection with development of the Project.

AGREEMENT:

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing Recitals, which are hereby
incorporated into the operative provisions of this Agreement by this reference as covenants, and
for other good and valuable consideration, including without limitation the City’s consent to the
Previous Approvals and agreement to accept alternative means of compliance with its Affordable
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Housing Program, the receipt and adequacy of which is hereby acknowledged, the City and the
Developer agree as follows:

1. Development of the Property. Notwithstanding anything set forth in this
Agreement to the contrary, unless the Project is developed on the Property, as evidenced by the
issuance of the first building permit for one or more dwelling unit(s) and commencement of
construction of such dwelling unit, the Developer is not obligated by the terms of this Agreement
to affirmatively act to develop all or any portion of the Project, proceed with the Alternative
" Means of Compliance (including but not limited to payment of the Fee), pay any sums of money,
indemnify any Party, or to otherwise meet or perform any obligation with respect to the Project
and the Alternative Means of Compliance.

2. Alternative Means of Compliance.  Developer’s inclusionary housing
obligations for the Project and the Property shall be fully satisfied by timely and full payment to
the City of the agreed in-lieu fees to the City, in the amount of Twenty-Five Thousand Dollars
($25,000.00) per Project dwelling unit for which a building permit is sought by Developer. The
Developer’s obligation to pay the Fee for each Project dwelling unit shall arise upon the issuance
of a building permit for that Project dwelling unit. However, Developer is not obligated to pay
such Project unit Fee until the time for issuance of certificates of occupancy for that Project
dwelling unit. In no event shall the Fee be paid more than once for any Project dwelling unit.

3. Voluntary Agreement for Compliance and Waiver of Protest or Rights to
Challenge the Agreed In-Lieu Fees. The Developer affirms and agrees that this Agreement

represents the Developer’s proposal to pay affordable housing in lieu fees as an Alternative
Means of Compliance with the City’s Affordable Housing Program and for satisfaction in part of
conditions included in the Previous Approvals, and that the amount of the fees as well as the
basis for determining the amount of the fees provided by this Agreement is the result of
voluntary agreement and negotiation. The Developer, for itself and its successors or assigns,
hereby waives and disclaims any right to contest, protest, or challenge the fees and obligations to
pay the fees as provided by this Agreement, including any rights or remedies that might
otherwise by claimed under Sections 66020 or 66021 of the California Government Code.

4. Modification, Amendment, Cancellation or Termination.

41 Amendment and Cancellation. This Agreement may be amended or
canceled, in whole or in part, by mutual written consent of the City, exercised by the duly-
authorized representative of the City, and the Developer or their successors in interest, exercised
by the duly-authorized representative of the Developer or its successor.

42  Modification. The City Planning Director, with the written consent of the
Developer, may make minor written modifications to the Agreement without the need for formal
action by the City’s Planning Commission or City Council.

43  Any changes, amendments or modifications to this Agreement must be in
writing and roust be signed by authorized representative of the Parties to be effective.
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5. Defaults. Notice and Cure Periods, Events of Default and Remedies.

51  Default By the Developer.

5.1.1  Default. If the Developer fails to pay the agreed fees in full and
timely manner when due, or delays, protests or contests its fee payment obligations, then the City
shall have no obligation to issue certificates of occupancy or other approvals for development,
use, or occupancy of the Project, unless and until such payment default or dispute is cured. If the
Developer does not perform its payment obligations or any other obligations under this
Agreement in a timely manner, the City may exercise all other rights and remedies provided in
this Agreement, provided the City complies with the notice and cure provisions in this
Agreement.

5.1.2 Notice of Default. If the Developer does not perform its
obligations under this Agreement in a timely manner, the City through the City Manager may
submit to the Developer a written notice of default in the manner prescribed in Section 8(a)
identifying with specificity those obligations of the Developer under this Agreement which have
not been timely performed. Upon receipt of any such written notice of default, the Developer
shall promptly commence to cure the identified defauli(s) at the earliest reasonable time after
receipt of any such written notice of default and shall complete the cure of any such default(s) no
later than sixty (60) days after receipt of any such written notice of default, or if such default(s)
is not capable of being cured within sixty (60) days, no later than one hundred twenty (120) days
after receipt of any such written notice of default, provided the Developer commences the cure of
any such default(s) within such sixty (60) day period and thereafter diligently pursues such cure
at all times until any such default(s) is cured.

5.1.3  Failure to Cure Default Procedure. If after the cure period
provided in Section 4.1.2 has elapsed, the City Manager finds and determines the Developer, or
its successors, transferees and/or assignees, as the case may be, remains in default and that the
City intends to terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or assigned rights and
obligations, as the case may be, the City’s Planning and Building Director shall make a report to
the Planning Commission and then set a public hearing before the Planning Commission. If after
public hearing, the Planning Commission finds and determines, on the basis of substantial
evidence, that the Developer, or its successors, transferees and/or assigns, as the case may be, has
not cured a default under this Agreement, and that the City shall terminate or modify this
Agreement, or those fransferred or assigned rights and obligations, as the case may be, the
Developer, and its successors, transferees and/or assigns, shall be entitled to appeal that finding
and determination to the City Council. Such right of appeal shall include, but not be limited to,
an objection to the manner in which the City intends to modify this Agreement if the City intends
as a result of a default of the Developer, or one of its successors or assigns, to modify this
Agreement. In the event of a finding and determination that all defaults are cured, there shall be
no appeal by any person or entity.

5.1.4  Termination or Modification of Agreements. The City may
terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or assigned rights and obligations, as

the case may be, after such final determination of the City Council, where no appeal is taken,
after the expiration of the applicable appeal periods described herein.

068293%6046750v2 4-



5.1.5  Lender Protection Provisions.

5.1.5.1  Notice of Default. In addition to the notice provisions
set forth in Section 4.1.2, the City shall send a copy of any notice of default sent to the Developer
or any of its successors or assigns to any lender that has made a loan then secured by a deed of
trust against the Property, or a portion thereof, provided such lender shall have (a) delivered to
the City written notice in the manner provided in Section 8(a) of such lender’s election to receive
a copy of any such written notice of default and (b) provided to the City a recorded copy of any
such deed of trust. Any such lender that makes a loan secured by a deed of trust against the
Property, or a portion thereof, and delivers a written notice to the City and provides the City with
a recorded copy of any such deed of trust in accordance with the provisions of this Section
4.1.5.1 is herein referred to as a “Qualified Lender.”

5.1.5.2  Right of a Qualified Lender to Cure a Default. The

City shall send a written notice of any Developer default to each Qualified Lender. From and
after receipt of any such written notice of default, each Qualified Lender shall have the right to
cure any such default within the same cure periods as provided to the Developer hereunder. If
the nature of any such default is such that a Qualified Lender cannot reasonably cure any such
defaunlt without being the fee owner of the Property, or the applicable portion thereof, (as
reasonably determined by the City), then so long as the Qualified Lendex(s) is (are) diligently
proceeding (as reasonably determined by the City) to foreclose the lien of its deed of trust against
the fee owner of the Property, or the applicable portion thereof, and after completing any such
. foreclosure promptly commences the cure of any such default and thereafter diligently pursues
the cure of such default to completion, then such Qualified Lender shall have any additional sixty
(60) days following such foreclosure to cure any such default.

4.1.6 Exercise of City’s Remedies. Notwithstanding any other
provision of this Agreement, and other than the City’s right to suspend or withhold the issuance
of occupancy certificates or other development permits for non-payment or dispute of the agreed
fees, the City shall not exercise any right or remedy to cancel or amend this Agreement during
any cure period.

52 Default by the City.

52.1 Default. In the event the City does not perform any obligations
under this Agreement, the Developer shall have all rights and remedies provided herein or by
applicable law, which shall include compelling the specific performance of the City’s obligations
under this Agreement provided the Developer has first complied with the procedures in Section
422. .

5.22 Notice of Default. Prior to the exercise of any other right or
remedy arising out of a default by the City under this Agreement, the Developer shall first
submit to the City a written notice of default stating with specificity those obligations which
have not been performed under this Agreement. Upon receipt of the notice of default, the City
shall promptly commence to cure the identified default(s) at the earliest reasonable time after
receipt of the notice of default and shall complete the cure of such default(s) no later than thirty
(30) days after receipt of the notice of default, or such longer period as is reasonably necessary to
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remedy such-default(s), provided the City shall continuously and diligently pursue each remedy
at all times until such default(s) is cured. In the case of a dispute as to whether the City is in
defauit under this Agreement or whether the City has cured the default, or to seek the
enforcement -of this Agreement, the City and the Developer may submit the matter to
negotiation/mediation pursuant to Section 8(n) of this Agreement.

53  Monetary Damages. The Developer and City acknowledge that neither
the City nor the Developer would have entered into this Agreement if either were liable for
monetary damages under or with respect to this Agreement or the application thereof. Both the
City and the Developer agree and recognize that, as a practical mattet, it may not be possible to
determine an amount of monetary damages which would adequately compensate the Developer
for its investment of time and financial resources in planning to arrive at the kind, location,
~ intensity of use, and improvements for the Project, nor to calculate the consideration the City
would require to enter into this Agreement to justify such exposure. Therefore, the City and the
Developer agree that neither shall be liable for monetary damages under or with respect to this
Agreement or the application thereof and the City and the Developer covenant not to sue for or
claim any monetary damages for the breach of any provision of this Agreement. This foregoing
waiver shall not be deemed to apply to any fees or other monetary amounts specifically required
to be paid by the Developer to the City or to be paid by the City to the Developer pursuant to this
Agreement, including, but not limited to, any amounts due pursuant to Section 8(g). This
foregoing waiver is not intended to prohibit Developer from bringing any legal claim that
Developer otherwise would have against City in the absence of this Agreement (i.e., non-contract
claims and causes of action), nor to prevent the City from exercising any of its other remedies,
authority, or police power under California law. '

6. Administration of Agreement and Resolution of Disputes. The Developer
shall at all times have the right to appeal to the City Council any decision or determination made

by any employee, agent or other representative of the City concerning the Project, the Alternative
Means of Compliance or the interpretation and administration of this Agreement, All City
Council decisions or determinations regarding the Project, the Alternative Means of Compliance
or the administration of this Agreement shall also be subject to judicial review pursuant to Code
of Civil Procedure section 1094.5, provided that, pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure
section 1094.6, any such action must be filed in a court of competent jurisdiction not later than
ninety (90) days after the date on which the City Council’s decision becomes final. In addition,
in the event the Developer and the City cannot agree whether a default on the part of the
Developer, or any of its successors or assigns, under this Agreement exists or whether or not any
such default has been cured, then the City or the Developer may submit the matter to
negotiation/mediation pursuant o Section 8(n).

7. Constructive Notice, Recordation, and Acceptance. This Agreement, or a
Memorandum thereof in form acceptable to the City Attorney, may be recorded in the public

records of Alameda County against the Property described herein, at the election of the City.
Rvery person or entity who now or hereafter owns or acquires any right, title or interest in or to
any portion of the Property is, and shall be, conclusively deemed to have consented and agreed to
every provision contained herein, whether or not any reference to this Agreement is contained in
the instrument by which such person acquired an interest in the Property.
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8. No Third Party Beneficiaries. This Agreement is made and entered into for the
sole protection and benefit of the City, the Developer, and their respective successors and

assigns. No other person or entity shall have any right of action based upon any provision of this
Agreement.

9, Miscellaneous.

()  Notices. All notices which are allowed or required to be given hereunder
shall be in writing and (1) shall be deemed given and received when personally delivered or (2)
shall be sent by registered or certified mail or overnight mail service, addressed to the applicable
designated person by one Party to the other in writing, and shall be deemed received on the
second business day after such mailing.

If to City: City of Newark
37101 Newark Blvd.
Newark, CA 94560
Attn: Assistant City Manager
Tel. No.: (510) 578-4208
Fax No.: (510) 578-4265

Enterprise Drive LLC
If to Developer: c/o Trumark Homes LLC
' 4185 Blackhawk Plaza Circle, Suite 200
Danville, CA 94506
Attn: Veronica Vargas
Tel. No.: (925) 309-2514
Fax No.: (925) 648-3130

Copy to: Cox Castle & Nicholson
Attn: Clark Morrison
555 California Street, 10" Floor
San Francisco, CA 94104
Tel. No.: (415) 262-5113
Fax. No.: (415) 262-5199

(b)  Severability. If any part of this Agreement is declared invalid for any
reason, such invalidity shall not affect the validity of the remainder of the Agreement unless the
invalid provision is a matetial part of the Agreement. The other parts of this Agreement shall
remain in effect as if this Agreement had been executed without the invalid part.

(c)  Entire Agreement. This Agreement represents the entire agreement
between the City and the Developer with respect to the subject matter hereof and supersedes ajl
prior agreements and understandings, whether oral or written, between the City and the
Developer with respect to the matters contained in this Agreement. '

(d)  Further Assurances. The City and the Developer agree to perform, from
time to time, such further acts and to execute and deliver such further instruments reasonably to
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effect the intents and purposes of this Agreement, provided that the intended obligations of the
City and the Developer are not thereby modified.

(e}  Assignment. This Agreement shall inure to the benefit of and bind the
- successors and assigns of the City and the Developer, and may be assigned by either the City or
the Developer to any party or parties purchasing all or any part of the fee interest in the Property.
The provisions of this Section 7(e) shall be self-executing and shall not require the execution or
recordation of any further document or instrument. Upon the conveyance, transfer or assignment
of all or a portion of the Property to a party that acquires fee title to the Property or any portion
thereof, Developer shall be released of all obligations under this Agreement as to such portion of
the Property transferred or assigned; provided, however, that Developer shall not be released
from any obligation incurred or liability for any default of Developer committed prior to the date
of the transfer.

H Negation of Agency. The City and the Developer acknowledge that, in
entering into and performing under this Agreement, each is acting as an independent entity and
not as an agent of the other in any respect. Nothing contained herein or in any document
executed in connection herewith shall be construed as making the City and the Developer a joint
venture, partners or employer/employee.

(g)  Attomey’s Fees. In the event of any claim, dispute or controversy arising
out of or relating to this Agreement, including an action for declaratory relief or other litigation,
the prevailing Party in such action or proceeding shall be entitled to recover its reasonable legal
fets and reasonable court costs,

(h)  Waiver. No waiver of any provision of this Agreement shall be effective
unless in writing and signed by a duly authorized representative of the Party against whom
enforcement of a waiver is sought.

(i) Authority. Each of the individuals executing this Agreement verifies that
each of them has the authority to enter into this Agreement, that the necessary resolutions or
other consents have been passed or obtained, and that this Agreement shall be binding on the
Parties for whom each of them is signing.

G) Force Majeure. Performance by either Party hereunder shall not be
deemed to be in default where delays or defaults are due to one or more of the following events,
providing that anyone or more of such event(s) actually delays or interferes with the timely
performance of the matter to which it would apply and despite the exercise of diligence and good
business practices and such event(s) are beyond the reasonable control of the Party claiming such
interference: war, terrorism, terrorist acts, insurrection, strikes, lock-outs, unavailability in the
marketplace of essential labor, tools, materials or supplies, failure of any contractor,
subcontractor, or consultant to timely perform (so long as Developer is not otherwise in default
of any obligation under this Agreement and is exercising commercially reasonable diligence of
such contractor, subcontractor or consultant to perform), riots, floods, earthquakes, fires,
casualties, acts of God, acts of the public enemy, epidemics, quarantine restrictions, freight
embargoes, lack of transportation, governmental restrictions or priority, or unusually severe
weather. An extension of time for any such cause (a “Force Majeure Delay”) shall be for the
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period of the enforced delay and shall commence to run from the time of the commencement of
the cause, if notice by the Party claiming such extension is sent to the other Party within thirty
(30) days of actual knowledge of the commencement of the cause. Notwithstanding the
foregoing, none of the foregoing events shall constitute a Force Majeure Delay unless and until
the Party claiming such delay and interference delivers to the other Party written notice
describing the event, its cause, when and how such Party obtained knowledge, the date and the
event commenced, and the estimated delay resulting therefrom.

(k)  Paragraph Headings. The paragraph and section headings contained in
this Agreement are for convenience and identification only and shall not be deemed to limit or
define the contents to which they relate.

0 Time of Essence. Time is of the essence of this Agreement, and all
performances required hereunder shall be completed within the time periods specified. Any
failure of performance shall be deemed as a material breach of this Agreement.

(m) Counterparts. This Agreement and any modifications hereto may be
executed in any number of counterparts with the same force and effect as if executed in the form
of a single document.

(n)  Alternative Dispute Resolution Procedure.

(1) Dispute. If a dispute arises concerning whether the City or the
Developer or any of Developer's successors or assigns is in default under this Agreement or
whether any such default has been cured or whether or not a dispute is subject to this Section (a
“Dispute”), then such dispute shall be subject to negotiation between the Parties to this
Agreement, and if then not resolved shall be subject to nonbinding mediation, both as set forth
below, before either Party may institute legal proceedings.

(2)  Negotiation. If a Dispute arises, the Parties agree to negotiate in
good faith to resolve the Dispute. If the negotiations do not resolve the Dispute to the reasonable
satisfaction of the Parties within 15 days from a written request for a negotiation, then each Party
shall give notice to the other Party identifying an official or executive officer who has authority
to resolve the Dispute to meet in person with the other Party’s designated official or executive
officer who is similarly authorized. The designated persons identified by each Party shall meet
in person for one day within the 20-day period following the expiration of the IS-day period and
the designated persons shall attempt in good faith to resolve the Dispute. If the designated
persons are unable to resolve the Dispute, then the Dispute shall be submitted to non-binding
mediation.

(3)  Mediation.

(i) Within 15 days following the designated persons’ meeting
described in Section 8(n)(2), above, either Party may initiate non-binding mediation (the
“Mediation™), conducted by Judicial Arbitration & Mediation Services, Inc. (“JAMS”) or other
agreed upon mediator. Either Party may initiate the Mediation by written notice to the other
Party.
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(i)  The mediator shall be a retired judge or other mediator,
selected by mutual agreement of the Parties, and if they cannot agree within 15 days after the
Mediation notice, the mediator shall be selected through the procedures regularly followed by
JAMS. The Mediation shall be held within 15 days after the Mediator is selected, or a longer
period as the Parties and the mediator mutually decide.

(iiiy  If the Dispute is not fully resolved by mutual agreement of
the Parties within 15 days after completion of the Mediation, then either Party may institute legal
proceedings.

(iv)  The Parties shall bear equally the cost of the mediator’s
fees and expenses, but each Party shall pay its own attorneys’ and expert witness fees and any
other associated costs in connection with the mediation.

(4) Preservation of Rights. Nothing in this Section shall limit a Party’s
right to seek an injunction or restraining order from a court in circumstances where such
equitable relief is deemed necessary by a Patty to preserve such Party’s rights.

(0)  Governing Law. This Agreement and the rights and obligations of the
Parties hereto shall be governed by and construed and enforced in accordance with the laws of
the State of California. '

(p)  Legal Advice. Each party has received independent legal advice from its
attorneys with respect to the advisability of executing this Agreement and the meaning of the
provisions hereof.

(¢)  Interpretation, The language in all parts of this Agreement shall in al]
cases be construed simply, as a whole and in accordance with its fair meaning and not strictly for
or against any Party. The Parties hereto acknowledge and agree that this Agreement has been
prepared jointly by the Parties and has been the subject of arm’s length and careful negotiation
over a considerable period of time, that each Party has independently reviewed this Agreement
with legal counsel, and that each Party has the requisite experience and sophistication to
understand, interpret and agree to the particular language of the provisions hereof. Accordingly,
in the event of an ambiguity in or dispute regarding the interpretation of this Agreement, this
Agreement shall not be interpreted or construed against the Party preparing it, and instead other
rules of interpretation and construction shall be utilized.

[signatures on next page]
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the City and the Developer hereto have each executed this
Agreement as of the date first written above.

“DEVELOPER”

ENTERPRISE DRIVELLC LLC, a California
limited liability company

Name:

Title:

“CITY”

CITY OF NEWARK,
a California municipal corporation

Mayor, or designee

ATTEST:

City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

City Attorney
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EXHIBIT “A” TO AFFORDABLE HOUSING AGREEMENT
LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY

[to be inserted)
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RESOLUTION NO.

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
NEWARK APPROVING VESTING TENTATIVE MAP 8110

WHEREAS, Enterprise Drive LLC has submitted TM-12-28, Vesting Tentative Map
8110, to the City Council of the City of Newark for a 27-unit residential subdivision on an
approximately 2.14-acre project site (Enterprise Property) generally located on the north side of
Enterprise Drive east of Willow Street, which is within the Dumbarton Transit-Oriented
Development (TOD) Specific Plan project area; and

WHEREAS, TM-12-28, Vesting Tentative Map 8110, contemplates off-site
improvements consistent with the Specific Plan;

NOW, THEREFORE, pursuant to California Government Code Sections 66473 et seq.,
the City Council and as a result of the studies and investigations made by the City Council and
on its behalf, the oral and written testimony presented at the public hearings, the information
contained in the Community Development Department’s files, the Dumbarton Transit-Oriented
Development (TOD) Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”), the Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report for the Dumbarton Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) Specific
Plan (“SEIR”), finds and resolves as follows:

1. That TM-12-28, Vesting Tentative Map 8110 is consistent with the City’s General Plan
and the Dumbarton Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) Specific Plan and as such is
compatible with the objectives, policies, general land uses, and programs specified therein. TM-
12-28, Vesting Tentative Map 8110 calls for the construction of 27 residential units and
implements the Specific Plan’s objective of providing residential units in the Specific Plan
project area. TM-12-28, Vesting Tentative Map 8110 is an implementation of the City’s
previously adopted policies. 2

2. That the Enterprise Property is physically suitable fori the construction of 27 residential
units. The EIR (State Clearinghouse Number 2010042012) certified by the City Council on
September 8, 2011 drafted pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15162 and 15164 and the SEIR
recommended by the Planning Commission on April 22, 2014, analyze all physical impacts of
TM-12-28, Vesting Tentative Map 8110 on the Enterprise Property. The impacts on the
Enterprise Property of both a residential use generally and the density envisioned by TM-12-28,
Vesting Tentative Map 8110 was fully analyzed by the EIR, Addendums, and Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report. These previously approved documents conclude the Enterprise
Property is physically suitable for construction of 27 residential units.

3. That TM-12-28, Vesting Tentative Map 8110 is not likely to cause substantial
environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat, The
EIR (State Clearinghouse Number 2010042012) cettified by the City Council on September 8,
2011 drafted pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15162 and 15164 and the SEIR, recommended by
the Planning Commission on April 22, 2014, analyze all the environmental impacts of TM-12-
28, Vesting Tentative Map 8110, Despite the City Council determining that the TOD Specific
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Plan and the project authorized by Vesting Tentative Map 8110 would result in several
significant and avoidable impacts, the City Council finds that such impacts will not cause
substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their
habitat.

4, That TM-12-28, Vesting Tentative Map 8110 is not likely to cause serious health
problems. The EIR (State Clearinghouse Number 2010042012) certified by the City Council on
September 8, 2011 drafted pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15162 and 15164 and the SEIR,
recommended by the Planning Commission on April 22, 2014, analyze all the environmental
impacts of TM-12-28, Vesting Tentative Map 8110 on public health and safety. Despite the City
Council determining that the TOD Specific Plan and the project authorized by Vesting Tentative
Map 8110 would result in several significant and avoidable impacts, the City Council finds that
such impacts will not cause serious health problems.

5. That TM-12-28, Vesting Tentative Map 8110 does not conflict with easements, acquired
by the public at large, for access through or use of, property within the proposed subdivision.
TM-12-28, Vesting Tentative Map 8110 simply implements the Dumbarton Transit-Oriented
Development (TOD) Specific Plan, which was previously approved by the City.

6. That as provided by the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), That TM-12-
28, Vesting Tentative Map 8110 will result in significant impacts on the environment as
discussed in the EIR and SEIR and a Statement of Overriding Considerations was reviewed and
approved by the City Council pursuant to City Council Resolution No. 9886. The other
potentially significant project impacts will be reduced to less than significant levels with the
mitigation measures imposed and set forth in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
as approved by City Council Resolution No. 9886.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Council of the City
of Newark does hereby approve TM-12-28, Vesting Tentative Map 8110 as shown on Exhibit A,
pages 1 through 29 and made a part hereof by reference, subject to the following conditions:

Planning Pivision

a. Approval of TM-12-28, Vesting Tentative Map 8110 shall be effective at such time RZ-
12-27, the Rezoning of the property within the boundary of Vesting Tentative Map 8110,
takes effect. -

b. The project shall be subject to the environmental mitigation measures as described in the
Dumbarton Transit Oriented Specific Plan and the Dumbarton Transit Oriented
Development Residential Supplemental Environmental Impact Report.

c. No Certificate of Occupancy shall be issued until the Gallade Parcel is acquired by
developer or the City of Newark. Nothing in this condition shall relieve developer of
compliance with TOD EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-1a which requires review and
regulatory approval of a proposed remedial plan prior to the issuance of a grading or
building permit.

Prior to issuance of the first grading permit, developer shall demonstrate to the City of
Newark that it has adequate property rights to complete the improvements contemplated
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within all proposed water quality and public storm drain easements identified on Tentative
Map — Tract 8110 or enter into an agreement with the owner of such areas to cause such
improvements to be made at developer’s sole cost and expense. In the event that the City
acquires any proposed water quality and public storm drain easements identified on
Tentative Map — Tract 8110, it agrees it will convey to developer adequate property rights,
such as an easement, to construct such improvements or enter into an agreement with
developer that will cause such improvements to be constructed at developer’s sole cost
and expense and maintained by the Homeowner’s Association.

There shall be no roof-mounted equipment other than satellite dishes, other similar
television or radio antennas, and solar equipment. AC units shall not be mounted on the
roof.

All lighting shall be directed on-site so as not to create glare off-site, as required by the
Community Development Director.

Construction site trailers and buildings located on-site shall be used for office and storage
purposes only, and shall not be used for living or sleeping quarters. Any vehicle or
portable building brought on the site during construction shall remain graffiti free.

The covenants, conditions and restrictions (CC&Rs) filed for this development shall
include a provision requiring that that garages shall only be used for antomobile parking.

Parking lot cleaning with sweeping or vacuum equipment shall not be permitted between
7:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m.

The site and its improvements shall be maintained in a neat and presentable condition, to
the satisfaction of the Community Development Director. This shall include, but not be
limited to, repainting surfaces damaged by graffiti and site clean-up.  Graffiti
removal/repainting and site cleanup shall occur on a continuing, as needed basis. Any
vehicle or portable building brought on the site during construction shall remain graffiti
free.”

All exterior utility pipes and meters shall be painted to match andfor complement the
color of the adjoining building surface, as approved by the Community Development
Director.

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the elevations as submitted by the developer as
part of this application shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission and
City Council. The building elevations shall reflect all architectural projections such as
roof caves, bay windows, greenhouse windows, chimneys and porches. A site plan
showing the building locations with respect to property lines shall also show the
projections. Said elevations shall specify exterior materials. Final color clevations shall
be submitted for the review and approval of the Community Development Director.

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the floor plans as submitted by the developer as
part of this application shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission and
City Council.
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Prior to the issuance of a building permit, roof material as submitted by the developer as
part of this application shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission and
City Council. All roof material shall consist of fire retardant shake roof, concrete tile, or
a roof of similar noncombustible material. Mansard roofs with the above material may
be used to screen tar and gravel roofs. All roofs shall be of Class C fire resistant
construction or better. Composition shingles shall be Presidential-style or of comparable
quality, subject to the review and approval of the Community Development Director.

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the location and screening design for garbage,
refuse and recycling collection areas for the project shall be submitted for the review and
approval of Republic Services and the Community Development Director, in that order.
The approved garbage, refuse and recycling areas shall be provided prior to the issuance
of a Certificate of Occupancy, as required by the Community Development Director. No
refuse, garbage or recycling shall be stored outdoors except within the approved trash and
recycling enclosures.

Prior to issuance of building permit, an Acoustical Assessment shall be prepared to
demonstrate that the exterior and interior noise levels are consistent with the City’s land
use compatibility standards and Title 25, Section 1092 of the California Code of
Regulations. The Acoustical Assessment shall be prepared by a qualified Acoustical
Consultant and submitted to the Community Development Director for review and
approval.  Measures (e.g., attenuation barriers, acoustically rated windows [i.e.
appropriate STC or OITC ratings, upgraded insulation, etc.] shall be implemented where
conditions exceed the Noise and Land Use Compatibility Criteria of “Normally
Acceptable” noise exposure levels.

Measures to respond to and track complaints pertaining to construction noise shall
include: (1) a procedure and phone numbers for notifying the City of Newark Building
Inspection Division and Newark Police Department (during regular construction hours
and off-hours); and (2) a sign posted on-site pertaining to the permitted construction days
and hours and complaint procedures and who to notify in the event of a problem. The
sign shall also include a listing of both the City and construction contractor’s telephone
numbers (during regular construction hours and off-hours).

Payment by developer to the City of an in-lieu fee for each residential unit within the
project at the time of issuance of a certificate of occupancy in the amount shown on
Exhibit B to these conditions will constitute the project’s compliance with the City’s
Affordable Housing Program as set forth in Chapter 17.18 of the Newark Municipal
Code.

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the developer shall enter into an agreement
with the City Council to address Community Services fiscal support of $2,500 per unit
for the Map Area specific to this project.

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the developer shall hire a qualified biologist to: (1)
determine if occupied Burrowing Owl habitat(s) exist on the site, and (2) implement a
plan to protect the owls and to excavate the site around any active burrows using hand
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tools to assure that the owls are not buried during grading in the event Burrowing Owl
habitat(s) is found on the site. The occupied Burrowing Owl habitat(s), if found, shall not
be disturbed during the nesting season. The Burrowing Owl study shall be conducted not
more than 30 days prior to the time site grading activities will commence.

Prior to the transfer of title, the developer shall provide disclosure notices to buyers of
individual dwellings in the subdivision as to all of the conditions of project approval and
environmental determination approved for this project. This information shall include,
but is not limited to the anticipated commuter rail service along the Dumbarton Rail
Bridge between the East Bay and Santa Clara/San Mateo Counties, as well as the
presence of periodic loud train horns using the railroad tracks on the north side of the
subdivision.

Prior to the transfer of title for any lot in the development, the developer shall provide
disclosure notices to the buyers as to the possibility of ground borne vibration from trains
using the railroad tracks on the north side of the subdivision. The method of disclosure
shall be subject to the review and approval of the Community Development Director.

During project construction, if historic, archeological or Native American materials or
artifacts are identified, work within a 50-foot radius of such find shall cease and the City
shall retain the services of a qualified archeologist and/or paleontologist to assess the
significance of the find. I such find is determined to be significant by the archeologist
and/or paleontologist, a resource protection plan conforming to CEQA Section 15064.5
shall be prepared by the archeologist and/or paleontologist and approved by the
Community Development Director. The plan may include, but would not be limited to,
removal of resources or similar actions. Project work may be resumed in compliance
with such plan. If human remains are encountered, the County Coroner shall be
contacted immediately and the provisions of State law carried out.

Prior to their installation, mailbox locations and designs shall be approved by the
Community Development Director and Newark Postmaster. The mailbox compartments
of centralized mailboxes shall identify the individual dwelling units with permanent
easily legible lettering.

Prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy, the parking areas, aisles and access
drives shall be installed and striped as shown on the approved site plan. Guest parking
spaces shall be clearly marked as reserved for guests, as approved by the Community
Development Director.

Prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy, roll-up garage doors with automatic
garage door openers shall be provided for each unit.

Prior to final inspection and utility release for each unit, the developer shall pre-wire each
unit for satellite and cable television connections, as required by the Community
Development Director.
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Prior to the issuance of a sign permit, all signs, other than those referring to construction,
sale, or future use of this site, shall be submitted for the review and approval of the
Community Development Director.

Engineering Division

aa.

bb.

CC.

The project shall conform to Vesting Tentative Map — Tract 8110, Sheets TM-1 through
TM-5, and all conditions of approval set forth herein. Approval of this tentative map
shall expire according to the provisions of the Subdivision Map Act of the State of
California and any amendments thereto and applicable provisions of the Newark
Municipal Code. This tentative map provides a preliminary design for the infrastructure
improvements associated with the proposed subdivision. The developer shall be
responsible for any required changes to this preliminary design as determined necessary
by the City of Newark to satisfy applicable design requirements of the City or any other
public agencies or utilities with jurisdictional authority.

This development will require approval of a final map filed in accordance with the State
Subdivision Map Act and the City of Newark Subdivision Ordinance. Any necessary
parcel maps or lot line adjustments to acquire lands beyond the current property boundary
of the tentative map shall be recorded prior to the first final map or issuance of any model
home permits. The final map must be approved prior to the issuance of any building
permits. Permission to grade on adjacent private properties shall be obtained prior to
approval of the first final map. Evidence of such agreements must be furnished to the
City as part of the approval. All required easement dedications as shown on the tentative
map and as determined necessary with future design review shall be dedicated on the
final map.

The final map and complete tract improvement plans shall be submitted to the City
Engineer to ensure conformance with relevant codes, policies, and other requirements of
the Newark Municipal Code and City of Newark street improvement standards. Prior to
approval of the final map, the developer shall guarantee all necessary public and private
street improvements and other infrastructure improvements within the subdivision and
beyond the map boundary as required by the City of Newark Subdivision Ordinance and
this tentative map and all conditions herein, in accordance with tract improvement plans
to be approved by the City Engineer. Improvement plans for on-site common areas and
all private streets in the development shall be included with the tract improvement plans
to ensure that the improvements are designed and constructed to City standards.

These plans must be prepared by a qualified person licensed by the State of California to
do such work. Tract improvements shall include, but are not necessarily limited to all
required improvements as indicated on the tentative map for Enterprise Drive including a
pavement overlay of at least 0.25’ to result in a traffic index of not less than 9.0 following
placement of required utility tie-ins, all private street construction, water, sanitary sewer,
and joint trench utilities, storm drain systems and all stormwater treatment systems, street
lighting systems including the replacement of all existing street lights within the limits of
development, and all frontage and common area landscaping including landscaping
within the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission right-of-way and along the park
frontage on the eastern boundary of the Enterprise Parcel.
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dd.

cc.

ff.

This site is subject to the State of California National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) Program General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with
Construction Activity. Prior to issuance of a grading permit or a building permit, the
developer needs to provide evidence.that the proposed site development work is covered
by said General Permit for Construction Activity. This will require confirmation that a
Notice of Intent (NOI) and the applicable fee were received by the State Water Resources
Control Board and the submittal of the required Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP). In addition the grading plans need to state: “All grading work shall be done in
accordance with the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan prepared by the developer
pursuant to the Notice of Intent on file with the State Water Resources Control Board.”

Prior to the issuance of the initial grading or any building permits for this project, the
developer shall submit a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the review
and approval of the City Engineer. The plan shall include sufficient details to show how
storm water quality will be protected during both: (1) the construction phase of the
project and (2) the post-construction, operational phase of the project. The SWPFPP shall
be prepared by a Qualified SWPPP Developer (QSD) in the State of California, The
construction phase plan shall include Best Management Practices from the California
Storm Water Quality Best Management Practices Handbook for Construction Activities.
The specific storm water pollution prevention measures to be maintained by the
contractor shall be printed on the plans. The operational phase plan shall include Best
Management Practices appropriate to the uses conducted on the site to effectively
prohibit the entry of pollutants into stormwater runoff from the project site including, but
not limited to, low impact development stormwater treatment measures, trash and litter
control, pavement sweeping, periodic storm water inlet cleaning, landscape controls for
fertilizer and pesticide applications, labeling of storm water inlets with a permanent
thermoplastic stencil with the wording “No Dumping - Drains to Bay,” and other
applicable practices.

The project must be designed to include appropriate source control, site design, and
stormwater treatment measures to prevent stormwater runoff pollutant discharges and
increases in runoff flows from the site in accordance with Provision C.3 of the Municipal
Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit (MRP), Order R2-2009-0074, revised November
28, 2011, issued to the City of Newark by the Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB), San Francisco Bay Region. Examples of source control and site design
requirements include, but are not limited to: properly designed trash storage areas,
sanitary sewer connections for all non-stormwater discharges, minimization of
impervious surfaces, and treatment of all runoff with Low Impact Development (LID)
treatment measures. A properly engineered and maintained biotreatment system will
only be allowed if it is infeasible to implement other LID measures such as harvesting
and re-use, infiltration, or evapotranspiration. The stormwater treatment design shall be
completed by a licensed civil engineer with sufficient experience in stormwater quality
analysis and design. The Storm Water Control Plan (Sheet TM-5) on this tentative map
would be approved as a conceptual plan only. Final approval is subject to the developer
providing the necessary plans, details, worksheets, and calculations that demonstrate the
plan complies with Provision C.3 of the MRP, subject to final review by the City
Engineer and the RWQCB prior to the recording of any final maps. The developer is
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gg

ii.

-

responsible for any and all necessary modifications to the site design to comply with
MRP requirements. The use of treatment controls for runoff requires the submittal of a
completed Stormwater Treatment Measures Maintenance Agreement prior to the
approval of any final maps.

All stormwater treatment measures are subject to review and approval by the Alameda
County Mosquito Abatement District. The developer shall modify the grading and
drainage design and the stormwater treatment design as necessary to satisfy any and all
imposed requirements from this District.

The preliminary Grading and Drainage Plan provided on Sheet TM-3 of the tentative map
has not yet been supported with a detailed drainage feasibility analysis. A complete
watershed analysis, including detailed drainage calculations, shall be completed and
submitted by the developer for review by the City Engineer and the Alameda County
Flood Control and Water Conservation District (ACFC&WCD) for determination of the
general feasibility of the proposed design prior to development of detailed grading and
drainage plans. ACFC&WCD will not allow the design capacity of the existing Line F-1
and Line F-6 flood control channels to be exceeded. The developer shall be responsible
for any and all changes to the preliminary drainage design as shown on the tentative map
as necessary to satisfy ACFC&WCD and City of Newark storm drain system
requirements.

The developer shall submit detailed grading and drainage plans for review and approval
by the City Engineer and the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation
District (ACFC&WCD). These plans must be based upon a City benchmark and need to
include pad and finish floor elevations of each proposed structure, all rear yard drainage
designs and surface treatments, proposed on-site property grades, proposed elevations at
property line, and sufficient elevations on all adjacent properties to show existing and
proposed drainage patterns. All pavement shall drain at a minimum of one percent. The
developer shall ensure that all upstream drainage is not blocked and that no ponding is
created by this development. Any construction necessary to ensure this shall be the
developer’s responsibility. ~ All mitigation measures identified in the Hydrology,
Drainage, and Water Quality section of the Environmental Impact Report shall be
propetrly addressed with the detailed grading and drainage plans.

Hydrology and hydraulic calculations -based on ACFC&WCD criteria shall be submitted
for review and approval by the City Engineer and the ACFC&WCD prior to approval of
any final maps. The calculations shall show that City and ACFC&WCD freeboard
requirements will be satisfied (0.75 feet to grate or 1.25 feet to the top of curb under a 10-
year storm event design).

Where a grade differential of more than a 1-foot is created along the boundary ot lines
between the proposed development and adjacent property, the developer shall install a
masonry retaining wall unless a slope easement is approved by the City Engineer. Said
retaining wall shall be subject to review and approval of the City Engineer. A grading
permit is required by the Building Inspection Division prior to starting site grading work.
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Permission to grade on adjacent private properties shall be obtained prior to approval of
the first final map. Evidence of such agreements must be furnished to the City as part of
the approval.

The applicant shall submit a detailed soils report prepared by a qualified engineer,
registered with the State of California. The report shall address in-situ and import soils in
accordance with the City of Newark Grading and Excavation Ordinance, Chapter 15.50.
The report shall include recommendations regarding pavement sections for all public and
private streets. Grading operations shall be in accordance with recommendations
contained in the soils report and shall be completed under the supervision of an engineer
registered in the State of California to do such work. All documentation prepared during
the inspection of grading operations shall be made available for review by the City
Engineer.

An independent Project Geotechnical Engineer shall be retained to review the final
grading plans and specifications and provide construction inspection review at the
developer’s expense. The Project Geotechnical Engineer shall approve the grading plans
prior to approval by the City of Newark for issuance of a grading permit.

Prior to approval of any final maps, the developer shall satisfy Alameda County Water
District (ACWD) requirements for the proposed development. All water setvice, fire
service, and irrigation facilities shall be constructed and installed in accordance with
current ACWD standards. The developer shall dedicate any and all necessary easements
to ACWD for all public water mains and ACWD-owned appurtenances, as determined by
ACWD. The Utility Plan provided on Sheet TM-4 of the tentative map includes a
preliminary water supply system layout that is subject to a complete review by ACWD at
such time as formal, detailed utility plans are developed for construction. Any necessary
site and utility design changes necessary to satisfy ACWD’s design requirements shall be
the developer’s responsibility.

Additional water line valves shall be installed on existing water mains in the vicinity of
the new public water system connections and on both sides of any water main crossings
over the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission right-of-way or the San Mateo
County Transit District right-of-way. Each irrigation or other non-residential domestic
service shall have an approved, above-ground backflow prevention device. Any existing
water services which will not be used in the proposed development shall be removed by
ACWD at the developer’s expense.

The ability to install a public water system within the project area will be conditioned
upon confirmation that the soil or groundwater does not pose a risk to health and safety
either during installation of the public water system or during long-term operation and
maintenance of the system, as determined by ACWD. Likewise the nature of hazards or
hazardous material remaining on the project site may affect the materials used to
construct the public water system.

Prior to approval of any final maps, the developer shall satisfy Union Sanitary District
(USD) requirements for the proposed development. All sanitary sewer facilities shall be
constructed and installed in accordance with current USD standards. The Utility Plan
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provided on Sheet TM-4 of the Vesting Tentative Map includes a preliminary sanitary
sewer system layout that is subject to a complete review by USD at such time as formal
utility plans are developed for construction. Any necessary site and utility design
changes necessary to satisfy USD’s design requirements shall be the developer’s
responsibility.

~Prior to approval of the final map, the developer shall coordinate with the City and

County of San Francisco through its Public Utilities Commission to obtain the necessary
roadway right-of-way, licensing agreement, and/or land use permits for the ultimate street
improvements proposed along the Enterprise Drive frontage within the limits of
development and pay all costs associated therewith.

The developer shall incorporate a Homeowner’s Association consisting of all property
owners of lots in the development at the time of incorporation and in the future for the
purpose of owning and maintaining the association's property, including but not limited
to all private streets and common drive aisles, parking areas, landscape areas, stormwater
treatment areas, storm drain systems, public access areas, and for paying for security
lighting, any common garbage collection services, any security patrol services, if
provided, and other functions of a Homeowner’s Association. All common areas within
the development shall be owned and maintained by the Homeowner’s Association. Each
property owner shall automatically become a member of the association and shall be
subject to a proportionate share of the maintenance expenses. The Homeowner's
Association shall be incorporated prior to the sale of any individual lots and/or prior to
acceptance of tract improvements, whichever occurs first. The Homeowner’s
Association’s CC&Rs shall ensure the perpetual maintenance of all common front yard,
side yard and back-up area landscaping within the development by the Homeowner’s
Association. Any and all necessary easements shall be dedicated over individual lots to
allow for the perpetual access and maintenance of landscaping. The full extent of
landscape maintenance shall be determined with future landscape improvements plans.
Any project perimeter walls and adjoining landscaped areas shall be included in a
dedicated landscape easement to guarantee adequate maintenance of the walls. Each
property owner shall automatically become a member of the association and shall be
subject to a proportionate share of the maintenance expenses. The Homeowner’s
Association shall be incorporated prior to the sale of any individual lots and/or prior to
acceptance of tract improvements, whichever occurs first.

Prior to City Council approval of any final maps, the proposed bylaws governing the
property owner's association and any proposed declaration of covenants, conditions and
restrictions (CC&Rs) associated with the development shall be reviewed to determine
consistency with these conditions by the Community Development Director and the City
Attorney. Recording of the CC&Rs shall not occur until approval by the Bureau of Real
Estate, which may require revisions to the CC&Rs after City review, Said covenants,
conditions and restrictions shall be prominently displayed in the project sales office at all
times. The City’s consistency determination related the covenants, conditions and
restrictions shall not make the City a party to enforcement of same. The CC&Rs shall
apply equally to both owners and renters. The CC&Rs shall be written to require renters
to comply with the regulations of the CC&Rs, and a copy of the CC&Rs shall be given to
each renter. The CC&Rs shall be written to allow less than a majority of owners to have
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pavement or landscape maintenance done and the cost thereof assessed to all owners in
the project. The CC&Rs shall include a pavement maintenance program for all private
streets and common drive aisles.

The Homeowner’s Association CC&Rs shall prohibit the on-site parking of non-self-
propelled recreational vehicles, including boats, and any self-propelled recreational
vehicles not used for transportation unless separate storage facilities are provided. The
CC&Rs shall regulate the provision of any on-site parking of self-propelled recreational
vehicles used for transportation.

The CC&Rs for the project shall include a disclosure statement to all property owners
indicating that the project site is located within a seismic hazard zone for liquefaction.
The disclosure statement shall indicate that the buildings have been designed to current
code requirements. The statement shall further indicate that the buildings, site
improvements, and utilities are subject to damage during an earthquake and that the
buildings may be uninhabitable after an earthquake. This CC&R disclosure statement is
subject to review and approval of the City Engineer prior to final map approval.

The developer shall also assist the Homeowner’s Association by having a management
consultant firm review the maintenance and operating functions of the association. The
management consulting firm shall be responsible to prepare a written report with
recommendations to the association for managing the association's obligations and setting
initial monthly assessment costs for each lot in the development. Membership and
assessment cost shall be mandatory for all property owners of property in the
development and shall run with the land. The developer shall pay all costs of
incorporation and initial management review and reports.

The developer shall enter into a Landscape Maintenance Agreement(s) with the San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission and City of Newark to ensure the perpetual
maintenance of all landscaping within the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
right-of-way along the Enterprise Drive street frontage by the Homeowner’s Association.
This agreement shall run with the land and be binding upon all future owners or assigns.
The full extent of landscape maintenance shall be determined with the future landscape
improvements plans and detailed in said agreement. Landscaping by the City at the
expense of the Homeowner’s Association in these areas will only occur in the event the
City Council deems the Homeowner’s Association maintenance to be inadequate.

The City of Newark shall be provided with subordinate agreements to ensure that the
position of the landscaping lien shall be superior to any liens or encumbrances other than
taxes

Prior to approval of the final map, the developer shall petition the City Council to
participate in an active Landscaping and Lighting District for the perpetual maintenance
of future median landscaping and lighting systems on Enterprise Drive along the project
frontage and shared costs for the maintenance of all proposed public parks, and all
median landscaping, including roundabout areas on Willow Street within the limits of the
Dumbarton Transit Oriented Development Plan Area. Maintenance activities will be
performed by the City of Newark or its contractors through the Landscaping and Lighting
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District. All property owners within the tentative map boundary shall be assessed
annually in accordance with requirements established with the Landscaping and Lighting
District. The developer shall pay all associated costs in the City’s Master Fee Schedule
for establishment of the Landscaping and Lighting District. The developer shall record
an indenture advising all prospective property owners in the project that their properties
are included in a. Landscaping and Lighting District for maintenance of landscaping,
lighting, and related improvements installed as part of this project. All other
maintenance, including but not limited to maintenance of proposed Parcel “E”, all private
streets, all private storm drain and stormwater treatment systems, common area an. street
frontage landscaping, and all other areas or easements to be conveyed to the property
Homeowner’s Association or individual lot owners, shall be the responsibility of the
Homeownet’s Association or individual lot owners as detailed in the project CC&Rs.

The storm drain system shall be equipped with full-capture trash devices approved by the
Regional Water Quality Control Board that satisfy Provision C.10 requirements under the
Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit. Trash capture device selection is
subject to approval by the City Engineer. The Homeowner’s Association shall be
responsible for trash and litter control and sweeping of all private streets within the
development. All private storm drain systems and all associated trash capture devices
shall be cleaned on a regularly scheduled basis as detailed in the required Stormwater
Treatment Measures Maintenance Agreement.

The Homeowner’s Association shall be required to contract with a professional
management firm to handle all necessary maintenance operations. Documentation of
such contract shall be submitted to the City of Newark. All commonly owned facilities
shall be properly maintained in a manner consistent with the CC&Rs and project
requirements.

The Homeowner’s Association shall periodically provide educational materials on storm
water pollution prevention to all residents.

- Each buyer shall sign an acknowledgment that he/she has read the constitution and

bylaws of the Homeowner’'s Association and the CC&Rs applied to the development.

The developer shall provide a complete set of construction plans in electronic format and
reproducible paper {mylar) format to the Homeowner's Association at the time of its
formation.

All existing overhead utilities within the development and along the fronting street rights-
of-way to the centerline of the street shall be undergrounded to the nearest riser beyond
the development's limits in accordance with the City of Newark Subdivision Standards.
Undergrounding shall include all existing and proposed service drops.

All new utilities including, but not limited to, electric and communication services shall
be provided underground for all buildings in the development in accordance with the City
of Newark Subdivision Standards. Electrical transformers shall be installed in
underground vaults with an appropriate public uiility easement or within the public right-
of-way.
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Fire hydrants are to be located along public and private streets as determined by the
Alameda County Fire Department.

A streetlight plan and joint trench plan shall be submitted by the applicant with the first
tract improvement plan check and approved prior to final map approval. All existing
street lights on Enterprise Drive within the limits of the development shall be replaced
with street lights consistent with the approved Dumbarton Transit Oriented Development
Specific Plan. LED lighting shall be utilized on all public and private streets and other
COMMON areas.

Safety lighting shall be provided on all private streets, walkways, and other common
areas. Lights shall utilize vandal-resistant enclosures and shall have sufficient power and
spacing to provide a minimum maintained foot-candle level of 0.12.

A signpost with a sign having an area of at least 15-inches by 21-inches shall be installed
at or near each private street entrance. The name of each private street shall be placed on
this sign in clearly legible 4-inch letters. The signs shall have painted, in at least 1-inch
letters, “Private Property. Not dedicated for public use.”

On-site private streets are to be posted for “No Parking,” except in those areas designed
to accommodate guest parking, as shown on the tentative map.

The connection between private streets and public streets shall be by a City of Newark
standard driveway.

Garbage, trash, or recycling containers shall be suitably concealed in an area dedicated
within the garage of each unit, except such features may be placed at curbside on the
designated garbage pick-up day.

Public Utility Easements (PUE), Water Line Easements (WLE), Storm Drain Easements
(SDE), and Sanitary Sewer Easements (SSE) shall be dedicated over all private streets in
the development. The PUE, WLE, SDE and SSE dedication statements on the final map
shall state that the PUE, WLE, SDE and SSE are available for, but not limited to, the
installation, access and maintenance of water supply sanitary and storm sewers, and gas,
electrical, and communication facilities.

. Emergency Vehicle Access Easements (EVAE) shall be dedicated over the full pavement

width on ‘A’ Road, ‘B’ Place, ‘C’ Place, and ‘D’ Place. The final easement geometry
shall be subject to the approval of the City Engineer.

The developer shall request Pacific, Gas & Eleciric Co. fo commence with the design of
the underground utility improvements for the proposed development as soon as practical
following tentative map approval,

The developer shall ensure that a water vehicle for dust control operations is kept readily
available at all times during construction at the City Engineer's direction. A pick-up or
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vacuum type street sweeper shall be available at all times at the direction of the City
Engineer to removed tracked dirt and debris from adjacent streets,

Above-ground architectural and building features that project over proposed property
lines shall be permitted on townhouse and/or condominium units by easements recorded
on the final map. Such features include, but are not limited to, eaves, bay windows,
balconies, porches, landings, and stairways. The details for these easements; including
dimensions and descriptions, shall be included on the final map. Foundations for
townhouse units shall be contained within the individual lot.

Strect names and an addressing scheme shall be developed during the final map and
improvement plan review process in accordance with the City of Newark’s Street
Numbering and Naming Ordinance (Chapter 12.12). This area of Newark has a “tree”
theme for street names. Available street names will need to be determined. All
addressing is based on the Alameda County grid pattern with streets running generally
northerly and southerly having 5-digit addresses and streets running generally westerly
and easterly having 4-digit addresses.

The developer shall repair and/or replace any public improvements (pavement, curb,
gutter, etc.) damaged as a result of construction activity to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer.

Prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy or release of utilities for any residential
units, private streets, common vehicle access ways and parking facilities serving said
units shall be paved in accordance with the recommendation of a licensed engineer based
on a minimum Traffic Index of 6.0.

Prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy or release of utilities for each dwelling
unit, the on-site drive aisles and uncovered parking facilities shall be installed and striped
as shown on the approved site plan. All on-site uncovered parking facilities and drive
aisles shall be drained at a minimum slope of 1.0% for asphalt concrete surfaces and
0.3% for Portland cement concrete surfaces.

The developer shall be responsible for implementation of all miﬁgation measures
identified in the Environmental Impact Report for the Dumbarton Transit Oriented
Development Specific Plan to the extent applicable to the project.

The developer shall provide all required paper and digital submittals of the project final
map, tract improvements plans, and as-built plans as required by the City Engineer,
including, but not necessarily limited to the following: (1) One full-size reproducible
copy and one reduced reproducible copy of the approved tentative map; (2) Two
electronic copies of the approved final map and improvement plans in a format approved
by the City Engineer; (3) One full-size mylar copy and one reduced copy of the recorded
final map; (4) One reproducible set and four blue-line or photocopied sets of the
approved tract improvement plans, (5) Two electronic copies and one mylar set of the as-
built tract improvement plans. The City will require a digital submittal of all final maps
and improvements plans. All CAD work must be prepared in a manner consistent with
the Union Sanitary District’s digital submittal requirements for layering conventions.
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This can be found on the web at: http://www.unionsanitary.com/digitalSubmittal.htm.
Digital files submitted shall be based on accurate coordinate geometry calculations and
the NAD83 State Plane Coordinate System (Zone 1II) and NGVD29 (USD requires
NAVDSB) as vertical datum. A deposit of $5,000 shall be provided by the developer to
the City to ensure submittal of all required documents.

The developer shall provide as-built record drawings in both electronic format and on
mylar paper based on full and complete review and inspection by the developer’s project
civil engineer, landscape architect, and other design professionals of all public
improvements and all improvements on private streets and property included in the tract
improvement plan set.

If any terms or provision(s) of these conditions is held by a court of competent
jurisdiction to be invalid, void or unenforceable, the remainder of these conditions shall
may remain in full force and effect subject to amendments or modifications by mutual
consent of the City and developer. If, in the opinion of the City or developer, the
invalidation, voiding or lack of enforceability would deprive either City or developer of
material benefits of this Vesting Tentative Map, or make performance of these conditions
unreasonably difficult, then City and developer shall meet and confer and shall make
good faith efforts to amend or modify these conditions in a manner that is mutually
acceptable to City and developer.

Pursuant to Government Code Section 66474.9, the subdivider, or any agent thereof, or
successor thereto, shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City of Newark, its
officials, employees or agents (collectively “City”) from any claim, action or proceeding
against the City to attack, set aside, void, or annul, the City’s approval concerning this
subdivision map application, which action is brought within the tite period provided for
in Section 66499.37. The City will promptly notify the subdivider of any such claim,
action, or proceeding and cooperate fully in the defense.

The Conditions of Project Approval set forth herein include certain fees, dedication
requirements, and other exactions. Pursuant to Government Code Section 66020(d)(1),
these conditions constitute written notice of a statement of the amount of such fees, and a
description of the dedications, reservations, and other exactions. The developer is hereby
further notified that the 90-day approval period in which the developer may protest these
fees, dedications, reservations, and other exactions, pursuant to Government Code
66020(a), has begun. If the developer fails to file a protest within this 90-day period
complying with all of the requirements of Section 66020, the developer will be legally
barred from later challenging such exactions.

Landscape-Parks Division

aaaa.

Prior to approval of the final map, the developer shall submit detailed tract improvements
plans that include all required off-site landscaping within the Enterprise Drive and San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission rights-of-way, improvements along the western
project boundary, inciuding improvements on the adjoining property, and all on-site
landscaping within designated private streets, common areas, and designated landscape
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easements. The improvement plans are subject to the review and approval of the City
Engineer.

Prior to approval of the final map, the developer shall prepare and submit a Park Master
Plan for the review and approval of the Planning Commission and City Council. The
master plan shall incorporate turf, trees, shrubs, groundcover material, irrigation systems,
stormwater treatment facilities, pathways, play equipment, benches, picnic facilities and
related improvements consistent with the Conceptual Park Plan. The developer shall
guarantee the construction of all park improvements in a form satisfactory to the City of
Newark. This condition bbbb shall be deemed to be satisfied upon satisfaction of TM
8098 condition uuuu.

The developer shall retain a licensed landscape architect to prepare the required tract
improvement landscape plans in accordance to with City of Newark requirements and the
State of California Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance in accordance with the
Water Conservation and Landscaping Act of 2006, Assembly Bill 1881. The associated
Landscape Documentation Package must be approved by the City Engineer prior to
approval of the final map.

The developer shall implement Bay Friendly Landscaping Practices in accordance with
Newark Municipal Code, Chapter 15.44.080. Prior to approval of the final map, the
developer shall provide sufficient information to detail the environmentally-conscious
landscape practices to be used on the project.

Landscape easements for maintenance purposes shall be dedicated on the final map to
allow for homeowner’s association access to over private lots for all comumon
landscaping adjacent to private sireets and pedestrian walkways.

Prior to installation by the developer, plant species, location, container size, quality, and
quantity of all landscaping plants and materials shall be reviewed and approved by the
City Engineer. All street trees shall be minimum 24-inch box specimens. All plant
replacements shall be to an equal or better standard than originally approved subject to
approval by the City Engineer. This includes future modifications proposed by
homeowners, HOA’s, or property maintenance associations.

As part of the project CC&Rs, the developer shall include recommended front and rear
landscape treatments for individual property owners with specific limitations regarding
the extent and variety of landscape treatments in these areas that minimizes water use,
drainage impacts, and long-term maintenance.

Prior to issuance of Certificate of Qccupancy or release of utilities, the developer shall
guarantee all trees for a period of 6 months and all other plantings and landscape for 60
days after completion thereof. The developer shall ensure that the landscape shall be
installed properly and maintained to follow standard horticultural practices. All plant
replacements shall be to an equal or better standard than originally approved subject to
approval of the City Engineer.
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iiii.  Prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy or release of utilities for any of the final 4
dwelling units, all on-site landscaping and irrigation systems shall be completed or
guaranteed by a cash deposit filed with the City in an amount to cover the remainder of
the work,

jiii- Any above ground utility structures, including backflow prevention devices, and
appurtenances shall be installed within the developer's property line and a minimum of 10
feet behind street face of curbs. The backflow prevention devices shall have a green
painted security cage to protect it from vandalism. These locations shall be screened with
landscaping to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. The landscape screen shall not
interfere with the utility companies' or City Fire Department's access.

kkkk. If park and open space land dedications and related improvements within the
development are determined by the City Engineer to be below the minimum requirements
established in the Dumbarton Transit Oriented Development Specific Plan, the developer
shall pay equivalent park-in-lieu fees to satisfy said minimum requirements.  Any
required park-in-lieu fees or pro-rated percentages thereof shall be in the amount stated in
Exhibit B to these conditions and shall be paid prior to the issuance of any Certificates of
Occupancy.

General

1. All proposed changes from approved exhibits shall be submitted to the Community
Development Director who shall decide if they warrant Planning Commission and City
Council review and, if so decided, said changes shall be submitted for the Commission’s
and Council’s review and decision. The developer shall pay the prevailing fee for each
additional separate submittal of development exhibits requiring Planning Commission
and/or City Council review and approval.

mmmm. The developer hereby agrees to defend, indemnify, and save harmless the City of Newark,
its Council, boards, commissions, officers, employees and agents, from and against any
and all claims, suits, actions, liability, loss, damage, expense, cost (including, without
limitation, attorneys’ fees, costs and fees of litigation) of every nature, kind or
description, which may be brought by a third party against, or suffered or sustained by,
the City of Newark, its Council, boards, commissions, officers, employees or agents to
challenge or void the permit granted hefein or any California Environmental Quality Act
determinations related thereto.

nnnn. In the event that any person should bring an action to attack, set aside, void or annul the
City’s approval of RZ-12-27, TM-12-28, ASR-12-29, and E-12-30 (the Dumbarton
Transit Oriented Development Residential Project Suppiemental Environmental Impact
Report), the developer shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City and/or its
agents, officers and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the City
and/or its agents, officers and employees with counsel selected by the developer (which
shall be the same counsel used by developer) and reasonably approved by the City.
Developer’s obligation to defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City and/or its agents,
officers and employees shall be subject to the City’s compliance with Government Code
Section 66474.9.
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oooo. Only the specific Impact Fees listed in Exhibit B shall apply to the Project. No change to
an Impact Fee in Exhibit B resulting in an increase in dollar amounts charged to the
Project that is adopted after the effective date of the Vesting Tentative Map shall apply to
the Project. If, after the effective date of this Vesting Tentative Map, City decreases the
rate of any of its Impact Fees, Developer shall pay the reduced Impact Fee in effect at the
time of payment.
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EXHIBITB

Vesting TM 8110
Schedule of Impact Fees
.| Impact Fee Amount Timing
1 Park Impact Fee $7,460/du Each Building Permit
2 Art in Public Places and Private $270/du Each Building Permit
: Development Policy Fee :
3 Capital Facilities - Public Safety $1,989/du Each Building Permit
4 Community Services/Facilities $1,942/du Each Building Permit
4 Transportation $801/du Each Building Permit
6 Community Development 0.5% of construction | Each Building Permit
Maintenance Fee . valuation
7 Affordable Housing-In-Lieu $25,000/du Each Certificate of
' Occupancy
8 Special Fiscal Support $2,500/du Each Building Permit




Response to Comments on the Trumark Dumbarton Transit Oriented Development
Residential Project submitted by Stoel Rives LILP on behalf of Gallade Chemical, Inc.

Comment ILA: Park Funding Agreement

The City proposes to approve a Resolution authorizing a Park Funding Agreement, affecting the
Gallade property. (Item E.1, Att. 5.) The proposed Agreement satisfies Condition vuuu of the
Tentative Map, which requires the Developer and the City to enter an agreement to address
funding for a public park on the Gallade property. Condition uuuu provides that the Agreement
shall "obligate" the Developer to construct or fund comstruction of improvements on the Park
Site. (Ttem E.1, Att. 6, condition uuu; see also, Item E.2, Staff Report ("Vesting Tentative Map
includes numerous conditions and includes a requirement for the Gallade Chemical property to be
acquired and developed as a park.").) Thus, the Condition commits the City to actions requiring
development of the Park Site, which have not been evaluated under CEQA.

The proposed Agreement conditions the City's action on future compliance with CEQA (para.
1.04) in direct violation of CEQA. (Save Tara v. City of W Hollywood (2008) 45 Cal.4th 116;
CEQA Guidelines, § 15352(a).) Although the Agreement attempts to assert that the City is not
committed to any future actions, the Agreement requires the City to initiate efforts to acquire the
Gallade site unless the developer terminates the Agreement. (Agreement, para. 1.04(4) ("City
shall make a written offer to purchase the Park Site"), para. 1.04(5) ("City shall take all steps
required. .. to acquire the Park Site through the exercise of eminent domain®).) The
environmental impacts associated with acquisition of the Park Site have not been evaluated, and
approval of the Agreement violates CEQA. (Save Tara, supra, 45 Cal.4th 116.)

Moreover, the Agreement provides that the park-related conditions of the Project shall be waived
if the Park Site is not acquired by June 30, 2015. (Agreement, para. 1.04(7).) There has been no
CEQA analysis of the potential impacts associated with waiving the park-related requirements.
The City acknowledges that the acquisition of the Park Site is necessary to achieve the goals of
the transit-oriented development (Item E.1, Staff Report). If the park-related conditions are
waived, the Project will not meet these requirements and there is a potential for significant
impacts that have not been evaluated in the SEIR. In particular, the SEIR must evaluate the
potentially significant traffic, air, noise, greenhouse gas and other environmental impacts that
would result if the project does not achieve its transit oriented goals. Additionally, the staff
report is misleading on this point as it represents that no certificate of occupancy can be issued
until the Gallade site is acquired (Item E.2, Staff Report), but the Park Agreement allows for this
requirement to be waived (Agreement, para. 1.04(7)).

The Agreement also commits the City to a conceptual site plan, including construction related
activities, for the Park Site, which have not been evaluated under CEQA. (Agreement, para.
1.05(5) & (6).) Further, the City's proposed actions authorize the Developer to make
improvements to property that it does not own (see, Iiem E.1, Staff Report), and under
circumstances where the property owner has not been notified (see, infra re lack of notice). The
Developer has no authority to obtain approvals related to property that it does not own or control.

Finally, the Park Agreement commits the City to initiating eminent domain proceedings if certain
conditions are met. (Agreement, para. 1.04(5).) This is a pre-commitment to take a



discretionary action requiring a public hearing, for which no notice or hearing has occurred and
no CEQA review has been conducted.

Response ILA: This comment states the proposed Park Funding Agreement between the City and
the project applicant commits the City to actions which have not been ewvaluated
under CEQA, namely the acquisition and future development of a park on the
Gallade Chemical parcel. The comment cites relevant case law in which the
California Supreme Court found a lead agency had impermissibly committed to
implement a proposed action prior to conducting the required environmental
review. The current situation involving the Gallade parcel, however, is quite
different and the City has complied with CEQA.

The Dumbarton Specific Plan proposed, and the related Dumbarton TOD Specific
Plan EIR analyzed, the acquisition, future development, and ongoing use of 16.3
acres of parks and open space, including the Gallade parcel, which is depicted on
the approved Specific Plan land use plan (Specific Plan Figure 8.3) as one of two
new public parks to be developed within the Specific Plan. Therefore, the use of
the Gallade parcel as a park was evaluated in a certified EIR. The Specific Plan
EIR disclosed the construction of proposed recreational facilities could resuit in
temporary increases in air emissions, dust, noise, and erosion from a variety of
construction activities, including excavation, grading, vehicle travel on unpaved
surfaces, and vehicle and equipment exhaust.

The purpose of the current Trumark Dumbarton TOD Residential Project SEIR is
to evaluate the specific impacts of the two pending residential development
applications (neither of which are located on the Gallade parcel), based on
additional project detail that did not exist when the Specific Plan EIR was prepared.
The City, in reaching the proposed Park Funding Agreement with the project
applicant, is not committing to an activity that exceeds the Specific Plan EIR’s
level of environmental analysis of the future park on the Gallade parcel. The City
has yet to proceed to the detailed park planning and design phase to determine
precisely what specific physical changes would be made to the Gallade parcel to
implement the future park. The draft funding agreement provides that the developer
shall prepare and submit a master plan for the park site for review and
consideration by the City Council, at which point the City will determine what, if
any, additional project-level environmental review is appropriate, tiering from the
certified Specific Plan EIR. The certified Specific Plan EIR provides adequate
information at this stage of the City’s decision-making with respect to the future
park planned on the Gallade parcel.

Comment IL.B: Community Financing Agreements

Similarly, the proposed Resolutions authorizing a Community Financing Agreements (Items E.1,
Att. 5; E.2, Att. 5), commits the City to certain actions regarding a park on the Gallade site prior
to completion of CEQA. Again, while the proposed Agreement purports not to commit the City
to any action (para. C), the specific terms of the Agreement (as well as the evidence in the
record) make clear that the City has already committed to the actions associated with acquisition
and development of a park on the Gallade property. (Item E.1, Att. 4, para. 1.01;ltemE2, Att, 5,



para. 1.01 ("funds shall only be used towards the development of the [} approximately two- acre
park (on the Gallade parcel)").) Those commitments precede required CEQA review . (Save
Tara, supra, 45 Cal.4th 116.)

Response ILB: As discussed in the prior Response IL.A above, the Dumbarton Specific Plan
proposed, and the related Specific Plan EIR analyzed, the acquisiion, future
development, and ongoing use of the Gallade Chemical parcel as a park, as
depicted on the approved Specific Plan land use plan (Specific Plan Figure 8.3) as
one of two new public parks to be developed within the Specific Plan. Therefore,
the use of the Gallade parcel as a park was evaluated in a certified EEIR. The
certified Specific Plan EIR provides adequate information at this stage of the City’s
decision-making with respect to the future park planned on the Gallade parcel.

Commenti JILA: The Project Description is Misleading and Results in Improper Segmentation

The project description fails to include conversion of the Gallade site to a park as part of the overall
Project. The Project is defined in section 3.5.1 of the SEIR as preparation of Site A and Site B for
residential development, and construction of homes and other facilities "on those sites.” (SEIR, p.
40.) Yet, as noted above, the Project requires the acquisition of the Gallade site and conversion to a
park. The failure to include the conversion of the Gallade site to a park as part of the fundamental
project description is misleading. (County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977} 71 Cal.App.3d 185.)
A "finite project description is indispensable to an informative, legally adequate EIR." (Id. At 199.)

This failure also results in segmentation in violation of CEQA. The City may not split a project into
small pieces so as to avoid environmental review of the entire project. (Orinda Ass 'n v. Board of
Supervisors (1986) 182 Cal.App.3d 1145, 1171.) Yet, that is precisely what has occurred with the
SEIR's failure to include converting the Gallade site to a park as part of the project. Moreover, the
characterization of the park requirement as a condition of the Project, rather than part of the
originally proposed Project, does not excuse the requirement to evaluate impacts associated with the
park requirement. (Laurel Heights Improvement Ass'n v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47 Cal.3d
376 see also, CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.2, 15126.4; Stevens v. City of Glendale (1981) 125
Cal.App.3d 986.)

In addition, the baseline for consideration of environmental impacts assumes, as a pre-condition, that
Gallade would no longer be in operation. This is an inappropriate baseline as it does not refiect
existing conditions, but rather future changes that have not occurred (and have not been evaluated).
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15125.)

Response IILA: This comment states the SEIR’s project description is misleading by not including
the planned conversion of the Gallade parcel to a public park as a related action, and therefore, the
SEIR’s analysis has not accounted for all aspects of the proposed project, thereby leading to a
segmented environmental review. This comment appears to misunderstand the purpose of the SEIR
and what has already been disclosed in the Specific Plan EIR. The purpose of the current Trumark
Dumbarton TOD Residential Project SEIR is to evaluate the specific impacts of the two pending
residential development applications (neither of which are located on the Gallade parcel), based on
additional project detail that did not exist when the Specific Plan EIR was prepared. The
Supplemental EIR is just that, a supplemental documént to the original Specific Plan EIR that
focuses its analysis on the physical changes planned for the two residential sites, and the SEIR was



not written to address anticipated physical changes to other properties within the Specific I’lan. The
holistic project description and environmental impact analysis the comment is requesting
encompassing the planned park on the Gallade parcel is to be found in the Specific Plan EIR.
Therefore, the City has not segmented its environmental review of the various Specific Plan
components. The current SEIR is supplementing the Specific Plan EIR’s analysis of the two Trumark
residential project sites, it is not attempting to supplement the certified EIR’s analysis of the Specific
Plan as a whole, nor specifically the planned park on the Gallade parcel.

The comment further disagrees with the selection of an environmental baseline that does not
include the current Gallade Chemical operations for purposes of evaluating the two Trumark
residential development applications. The SEIR employed a baseline with the Gallade Chemical Co.
no longer in operation, as the TOD Specific Plan identifies that parcel as a planned park and based on
the proposed conditions of approval. Substantial evidence in the record supports the SEIR’s
approach.

Comment IIE B: The Approvals Contemplate Actions With Impacts That Have Not Been Evaluated
Under CEQA

Because the SEIR fails to include the park as part of the Project, there is no analysis of the potential
environmental impacts of converting the Gallade site to a park., The SEIR notes: "The Specific Plan
EIR provided a program -level analysis of the environmental effects of converting the former
industrial land in the Specific Plan area to residential, retail and community uses and the
environmental impacts of the construction and operation of the entire Specific Plan project. As such,
the EIR did not analyze the project-level environmental impacts resulting from the development of
specific parcels other than the Torian project site in the Specific Plan area.” (SEIR, p. 38.)

With respect to the park specifically, the SEIR notes, "Use of this property as a public park was
evaluated in the Specific Plan EIR only at a program level given the final cleanup activities to allow
use of the site as a park were not sufficiently defined." (SEIR, section 3.5.3, p. 44.) The SEIR goes
on to acknowledge that there isn't sufficient info for a project level analysis of the park, but that the
park will be subject to further environmental review when plans for its development are prepared.
(Id.) Thus, while the Project is contingent on the park, there is no analysis of the impacts of
constructing the park, including but not limited to impacts on the existing Gallade operation, and
impacts resulting to industrial site relocation, cleanup and remediation of the site, and construction of
a park.

In addition to committing the City to take certain actions regarding the Park Site prior to CEQA
analysis of review of those actions, the proposed approvals include various entitlements and
conditions that have not been evaluated under CEQA. The SEIR focused only on six environmental
impact areas (air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards
and hazardous materials, and noise), and failed to evaluate the potentially significant impacts that
could result to other environmental areas. The Specific Plan EIR did not evaluate impacts associated
with the park at a project-level and conversion of the Gallade site to a park has the potential to result



in significant impacts to biology, air quality, traffic, noise, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards, public
health and safety, utilities, hydrology, and geology.

Moreover, impacts resulting from the residential projects themselves are truncated and insufficient.
For example; ltem E.1, Att. 6 (proposed approval of TM-12-32) includes numerous conditions
requiring road improvements (see, e.g., conditions dd through gg), but the SEIR does not even
evaluate potential traffic impacts of the Project or impacts associated with the construction of those
traffic improvements.

Response IILB: The first part of this comment reiterates previous comments that the City has not
conducted appropriate environmental review for the Trumark residential project
decisions that are pending related to the planned park on Gallade parcel. This issue
has been addressed in the prior responses above.

The second part of this comment states the SEIR’s analysis of the environmental
impacts associated with the Trumark residential projects only focused on six impact
areas (air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, greenhouse gases,
hazards and hazardous materials, and noise), and should have also evaluated other
topics. The City concluded, in determining that an SEIR was necessary to disclose
significant new information relating to the six impact areas noted in the comment,
that the certified Specific Plan EIR adequately addressed the two Trumark
residential projects’ impacts in all other environmental topic areas. As stated in the
Draft SEIR (pg.50), other topics and potential impact areas such as aesthetics,
traffic, land use, and geology are not analyzed further in the SEIR because the
proposed Trumark residential developments would result in impacts consistent with
the Specific Plan EIR’s analysis.

Comment I1.C: The SEIR Inadequately Addresses Biological Resources

The SEIR fails to commit to any mitigation measure for nesting raptors. The SEIR is based on
surveys that were conducted for one month during the nesting season (although nesting season is
from February 1 - August 31) and concluded there was no observation of white-tailed kites and red-
tailed hawks. The mitigation measure incorporates Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan EIR MM 4.3-4
which states that a construction fence shall be installed if nesting raptors are identified. Because no
nesting raptors were identified during the survey, it is assumed that the project proponent will not
incorporate this mitigation measure. This is insufficient analysis - the Biological Resources Report
found that there is potential for white-tailed kites and red-tailed hawks to nest in trees on or adjacent
to the project sites and one month of surveying during the first month of nesting season is insufficient
to determine the impact. The project proponent needs to engage in longer surveying and the
mitigation measure needs to be revised to commit the project proponent to the measure. (SEIR, p. 62
- 4.2.2.3 Nesting Raptors.)

Response IIL.C: This comment states that the SEIR does not specify appropriate mitigation
measures for impacts to nesting raptors, and that a nesting raptor survey conducted
during preparation of the Biological Resources Report (included as Appendix B-1
of the SEIR) is inadequate to determine the presence or absence of nesting raptors.
The SEIR includes the results of a nesting raptor survey conducted during February
2013 to determine if nesting raptors were present at the time of preparation of the
SEIR to establish the environmental baseline; none were observed. However the



comment is incorrect in its assumption that no additional surveys for nesting raptors
would be required or that the project would mot be required to implement
appropriate buffer areas (through the installation of construction fencing) if nesting
raptors are present at commencement of construction. As described on Pages 62-63
of the SEIR and as identified in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(MMRP) for the project, the project would implement Specific Plan EIR Mitj gation
Measure 4.3-2, which requires that pre-construction surveys for nesting raptors be
conducted on each project site if initial earth moving or construction work is to
occur during the raptor nesting season of February 1-August 31. If nesting raptors
are identified during the surveys, appropriate buffer areas around the nest would be
established and maintained. The size and duration of the buffer area are deseribed
in detail in the SEIR and the MMRP,

The SEIR provides updated information about the status of nesting raptors on the
site at the time of its preparation, and appropriately identifies that Specific Plan EIR
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 would apply to the project to prevent impacts to nesting
raptors if they are present at commencement of construction.

Comment [11.D: The Alternatives Analysis Is Flawed

The project objectives are too narrowly drawn and are designed to minimize or avoid CEQA's
requirement for an EIR to identify a reasonable range of alternatives. Specifically, the SEIR
identifies the applicant's primary objectives to inciude: 1) "Develop an economically viable,
high-quality residential project consistent with the Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan”; 2) "Develop
single family detached residences consistent with the project sites’ (sic) Medium High Density
Residential land use designation”; and 3) "Prepare Site B for residential development by
addressing so0i} and groundwater contaminants to achieve established regulatory standards for
residential use of the property." These artificially narrow objectives are then applied in the
alternatives analysis as a basis for constraining the Location Alternative (off-site alternative) to
possible sites within the extremely tight physical confines of the 205 acre Specific Plan area.
This is contrary to the intent of CEQA, and forcibly truncates what should have been a broader
analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives, including an honest review of legitimate off-site
locations. Achieving the City's goals of sustainable development, mixed use housing, and
transit-oriented development should never be artificially constrained to the Specific Plan area,
and should instead require meaningfully be examination through consideration of a range of
other legitimate locations. Though the Specific Plan's state of readiness may arguably be more
advanced than other off-site locations around the City, this is not a legal basis for limiting the
range of alternatives analysis in direct violation of CEQA.

The No Project Alternative wrongly concludes that in the absence of the project, development
would not occur, and therefore, impacts of the project would be avoided. This determination is
inconsistent with the existence of an approved Specific Plan that has designated development for
the sites. Specifically, the SEIR states:

Under the No Project Alternative, the sites would remain vacant and would not be
developed to effectuate residential development under the Dumbarton TOD Specific
Plan. Remediation of soil contaminants to regulatory standards for residential use of Site
B would not be implemented.



Under the No Project Alternative, the project sites would presumably remain vacant as
other nearby properties were developed under the Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan, unless
or until the Plan was amended to specify other uses of the sites. Alternative use of the
sites for purposes other than residential would also require an amendment to the Newark
General Plan and rezoning.

Under the No Project Alternative, disturbance of seasonal wetlands and Condon' s
tarplant would be avoided since existing habitat would be not disturbed by site
remediation and residential development. This alternative would avoid the significant
unavoidable impact to future residents of the site resulting from an accidental release of
hazardous substances from hazardous material users in the vicinity of the project.

(SEIR, p. 118.)

It is a fiction for the SEIR to conclude that an area within an approved Specific Plan will not
develop if the immediate project proposal does not go forward. Additionally, as stated in the
SEIR excerpt above, the assumption that the site would remain vacant until both the Specific
Plan and General Plan are amended, and the sites are rezoned to accommodate uses other than
residential is completely fabricated and entirely lacking in evidentiary support. This approach is
a deliberate attempt to avoid a true assessment of the viability and legitimacy of the No Project
Alternative, and violates CEQA. The alternatives analysis is further flawed with regard to
continued claims that the "No Project Alternative would avoid the identified environmental
impacts of the proposed project, {and] would not support the objectives of the Dumbarton TOD
Specific Plan and could be detrimental to successful implementation of the Plan ... nor would it
accomplish the highest and best use of the sites by leaving them vacant." (SEIR, p. 118.) Again,
there is no evidence to support these flawed conclusions, which are themselves inconsistent with
the City's adopted planning scheme, which remains in place regardless of whether or not the
proposed project proceeds.

Finally, in what can only be described as a mysterious internal inconsistency, the No Project
Alternative analysis summarized above is entirely at odds with the Summary section presented
in the SEIR at pages xxv and xxvi, which clearly states that the No Project Alternative will
neither limit development of the site under the Specific Plan, or avoid the key environmental
impacts of the proposed project. The Summary provides:

The No Project-Existing Plan Alternative assumes the proposed project is not approved
or is not implemented, but that another future project is built consistent with existing
plans and policies. In this case, what can be reasonably expected to occur in the
foreseeable future, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure
and community services is another residential project, at a density consistent with the
Specific Plan designation for the site, Medium Density Residential (DTOD Specific
Plan) 14-25 du/acre, ‘

Regardless of the residential unit type ultimately developed under this alternative,
remediation of soil contaminants on Site B and remediation of VOCs on Site A would
have to occur prior to residential development. Extensive grading and excavation
necessary to prepare Site B for residential use would still affect seasonal wetlands and
Congdon's tarplant on the site to the same extent as the proposed project. The potential to



avoid seasonal wetlands on Site A is discussed in more detail below in the Reduced
Development Alternative and the Design Alternative.

The No Project - Existing Plan Alternative would not avoid the significant unavoidable
impact from the potential exposure of future residents on Site A and Site B to airborne
hazardous substances. The No Project -Existing Plan Alternative would not avoid the
significant impacts of the proposed project on Site B,

(SEIR, p. xxvi.)

This glaring inconsistency cannot be reconciled and presents a clear flaw in the document. It
would appear that the alternatives analysis was drafted by one individual, and the summary of
the alternatives analysis by another, and that for whatever reason, neither bothered to check what
the other was saying. This extremely casual approach to preparing and drafting an EIR for a
major urban infill project permeates the alternatives analysis and the SEIR in general, and
violates CEQA's requirements for a clear and consistent presentation of the environmental
effects of the project to enable the public to understand and evaluate that which is proposed.

Response IIL.D: This comment states the project objectives are too narrow and have improperly
constrained the SEIR’s analysis of off-site location alternative(s). The SEIR’s
objectives are appropriately focused on implementing the Dumbarton TOD Specific
Plan, and have not unduly constrained the consideration of other potential off-site
Jocation alternatives. The CEQA Guidelines do not require consideration of an off-
site location alternative (per Guideline §15126.6(a), “An EIR shall describe a
reasonable range of alternatives to the project or to the location of a project...”,
emphasis added), and the City elected to include, among the SEIR’s range of
alternatives, discussion of a location alternative within the Specific Plan itself in an
attempt to avoid the hazardous materials release impact affecting the two Trumark
residential sites while still implementing a component of the Specific Plan. CEQA
does not require that the SEIR include location alternatives outside the Specific
Plan, as it does not require that the SEIR include any particular location alternative.

The comment further states that the SEIR’s discussion of the No Project - No
Development Alternative assumes an artificial scenario using flawed assumptions
that the two sites would not otherwise be developed (i.e. the two Trumark sites
would remain undeveloped if the current proposed Trumark applications are not
implemented). 'The SEIR’s discussion of this alternative (pg.117) starts by
referencing relevant language from the CEQA Guidelines (per Guideline
§15126.6(e)(2)), that states that the No Project Alternative should address both the
existing conditions, as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the
foreseeable future if the project is not approved. The SEIR addresses both
conditions. The No Project — No Development Alternative is focused on the former
condition (i.e. existing conditions) per the Guidelines, while the No Project —
Existing Plan Alternative discusses the latter condition. The comment expresses an
opinion that the SEIR’s discussion of the No Project — No Development Alternative
provides little apparent value since it is reasonably foreseeable that other
development would be implemented consistent with the Specific Plan, which does
not require further response.



The comment concludes by describing a perceived (albeit non-existent)
inconsistency that the SEIR Summary includes a discussion of the No Project -
Existing Plan Alternative, while the SEIR Alternatives chapter discusses a different
No Project — No Devélopment Alternative. As stated above, Section 7.0 Project
Alternatives of the SEIR includes discussion of two variations of the No Project
Alternative (as suggested by Guideline §15126.6(e)(2)); the first of which assumes,
should the current Trumark developments not be implemented, no development
occurs on the two sites, while the second no project aliernative assumes other
development consistent with the Specific Plan ultimately is implemented on each
site. As noted in the comment, the latter alternative scenario may be more likely,
and therefore given its increased informational value, this No Project - Existing
Plan Alternative was discussed ini the SEIR Summary, while the No Project — No
Development Alternative (in which the comment finds little apparent informational
value) was not included in the Summary and instead is discussed solely in the SEIR
Alternatives section.

Comment IIL.E: The SEIR Provides an Inadequate Analysis of the Proiect’s Impacts and Proposed
Mitigation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions

1. Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impacts

The SEIR fails to provide substantial evidence to support its conclusion that the Project's operational
greenhouse gas ("GHG") emissions will have a less than significant impact. Specific Plan EIR MM
4.6-1 requires that listed design features "shall be incorporated into ... future buildings to ensure
consistency with adopted Statewide plans and programs. The project applicant shall demonstrate the
incorporation of project design features prior to the issuance of building permits." (SEIR, p. 77
(emphasis added).) The SEIR's conclusion of less than significance related to operational long-term
GHG emissions is premised entirely on the Project being "consistent with the Specific Plan land use
designations and assumed densities" and whether "the applicable emissions reductions measures
identified in the Specific Plan EIR are implemented. " (Id. at p. 76.) Yet, the SEIR provides that the
Project would implement only the "majority" of the Specific Plan EIR mitigation measures and only
those "applicable” to the Project, while simultaneously concluding that potentially significant
operational emissions would be reduced to a less than significant level. (/d. at p. 79.)

The City cherry picks which of Specific Plan EIR MM 4.6-1 GHG reduction measures the Project
will implement. In some instance the Project does not propose to implement listed reduction
measures at all, in other instances it gives residents the "option” of purchasing the design feature
specified in the reduction measure, thus ensuring no guarantee of implementation. (SEIR, p. 78.)

With regards to the GHG reduction measure to provide a minimum of 15 percent affordable housing,
the SEIR states that the Project would provide in-lieu fees to the City to fund affordable housing
development. (SEIR, p. 78.) No information is given on the amount of in- lieu fees to be provided,
nor whether the proposed amount would be adequate to implement affordable housing equivalent to
15 percent of the Project’s units. Nor does the City explain how it would ensure that the in-lieu fees
would be used to provide these affordable housing units near transportation networks, the key
component that makes the affordable housing requirement a source of GHG reductions.



To jmplement the GHG reduction measure "incorporate design guidelines for transit oriented
development and complete street standards,” the SEIR states that the Project "will construct or
contribute to reconstruction of Enterprise Drive and Willow Street consistent with Specific Plan
Complete Street designs.” (SEIR, p. 78.) The SEIR fails to provide any explanation of how the
reconstruction of these two streets will fully implement the GHG reduction measure, given that there
are other streets surrounding the project. More importantly, no explanation is provided on what level
of "contribution" the Project would assume, nor how the remainder of the funding presumably
necessary to realize the GHG reduction measure for these streets would be available.

In addition, the GHG reduction measures outlined in Specific Plan EIR MM 4.6-1 are only some of
the potential design features the Project could utilize to demonstrate and ensure consistency with the
adopted statewide plans and programs related to climate change. (SEIR, p. 77.) Yet, the SEIR
proposes no other, alternative GHG emission reduction measures to ensure that its emissions impacts
are sufficiently mitigated. The SEIR does not quantify the Project's GHG emissions, so the impact of
the SEIR's failure to incorporate all design features in accordance with Specific Plan EIR MIM 4.6-1,
or propose and implement alternative measures, cannot be evaluated. The SEIR even fails to provide
a gualitative analysis of how the Project's failure to implement certain GHG reduction measures
affects the assumption that operational GHG emissions impacts are lowered to less than significant.

2. Construction GHG Emissions Impacts

The SEIR provides three best management practices ("BMPs") from the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District ("BAAQMD") for the reduction of construction GHG emissions and
ambiguously discusses the Project's implementation of two of the three BMPs. (SEIR, p. 79)
Compliance with the City's Municipal Code would ensure the implementation of one of the BMPs,
recycling or reusing at least 50 percent of construction waste and demolition materials. However, the
SEIR provides no assurance that the Project would abide by, or even attempt to implement, the
remaining two BMPs, The SEIR ambiguously states that the Project site is located i an urban
location within close distance of construction supplies and equipment, which would help minimize
GHG emissions geperated from transport of construction materials and waste. (/bid.) The SEIR
provides no assurance, however, that the Project will actually implement the BMP to use at least 10
percent local building materials, much less providing an enforceable mitigation measure to that
effect. The impacts analysis does not address the feasibility or the Project’s intention to implement
the remaining specified BMP to use alternative-fueled construction vehicles/equipment for at least 15
percent of the fleet. The SEIR only states it will implement recommended BMPs "where feasible" to
reduce construction GHG emissions. (Id. at 81.) Finally, similarly to the operational GHG emission
reduction measures, the Project is not limited to only the specified GHG reduction strategies; the
Project could specify other measures to mitigate emissions. Yet, the SEIR does not even attempt to
outline other construction GHG BMPs or emissions reductions that could be implemented to mitigate
impacts.

Despite the Project's lack of sufficient, or enforceable, measures to mitigate construction GHG
emissions, the SEIR concludes that the Project will have a less than significant impact with respect to
construction GHG emissions impacts. (SEIR, p. 80.) With the potential implementation of one or two
BAAQMD BMPs, the SEIR lacks substantial evidence to support this conclusion. There is no
qualitative or quantitative. discussion of construction emissions, their impacts, or the reduction in
emissions with the (potential} implementation of the BMPs. The lack of a quantified threshold of
significance from BAAQMD or the City related to impacts resulting from construction GHG
emissions does not excuse the City from quantifying the Project's emissions and analyzing their



impact and whether the proposed mitigation would lower that impact to below 31gn1f1cance The lack
of enforceable mitigation measures (assuming the mitigation proffered would be sufficient to lower
impacts) also renders the conclusion of less than significant invalid.

3. Consistency with Plans and Policies

The SEIR's conclusion that the Project would not conflict with any applicable GHG reduction plans,
policies or regulations is supported only by the statement that the Project will incorporate " most" of
the Specific Plan EIR's applicable GHG reduction measures. (SEIR, p. 80.) As discussed above,
picking and choosing those GHG reduction measures that the Project finds convenient to mcorporate
into the Project does not provide substantial evidence to support the conclusion that operational GHG
emissions impacts are mitigated to a less than significant level. The incorporation of some GHG
emissions reduction measures is similarly insufficient to conclude that the Project is consistent with
all applicable GHG reduction plans, policies, and regulations, particularly where the Project’s actual
consistency with the unnamed "plans, policies, and regulations” is absent from the SEIR discussjon.

Response IILE.1: The comment states that the SEIR does not support its conclusion that the project
would have less than significant operational GHG impacts, and that the project is
not consistent with Specific Plan EIR Mitigation Measure 4.6-1, which identifies
potential GHG emission reduction design features for development under the
Specific Plan.

The SEIR summarizes the Specific Plan EIR’s GHG impact analysis, which
includes a calculation of GHG emissions resulting from build out and operation of
all development under the Specific Plan. The Specific Plan EIR estimated that the
Specific Plan project would generate 25,600 Metric Tons of Carbon Dioxide
equivalent emissions per year (MT COsefyear) before implementation of the energy
efficiency and emission reduction design features identified in Mitigation Measure
4.6-1. The SEIR reiterates the Specific Plan EIR’s calculation that implementation
of the reduction measures is estimated to reduce Specific Plan emissions by 27.92%
resulting in GHG emissions of approximately 18,500 MT CO,efyear, which equates
to approximately 2.26 MT CO,e/year per service population. This rate of emission
is less than half that of the BAAQMD threshold of significance for GHG emissions
of 4.6 MT CO,efyear per service population.

If none of the energy efficiency and emission reduction design features were
implemented by the Specific Plan project, the Specific Plan area’s annual GHG
emissions of 25,600 CO.e/year for the service population of 8,150 persons within
the Specific Plan area would be approximately 3.14 MT COse/year per service
population, which is still well below the BAAQMD threshold of 4.6 MT CO,e/year
per sexvice population. Therefore, if the Specific Plan EIR had identified no GHG
reduction measures, Specific Plan GHG emissions, including those from the two
Trumark residential projects, would still be less than significant.

This list of potential energy efficiency and emission reduction design features
identified in Specific Plan EIR Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 apply to various
development facets of the Specific Plan area, including residential, commercial and
community serving land uses. As such, not ali design measures would apply to all



land uses within the Specific Plan area (i.., single family residential development
would not be expected to implement cool roof or green roof features). The SEIR
appropriately identifies which of the potential design features would be
implemented by the proposed project and therefore demonstrates the project’s
compliance with Specific Plan EIR Mitigation Measure 4.6-1.

CEQA provides discretion to the Lead Agency to determine whether to assess a
project’s emissions quantitatively or qualitatively (Guideline §15064.4(a)).
Nonetheless, to accommodate the commenter’s request for a quantified analysis for
the Trumark Residential Project, a greenhouse gas analysis was prepared by
Environ Corp. (Attachment B). That analysis is additional substantial evidence that
the Project will not result in significant greenhouse gas impacts. Using the
assumed Trumark Project’s service population of 796 residents yields an
operational GHG emissions efficiency of 4.2 MT COse/year per service population,
which is below the BAAQMD CEQA significance threshold of 4.6 MT CO,e/year
per service population. There are no thresholds of significance for GHG emissions
from construction equiprent.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 requires an EIR to be recirculated when
“significant new information” is added to the EIR prior to certification.
“Significant new information” requiring recirculation can include a disclosure
showing that a new significant environmental impact would result from the project
or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented; or a substantial
increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result uniess mitigation
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to alevel of insignificance.

“New information” 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 effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents
have declined to implement. Recirculation is not required where new information
added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications
in an adequate EIR, Recirculation of the SEIR would not be required for this
Project' because the quantified GHG emissions report is not evidence that the
Project would result in any new significant impacts, nor does it show that there
would be a substantial increase in the severity of an already identified impact.
Instead, the report merely amplifies the SEIR’s conclusion that the Project would
not result in significant greenhouse gas impacts.

The comment suggests that the SEIR should identify mitigation measures for
reducing construction period GHG emissions. See Response IIL. E. 1, above.

The comment states that the project is not consistent with applicable GHG
reduction plans and policies. See Response IIL E. 1, above.

Comment ILF: The SEIR Analysis of Air Quality Impacts is Flawed and Insufficient

1.

Analysis of Construction Emissions Impacts



In its discussion of impacts of fugitive dust emissions associated with construction, the SETIR states
that the Project would not exceed the BAAQMD significance threshold for construction-related
criteria pollutants, even though the only figures in the SEIR for particulate matter ("PM"™) are for
consiruction vehicle exhanst emissions only and do not include any emissions from fugitive dust.
(SEIR, pp. 55-56.) The SEIR then goes on to provide that mitigation measures related to fugitive dust
will be implemented "even though the proposed project would not exceed those thresholds.” (Id. at p.
56.) With no quantification of construction fugitive dust emissions, or analysis of how these
emissions would be reduced with the implementation of BAAQMD's standard mitigation measures,
the SEIR improperly concludes that the Project would not result in significant impacts related to
fugitive dust emissions during construction. (Id. at 57.) In fact, the SEIR goes so far as to state that
the impact related to construction fugitive dust emissions is the same impact as in the Specific Plan
EIR, despite the fact that the Specific Plan EIR did not include any project-specific emissions data,
(Ibid.)

Related to the SEIR's analysis of exhaust emissions during construction of the Project, the SEIR
states that "emissions generated in other air basins associated with transport of [contaminated] soil
would be attributed to the facilities receiving the soil.” (SEIR, p. 54.) It is impermissible under
CEQA to ignore a direct environmental impact on the basis that the impact will occur at a certain
distance from the Project. Air quality impacts that are a direct result of the Project must be analyzed,
regardless of the impact potentially occurring in an adjacent air basin. While the mitigation of these
impacts may be outside the jurisdiction of the City or BAAQMD, there is no basis on which to shift
the analysis of the impact outside of the SEIR, particularly where there is no forum for analysis of
that impact by another jurisdiction.

The SEIR states that "[e]xhaust emissions of criteria pollutants during construction would not exceed
BAAQMD thresholds, therefore the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable increase
in criteria pollutants for which the Bay Area is in non-attainment.” (SEIR, p. 55.) CEQA requires
that a cumulative impacts analysis consider not only the impacts of the Project, but also the impacts
of the Project in combination with all other cumulative projects. (Communities for a Better
Environment v. California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 117-121.) The SEIR has
failed to undertake this analysis in support of the statement that the Project "would not result in a
cumulatively considerable increase.” (SEIR, p. 55.) CEQA forbids the City from looking solely at
the magnitude of the Project-specific impact in order o determine whether the impact would be
cumulatively considerable. That the Project emissions will remain below BAAQMD significance
thresholds goes only to the question of whether there is a Project-specific impact from construction
emissions.

2. Community Health Risk Assessment of Operational Impacts

The SEIR's determination of a less than significant impact associated with toxic air contaminants
("TACs") is predicated on the number of daily commuter train pass-by events per day. (SEIR, p. 53.)
The SEIR states that Dumbarton Rail Corridor train operations "was anticipated to be twelve events
per day," citing a 2004 San Mateo County Transit Authority Summary of the Dumbarton Rail
Corridor Project Study Report. (Ibid.) No explanation is provided with regards to the accuracy of
this estimate, given that the Project Study Report is now a decade old. With a maximum increased
cancer risk at the Project of 8.4 million cases in one million, approaching the significance threshold
of 10 cases or greater per million, reliance on an outdated Project Study Report 10 conclusively
determine TAC impacts are less than significant is inappropriate and in violation of CEQA.



3. Consistency with Air Quality Plans and Impacts related to Odors and  Carbon
Monoxide

The SEIR concludes that the Project would not conflict with applicable air quality plans or Cause new
impacts related to odors or carbon monoxide, based on the Project's consistency with Specific Plan
land use designations for the site and residential development envisioned in the Specific Plan.
(SEIR, p. 51, 58.) The SEIR fails to provide any explanation of how the Project-specific emissions
of criteria pollutants, including carbon monoxide, or TACs and odors associated with the Project -
none of which could have been described or analyzed in the programmatic Specific Plan EIR - are
consistent with what was provided for in the Specific Plan EIR. For instance, if the City does not
describe or specify what odors would be emitted during Project construction or operation, the SEIR
cannot determine whether these types or levels of odors are consisient with the "residential
development envisioned” in the Specific Plan EIR.

Response IILE.1: This comment states that the SEIR should analyze fugitive dust generated during
construction as a construction emission. The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines do not
establish a numeric significance threshold for construction-related fugitive dust,
therefore no quantification of construction period dust generation is required.
Additionally, due to the variability of site and meteorological conditions during
construction, quantification of construction fugitive dust generation is not
technically feasible. Accordingly, the BAAQMD Guidelines recommend basic
dust control practices Best Management Practices (BMPs) for all construction
projects and additional dust and emission control BMPs for projects that exceed
BAAQMD criteria poflutant construction emissions thresholds. As shown in Table
4-1 of the SEIR, the project would not exceed BAAQMD thresholds for criteria
poliutant construction emissions. The project would however implement both basic
dust control BMPs and the enhanced dust and emission reduction BMPs for
projects that exceed criteria pollutant construction emission thresholds since the
Specific Plan EIR established that all projects built under the Specific Plan would
implement both the basic dust control BMPs and the enhanced dust and emission
reduction BMPs. As described on Pages 55-57 of the SEIR and as identified in the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program prepared for the project, the project
would implement Specific Plan EIR Mitigation Measures 4.2-1.(a) for the basic
fugitive dust control BMPs and 4.2-1.(b) for enhanced dust and emissions BMPs,
respectively, Therefore, as stated in the SEIR, impacts from dust would be reduced
to less than significant levels.

The comment further asserts that the SEIR should include an analysis of
construction emissions (from the transport of contaminated soil to receiving
facilities) outside of the Bay Area Air Basin. The City has chosen a reasonable and
practical geographic scope for measuring criteria pollutants, and has provided a
reasonable explanation for its selection. The chosen geographic scope allows for
proper analysis of the severity and significance of the project’s air quality impacts.
The SEIR appropriately states that emissions associated with the project’s truck
trips outside of the Bay Arca Air Basin are associated with the transportation
infrastructure being used (whether trucks on highways or railcars) and the facility
receiving the material (i.e. the ordinary operations of that receiving facility are
already accounted for in the Clean Air Plan for that air basin and should be
considered part of the baseline for that air basin). Only if the receiving facility was



needing to expand or a new facility was needed to accommodate the material from
the Trumark project would there fruly be an increase in emissions compared to
current baseline conditions with the receiving facility operating today at its normal
amount of activity. Further, including emissions outside the Project’s air basin
could serve to confuse the resuits of the EIR’s analysis because a determination of
the location and amount of emissions in other air basins would be speculative (it
will be up to the soil remediation contractor to determine the location of disposal
and mode of transportation, based on a variety of factors) and provide limited
informational value to the public and decision-makers.

Nonetheless, to address the commenter’s request for an analysis of the truck
erpissions from the transport of contaminated soil to receiving facilities outside the
Bay Area Air Basin, an analysis of truck emissions to the nearest Class 1 facility in
Buttonwillow, CA, is provided in Appendix C. This analysis assumes 25,000 cubic
yards of soil would be transported to the Buttonwillow facility, which is located in
the San Joaquin Air Basin. As noted in the SEIR, the exact amount of soil
requiring disposal at a Class I facility is unknown until remediation on Site B is
underway and testing of excavated soils determines pollutant concentrations,
however the 25,000 cubic yard assumption is believed to be reasonably
conservative and it is unlikely the amount of material to be transported would
exceed that amount. The analysis found that emissions from 2,500 truck trips to the
San Joaquin Air Basin (1,250 trips to the facility plus 1,250 return trips) would
generate an estimated 0.10 tons Reactive Organic Gasses (ROG) and 5.49 tons of
nitrous oxide (NOx). Compared to the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control
District (STVAPCD) significance thresholds of 10 tons/year for both ROG and
NOx, respectively, emissions from potential contaminated soil hauling within the
SIVAPCD would be less than significant.

The comment additionally states that the SEIR does not adequately address
cumulative construction-period emissions of criteria poliutants. The SEIR
appropriately concludes that the project would not result in a cumulatively
considerable increase in criteria pollutants because the project’s construction-period
emissions of criteria pollutants would be less than significant. The BAAQMD
thresholds of significance identified in the SEIR are the basis for determining
whether a project’s emissions would constitute a cumulatively considerable
contribution of temporary, construction-period criteria pollutant emissions. As
noted in the Response IELF.1, above, the project would implement BAAQMD
enhanced dust and emission control BMPs during construction to minimize its
construction period emissions.

The comment questions the number of daily train pass-bys that are assumed to
occur when the Dumbarton Rail Corridor service is operational. The San Mateo
County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) initiated and currently oversees the
planning effort for the Dumbarton Rail Corridor (DRC) project. As such, it is
appropriate for the City to rely on the most recently available information from the
SMCTA to serve as the basis for its analysis of the potential impact of DRC
operation emissions on the proposed project. The SMCTA did not provide new
information regarding the planned service of the DRC during the public review and



comment period for SEIR, nor has it published new planning documents that
indicate a more frequent DRC service than that used in the SEIR’s analysis. The
City has, acting in good faith, relied upon the most recent publicly awvailable
information about the planned operation of a rail service by another public agency.

3. The comment states the SEIR does not explain how project emissions and odors are
consistent with those analyzed in the Specific Plan EIR. The certified Specific Plan
EIR does include an analysis of air quality impacts, including those for carbon
morioxide based on Specific Plan vehicle traffic generation, and includes an
analysis of potential odor impacts based on the proposed land uses in the Specific
Plan and stationary odor sources in the vicinity of the Plan area. The SEIR includes
an analysis of project-specific operational criteria pollutants that determined those
emissions would be less than significant (Page 52). The project would not
introduce a new permanent source of odors, and single family residential
development is not considered an odor source, therefore no additional analysis for
odors was required.

Commenti EIL.G: The SEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze Impacts related to Hazards and Hazardous
Materials Associated with the Project

1. Site A Remediation

The SEIR explains that the remediation of Site A of the Project is proceeding under the San
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board's ("Regional Board") Final Site Cleanup
Requirements Order No. R22007-0005 ("Order”) and an Alternate Cleanup Plan ("ACP") approved
by the Regional Board. (SEIR, pp. 86-87.) However, the SEIR then provides that Specific Plan EIR
MM 4.7-1a and MM HAZ-1 will be implemented to address the soil and groundwater contamination
that is known to affect Site A, by requiring the preparation of a remediation plan and a risk
management plan, to be reviewed by the Regional Board. (/d. at p. 88.) These plans would
supposedly achieve Cal-EPA approved risk management standards for residential use of Site A.
(Ibid.)

First, no information is provided on the relationship between the Order and ACP, already approved
by the Regional Board, and the "remediation plan” and "risk management plan” provided for in MM
HAZ-1. Whether these are additional, separate plans is unclear. In addition, any standards under
which these plans would be drafted or evaluated for sufficiency are entirely missing from the
mitigation measure and the SEIR discussion. More importantly, the SEIR provides that Specific Plan
EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-la is amended by MM HAZ-1 to address the specific conditions of Site
A. (Ibid.) MM HAZ-1 provides that the Regional Board will "review" the remediation plan and risk
management plan, but does not require the plans to be approved, rendering this mitigation measure a
meaningless requirement without any force and without any guarantee of mitigating the significant
danger the Site's contamination poses to future residents. Despite these flaws, the SEIR concludes
that with implementation of the mitigation measure, the Project would have a less than significant
impact on human health.

2. Site B Remediation



The SEIR notes that the Regional Board issued a conditional approval of a Remedial Action Plan
("RAP™ for Site B of the Project, contingent on the Project's preparation of a RAP Addendum.
(SEIR, p. 90.) The RAP Addendum must include (1) either a rationale for the grid- based sampling
plan for dioxins or present an alternative sampling methodology, and (2) a post- remediation’
monitoring plan for soil, soil vapor , and groundwater. (fbid.) The SEIR does not provide any
information on the status of preparation of the RAP Addendum, nor whether the Project has
determined which sampling methodology to seek approval of.

Estimated excavation quantities for Site B specify that approximately 94,000 cubic yards ("CY™) of
soil will be excavated in total, with approximately 60,350 CY removed from site for disposal. (SEIR,
p. 90, Table 4-3.) The SEIR provides that excavated soil will be tested to determine whether
additional excavation is necessary and to determine what soils may be reused onsite. Therefore, the
SEIR provides only rough estimates of the total quantities of soil to be excavated, disposed of, and
reused. Yet, the SEIR uses these estimates to determine the significance of impacts associated with
the removal and disposal of these soils. For instance, construction emissions are calculated based on.
truck trips necessary to transport 60,350 CY of soil, and based on those calculations, the SEIR made
a determination of a less than significant impact. Traffic estimates and related impacts similarly rely
on the number of truck trips associated with soil removal from the site. The SEIR gives no
information on how it came up with the purportedly conservative estimates of necessary soil
excavation, given that testing sufficient to determine the actual extent of contamination has not been
conducted.

The SEIR also specifies that a portion of the estimated 29,000 CY, containing metals, dioxins/furans,
and VOCs, removed from the former evaporation ponds, would be reused on site. (SEIR, pp. 90-91.)
The City also anticipates that almost half of the soil removed from the former chemical processing
facility at the northwest comer of the site, contaminated with metals, VOCs, and PCBs, will be
reused, for a total of approximately 15,000 CY. (I/d. at 91-92.) The SEIR fails to provide any
explanation on how the risk associated with this reuse will be evaluated to ensure the protection of
human health. The SEIR merely states that these soils "could be clean enough” to be used as backfill
on the site. (Zd. at p. 92.)

Given the extensive contamination and remediation needed for these Project Sites to approach a level
of safety for the proposed residential uses that the City is seeking to approve, the SEIR needs to
provide full disclosure and analysis of the proposed remediation solutions, to meet the requirements
and intention of CEQA to allow decision-makers and the public to fully evaluate and consider the
potential impacts of the Project prior to setting the City on an irreversible course of permitting
housing to be built on and adjacent to contaminated land.

3. Offsite Hazardous Material Releases

‘The SEIR analyzes the potential impacts associated with an accidental release of hazardous
substances from nearby industrial facilities. (SEIR, pp. 95-97.) This analysis is inadequate, as it
improperly excludes the potential for a release from the Gallade facility. The City attempts to
exclude this potential impact "since the proposed project would not be occupied with Gallade
Chemical operating at its current location. The Specific Plan identifies this parcel as a future park,
and the project will be pre-conditioned such that units will not be occupied while Gallade Chemical
remains in operation at the current location." (Id . at 96.) The SEIR ignores the potential impact to
construction workers who would face exposure in the event of an accidental release from the Gallade
site during construction and prior to occupation of the proposed housing units. Furthermore, Gatlade



intends to remain operating at its current location indefinitely, despite the City's intentionis to strip
Gallade of its vested rights to do so.

4, Failure to Analyze the Hazardous Material Impacts Associated with the Use of the
“Gallade Site as a Park '

The City states its intention to turn the current site of Gallade operations into a park as an aside in the
SEIR, but fails to analyze this action by the City as part of the Project, nor the potential for impacts
to human health associated with use of the parcel for recreation. (SEIR, p. 96.) As discussed in more
detail supra, this omission from both the Specific Plan EIR and the SEIR, including the hazards and
hazardous materials analyses, is a fatal flaw under CEQA.

Response TI1.G.1: The comment claims that there is no explanation in the SEIR of the relationship
of the RWQCB Order No. 2007-0005 and the remediation and risk management
plans that are required to be prepared under to that Order. The comiment also
questions whether RWQCB review of plans prepared pursuant the Order is
protective of human health. The Final SEIR provides the status of the Alternative
Cleanup Plan (ACP) that was submitted to the RWQCB pursuant to the Order at the
time of preparation of the SEIR. The ACP is a remediation plan, and is identified
as an “alternative” plan as it is an alternative to the original plan t0 remediate
shallow ground water to residential cleanup goals per the Order’s remediation
standards. Any remediation plan submitted to the Water Board pursuant to the
Order requires Water Board review and approval, however the RWQCB does not
have a forma}l process for approval (i.e. granting of a permit) for actions taken to
comply with the active Order, therefore SEIR Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 has been
modified to not specify RWQCB “approval”. Because residential cleanup goals for
shallow ground water are not likely to be achieved before occupancy of the homes,
a risk management plan will be prepared that presents engineering, maintenance
and management controls to eliminate the risk of vapor intrusion into the
residences, as required by the RWQCB. Finally, as described in the City’s
response to comments on the SEIR (See Final SEIR Response A-25, and Revisions
to the Text of the Draft SEIR) contained in the Final SEIR, the City has modified
SEIR Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 to address the concerns of the RWQCB and those
of the Alameda County Water District with regard to the protection of public and
worker health.

Additionally, while the Commenter claims that “MM HAZ-1 provides that the
Regional Board will "review" the remediation plan and risk management plan, but
does not require the plans to be approved, rendering this mitigation measure a
meaningless requirement without any force and without any guarantee of mitigating
the significant danger the Site's contamination poses to future residents.” However,
the Commenter is selectively presenting only part of MM HAZ-1, in a manner that
is misleading. MM HAZ-1 actually provides that the Water Board “will review the
plans to confirm that implementation of the plans should achieve risk management
standards applied by the RWQCB for residential use.” Accordingly, MM HAZ-1
ensures that the plans will be appropriate to eliminate any significant risk.



This comment seeks an update of the status of the Remedial Action Plan
Addendum that was being prepared at the time of circulation of the Draft SEIR and
additional information about sampling and monitoring methodologies included in
the RAP Addendum. The RWQCB maintains all technical documents addressing
remediation of the Jones-Hamilton site (Site “B™ in the SEIR) at the following
website:

http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/profile report.asp?global id=S1.20226844

The SEIR described the status of the regulatory approvals for remediation of the
site at the time of preparation of the document and reflects a good faith effort at
describing the regulatory approvals and remediation actions necessary to prepare
the site for residential development, as well as the remediation standards the project
must achieve. The SEIR is not obligated, however, to provide a continual update of
ongoing regulatory actions or technical considerations that result from refinement
of the remediation plan, The SEIR, as was required by CEQA, has disclosed the
current known condition of each of the two sites, the anticipated physical change
(i.e. remediation) necessary to prepare each site for residential use, and the
environmental effects of implementing the remediation. '

This comment also questions the SEIR’s estimate of the amount of soil that could
be reused on the site and/or would be removed from the site. Existing analytical
data was used to estimate the extent of excavation required to meet residential
cleanup goals and to estimate the volume of soil that may be removed for off-site
disposal. As noted in the SEIR, the actual volume of soil to be removed will be
based on laboratory analyses of verification samples collected during the
remediation process. This comment erroneously states that the SEIR’s analysis of
construction-petiod air quality impacts assumes that 60,350 cubic yards of soil
would be removed from the site. As described on Page 54 of the SEIR, the analysis
of construction exhaust emissions modeled a “worst case” scenario of 109,850
cubic yards removed from the site, as well as maximum of 59,500 cubic yards of
soil imported fo the site if soil reuse fell below estimates. Even under the
maximum, or “worst case” scenario of soil export and import, construction
emissions were determined be the less than significant.

This comment asserts the analysis of potential hazardous materials releases
included in the SEIR shouid have included potential releases from Gallade
Chemical. The comment additionally claims that an accidental release of
hazardous substances from Gallade during project construction could affect
construction workers. The hazardous release analysis appropriately excluded the
potential for hazardous material releases from Gallade Chemical to affect future
residents of the project sites since no residential units on Site A or Site B would be
occupied with Gallade in operation, as discussed in greater detail in a prior
response above, The City would ensure that occupancy would not occur with
Gallade in operation through project conditions of approval. The SEIR’s analysis
did not evaluate the potential hazardous material releases from Gallade Chemical to
affect construction workers during site remediation and project development since
their presence on the site is transient,



4. The comment states that the SEIR should include an analysis of the potential
environmental impacts associated with the development of the Gallade Chemical
Company parcel into a park site. This comment is addressed in Response THT.A.

Response.JIIG.3:This comment asserts the analysis of potential hazardous materials releases
included in the SEIR should have included potential releases from Gallade
Chemical. Please see response to comment IILA above. The SEIR’s analysis did
not evaluate the potential hazardous material releases from Gallade Chemical to
affect construction workers during site remediation and project development since
their presence on the site is transient.

Comment IV: The Proposed Affordable Housing Findings are Not Supported

In order to approve an in-lieu fee as satisfying the requirements of the City's affordable housing
ordinance, the City must make very specific findings required under Sections 17.18.050.D and G of
the City Code. The findings contained in the Projects’ staff reports and proposed resolutions
regarding affordable housing are not supported by substantial evidence, and are insufficient to
support allowance of in-lieu fees rather than building inclusionary units.

Approval of the Projects' alternative means of compliance with the affordable housing requirements
must be supported by findings that: 1) bridge the analytical gap between the raw evidence and the
ultimate decision, 2) are supported by substantial evidence, and 3) meet the requirements set forth in
state and local law. ( Topanga Assn. for a Scenic Community v. County of Los Angeles (1974) 11
Cal.3d 506.)

The requirement to render findings serves to induce the City to draw legally relevant sub-
conclusions supportive of its ultimate decision. (Id. at 515.) The intended effect is to facilitate
orderly analysis and minimize the likelihood that the City will randomly leap from evidence to
conclusions. In addition, findings enable the reviewing court to trace and examine the City's
analysis. (Id. at 516.) They also serve to demonstrate to the public that the City's decision- making
is careful, reasoned, and equitable. (Id. at 516-17.)

The findings requirement cannot be satisfied by a mere recitation of statutory language. (City of
Carmel-by-the-Sea v. Board of Supervisors (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 84; see also, Dore v. County of
Ventura (1994) 23 Cal.App.4th 320, 328 ("Our Supreme Court expressly disapproved 'the practice of
setting forth findings solely in the language of the applicable legislation. ™) (quoting Topanga, 11
Cal. 3d at 517, fn 16).)

Here, the findings proposed in the staff reports and proposed resolutions merely parrot the findings as
stated in the City Code. The staff reports and proposed resolutions provide no analysis nor evidence
to support the findings required by the City's housing ordinance. For example, there is no
explanation as to how an in-lieu fee would be equal to or befter than actuaily building affordable
housing.  Further, the staff report finds that proposed alternative means of compliance will not
unduly concentrate below market rate housing in one geographic area because the City can monitor
this concern when particular affordable housing developments are proposed. This required finding,
in essence, is punted to future City Councils, with no guarantee that affordable housing will not be
concentrated in a single geographic area. Deferring this particular consideration to future legislative
bodies does not satisfy the requirements of the City's affordable housing ordinance.



Moreover, there is no evidence in the record that demonstrates that the proposed in-lien fees will
adequately mitigate the impact caused by market-rate housing. For an in-lieu fee system to satisfy the
duty to mitigate, either that system must be evaluated by CEQA or the in-lieu fees or other mitigation
must be evaluated on a project-specific basis. (California Native Plant Society v. County of El
Dorado (2009) 170 Cal. App.4th 1026, 1055.) There is no evidence in the record to support the
determination that payment of a $25,000 per/unit in-lieu fee would adequately mitigate the impact of
the market rate housing, or otherwise be equivalent to the actual construction of the required
inclusionary housing.

Response 1V:

See revised Planning Commission Memorandum.
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Community Development Director
City of Newark

Fax: 510-578-4265

Email: Terrence.grindall@newark.org

Re:  Comments on Trumark Dumbarton Transit Oriented Development Residentia]
Project; SCH #2010042012

Dear Mr. Grindall,

These comments are submitted on behalf of Gallade Chemical, Inc. (“Gallade™) regarding the
City Council’s proposed action on the proposed Trumark Dumbarton Transit Oriented
Development Residential Project (“Project”), scheduled for March 27, 2014. For the reasons
discussed in more detail below, the City cannot take action on the proposed Project at this time.
Among other legal inadequacies, approval of the Project is improper because the City has failed
to provide proper notice and because the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (“SEIR”)

for the Proj ?ct fails to meet the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQ A”).

L The City Cannot Take Action on the Project Because It Failed to Provide Proper
Notice to Gallade

By failing to deliver personal notice of both the Planning Commission and City Council hearings
to Gallade, the City has violated local, state, and constitutional laws, all of which require notice
of a hearing on a rezone or subdivision be given to neighbors adjacent to the project area.

! In addition, Gallade incorporates by reference and reiterates the comments submitted by
the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, California Department of Toxic
Substances Control, Alameda County Water District, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission,
Margaret Lewis, CH2M Hill, and Cargill.
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(Gallade has not received notice required by law, and in fact, was unaware of the pending actijons
by the City until March 25, 2014, after the Planning Commission heating had already been held,
and only two days prior to the City Council hearing. The lack of required notice has deprived
Gallade of the ability to provide comments to the Planning Commission, and allows for only
cursory comnients on the Project to the City Council. Based on its violations of notification
requirements, the City cannot take any further action on the Project until proper notice is given to
all parties, and the matter remanded to the Planning Commission for further public comment and
consideration.

State law requires a City to deliver personal notice of a hearing on any zoning amendment before
the Planning Commission and City Counecil to all owners of real property within 300 feet of the
property that is the subject of the hearing. (Gov. Code §§ 65854, 65091(a)(4); Environmentq|
Defense Project of Sierra County v. County of Sierra (2008) 158 Cal. App.4th 877, 893.) The
Newark City Code has a similar requirement. (Newark City Code §§ 17.44.010, 17.80.050.B.,
17.80.070.A.) A zoning ordinance adopted without the required notice and hearing is void. (See
Sounhein v. City of San Dimas (1992) 11 CA4th 1255, 1260.)

Personal notice of a hearing on a tentative map is also required to be delivered to neighbor’s
within 300 feet of the subdivision pursuant to both Subdivision Map Act and the City Code,
{Gov. Code § 66451.3, 65091(a)(4); Newark City Code § 16.08.020.A.} And as with failure to
notify neighbors of a rezone, the failure to provide proper notice to affected parties of a proposed
subdivision is also fatal. (Horn v. County of Ventura (1979) 24 Cal.3d 605.)

Gallade’s property is located directly adjacent to the Enterprise Drive Project, and thus, zoning
and subdivision laws require personal notice of the Planning Commission and City Council
hearings, notice which was never delivered. Therefore, the Project cannot be approved untii

proper notice and opportunity for comment at both the Plarming Commission and City Council
hearings is provided.

In addition to the legislative mandates requiring notice to neighbors, procedural due process,
guaranteed by both the California and United States constitutions, requires adequate notice and
an opportunity to be heard before a governmental action affecting an individual’s property. (See

Goldberg v. Kelly (1970) 397 US 254, 267.) As explained by the court in Sco#t v. City of Ind;an
Wells (1972) 6 Cal.3d 541:

To hold, under these circumstances, that defendant city may zone the land within
its border without any concern for adjacent fandowners would indeed “make a
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fetish out of invisible municipal boundary lines and a mockery of the principles of
zoning.” “[Clommon sense and wise public policy ... require an opportunity for
property owners to be heard before ordinances which substantially affect their
property rights are adopted...” Indeed, the due process clause of the Fourteenth
Amendment requires “at a minimum ... that deprivation of life, liberty or property
by adjudication be preceded by notice and oppottunity for hearing...” Zoning does
not deprive an adjacent landowner of his property, but it is clear that the
individual's interest in his property is often affected by local land use controls,
and the “root requirement” of the due process clause is “that an individual be
given an opportunity for a hearing before he is deprived of any significant
property interest, except for extraordinary situations where some valid
governmental interest ... justifies postponing the hearing until after the event...

(Scott, 6 Cal.3d 541, 548-49 (citations omitted).) The court in Horn v County of Ventura (1979)
24 Cal.3d 605, 617, held that an agency failed to give proper notice when it had provided notice
only by posting within central public buildings and direct mailing to persons who had
specifically requested notice, and failed to give notice to adjacent property owners that may have
been affected by the subdivision. The Horn court explained that

{D]epending on the magnitude of the project, and the degree to which a particular
landowner’s interests may be affected, acceptable techniques might include notice
by matl to owners of record of property situated within a designated radius of the
subject property, or by posting of notice at or near the project site, or both, Notice
must, of course, occur sufficiently prior to a final decision to permit a
“meaningful” predeprivation hearing to affected landowners.

(Horn, 24 Cal.3d at 618; see also Menrnonite Bd. of Missions v. Adams (1983) 462 US 791, 800
(“Notice by mail or other means as certain 1o ensure actual notice is a minimum constitutional
precondition to a proceeding which will adversely affect the liberty or property interests of any
party, whether unlettered or well versed in commercial practice, if its name and address are
reasonably ascertainable.”).)

Here, not only will Gallade’s property interest be affected by a rezone and subdivision directly
next door, but the Project also contemplates an actual “taking” of Gallade’s property, by’
requiring that it be acquired prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for any proposed
homes within the Project. Because the City has committed itself to exercise its power of eminent
domain to acquire Gallade’s property in the event it cannot be acquired via negotiations, it was
required to give notice of the hearings directly to Gallade. (See Cownejo Recreation & Park Dist.
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v. Armstrong (1981) 114 Cal.App.3d 1016.) At a bare minimum, due process required mailed
notice to Gallade of the hearings on the proposed Project before both the Planning Commission
and the City Council. The City’s failure {0 provide notice to Gallade is unlawful, and this matter
must be remanded to the Planning Commission with proper notice and an opportunity for

affected property owners to provide comments.

EL The City Actions Regarding Proposed Agreements Are Premature and Violate
CEQA '

A. Park Funding Agreement

The City proposes to approve a Resolution authorizing a Park Funding Agreement, affecting the
Gallade property. (Item E.1, Att. 5.) The proposed Agreement satisfies Condition uuuu of the
Tentative Map, which requires the Developer and the City to enter an agreement to address
funding for a public park on the Gallade property. Condition uuuu provides that the Agreement
shall “obligate™ the Developer to construet or fund construction of improvements on the Park
Site. (ftem E.1, Att. 6, condition uuuu; see also, Item E.2, Staff Report (“Vesting Tentative Map
includes numerous conditions and includes a requirement for the Gallade Chemical property to
be acquired and developed as a park.”).} Thus, the Condition commits the City to actions
requiring development of the Park Site, which have not been evaluated under CEQA.

The proposed Agreement conditions the City’s action on future compliance with CEQA (para.
1.04) in direct violation of CEQA. (Save Tara v. City of W. Hollywood (2008) 45 Cal.4th 116;
CEQA Guidelines, § 15352(a).) Although the Agreement attempts to assert that the City is not
committed to any future actions, the Agreement requires the City to initiate efforts to acquire the
Gallade site unless the developer terminates the Agreement. (Agreement, para. 1.04(4) (“City
shall make a written offer to purchase the Park Site”), para. 1.04(5) (“City shall take all steps
required ... to acquire the Park Site through the exercise of eminent domain™).) The
environmental impacts associated with acquisition of the Park Site have not been evaluated, and
approval of the Agreement violates CEQA. (Save Tara, supra, 45 Cal.4th 116.)

Moreover, the Agreement provides that the park-related conditions of the Project shall be waived
if the Park Site is not acquired by June 30, 2015. (Agreement, para. 1.04(7).) There has been no
CEQA analysis of the potential impacts associated with waiving the park-related requirements.
The City acknowledges that the acquisition of the Park Site is necessary 1o achieve the goals of
the transit-oriented development (Item E.1, Staff Report). If the park-related conditions are
waived, the Project will not meet these requirements and there is a potential for significant
impacts that have not been evaluated in the SEIR. In particular, the SEIR must evaluate the
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potentially significant iraffic, air, noise, greenhouse gas and other environmental impacts that
would result if the project does not achieve its transit oriented goals. Additionally, the staff
report is misleading on this point as it represents that no certificate of occupancy can be issued
until the Gallade site is acquired (Item E.2, Staff Report), but the Park Agreement allows for this
requirement to be waived (Agreement, para, 1.04(7)).

The Agreement also commits the City fo a conceptual site plan, including construction related
activities, for the Park Site, which have not been evaluated under CEQA. (Agreement, para,
1.05(5) & (6).) Further, the City’s proposed actions authorize the Developer to make
improvements to property that it does not own (see, Item E.1, Staff Report), and under
circumstances where the property owner has not been notified (see, infra re lack of notice)., The
Developer has no anthority to obtain approvals related to property that it does not own or control.

Finally, the Park Agreement commits the City to initiating eminent domain proceedings if certain
conditions are met. (Agreement, para. 1.04(5).) This is a pre-commitment to take a

discretionary action requiring a public hearing, for which no notice or hearing has occurred and
no CEQA review has been conducted.

B, Community Financing Agreements

Similarly, the proposed Resolutions authorizing a Community Financing Agreements (items BE.1,
Att. 5; E.2, Att. 5), commits the City to certain actions regarding a park on the Gallade site prior
to completion of CEQA. Again, while the proposed Agreement purports not to commit the City
to any action (para. C), the specific terms of the Agreement (as well as the evidence in the
recoid) make clear that the City has already committed to the actions associated with acquisition
and development of a park on the Gallade property. (Item E.1, Ati. 4, para. 1.01; tem E.2, A,
5, para. 1.01 (“funds shall only be used towards the development of the [] approximately two-

acre park (on the Gallade parcel)”).) Those commitments precede required CEQA review. (Save
Tara, supra, 45 Cal.4th 116.)

[Il. TheSEIR Is Wholly Inadequate

A. The Project Description Is Misleading and Results in improper Segementation

The project description fails to include conversion of the Gallade site to a park as part of the overall
Project. The Project is defined in section 3.5.1 of the SEIR as preparation of Site A and Site B for
residential development, and construction of homes and other facilities “on those sites.” (SEIR, p.
40.) Yet, as noted above, the Project requires the acquisition of the Gallade site and conversion to a
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park. The failure to include the conversion of the Gallade site (o a park as part of the fundamental

project description is misleading. (County of fnyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185.)
A “finite project description is indispensable to an informative, legally adequate EIR,” (Id. At t 99.)

This failure also results in segmentation in violation of CEQA. The City may not split a project into
small pieces so as to avoid environmental review of the entire project. (Orinda Ass'nv. Board of
Supervisors (1986) 182 Cal.App.3d 1145, 1171.) Yet, that is precisely what has occurred with the
SEIR’s failure to include converting the Gallade site to a park as part of the project. Moreover, the
chatacterization of the park requirement as a condition of the Project, rather than part of the
originally proposed Project, does not excuse the requirement to evaluate impacts associated with the
park requirement. (Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47 Cal.3d

376; see also, CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.2, 15126.4; Stevens v. City of Glendale (1981) 125
Cal.App.3d 986.)

In addition, the baseline for consideration of environmental impacts assumes, as a pre-condition, that
Gallade would no longer be in operation. This is an inappropriate baseline as it does not reflect

existing conditions, but rather future changes that have not oceurred (and have not been evaluated).
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15125.)

B. The Approvals Contemplate Actions With Impacts That Have Not Been
Evaluated Under CEQA

Because the SEIR fails to include the park as part of the Project, there is no analysis of the potential
environmental impacts of converting the Gallade site to a park. The SEIR notes: “The Specific Plan
EIR provided a program-level analysis of the environmental effects of converting the former
indusirial land in the Specific Plan area to residential, retail and community uses and the
environmental impacts of the construction and operation of the entire Specific Plan

project. As such, the EIR did not analyze the project-level environmental impacts resulting from the

development of specific parcels other than the Torian project site in the Specific Plan area.” (SEIR,
p.38)

With respect to the park specifically, the SEIR notes; “Use of this property as a public park was
evaluated in the Specific Plan EIR only at a program level given the final cleanup activities to allow
use of the site as a park were not sufficiently defined.” (SEIR, section 3.5.3, p. 44.) The SEIR goes
on to acknowledge that there isn’t sufficient info for a project level analysis of the park, but that
the park will be subject to further environmental review when plans for its development are
prepared. (/d.) Thus, while the Project is contingent on the park, there is no analysis of the
impacts of constructing the park, including but not limited to impacts on the existing Gallade
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operation, and impacts resulting to industrial site relocation, clean up and remediation of the site,
and construction of a park.

In addition to committing the City to take certain actions regarding the Park Site prior to CEQA
analysis of review of those actions, the proposed approvals include various entitlements and
conditions that have not been evaluated under CEQA. The SEIR focused only on six
environmental impact areas (air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, greenhouse gas
emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, and noise), and failed to evaluate the potentially
significant impacts that could result to other environmental areas. The Specific Plan EIR did not
evaluate impacts associated with the park at a project-level and conversion of the Gallade site to
a park has the potential to result in significant impacts to biology, air quality, traffic, noise,
greenhouse gas emissions, hazards, public health and safety, utilities, hydrology, and geology.

Moreover, impacts resulting from the residential projects themselves are fruncated and
insufficient. For example, Item E.1, Att. 6 (proposed approval of TM-12-32) includes numerous
conditions requiring road improvements (see, e.g., conditions dd through gg), but the SEIR does
not even evaluate potential traffic impacts of the Project or impacts associated with the
construction of those traffic improvements.

C. The SEIR Inadequately Addresses Biological Resources

The SEIR fails to commit to any mitigation measure for nesting raptors. The SEIR is based on
surveys that were conducted for one month during the nesting season (although nesting season is
from February 1 - August 31) and concluded there was no observation of white-tailed kites and
red-tailed hawks. The mitigation measure incorporates Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan EIR MM
4.3-4 which states that a construction fence shall be installed if nesting raptors are

identified. Because no nesting raptors were identified during the survey, it is assumed that the
project proponent will not incorporate this mitigation measure. This is insufficient analysis - the
Biological Resources Report found that there is potential for white-tailed kites and red-tailed
hawks to nest in trees on or adjacent to the project sites and one month of surveying during the
first month of nesting season is insufficient to determine the impact. The project proponent
needs to engage in longer surveying and the mitigation measure needs to be revised to commit
the project proponent to the measure. (SEIR, p. 62 - 4.2.2.3 Nesting Raptors.)

D. The Alternatives Analysis Is Flawed

The project objectives are too narrowly drawn and are designed to minimize or avoid CEQA’s
requirement for an EIR to identify a reasonable range of alternatives. Specifically, the SEIR
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identifies the applicant’s primary objectives to include: 1) “Develop an economically viable,
high-quality residential project consistent with the Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan”; 2) “Develop
single family detached residences consistent with the project sites’ (sic) Medium High Density
Residential land vse designation™; and 3) “Prepare Site B for residential development by
addressing soil and groundwater contaminants to achieve established regulatory standards for
residential use of the property.” These artificially narrow objectives are then applied in the
alternatives analysis as a basis for constraining the Location Alternative (off-site alternative) 1o
possible sites within the extremely tight physical confines of the 205 acre Specific Plan

area. This is contrary to the intent of CEQA, and forcibly truncates what should have been a
broader analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives, including an honest review of legitimate
off-site locations. Achieving the City’s goals of sustainable development, mixed use housing,
and transit-oriented development should never be artificially constrained to the Specific Plan
area, and should instead require meaningfully be examination through consideration of a range of
other legitimate locations. Though the Specific Plan’s state of readiness may arguably be more
advanced than other off-site locations around the City, this is not a legal basis for limiting the
range of alternatives analysis in direct violation of CEQA.

The No Project Alternative wrongly concludes that in the absence of the project, development would
not aceur, and therefore, impacts of the project would be avoided. This determination is inconsistent

with the existence of an approved Specific Plan that has designated development for the sites,
Specifically, the SEIR states:

Under the No Project Alternative, the sites would remain vacant and would not be
developed to effectuate residential development under the Dumbarton TOD
Specific Plan. Remediation of soil contaminants to regulatory standards for
residential use of Site B would not be implemented. [ ]

Under the No Project Alternative, the project sites would presumably remain
vacant as other nearby properties were developed under the Dumbarton TOD
Specific Plan, unless or until the Plan was amended to specify other uses of the
sites. Alternative use of the sites for purposes other than residential would also
require an amendment to the Newark General Plan and rezoning.

Under the No Project Alternative, disturbance of seasonal wetlands and Condon’s
tarplant would be avoided since existing habitat would be not disturbed by site
remediation and residential development. This alternative would avoid the
significant unavoidable impact to future residents of the site resulting from an
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accidenial release of hazardous substances from hazardous material users in the
vicinity of the project.

(SEIR, p. 118)

It is a fiction for the SEIR to conclude that an area within an approved Specific Plan will not develop
if the immediate project proposal does not go forward. Additionally, as stated in the SEIR except
above, the assumption that the site would remain vacant until both the Specific Plan and General Plan
are amended, and the sites are rezoned to accommodate uses other than residential is completely
fabricated and entirely lacking in evidentiary support. This approach is a deliberate attempt to avoid
a true assessment of the viability and legitimacy of the No Project Alternative, and violates

CEQA. The alternatives analysis is further flawed with regard to continued claims that the “No
Project Alternative would avoid the identified environmental impacts of the proposed project, [and)
would not support the objectives of the Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan and could be detrimental to
successful implementation of the Plan... nor would it accomplish the highest and best use of the
sites by leaving them vacant.,” (SEIR, p. 118.) Again, there is no evidence to support these flawed
conclusions, which are themselves inconsistent with the City’s adopted planning scheme, which
remains in place regardless of whether or not the proposed project proceeds.

Finally, in what can only be described as a mysterious internal inconsistency, the No Project
Alternative analysis summarized above is entirely at odds with the Summary section presented in the
SEIR at pages xxv and xxvi, which clearly states that the No Project Alternative will neither limit
development of the site under the Specific Plan, or avoid the key environmental impacts of the
proposed project. The Summary provides:

The No Project — Existing Plan Alternative assumes the proposed project is not
approved or is not implemented, but that another future project is built consistent
with existing plans and policies. In this case, what can be reasonably expected io
occur in the foreseeable future, based on current plans and consistent with
available infrastructure and community services is another residential project, at a
density consistent with the Specific Plan designation for the site, Medium Density
Residential (DTOD Specific Plan) 14-25 dw/acre.

Regardless of the residential unit type ultimately developed under this alternative,
remediation of so0il contaminants on Site B and remediation of VOCs on Site A
would have to occur prior to residential development. Extensive grading and
excavation necessary to prepare Site B for residential use would still affect
seasonal wetlands and Congdon’s tarplant on the site to the same extent as the
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proposed project. The potential to avoid seasonal wetlands on Site A is discussed
in. more defail below in the Reduced Development Alternative and the Design
Alternative.

The No Project — Existing Plan Alternative would not avoid the significant
unavoidable impact from the potential exposure of future residents on Site A and
Site B to airborne hazardous substances. The No Project — Existing Plan

Alternative would not avoid the significant impacts of the proposed project on
Site B... .

(SEIR, p. xxvi.)

This glaring inconsistency cannot be reconciled and presents a clear flaw in the document. It would
appear that the alternatives analysis was drafted by one individual, and the summary of the
alternatives analysis by another, and that for whatever reason, neither bothered to check what the
other was saying. This extremely casual approach to preparing and drafting an EIR for a major urban
infill project permeates the alternatives analysis and the SEIR in general, and violates CEQA’s
requirements for a clear and consistent presentation of the environmental effects of the project to
enable the public to understand and evaluate that which is proposed.

E. The SEIR Provides an Inadequate Analysis of the Project’s Impacts and
Proposed Mitigation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions

1. 'Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impacts

The SEIR fails o provide substantial evidence to support its conclusion that the Project’s
operational greenhouse gas (“GHG") emissions will have a less than significant impact. Specific
Plan EIR MM 4.6-1 requires that listed design features “shall be incorporated into ... future
buildings to ensure consistency with adopted Statewide plans and programs. The project
applicant shall demonstrate the incorporation of project design features prior to the issunance of
building permits.” (SEIR, p. 77 (emphasis added).) The SEIR’s conclusion of less than
significance related to operational long-term GHG emissions is premised entirely on the Project
being “consistent with the Specific Plan land use designations and assumed densities™ and
whether “the applicable emissions reductions measures identified in the Specific Plan EIR are
implemented.” (Id. at p. 76.) Yet, the SEIR provides that the Project would implement only the
“majority” of the Specific Plan EIR mitigation measures and only those “applicable” o the
Project, while simultaneously concluding that potentially significant operational emissions would
be reduced to a less than significant level. (Jd. at p. 79.)
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The City cherry picks which of Specific Plan EIR MM 4.6-1 GHG reduction measures
the Project will implement. In some instance the Project does not propose to implement listed
reduction measures at all, in other instances it gives residents the “option” of purchasing the

design feature specified in the reduction measure, thus ensuring no guarantee of implementation,
(SEIR, p. 78.)

With regards to the GHG reduction measure to provide a minimum of 15 percent
affordable housing, the SEIR states that the Project would provide in-lien fees to the City to fund
affordable housing development. (SEIR, p. 78.) No information is given on the amount of in-
lieu fees to be provided, nor whether the proposed amount would be adequate to implement
affordable housing equivalent to 15 percent of the Project’s units. Nor does the City explain how
it would ensure that the in-lieu fees would be used to provide these affordable housing wnits near

transportation networks, the key component that makes the affordable housing requirement a
source of GHG reductions.

To implement the GHG reduction measure “incorporate design guidelines for transit
oriented development and complete street standards,” the SEIR states that the Project “will
construct or coniribute to reconstruction of Enterprise Drive and Willow Street consistent with
Specific Plan Complete Street designs.” (SEIR, p. 78.) The SEIR fails to provide any
explanation of how the reconstruction of these two streets will fully implement the GHG
reduction measure, given that there are other streets surrounding the project. More importantly,
no explanation is provided on what level of “contribution” the Project would assume, nor how

the remainder of the funding presumably necessary to realize the GHG reduction measure for
these streets would be available.

Tn addition, the GHG reduction measures outlined in Specific Plan EIR MM 4.6-1 are
only some of the potential design features the Project could utilize to demonstrate and ensure
consistency with the adopted statewide plans and programs related to climate change. (SEIR, p.
77.) Yet, the SEIR proposes no other, alternative GHG emission reduction measures to ensure
that its emissions impacts are sufficiently mitigated. The SEIR does not quantify the Project’s
GHG emissions, so the impact of the SEIR’s failure to incorporate all design features in
accordance with Specific Plan EIR MM 4.6-1, or propose and implement alternative measures,
cannot be evaluated, The SEIR even fails to provide a qualitative analysis of how the Project’s
failure to implement certain GHG reduction measures affects the assumption that operational
GHG emissions impacts are lowered to less than significant.
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2. Construction GHG Emissions Impacts

The SEIR provides three best management practices (“BMPs™) from the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District (“BAAQMD™) for the reduction of construction GHG emissions
and ambiguously discusses the Project’s implementation of two of the three BMPs. (SEIR, p.
79.) Compliance with the City’s Municipal Code would ensure the implementation of one of the
BMPs, recycling or reusing at least 50 percent of construction waste and demolition materials,
However, the SEIR provides no assurance that the Project would abide by, or even attempt to
implement, the remaining two BMPs. The SEIR ambiguously states that the Project site is
located in an urban location within close distance of construction supplies and equipment, which
would help minimize GHG emissions generated from transpott of construction materials ang
waste. (/bid.) The SEIR provides no assurance, however, that the Project will actually
implement the BMP to use at least 10 percent local building materials, much less providing an
enforceable mitigation measure to that effect. The impacts analysis does not address the
feasibility or the Project’s intention to implement the remaining specified BMP to use
alternative-fueled construction vehicles/equipment for at least 15 percent of the fleet. The SEIR
only states it will implement recommended BMPs “where feasible” to reduce construction GHG
emissions. (Id. at 81.) Finally, similarly to the operational GHG emission reduction measures,
the Project is not limited to only the specified GHG reduction sirategies; the Project could
specify other measures to mitigate emissions. Yet, the SEIR does not even attempt to outline
other construction GHG BMPs or emissions reductions that could be implemented to mitigate
impacts.

Despite the Project’s lack of sufficient, or enforceable, measures to mitigate construction
GHG emissions, the SEIR concludes that the Project will have a less than significant impact with
respect to construction GHG emissions impacts. (SEIR, p. 80.) With the potential
implementation of one or two BAAQMD BMPs, the SEIR lacks substantial evidence to support
this conclusion. There is no qualitative or quantitative discussion of construction emissions,
their impacts, or the reduction in emissions with the (potential) implementation of the BMPs.
The lack of a quantified threshold of significance from BAAQMD or the City related to impacts
resulting from construction GHG emissions does not excuse the City from quantifying the
Project’s emissions and analyzing their impact and whether the proposed mitigation would lower
that impact to below significance. The lack of enforceable mitigation measures (assuming the
mitigation proffered would be sufficient to lower impacts) also renders the conclusion of less
than significant invalid.
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3. Consistency with Plans and Policies

The SEIR’s conclusion that the Project would not conflict with any applicable GHG
reduction plans, policies or regulations is supported only by the statement that the Project will
incorporate “most” of the Specific Plan EIR’s applicable GHG reduction measures. (SEIR, p.
80.) As discussed above, picking and choosing those GHG reduction measures that the Project
finds convenient to incorporate into the Project does not provide substantial evidence to support
the conclusion that operational GHG emissions impacts are mitigated to a less than significant
level, The incorporation of some GHG emissions reduction measures is similarly insufficient to
conclude that the Project is consistent with all applicable GHG reduction plans, policies, and
regulations, particularly where the Project’s actual consistency with the unnamed *“plans,
policies, and regulations” is absent from the SEIR discussion.

F. The SEIR Analysis of Air Quality Impacts is Flawed and Insufficient

1. Analysis of Construction Emissions Impacis

In its discussion of impacts of fugitive dust emissions associated with construction, the
SEIR states that the Project would not exceed the BAAQMD significance threshold for
construction-related criteria pollutants, even though the only figures in the SEIR for particulate
matter (“PM”) are for construction vehicle exhaust emissions only and do not include any
emissions from fugitive dust, (SEIR, pp. 55-56.) The SEIR then goes on to provide that
mitigation measures related to fugitive dust will be implemented “even though the proposed
project would not exceed those thresholds.” (Jd. at p. 56.) With no quantification of
construction fugitive dust emissions, or analysis of how these emissions would be reduced with
the implementation of BAAQMD’s standard mitigation measures, the SEIR improperly
concludes that the Project would not result in significant impacts related to fugitive dust
emissions during construction. (Id. at 57.) In fact, the SEIR goes so far as to state that the
impact related to construction fugitive dust emissions is the same impact as in the Specific Plan

EIR, despite the fact that the Specific Plan EIR did not include any project-specific emissions
data. (Ibid.)

Related to the SEIR’s analysis of exhaust emissions during construction of the Project,
the SEIR states that “emissions generated in other air basins associated with transport of
{contaminated] soil would be attributed to the facilities receiving the soil.” (SEIR, p. 54.) It is
impermissible under CEQA to ignore a direct environmental impact on the basis that the impact
will occur at a certain distance from the Project. Air quality impacts that are a direct result of the
Project must be analyzed, regardless of the impact potentially occurring in an adjacent air basin.
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While the mitigation of these impacts may be outside the jurisdiction of the City or BAAQMD,
there is nno basis on which to shift the analysis of the impact outside of the SEIR, patticularly
where there is no forum for analysis of that impact by another jurisdiction.

The SEIR states that “[e]xhaust emissions of criteria pollutants during construction would
not exceed BAAQMD thresholds, therefore the project would not result in a cumulatively
considerable increase in criteria pollutants for which the Bay Area is in non-aftainment.” (SEIR,
p. 55.) CEQA requires that a cumulative impacts analysis consider not only the impacts of the
Project, but also the impacts of the Project in combination with all other cumulative projects,
(Communities for a Better Environment v. California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal. App.4th
98, 117-121.) The SEIR has failed to undertake this analysis in support of the statement that the
Project “would not result in a cumulatively considerable increase.” (SEIR, p. 55.) CEQA
forbids the City from looking solely at the magnitude of the Project-specific impact in order to
determine whether the impact would be cumulatively considerable. That the Project emissions
will remain below BAAQMD significance thresholds goes only to the question of whether there
is a Project-specific impact from construction emissions.

2. Community Health Risk Assessment of Operational Impacts

The SEIR’s determination of a less than significant impact associated with toxic air
contaminants (“TACs”) is predicated on the number of daily commuter train pass-by events per
day. (SEIR, p. 53.) The SEIR states that Dumbarton Rail Corridor train operations “was
anticipated to be twelve events per day,” citing a 2004 San Mateo County Transit Authority
Summary of the Dumbarton Rail Corridor Project Study Report. (Ibid.) No explanation is
provided with regards 1o the accuracy of this cstimate, given that the Project Study Report is now
a decade old. With a maximum increased cancer risk at the Project of 8.4 million cases in one
million, approaching the significance threshold of 10 cases or greater per million, reliance on an
outdated Project Study Report to conclusively determine TAC impacts are less than significant is
inappropriate and in violation of CEQA.

3. Consistency with Air Quality Plans and Impacts related to Odors
and Carbon Monoxide

The SEIR concludes that the Project would not conflict with applicable air quality plans
or cause new impacts related to odors or carbon monoxide, based on the Project’s consistency
with Specific Plan land use designations for the site and residential development envisioned in
the Specific Plan. (SEIR, p. 51, 58.) The SEIR fails to provide any explanation of how the
Project-specific emissions of criteria pollutants, including carbon monoxide, or TACs and odors
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associated with the Project - none of which could have been described or analyzed in the
programmatic Specific Plan EIR - are consistent with what was provided for in the Specific Plan
EIR. For instance, if the City does not describe ot specify what odors would be emitted during
Project construction or operation, the SEIR cannot determine whether these types or levels of
odors are consistent with the “residential development envisioned” in the Specific Plan EIR.

G. The SEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze Impacts related to Hazards and Hazardous
Materials Associated with the Project

1. Site A Remediation

The SEIR explains that the remediation of Site A of the Project is proceeding under the
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (“Regional Board™) Final Site
Cleanup Requirements Order No, R22007-0005 (“Order™) and an Alternate Cleanup Plan
(“*ACP”) approved by the Regional Board. (SEIR, pp. 86-87.) However, the SEIR then provides
that Specific Plan EIR MM 4.7-1a and MM HAZ-1 will be implemented to address the soil and
groundwater contamination that is known to affect Site A, by requiring the preparation of a
remediation plan and a risk management plan, to be reviewed by the Regional Board. (Id. at p.

88.) These plans would supposedly achieve Cal-EPA approved risk management standards for
residential use of Site A. (Ibid.) '

First, no information is provided on the relationship between the Order and ACP, already
approved by the Regional Board, and the “remediation plan” and “risk management plan”
provided for in MM HAZ-1. Whether these are additional, separate plans is unclear. In addition,
any standards under which these plans would be drafted or evaluated for sufficiency are entirely
missing from the mitigation measure and the SEIR discussion. More importantly, the SEIR
provides that Specific Plan EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-1a is amended by MM HAZ-1 to
address the specific conditions of Site A. (/bid)) MM HAZ-1 provides that the Regional Board
will “review” the remediation plan and risk management plan, but does not require the plans 1o
be approved, rendering this mitigation measure a meaningless requirement without any force and
without any guarantee of mitigating the significant danger the Site’s contamination poses to
future residents. Despite these flaws, the SEIR concludes that with implementation of the
mitigation measure, the Project would have a less than significant impact on human health,

2. Site B Remediation

The SEIR notes that the Regional Board issued a conditional approval of a Remedial
Action Plan (“RAP”) for Site B of the Project, contingent on the Project’s preparation of a RAP
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Addendum. (SEIR, p. 90.) The RAP Addendum must include (1) either a rationale for the grid-
based sampling plan for dioxins or present an alternative sampling methodology, and (2) a Post-
remediation monitoring plan for soil, soil vapor, and groundwater, (/bid.) The SEIR does mnot
provide any information on the status of preparation of the RAP Addendum, nor whether the
Project has determined which sampling methodology to seek approval of.

Estimated excavation quantities for Site B specify that approximately 94,000 cubic yards
(“CY™) of soil will be excavated in total, with approximately 60,350 CY removed from site for
disposal. (SEIR, p. 90, Table 4-3.) The SEIR provides that excavated soil will be tested to
determine whether additional excavation is necessary and to determine what soils may be reused
onsite, Therefore, the SEIR provides only rough estimates of the total quantities of soil to be
excavated, disposed of, and reused. Yet, the SEIR uses these estimates to determine the
significance of impacts associated with the removal and disposal of these soils, For instance,
constiuction emissions are calculated based on truck trips necessary to transport 60,350 CY of
soil, and based on those calculations, the SEIR made a determination of a less than significant
impact. Traffic estimates and related impacts similarly rely on the number of truck trips
associated with soil removal from the site. The SEIR gives no information on how it came up
with the purportedly conservative estimates of necessary soil excavation, given that testing
sufficient to determine the actual extent of contamination has not been conducted.

The SEIR also specifies that a portion of the estimated 29,000 CY, containing metals,
dioxins/furans, and VOCs, removed from the former evaporation ponds, would be reused on site.
(SEIR, pp. 90-91.) The City also anticipates that almost half of the soil removed from the former
chemical processing facility at the northwest corner of the site, contaminated with metals, VOCs,
and PCBs, will be reused, for a total of approximately 15,000 CY. (Jd. at 91 -92.} The SEIR fails
to provide any explanation on how the risk associated with this reuse will be evaluated to ensure
the protection of human health. The SEIR merely states that these soils “could be clean enough”
to be used as backfill on the site. (Id. at p. 92.)

Given the extensive contamination and remediation needed for these Project Sites to
approach a level of safety for the proposed residential uses that the City is seeking to approve,
the SEIR needs to provide full disclosure and analysis of the proposed remediation solutions, to
meet the requirements and intention of CEQA to allow decisionmakers and the public to fully
evaluate and consider the potential impacts of the Project prior to setting the City on an
irreversible course of permitting housing to be built on and adjacent to contaminated land,
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3. Offsite Hazardous Material Releases

The SEIR analyzes the potential impacts associated with an accidental release of
hazardous substances from nearby industrial facilities. (SEIR, pp. 95-97.) This analysis is
inadequate, as it improperly excludes the potential for a release from the Gallade facility. The
City attempts to exclude this potential impact “since the proposed project would not be occupied
with Gallade Chemical operating at its current location. The Specific Plan identifies this parcel
as a future park, and the project will be pre~conditioned such that units will not be occupied
while Gallade Chemical remains in operation at the current location.” (Jd. at 96.) The SEIR
ignores the potential impact to construction workers who would face exposure in the event of an
accidental release from the Gallade site during construction and prior to occupation of the
proposed housing units. Furthermore, Gallade intends to remain operating at its current location
indefinitely, despite the City’s intentions to strip Gallade of its vesied rights to do so.

4, Failure to Analyze the Hazardous Material Impacts Associated with the
Use of the Gallade Site as a Park

The City states its intention to turn the current site of Gallade operations into a park as an
aside in the SEIR, but fails to analyze this action by the City as part of the Project, nor the
potential for impacts to human health associated with use of the parcel for recreation. (SEIR, p.
96.) As discussed in more detail supra, this omission from both the Specific Plan EIR and the
SEIR, including the hazards and hazardous materials analyses, is a fatal flaw under CEQA.

IV.  The Proposed Affordable Housing Findings Are Not Supported

In order to approve an in-lieu fee as satisfying the requirements of the City’s affordable housin
‘ordinance, the City must make very specific findings required under Sections 17.18.050.D and G
of the City Code. The findings contained in the Projects” staff reports and proposed resolutions
regarding affordable housing are not supported by substantial evidence, and are insufficient to
support allowance of in-licu fees rather than building inclusionary units.

Approval of the Projects’ alternative means of compliance with the affordable housing
requirements must be supported by findings that: 1) bridge the analytical gap between the raw
evidence and the ultimate decision, 2) are supported by substantial evidence, and 3) meet the

requirements set forth in state and local law. (Topanga Assn. for a Scenic Community v. County
of Los Angeles (1974) 11 Cal.3d 506.)
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The requirement to render findings serves to induce the City to draw legally relevant sub-
conclusions supportive of its ultimate decision. (Id. at 515.) The intended effect is to facilitate
orderly analysis and minimize the likelihood that the City will randomly leap from evidence to
conclusions. In addition, findings enable the reviewing court to trace and examine the City’s

analysis. (/d. at 516.) They also serve to demonstrate to the public that the City’s decision-
making is careful, reasoned, and equitable, (Id, at 516-17.)

The findings requirement cannot be satisfied by a mere recitation of statutory language. (City of
Carmel-by-the-Sea v. Board of Supervisors (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 84; see also, Dore v. County of
Ventura (1994) 23 Cal.App.4th 320, 328 (“Our Supreme Court expressly disapproved ‘the

practice of seiting forth findings solely in the language of the applicable legislation.””) (quoting
Topanga, 11 Cal. 3d at 517, fn 16).)

Here, the findings proposed in the staff reports and proposed resolutions merely parrot the
findings as stated in the City Code. The staff reports and proposed resolutions provide no
analysis nor evidence to support the findings required by the City’s housing ordinance. For
example, there is no explanation as to how an in-lieu fee would be equal to or better than actually
building affordable housing. Further, the staff report finds that proposed alternative means of
compliance will not unduly concentrate below market rate housing in one geographic area
because the City can monitor this concern when particular affordable housing developments are
proposed. This required finding, in essence, is punted to future City Councils, with no guarantee
that affordable housing will not be concentrated in a single geographic area. Deferring this
particular consideration to future legislative bodies does not satisfy the requirements of the

City’s affordable housing ordinance.

Moreover, there is no evidence in the record that demonstrates that the proposed in-lieu fees will
adequately mitigate the impact caused by market-rate housing. For an in-lieu fee system to
satisfy the duty to mitigate, either that system must be evaluated by CEQA or the in-lieu fees or
other mitigation must be evaluated on a project-specific basis. (California Native Plant Society
v. County of El Dorado (2009) 170 Cal. App.4th 1026, 1055.) There is no evidence in the record
to support the determination that payment of a $25,000 per/unit in-lieu fee would adequately
mitigate the impact of the market rate housing, or otherwise be equivalent to the actual
construction of the required inclusionary housing,

V. CONCLUSION

Because the Projects cannot satisfy the City’s affordable housing requirements, they must be
denied.
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Gallade would welcome the opportunity to meet with the City to discuss these issues and identify
an acceptable course of action. In that regard, plt.ase contact the undersigned or Greg Trimarche
of Wrenn Bender at (949) 232-1210, who is serving as co-counsel in this matter (and will be
appearing on Gallade’s behalf at the City Council meeting tonight).

Very truly yours,

L/K/ /,;;ffz’ z

Kristen T. Castafios
KTC:ms

ce:  Greg Trimarche, Esq.
Jeff Ring, Esq.
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April 16, 2014

Ms. Veronica Vargas

Project Manager

Trumark Homes LLC

4185 Blackhawk Plaza Circle, Suite 200
Danville, California 94506

Re: Greenhouse Gas Analysis for the Proposed Trumark Homes Residential Development,
Newark, California

Dear Ms. Vargas:

At your direction, ENVIRON International Corporation {(ENVIRON) prepared this technical
memorandum of an evaluation of greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts associated with the proposed
Trumark Homes Residential Development located in Newark, California (herein referred to as the
“Project” or the “Site").

This memorandum provides a description of the assumptions used for mode! estimates, the modeling
results for both operational and construction emissions, and-a comparison to the May 2011 Bay Area
Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) thresholds
of significance for GHG emissions.

Project Description

We understand that the Project consists of approximately 244 single-family homes located on two,
non-contiguous parceis at 8333 and 8300 Enterprise Drive in Newark, California. One parcel is 2.14
acres to be divided into approximately 27 units; the larger parcel, which is 21.27 acres, will comprise
of 217 units.

Regulatory Framework

The May 2011 Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines suggests consistency with a qualified Climate Action Plan (CAP) or
achievement of GHG significance thresholds for either the bright line (1,100 MT CO.e/yr) or service
population metrics (4.6 MT CO,e/SP/yr)." BAAQMD has not established construction-related

thresholds, but recommends quantifying and disclosing associated emissions. The City of Newark
adopted a CAP? in January 2010.

' A March 2012 Alameda County Superior Court judgment determined that the BAAQMD had failed to evaluate the
envircnmental impacts of the land use development patterns that would result from adoption of the thresholds and
ordered the thresholds set aside. The Court of Appeal reversed that judgment and the California Supreme Court is
currently reviewing the limited issue of whether CEQA requires an analysis of the environment's impact on a project.
Regardless of the status of that litigation, the thresholds are supported by substantial evidence, including a

comprehensive study and analysis as documented in Appendix D to the May 2011 BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality
Guidelines. :

City of Newark. 2010. City of Newark Climate Action Plan January 2010 Initial Framework. January. Available online at
hitp://www.ci.newark.ca.usfimages/uploads/pubwks/pdfs/greenhouse/Climate%20Action%20Plan pdf.

ENVIRON International Corp. 201 California Street, Suite 1200,San Francisco, CA 94111
vV +1 415 796.1950 F +1 415.398.5812
environcorp.com
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Approach and Assumptions

Project operational-related GHG emissions were calculated with the California Emission Estimator
Mode! (CalEEMod®), version 2013.2.2.2 CalEEMod® is a state-specific program designed to calculate
both criterif and GHG emissions from development projects in California and approved for use by the
BAAQMD.

CalEEMod® utilizes widely accepted models for emission estimates combined with appropriate
default data that can be used if site-specific information is not available. These models and default
estimates use sources such as the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) AP-42
emission factors,® California Air Resources Board’s (ARB’s) on-road and off-road equipment
emission models such as the EMFAC and the Offroad Emissions Inventory Program model
(OFFROAD), and studies commissioned by California agericies such as the California Energy
Commission (CEC) and CalRecycle. CalEEMod includes all of the GHG emission source categories
required for a comprehensive GHG impacts analysis, along with updated vehicle emission factors
that incorporate recent regulations such as Pavley | and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS).

For operational emissions, default values from CalEEMod® were used with the following -
specifications:

» ENVIRON analyzed construction emissions beginning in year 2014 with operational emissions
beginning at {he close of construction.

e ENVIRON modeled 244 single-family homes based on the data provided. The average household
size of 3.26 residents per dwelling unit is from the Dumbarton Transit Oriented Development
Specific Plan and consistent with 2010 US Census Data for Newark %7

¢ For energy use, ENVIRON used a CO, intensity factor based on Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E)
data,® which incorporates the 20% Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) requirement for 2010.

+ ENVIRON used non-default CalEEMod® inputs to include 2013 Title 24 buiiding efficiency
standards, which took effect January 1, 2014. The default values in CalEEMod” incorporate the
2008 Title 24 standards, which ENVIRON adjusted to reflect the new standards that are currently
in effect and would apply to the Project. The 2013 Title 24 standards exceed the current energy
efficiency standards in CalEEMod® by 25%, according to the California Energy Commission.®

Available at: http:/www.caleemod.comy.

BAAQMD. 2013. CEQA Guidelines website. August 5 update. See http://www.baagmd.gov/Divisions/Planning-and-
Research/CEQA-GUIDELINES.aspx. .

The USEPA maintains a compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors and process information for several air poliution
source categories. The data is based on source test data, material balance studies, and engineering estimates. More
information is available at http:/fiwww.epa.gov/itnchie1/ap42/.

US Census 2010. Available online at
http./ffactfinder2.census.govifaces/tableservices/jsffpages/productview. xhtml?pid=DEC_10_DP_DPDP1.

Dahlin Group Architecture Planning in association with the BKF Engineers. Dumbarton Transit Oriented Development
Specific Plan. Available at '

htip:/www.newark org/images/uploads/comdev/pdfs/Dumbarton TOD/Final DraftSpecificPlan/11_0908_DumbartonTOD_S
pecificPlan_FinalDraft. pdf.

PG&E's Power/Utility Protocol (PUP) Reports available at: https:/iwww.climateregistrv.org/CARROT/public/reparts.aspx.

California Energy Commission website hitp://www.energy.ca.govireleases/2012_releases/2012-05-
31_energy_commission_approves_more_efficient_buildings_nr.html, according to which the 2013 Building Energy
Efficiency Standards for residential construction are 25% more efficient than previous standards. The Standards will take
effect on January 1, 2014 and include more efficient insulation, windows, ventilation systems and other features that
reduce energy consumption.
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o Mobile mitigation factors from the Dumbarton Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)" and the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
(SEIR)" were applied to evaluate the change in emissions from operational use of the proposed
project. These mitigation factors include proximity to transit, addition of pedestrian networks, and
construction of high-density housing, at 10.4 dwelling units per acre.

For construction emissions, default values from CalEEMod® were used.

Results

Operational emissions from the Project are estimated to be 3,347 metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalent (MT CO.e)}, with mobile emissions contributing about 64% of the total emissions.
Emissions from energy consumption contribute about 29% of the total emissions. The remaining 7%
result from area sources, water usage, and waste generation. Details of the operational emissions
are presented in Table 1.

Total construction emissions from the Project, in Table 2, are estimated to be 898 MT CO,e over the
entire construction period (2014 to 2015).

Comparison to Thresholds of Significance

The Project’s estimated operational emissions exceed the BAAQMD adopted CEQA bright line
threshold of significance for GHG emissions of 1,100 MT CO,efyear. However, using the assumed
Project service population (SP) of 796 residents yields an operational GHG emissions efficiency of
4.2 MT CO.e/SP/year, which is below the BAAQMD CEQA significance threshold of 4.6 MT
CO,e/SPiyear.

There are no threshoids of significance for GHG emissions from construction equipment; however
BAAQMD recommends that these emissions be quantified and disclosed. For reference, the project
construction emissions of 898 MT CO,e over two years are below the one-year bright line threshold
of significance for GHG emissions of 1,100 MT CO.elyear.

Closing

Please feel free to contact Michael at 415.796.1934 if you have any questions about this analysis.
Thank you for the opportunity to assist you with this matter.

Sincerely, :
#3 F
: M ANy .
P e
/ L/ {7 S g g
Michael Keinath, PE Catherine Mukai, PE
Principal Manager

'® Newark, California. Dumbarton TOD — Draft Supplemeantal Environmental Impact Report. Available at

hitp:/iwww. newark. org/departments/planning-and-economic-development/on-going-projects/dumbarton-transit-
devicpment-area-2/.

" RBF Gonsulting for the City of Newark. Dumbarton Transit Oriented Development Specific Plan; Draff Environmental
impact Report. Avsilable at http:llwww.newark.orgldepartmentslplanning—and—economic-developmentlon-going_
projects/dumbarton-transit-deviopment-area-2/



Table 1
Greenhouse Gas Emissions - Operation
Trumark Homes Residential Development
Newark, California

Type Source GHG Emissions Units
Area’ 48
1
Yearly Operational E"Eg‘?ﬂ 29:527
Emissions ohile : MT CO,efyr
Waste' 162 28
Water’ 52
Total Operationa!2 3,347
Total Service Population® 796 -
Total Operational per Service Population 4,2 MT CO,e/SP/yr
BAAQWMD May 2011 CEQA GHG threshoid 4.6
Exceeds Thrashoid? NO --

Notes:

1. Emissicns estimated using CalEEMod version 2013.2.2,

2. Total operational emissions include yearly emissions from area, energy, mobile,
waste, and water sources.

3. The service population is assumed to be a total of 796 residents, a density of 3.26
residents per dwelling unit, for consistency with the Dumbarton Transit Oriented
Development Specific Plan, and confirmed by the US 2010 Census, which shows the
population density in Newark to be 3.27 people per dwelling.

Abbreviations:

BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District
CalEEMod = California Emissions Estimator Model
CEQA = California Environmental Quality Act

COs,e = carbon dioxide equivalents

GHG = greenhouse gases

MT = metric tonnes

SP = service population

USEPA = United States Environmental Protection Agency
yr = year

Sources:

BAAQMD. 2011. CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. May.

CalEEMod version 2013.2.2. Available online at: www.CalEEMod.com

Dumbarton Transit Oriented Development Specific Plan. Available at
http://iwww.newark.orgfimages/uploads/comdev/pdfs/Dumbarton TOD/FinalDraftSpecific
Plan/11_0908_DumbartonTOD_SpecificPlan_FinalDraft.pdf

US Census 2010. Available online at

httpilfactfindar2.census govifaces/tableservicessjsf/pages/productview xhiml ?pid=DEC_
10_DP_DPDP1.

ENVIRON



Table 2
Greenhouse Gas Emissions - Construction
Trumark Homes Residential Development
Newark, California

GHG
Type Source Emissions Units "
One-Time Emissions Construction [ 898 MT COye |

Notes:
1. Emissions estimated using CalEEMod version 2013.2.2.

Abbreviations:
COze = carbon dioxide equivalents
MT = metric tonne (1,000 kilograms)

Sources:
hitp: /fwww.caleemod.com

ENVIRON



ILLINGWORTH & RODKIN, INC.
/IR Acoustics » Air Qualrty N
1 Willowbrook Court, Suite 120
Petaluma, California 94954

Tel: 707-794-0400 Fax: 707-794-0405
www.illingworthrodkin.com illro@illingworthrodkin.com
4/18/2014

Michael Rhoades

David J. Powers & Associates, Inc,
1871 The Alameda, Suite 200

San Jose, CA 95126

Re: Trumark TOD Project - Response to Stoel Rives LLP Air Basin Comment:

Stoel Rives LLP Comment F-1: Related to the SEIR’s analysis of exhaust emissions during construction
of the Project, the SEIR states that “emissions generated in other air basins associated with transport of
[contaminated] soil would be attributable to the facilities receiving the soil.” (SEIR, p. 54) It is
impermissible under CEQA to ignore a direct environmental impact on the basis that the impact will
occur at a certain distance from the Project. Air quality impacts that are a direct result of the Project must
be analyzed, regardiess of the impact potentially occurring in an adjacent air basin. While the mitigation
of these impacts may be outside the jurisdiction of the City or BAAQMD, there is no basis on which to
shift the analysis of the impact outside of the SEIR, particularly where there is no forum for analysis of
that impact by another jurisdiction.

[&R: Truck hauling of contaminated soil due to praject construction may result in air emissions in the
jurisdiction of the San Joaquin Valley Air Paliution Control District (SIVAPCD). Thresholds of
significance for construction activities have been developed by the SIVAPCD and are 10 tons per year for
ROG and NOx.! At this time, the volume of contaminated soil on site is not known, but was
conservatively estimated to be 25,000 CY by the project applicant. As a reasonable worst-case scenario,
all truck hauling of contaminated soil was assumed to occur within the same year,

Emissions of ROG and NOx from diesel-fueled trucks hauling to the Buttonwillow Class 1 hazardous
waste facility were calculated using 2014 emission factors from the California Air Resources Board
(CARB) EMFAC2011 emissions model. The default EMFAC2011 vehicle fleet age distribution for the
San Joaquin Valley was assumed for heavy-duty T7 trucks. An average speed of 55 mph was assumed.
1t was assumed that each haul truck would hold 20 CY of contaminated soil. This would result in
approximately 2,500 total one-way trips (or 1,250 round trips) from the BAAQMD boundary to
Buttonwillow, a distance of approximatély 210 miles one-way within the STVAPCD, Estimated total
construction period hauling emissions within the SIVAPCD are 0.10 tons ROG and 5.49 tons NOx,

Y SIVAPCD, 2002, Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impaocts. Revised lanuary, 2002.



Compared to the SIVAPCD significance thresholds of 10 tons/year for both ROG and NOx, respectively,

project construction hauling emissions from potential contaminated soil hauling within the SIVAPCD
would be less than significant.

If contaminated soil was removed by rail, hauling would be expected to have less of an adverse impact
than hauling by truck. Hauling by rail is generally much more efficient than with trucks. At this time, a
rail hauling route and total number of train trips required is not known, However, this volume of material
would not be expected to add additional train trips on top of existing freight schedules and operations.

* * *

Joshua D. Carman

Consultant
ILLINGWORTH & RODKIN, INC.

Attachment: EMFAC2011 calculations



