










Richard Hancocks 
2066 Manchester Road 

San Leandro, california 94578-1467 
(510)278-7842 

June 9, 2018 

Alameda County Board of SUpervisors 
1221 oak Street, Suite 536 
oakland, california 94612 

Re: Appeal of approval of Site Developnent Review and Mixed-use Findings 
for PLN:2017-00164. 

Dear Supervisors, 

'rhe Planning carrnission' s approval of Site Developnent 'Review and 
mixed-use Findings for PLN:2017-00164 are in error. The proposed project at 
20478 Mission Boulevard, Hayward, is not consistent with the Eden Area General 
Plan, as is required by state statute, as well as the Ashland and Olerryland 
Business District Specific Plan's Site Development Review process. 

The land Use Element of the General Plan requires that the primary use 
of the property be "General Ccxrmercial", yet the project has over 1 00, 000 
square feet of residential development and under 7,000 square feet of general 
ccmnercial. Ccrrmercial use is clearly not the primary use of this property. 

'rhe land Use Element further places a Goal of econanic growth, yet the 
project reduces oammercial activity some 75% below the Specific Plan's 
minimums. 

The land Use Element also requires the county to create jobs to a 
rate of 1 • 5 per household to reduce the area's jobs/housing Embalance. This 
project makes matters worse. 

The land Use Element places this project within a "District" which 
calls for vertically mixed-use developnent. 'rhe mix of uses in this project 
is largely horizental having about a dozen units over carmercial with the 
remaining forty plus townhomes in single-use buildings spread across the site. 

The Housing Eleinent' s primary goals is to increase the am::>unt of 
housing of all types and income levels, yet this project seeks to reduce by 
about half the am::>unt of housing called for by the Land Use Element at this 
site. 



Richard Hanoocks 
2066 Manchester Road 

san ~, califo:m:La 94578-1467 
(510)278-7842 

JUne 11 , 2018 

Ahuneda Cbmty Board of SUpervisors 
1221 oak street,· SUite 536 . 
oakland, califomia 94612 

Re: AWeal of approval of Site DevelopDent Review arid Mixed-use findings 
for PIB: 2017-00164. · 

Dear Supervisors, 

'!be Pl.ann:lD] Qmoissia'11 s approval of Site DeYeiq:ment: Review alii 
Mixa:l-use findings for PIN: 2017-00164 am in ermr. '!be proposed project 
at 20478 Missial Boulevard, BaywaJ:d, is not OXJSistent with either the 
JMen Area General Plan or the Ashland am OJerrylmi Business District 
Specific Plan. I, therefore,· app&al the Pl..anninq CC:mDissiat' s acti.cx1 of 
JUne 4, 2018 m this mtter. 

Sincerely, 
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County of A lamcda 
Administration Building 
1221 Oak StMet, Suite SSS 
Oakland, CA 94612 
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11111818,2018 

Re: AppeaUug Plaulng Commlldon Approval ofMLC HoldiDp, IDe. Propo~ed Development (PLN2017-
00164; APN 41~2) 

Dear Honorable Alameda County Board of Superviaors: 

The Carpentas Local Union 713 ('IJ..ocal 713'~ would like to submit the following letter appcalins the Planning 
Commission's decision to approve the proposed MLC Holdings, Inc. dewlopment proposal at 20478 Mission 
Boulevard in UDincorporated ~ (uthe Project"). 

Local 713 's union hall is situaled on Mattox Road immediately next to tho subject property uaocJated with thiJ 
propoled dewlopmcnt. Local 713 would lib to provide the foJlowina CODCtiill and o'burYationl in 1'CIJ'ODIC to 
the Plllllling Qmuni88ion 's appmyel of the proposed MLC Holdings developmeot, for the Boml of SuperviiOJI 
appropriate ava1uation before a final decision is reached for this project 

1. Appeal: 
Local 713 iJ deeply COJIMI'DCd about the potential threat to the safety and weU-beiug ofi11 members, staff 
and vimton pOled by the pala)tiaJ for c:xpomre to hazardous mat.eria1a deli viDa fivm die dcmoHtion of 
tlie bujldimp u part oftbe Project. The initial Cll'riromneDtalltUdy did DOt include the aae of the 
buUdiup that the project woaJd demo1iah, Dar did it include any iDbmation on fbe expome riab to 
hamntoua lead-based or ubealos-oontaini malerials that could be faced by CODIII:mction worketa, 
projcet Ddahbors. or 1htllle project occnpmiB. For thia reason, Local713 would like to appeal to the 
Board of SUperviiOI'B to direct the Pbmning DqJutmcnt 8Dd applicant to pupe a Pbue I Pavimnmcntal 
As8C8SD'ft!tt and circulate a Mitigated Negative Declaration docwnent for tbiB p!Qjcct. 

R.adoDaJe: 
The devclopcr is proposiDg to demolish builclinga on the property pnMously used at various points for 
:industrial uses. The buildings' floor area total app:oxhnawly 60;000 square feet. BuildiDg construction at 
the site occamx1 in 1948, while commarcial real estate market inialligenoe company CoStar reports that 
the effective year built of the property was 19S2. 

Phase I Environmental Site Auesammts typically note that on~ structure8 built prior to 1978 may 
indude ubcetos-oontaining building materials. Lead-based pajDl may be present both on painted sur1ices 
and on exposed soil SU1T0\11lding painted structun:s that are the age of those at the site. 

' . 



The most recent Planning Staff report states tbat per CEQA Section 1516.2 and 15164, an addendum to '\ 
the...Uhltmd and Cherryland Business District Specific Plan Final EIR was necessary to be in J 
conf01"IIl8DCe with the statute. Local 713 believes that the sole mvironmental nwiew documcnt that the 
project relies upon -First Carbon Solutions' Initial Study dated May 1, 2018 -inadequately addresses the 
EcUm Aroea General Plan's Policy P6, Goal SAF-4 to "Minimize Eden Area residents' exposure to tbc 
harmful effects ofhiDI'Clous JDIDrials and waste." The policy delineatea that a project must, as a pre-
condition for recdving plenniDg anpmnls, conduct enviromnental investigation "to ensure tbat soil, 
groundwater and buildings affeeted by bazardoWI material releases from prior land uses and~ 
asbestof! in building materials will not have a negative impact on tbe natural environment or health and 
ufety of fUture property owners or users" (anpbasia added). To paraphrase CEQA Section 15162, a 
subsequent EIR. would be neoessary if the lead agency identifies. "Significant effeets previously 
examined will be subatantially more severe than shown in the previous BIR.." Local 713 feels that the 
safety to the public and our members is warranted of :further investigation that adequately addrones tbelo 
enviromncntal issues. 

l. Appeal: 
Local 713 appeals to the Board of SUpervisor to urge the applli:aDt to collaborate and eopae with their 
diicct neighbor as a condition of approval of this proposed developmeot project. 

Ratio Dale: 
Local 713 is concctnCd with the lack of outreach or collaboration from MLC Holdings, Inc. because as 
their adjacent neighbors we share a property lim: with this proposed development. Despite that building 
demolition at the lite could entail oncroacbmcmt onto the union's property tb:rough building materials, 
worlcera, &Dd/or equipmalt, MLC Holdinp has yet to contact Local713 to di8CUII entering into good 
faith agreements that would address this concern. 

3. Appeal: 
Local 713 wishes to raise the fail~R of this project to oootribute to suataining a a1d11ed and tiaiDed 
construction craft workforce in Alem'l'!a County at a time when local contractors and news reports claim 
that ahortaps of stdlled WOJters exacerbatea the Bay An:e's housing short~tp.1 AB such, Local 713 
appeals to the Board of Supervisors to condition any departure from General Plan policies upon a 
condition for Project build-out to employ statc-n:Ptered oonttruction 1radcl a.pp:m1tioe6 at appropriate 
ratios for a majority of the apprmticcable craft houn worlaxl on the project. 

Ratloule: 
his Local 713 's desire to protect the wagea, benefiu, worldng conditions and job opportuDi1ies for 
Alameda County-resident CODS1l'UCtion worms who depend on this work for a livelihood. More than 
17,000 A1'""1'4a COUDty OCJDII:nldion iDdu.sby employees live within a 10 mile radius of the Cteayland 
diBtrict. This oonsti1Dtes :more tban SO percent of the county's to1al construction iD.dustry worldbroe. 
However, Local 713 undcnrtaDds that the developer-applicW bas DO .requiremeDt in place far i1a 
contractors or IUbcontractorl to employ local JeSident.a. appmnticea participating in a Joint~ 
MaDagemem State Certified Apprentioeship prog~am or j0l11'Dey-lewl worbrs on 1hil project or any of 
the developer's other projects. 

1 See Bald11ari, Erin and Marlsa Kendall, "'Hiddal cost ofbousillg: How a siJoriBac of OOlllll'llctioD wo:dcers Is matins our erl&ia worse," 
But Bay 11mes. February 25, 201 B, acceued via JmrU./www.IYPaillme.comJ20l &WJ2Sihldden-sost-of·h9uJin.111-bP"!:~ 
£Q!!L¥,on-workcn:iJ:makine-our-crisia-wm!f! 
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' 
It abo is the undcrsfandiD& of Local 713 that the applicant aud 8pOilSOI' of the Jm.iect have made no 
oammitmeat to roquiJe itl aeacnJ. COil1l'letOr or project~ to pay Wl8fll aad bcmcfita 
eltablilbld by Carpeatln 011 all ofthm:r proJecta all ofthe timD.. 'J'bmu&h :&ilma to make IUCh 
OQmnritmads, real elbiiB ~finance dowmrard preume on wage~, fiiDae beoofitl, aad 
1nfniD& llaDdalda for cndtl :rqxaented by the C'.arpemen. The ~JiciDt may DOt iDtead to 
hiM= this offect on Calpeata" crafts, but thia eft'ect is real and hu acrioul ~for the health of 
the iadalfry tbrougbout Abrnleda County and the larger Nortbem Califmlia reaiOJL · 

Local 713 woald lib to tbaDk the Board of SupcnUon for the opportuity to IUbmit this letler. ~you have 
any queatiDDI 01 require eddftinaal iDformatiCD plelac contact Carpeadaa Leal UDioll 713 llDielrch ADalylt 
Lon:ma Quadjene by anei1ing l!!.PadiiiD8 ''· n~.Qry. 

Silwerely, 
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O~RIDEVELOPER 
MLC HOLDINGS, INC 
12657 ALCOSTA BOULEVARD, 
stm'E 17l 
SAN RAMON, CA 94l!l 
(92l)l4l-4018 
CONTACT: CHRIS ZABAWJS 

CIVIL ENGINEER 
CARLSON, IIARBI!I! A OIBSON 
2633 CAMINO RAMON, SUITE 3~ 
SAM RAMON, CA 94SI3 
(92l)M6-J022 
CONTACT: COLT ALVERNAZ 

SOILS ENGINEER 
EHOI!OINC. 
CROW CANYON P!.ACB, SUTlE 2lO 
SAN RAMON, CA IHS83 
(92l)M6-91m 
CONTACT: ROBERT 80ECHI! 

ARCHITECf 
K.TOY GROUP,lNC 
5811 SECOND II!IEET, SUI1E 200 
OAlLAIIIl CA """ 
(949)m-IJOII 
CONTACT: DAVID BURTON 

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT 
V ANDEI'l'OOUN ASS0C1A TES 
ll5BORIJI!AUXWAY,SUI1El40 
NAPACA,94ll! 
(107)224-2299 
COPn'ACT: RACHEL BltiNKERHOFF 
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EXIS!lNG 

FIRE ACCESS NOTES: 
1.~ 

a IDOOI'Ml JOIIItDIIDt nl'( \C-8 
b. IIXfD llSI: {BI.IJINC A) nPE ¥-t 

'"""""" o. IICII:IflnUt.lll'ltOU:R-2 
b. YlliDilSI:(Il.UIIeA): lfi:R-2 

l.NFPAilFIIE....asWJ..:~IMAU. 
A£IIIDrul. .lfCI aMrJICW. SP.ta:S 

4. AU.liiEDif:ftlmlfiiEilU'.tniHTACI:QS 
IIOAI!IfA'5AIIIIU..DIIGSIIJSI"IIOTa.oocfll£ 
OO'IMIIJITAfiMLLAIIDDI'At'ttD 

S. PIIIOit'R:IUIIIIOPOIITEAstiiAYIIUIQ'M. 
U1IJTY IISliiCT lO 1WM0E IIOI:UIIEifTlliiJil!I.I.T 
KllaURmFIIEfi.OWCJ'I,DIIIIl'llf'M2 
IG.ItSI!IAWUI.!TOlHES'I'IE. 

LEGEND 
PROIOSED 

D 

DESCRIP1lON 

O.clAPPMU.nJS ,_,.,""" 
'lff 'lfiAWl !MY 

IQIF"-IIOS"RJ'PPNGfiiEt.AH£ 

--. I 

'·) 

-----; 

VESTING TENTATIVE MAP & SITE DEVELOPMENT 
FOR CONDOMINIUM PURPOSES 
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FIRE TRUCK ACCESS PLAN 
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CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN 

NOTES: 

C'AflPt:mERS AND ........... 

1. Refer to Civil sheets for all property ~nes. easements, site dimensions, etc. 
2. Refer to Landscape Sheets for landscape daaign, dimensions and detail information. 

I 

II 

-·---.... MLCHDIIIrlp,lnc. 
12e57,...,..8hd., SUlll 175 
S., RMKII'I, CA t4583 

MISSION AND MATTOX ........ ~COUNTY.CA 1112018-0445 

COLOR 
SCHEME 

[II 

0 
[!] 

0 

BUILDING 
TYPE 

A1 • 4P1.EX TYP. 
A2 • 4PI.EX_ENO 

B2 • 5PLEX_ENO 

C1- 7Pl.EX_TYP. 
C2. 7Pl.EX_ENO 

D • MIXED-USE 

PARKING LEGEND 

0 ON-SITE RESIDENTIAL PARKING 

X ON-SITE MIXED USE RESIDENTIAL PARKING 

* ON-SITE COMMERCIAL PARKING 

CONCEPT DESIGN 
FEBRUARY 20, 2011 (!) 

~ 

PROJECT SUMMARY __ ...,_ 

Aueaor Parcell: 414-0048-058-02 

SM. A.ru( -=ree) Groat: 2.80 AC:t. 
Net:2.51AC:t. 

- Goneroll'lon: GoneroiCommordol 

"-Goner~~ Pion: -.m-HlghDonsityR

Extoting 2'Dnk1g ~:District ...... Use 

·--~=DistrictM..,.uoe 

0wra11 Untt Summaty 

ST~F\415 

, ...... 
o;;:;m-

lSPACt/DU I ·:~= I ) .. =:rAJ I ·:::eNG 
ZSHoeltou I n:;,~ I :zsr.~,~ I ~;:;: 

ARCHITECTURAL SITE PLAN & 
PROJECT SUMMARY A1.0 

\.., 



1m1~ 

R-2 CONDOMINIUMS & B OCCUPANCY : STACKED FLATS BUILDING D (3-STORY) 

APPlJCA8!..ECQDES. 

20111 CAUFORNA ~!SKJEKT1Al 0001!! (CRC) 

2018 CAUifORNIA 11tA1.DeNG COOl! (CaC) 

lOti CAU~NIA MICHANfCAl COil! 

2018 CAUFORNIA PLUMBINO CODE 

2018 CAliFORNIA El..ECT'MCAI. COOE 

2018 CAUFORNIA FfRE CODE 

CHAPT'ER11A.11B 

Tm..E 2-t, PART II, CAl.Jf'ORNIA ENERGY CODE (2018 EDITlONl 

OCCUPANCY GftOtA:": 
(CRC R302.2) 

OCCUPANCy SEPARATlON 

COMSTRUCTION TYPE: 

,._, 
8 

RESIDENTIAL 
BUSINESS (IF APPLIES) 

PER CBC TABLE 508.4 
R~2Nil8 : 1 HR 

TYPEV-<! 

FIRE SPRIM<l.ERS: NFPA 13 • ARE SPAtNKLERS ARE REQUIRED IN All RESIDENTW. AND COMMERCIAL SPACES. 

AlLC1WABl.E. STORI£S: 3-STORtES (C8C T A81..E 504.3 & SEC. 504.4) 

PROVIDED BlDG HT· 3 STORIES, AND 050 FEET 

Al1..0WABLE FLOOR M!A MICEI).US£ OCCUPANCY 

... prrm;HCC!!!!!I!l!jl!M 

WE!Otf!B)I'!tgf!MIMmfCM.CU!..AnoN <EOS-41 
WO (L10W'IOU010120UOWL)III' 
WO 121"1MOHaiOrni.WIIIIm21~0 
wo" 
99'2'f•'fCAL!flMTJONIEoS§l 
len• -D.11CWJO 
tm-..to0.2SciCIMDI 
tmt.71 
t'o"!m=~84CJ\I!NliMIAiiDH) 
AIIO l1,1100l1,00000.71!1l 
.... 011,111 

.... occywr«;yAW!ftYI,IIof!@lfQ5-!I 
AllD .-o::JIIIIOI!ID 
Alia ar.oooo1Z.700000.nm 
MOCJ',lll 

!n.ll!& ~ 

&mlllri = 
i!Um!Ii ~ 

-·-888 . .st.!INI 
aoa-

ou1ot 

our of 

'~"' 
n1.nCI 

MLC......,..Inc. 
t2857 ~~~ BIC'd .. soca t75 
S .. Rllt'IGft, CA 94!83 

FIRE SEPARAJ1QN Q!STANCE FOR OP£NINGS: 
DOJmNOT PERMITTED 
3'$;)(<!5' .. 15% 
!5' $ 0 010CD250 
tO's oo301JJ4SO 
30m o o NO UMIT 

ems 
IM4E:Re A BUilDING IS EQUtPPED THROUGHOUT Vtmf 
AN AliTOMATlC SPRtNKLER SYSTEM, THE SEPARATJON 
DISTANCE OF THE ECIT DOORS OR Er1T ACCESS 
DOORWAYS SIW.1. NOT BE LESS THAN ONE-TMRD OF 
THe t.B«mt OF THE MAI1MUM OVERALL DIAOONAL 
DIMENSION OF THE AREA SERVED PER C8C1W7.1.1.2 

ACCESSIBILITY 
All. R£SIDEN1W. UNfTS .. ElEVATOR SERVED 8UI.DINGS NE 
REQIJR!DTO IE ADAPTABLE PERCBC 111.. 

OllER USES ARE REQUIREOTOBEAIW'TAfll..EPER C8C 118. 

MISSION AND MATTOX 
AlAMEDA COUNTY. CA 02018-0445 

iJ 

r-----------

Li 
BUILDING D 2ND & 3RD FLOOR 

r , ~III [If) QHliT l 
b 

SECTlQN 1007 Em AND Ecfl ACCESS DOORWAY COfrAQl&J'K)H 

1007.1.1 Tv.c ECITS OR ECIT ACCES!I OOClRWAYS 

\\'HERE Tv.o EefTS, ECIT ACCESS I:XXJRWtr.YS, ECIT ACCESS STNRWAYS OR RAMP, OR ANY 
COMBINATION THEREOF, ME REQUREDFROM/W'fPCIRT10NOFTHE EctT ACCESS, THEY 
SHALL BE PLACED A DISTANCE APART EQUAL TO NOT lESS THAN OfrE..JW.F OF THE L.ENGt'H 
OF 1'1-IE MAI:lMIU OVERALl. DIAGONAL. DfMENStON OF THE~ OR AREA TO BE SERVED 
MEASURED IN A STRNIJHT UM: BEl¥EEH THEM.INT'ERtOCt<ING OR sassoR STAIR WAYS 
Stw.L !IE COUNTED AS ONE Em STNR:WAY. 

~ 

'M-IER:E rNTERIOR EllT STAIRWAYS OR RAIFS ARE INTERCONNEC'I'£D IIY A 1 HOUR 
F!RE-R!StSTANCE-RA.TeD CORRIDOR COfrFORMING TO THE REQUREMENJ OF SECTION 1020, 
THE Rect.meo Er:IT SEPARATION SHALL BE MEASURED ALONG THE SHORlEST DIRECT UNE 
OF TRAWL 'MTHIN THE CORRIDOR. 

REOIJRED: :ZOSiili"ltf3 ofi8G7" 

PROVIDED: 84oe" 

CONCEPT DESIGN (!) FEBRUARY 20, 2018 

u 

.J 
BUILDING D 1ST FLOOR 

2MOUit!'R.....a..-ac-=~107. ..... ,., ....... 

CODE ANALYSIS 

..,) 

A1.1 



R3-TOWNHOUSE CONDOMINIUMS: BUILDING A. B & c (3-STORY) 

APPLJC6BLE cooea; 
2011 CALIFORNIA RESIDENT1AL cooe (CRC) 

201t CALIFORNIA BUilDING CODe (CBC) 

2011 ~ MEaiANICA.L COO! 

2011 CAUFORNIA PLIMBINO CODE 

2011 CAliFORNIA EJ.B:TRICAL CODE 

2011 CN.JFORNIA ME CODE 

nn.E24, PARTe, CAUFORNA ENERGY cotle (2018 EDmON) 

~I ATTACHEQ T<MNHOlJ!e: A SINOLE FAMILY DWEWNG UNIT CONSTRUCTED IN A GROUP OF ntREE OR 
MORE ATTACHED lJNI'lliiN V1.+11CH EACH UNIT EXTENDS FROM F()I.JNM.TlON TO ROOF AND ll'oiT1-I A 
YARD OR PUBLIC WAY ON AT lEAST TWO SDES. 

1m1~ 

\.., 

OCC!JPANCY GROUP: 
(CRCR302.2) 

CON8TRUCJION D'PE 
FIRESPRtN!Q..CRS: 

ALl.OWABl.J!HEIQHT: 

AU..OWN!LE STQRJES: 

ALJ.OWe.BlE flOOR AREA 

EXJ'EAIOR WALL RATINQ 

MAXIMUM AREA OF~ WALL 
OPeNII<GSo 

SEPAAAllOHS; 
(CRCTAII.ER302.1(2)) 

FIRE RE8t8T1VE RATINO REQUIREMeNTS 
FOR PROJEC1ION8 BASED~ FIRE 
SEPARATlON DISTANCE: 
(PER CRC TAILE R30%.1(2)) 

UT1unes1 THROUOH PENETRA T10N8 

ACCESSIBILITY: 
(PERCRCR320.1) 

R-3 (ATTACHED TOY'HiOU8E) 
U (PRIVATe GAAAOE:8) 

TYPEV-8 

NFPA 1).0, ~AUTOMATIC SPRINKLER SYSTEMS 
REFER TO CBC CHAPTER 35 FOR AOOITIONAL. STANDARDS NOT PROVIDED ON THIS UST. 
• ARE SPRINKI..ERS ARE REQUIRED IN ALL RESIDENTIAL STRUCTURES. 

3 &TORtES, AHO c 40 fEET 

3 8TORtE8 (CBC TABLE 1504.3 & SEC. 504.4) 

R~ UNt.Jt.1TE0 PER C8C TABlE 501.2 
Uoo1,0008.1". PERC8C-4De.S.t 

PI!R CRC R3G2..2 EACH 1'0WNHOUSE CONDOMINIUM stW..L IE 8ePARA TEO BY A COMMON WALL 
CONSTRUCTED 'MTHOUT Pl..UMBINQ OR MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT, DUCTS OR VENTS R........O 
veRT1CioU.YIN THE~ WALL CA\MY. PER CRC R 3022 rrBII7 nE COMMON WALL SHAU. 8E 
NOT LEU~ 1-+fOUR FIRE RAT£0. 

FIRE SEPARA liON otsTANCE ! '$' FOR TYPE VB CONSTRIJCTlON AND R3 
OCCUPANCY 8HAU. BE ZERO (0) (NON-RATeD) 

FIRE SEPARATION DISTANCE < ~ FOR TYPE VB CONSTRUCTION AND R3 
OCCUPANCY 8HAU. BE ONE (1) • (1 HOUR) 

REFER TO CML SITE PLAN FOR SEPARATION DISTANCES. 

FIRE 8EPARA1'10N DtSTANCE:. 3' 8HAU. BE UNlJMITED (UNRA.l"ED) 
RAE SEPARATlON otSTANCE < :r BHAU. NOT Be ALLOWED 

REFER TO SITE PLAH FOR fiRE SEPARATtON DISTANCES. 

FIRe &ePARA TlON DISTANCE! 3' stW.L BE ZERO (OJ (NON-RATED) 
FIRE 8EPARATtON DISTANCE 'r c :t BHAU. BE 1-HOUR ON THE UNDERSIDE 

REFER TO SITE PLAH fOR FIRE SEPARATION DISTANCES. 

ELECTRIC a. OM MEll!R8 LOCA'T'ED IN C<lfAK:IN HOA MAWTAIED CL.OSETB AT ntE ENO Of EACH 
8U1..0tN0 ARE RUN THROUGH l1iE 8UII..OINQ LAl"ERAU.Y IN A ~l"ED SOFFIT RACEWAY LOCATED 
IN THE ONWlES. ACCESS EA8EMENT8 EXIST FOR U8E AND MAINTENANCE Of' ll4E UT1UTY RN:.f:.WA.Y. 
THROUGH PENaMTKlNS OF THE 14--tOUR RA."TEO COMMON WAU. SEPARAT1NO UNT8 BY El.ECTRICAI.. 
AND PUAaNa LINES SHo\LL IE PAOTECT.ED IN ACCORO.t.NCE v.tTH CRC A !02.4. 1 a A 302.4.1.2 BY 
PROVtOtNO A THROUGH f'EHETRATlON ftRfSTOP SYSTeM. 

DMU.IHO UNffS IN A BUILDNG CONSISTIHO OF FOUR OR MORE 
CONJOUINIUN I.JNrTI 111-W.L. MeET THE RfQUIRI!MENTS OF CAUFORNtA 
8IJI.J*rfO CODE. CHAPTER 11A - MU1. "TISTOAY 0\l\tEU.IHGS. 
REFER TO SITE P'l..AH FOR MORE INFORMATION AND LOCATION OF 
~UNTS. MUL~8UI..DlNGSVWTHL.E88lltAN4UNITS 
ARE EXEMPT FROM ACCHSI8IUTY FteOUIRSI!NTS, 1'"" OF THE 
ReMNNINO UNITS ~TARE NOT EXEMPT MUST BE MADE AC:CE88a8l£ 
BA8EDONC8C8EC110N 1102.3.1 (SEE CIVI.. SITE PlAN). 

~·Pill ..... 
888.458.5141 

MLCHoldlnQI,tnc. MISSION AND MATTOX 
""·""' 

12657 A1oc1N Bl¥d., SUite 175 
s.n RII'I'IOI'I, CA t45l3 ALAMEOACOUNTY,CA 1201&-0445 

~~~t~--~~!'-·~· r-'~ ... --.-~!--~!~~ --~-.. ---~J 
' ., ' . ' U' .. " ~ 'I 
~-- • -{ • ! . :::: ::t I J.!. L'P 

~ . . . ~ 
:·--o-- ! --- 1.,·-~- ~- ~ . . . . . 

BUILDING C1 3RD FLOOR 

(]\ '!·r~-;~·'!=r[-~ i 
I ·. . . ---- . ~ 
~ -c;- . • ___ j . .. - -·c-l 

BUILDING C1 2ND FLOOR 

bJ ~ 11 ~ 1d . " 

- -~ ,. - ! . 

: ~ _: ·f- J ~ =. ; , ____ 1 --_, '- . [_ _, '- " _L __ ,. 
BUILDING C11ST FLOOR 

CONCEPT DESIGN 
FEBRUARY 20, 2018 

CODE ANALYSIS (!) A1.2 

\., \., 



STACKED FLATS BUILDING D 

STORIES 

FEET 

GROUND FLOOR HEIGHT 

UPPER F100R(S} HEIGHT 

FRONTAGE RtQUIR!MENT 

ALLOWED FRONTAGE 1'YPE 

ENCROACHMENT liTO FRONT SETBACK 
ENCROACHMENT INTO SIDE STREET 

OR REAR SETBACK 

BUILDING FRONT SET!IACK 

WIDTH OF SHOPFRONT OPENWG 

HEIGHT OF SMOPI'RONT OI'!NING 

DEPTH OF RECESSED EN111Y 

WIDTH OF R£CESSE0 EN111Y 

TRANSPARENCY-GROUND FLOOR 

TRANSPARENCY-UPPER FLOORS 
AWNING ENCROACHMENT INTO 

P'--LIC RIGHT-OF-WAY 
W/VAILD ENCROACHMENT PEliMII' 

V£RnCAl CLEARANCESID£WALK 

mm1~ 

~ 

TO AWNING 

.......................... 
8Sil.451.5841 
..., __ 

tmGHT 

REQUIREMENT PROPOSED 

MIN MAX 

N/A 5 3 

25' 75' ±47'.()" 

15' N/A 15'·1" 

10' N/A 10'-1" 

FRONTAGE & ENCROACHMENT 

REQUIREMENT PROPOSED 

MIN I MAX 

"'" I N/A 72" 
SEE SECTlON G.3 SHOPFRONT 

N/A I 2' 0' SETBACK 

N.A I 4' 0' 

SHOP FRONT AND AWNING 

REQUIREMENT PROPOSED 

OFEETMAX 0 

8 FEET MIN 19'-0" 

12 FEET MIN 12'-o" 

5 FEET MAX 1'-0" 

10% OF BUilDING F~E 23% 

7'"'MIN 72% 

3D% MIN 30% 

3FEETMAX 3 '-0" 

BFEETMIN ±11'-0" 

NOTES 

NOTES 

NOTES I 

. 

I 

i 

I 

PROPOSED BUILDING HEIGHT 

GROUND FLOOR HEIGHT: 15'-1" UPPER 
FLOOR(S) HEIGHT: 10'-1" 

EXHIBIT LEGEND 

-- - BUILDING SETBACK LINE 

PROPOSED TRANSPARENCY 

GROUND FLOOR: 152'-()" /210'-0 D 72% 
UPPER FLOOR: 614 SQ.FT./2049 SQ.FT = 30% 

PROPOSED GROUND FLOOR 

PROPOSED FRONT SETBACK: 0 

PROPOSED RECESSED ENTRIES 

6'-0" X 8 • 46'-o" 
48'-o"/210'-0" = 23% 

SHOPFRONT OPENING: 19'-0" X 8 OPENINGS= 152' TOTAL OPENING 

~ 
: l !~ I ltt t,IIIOIIII .... .W. , 

~-~ ······~'·'tf"tt""~cWI~~y~®'nW=cA~ 
. I I ld.~ 

-

Ml.C-"'-
12t57 Ak:olt:l BMt, Suite 175 
s~ R_,, CA. 94583 

MISSION AND MATTOX 
ALAMEDA COUNTY, CA t 2018-0445 

EXHIBIT LEGEND 

- STREElWALL 

- - - PROPERTY LINE 

CONCEPT DESIGN 
FEBRUARY 20.2018 

u 

PROPOSED FRONTAGE 

210'-0"/293'-()" = 72% 

(!) BUILDING COMPLIANCE A1.3 

..,) 
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\., 

-·..._ ........ ........ MLC!io61ings,lne. 
12157.A.Ioo*Btvd.,SUtt.175 
s.n RMKin. CA M5ll3 

____.[ 
I 

_j 
I 

_j ___. 

MISSION AND MATTOX CONCEPT DESIGN 
At.AMEDo\ COUNTY, CA • 2016-0445 FEBRUARY 20, 2018 

~ 

) 

0 KEYMAP 

Material Legend 
1. Stucco 
2. Fiber Cement Siding 
3. Thin Brick Veneer 
4. Stucco Trim 
5. Wood Railing 
6. Sectional Roll-Up Garage Door 
7. Vinyl Windows 
8. Light Fixture 
9. Entry Door 
10. Fiber Cement Trim 

BUILDING ELEVATIONS 
BUILOINGA1 A2.0 

'-' 



1m1~ 

u 

ArctiiiiMhn+ ....... 
•. 458.5849 

...... - Ml.C HD!dnp.lnc. 
12857McutaBIYd., Suite 175 
S... R-. CA IM533 

MISSION AND MATIOX CONCEPT DESIGN 
ALAMEDA COUNTY, CA t 201&-0«5 FEBRUARY 20, 20111 

y 

~ KEYMAP 

Front Elevation 

Material legend 
1. Stucco 
2. Fiber Cement Siding 
3. Thin Brick Veneer 
4. Stucco Trim 
5. Wood Raifing 
6. Sectional Roi~Up Garage Door 
7. VInyl Windows 
8. Light Fixture 
9. Entry Door 
10. Fiber Cement Trim 

BUILDING ELEVATIONS 
IIUII.DINGK!. A2.1 

..,) 



1m1~ 

\., 

-·-818.458.5848 
.., __ MLCHolcingll,lnc. 

12657 ~81\111., SuO 175 
S.. R.mon, CA 94583 

BUILDING A1 FRONT LEFT PERSPECTIVE 

BUILDING A1 REAR RIGHT PERSPECTIVE 

MISSION AND MATTOX 
Al.AMfDA COONTV, CA • 2011J.04.45 

0 KEYMAP 

BUILDING A2 FRONT LEFT PERSPECTIVE 

BUILDING A2 REAR RIGHT PERSPECTIVE 

BUILDING ELEVATIONS 
BUILDING2A 

CONCEPT DESIGN 
FEBRUARY 20, 2018 A2.2 

'--' '-' 
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~·"-........ 
881.458.5841 
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Left Elevation 

Right Elevation 

MLC Hoktnp, Inc. 
12857 NcoltiiBM:I., Suite 115 
SanR-.CAN583 

MISSION AND MATTOX 
ALAMEDACOUNTY.CA .2018-0445 

CONCEPT DESIGN 
FEBRUARY 20. 2018 

w 

/ 

0 KEYMAP 

Material Legend 
1. Stucco 
2. Fiber Cement Siding 
3. Thin Brick Veneer 
4. Stucco Trim 
5. Wood Railing 
6. Sectional Roi~Up Garage Door 
7. VinyiiMndows 
8. Light Fixture 
9. Entry Door 
10. FiberCementTrim 

Rear Elevation 

BUILDING ELEVATIONS 
BUILOINGB2 A2.3 
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-·-181.458.5141 
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MLC Hoklngl, Inc. 
12857 Alc:oltl! BM:I., SUb 175 
SM R.mon, CA MSa3 

MISSION AND MATTOX CONCEPT DESIGN 
AJJ.MEDA.COUNTY,CA •201e..Go4<45 FEBRUARY20,2011 
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) 

~ KEYMAP 

BUILDING B2 FRONT LEFT PERSPECTIVE 

BUILDING B2 REAR RIGHT PERSPECTIVE 

BUILDING ELEVATIONS 
, BUILDING2B A2.4 
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-·-888.488.5849 
...., __ MLC......,..Inc. 

12857Aioollll8tvd.,Sultel75 
SanR~.CAv.csel 

LdE-n 

MISSION AND MATTOX CONCEPT DESIGN 
AI.AMEDACOUHTY,CA jll2018-0445 F!:BRUARY 20, 20111 

y 

0 KEYMAP 

Material Legend 
1. Stucco 
2. Fiber Cement Siding 
3. Thin Brick Veneer 
4. Stucco Trim 
5. Wood Raifing 
6. Sectional Roll-Up Garage Door 

. 7. Vinyl Windows 
8. Light Fixture 
9. Entry Door 
10. Fiber Cement Trim 

BUILDING ELEVATIONS 
BUILOINGC1 A2.5 
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MLC Holclnp, Inc. 
12057 Noottli EIM1., Sub 175 
SM R.man, CA 14513 

MISSION AND MATIOX CONCEPT DESIGN 
ALAMeDA COUJrriTY. CA I 201&4445 FEBRUARY 20, 2018 

\., 

~ KEYMAP 

Material Legend 
1. Stucco 
2. Fiber Cement Siding 
3. Thin Brick Veneer 
4. Stucco Trim 
5. Wood RaiUng 
6. Sectional Roi~Up Garage Door 
7. Vinyl Windows 
8. Light Fixture 
9. Enby Door 
10. Fiber Cement Trim 

BUILDING ELEVATIONS 
llllt.DIHGC2 A2.6 

\_., 
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-·-881U5e.5849 ..... - MLC~.tnc. 
12857 Ak:om BMI., Suite 175 
s.n R.mon, Co\ 945113 

BUILDING C1 FRONT RIGHT PERSPECTIVE 

BUILDING C1 REAR RIGHT PERSPECTIVE 

MISSION AND MATIOX CONCEPT DESIGN 
ALAMEDACOUNTY,CA •201e..4445 FEBRUARY 20, 2018 

y 

KEY MAP 

BUILDING C2 FRONT RIGHT PERSPECTIVE 

BUILDING C2 REAR RIGHT PERSPECTIVE 

BUILDING ELEVATIONS 
IMLDING>C A2.7 
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An;tiiiKbn + PIIN*'I 
881.455.58411 
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MLCiioldlngi,IAc. 
12857 Alc:wll Bll:d., SClll 175 
S1n R.non, CA 94583 

MISSION AND MATTOX CONCEPT DESIGN 
AL.AMEDACOUNTY,CA 02018-0445 FEBRUARY 20, 201 8 

'-' 

0 KEYMAP 

Ma18rial Legend 
1. Sllll:co 
2. Fiber CemenCSiding 
3. TCln BricDVeneer 
4. Sllll:coTrim 
5. MeiJII Railing 
6. VinCl Vlllndows 
7. UgDDFiCIDe 
8. Awning 
9. Fiber CemenCPanel 
10. Signage 
11. Fiber CemenOI'rim 

BUILDING ELEVATIONS 
8UIL.DINGD A2.8 
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MLCHoklnot.lnc. 
12857 Ncnta Bled., SIJtto 175 
S...R-.CAIU583 

MISSION AND MATIOX CONCEPT DESIGN 
At..J.MEDA COUNTY, CA 02018-0<WS FEBRUARY 20. 2018 

fj 

~~·· 

~ KEYMAP 

Mal&rial legend 
1. Sllll:co 
2. Fiber CemenCSidlng 
3. Tlln BricDVeneer 
4. Sllll:co Trim 
5. Mallll RaHing 
6. Vind Windows 
7. Liga::Filllll"e 
8. Awning 
9. Fiber Cemen[J>anel 
10. Signage 
11. Fiber CemenDTrlm 

RlgiiEieDI!Ibn 

BUILDING ELEVATIONS 
IMlllONG 0 A2.9 
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FRONT 

MlCHoklng&,tne. 
12857 All:lrall BtOL, 50111175 
Sin Ranon, CA 94583 

RIGHT 

MISSION AND MATTOX 
ALAMEOACOUNTY,CA 02018-0445 

CONCEPT DESIGN 
MARQi 28, 2011!1 

~ 

LEFT 

REAR PERSPECTIVE 

Slgnage Design Note 

1. Blade sign: 
Min 2illl 02ill 02" D 
Ma041W D4lll 06" D 

• · Ma!Brial : Mellll wiDD 
Medion Bronce lihiso 
(Re!Br 1:o scee~.11 !Dr 
signage colors.) 

2. Leaar sign: 
9" H 0316"L 01"0 

• Ma!Brial : Mellll or AcrOic 
wiDD Bengal Sileer lihiso 
(Re!Br 10 scee~.11 !Or 
signage colors.) 

• Aconal ma!Brial 10 be 
de!Brmined as QlrCbo 
signage orogram !Or 
indiOdQIIIBnaniS. 

3. Blade sign: 
21 IS"H 0213"L 03" D 

• Ma!Brial : Mellll wiDD 
Medion Bronce lihisD 
(Re!Br 10 scee~.11 lOr 
signage colors.) 

4. Blade sign: 
21 IS"H D213"L 03" D 

• Ma!Brial : Mellll wiDD 
Medion Bronce lihiso 
(Re!Br 10 scee~.11 lOr 
signage colors.) 

SIGNAGE EDHIBIT 
BUILDINQD A2.10 

\..; 
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16ED" 

MLCHoldlnga,tnc. 
12eS7~!aBIOI.,SOta17!5 
S.,A-.CAM583 

MATIODENTRY 

F--{ 
I 

FRONT 

SED" 

~t 

RIGHT 

PERSPECTIVE 

MISSION AND MATIOX 
ALAMEDA COUNTY. CA 02018-044!5 

CONCEPT DESIGN 
MARCH29. 20111 

y 

SED" 
-------1'-

={! 

LEFT 

PERSPECTIVE 

Slgnage Design Note 

1. Leaar sign: 
51"l10"H 0161ll 02" D 

• Ma~trial : Meial or Acrelic 
wiOD Median Bronce 
lihisa 
(Rertr ~ sCBer:::A2.11 ~r 
signage colors.) 

2. Leaar sign: 
113"H 0510"l 01"0 

• Martrial: Meial wirn:J 
Median Bronce lihisa 
(RerAr ~ sO!er:::A2.11 ~r 
signage colors.) 

Slgnage Color Scheme 

~ 

T1gor o.tlac 3!1119999 
Bengal SftCitr 

~ 

T1gor ll<Ooc: 01/118002 
MeeHan BfonCit 

SW7009 
ln>nOno 

SIGNAGE EOHIBIT I 

.,) 

A2.11 
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FRONT 

MLC HodnOt. Inc. 
IM57 AkollltaCil. SD!a175 
S.. R.mon. CA M583 

MISSION AND MATTOX 
ALAMEClo'COUNTY. CA 02018-0445 

Signage Design Note 

G) Leaar sign: 

® 

9"H 081:11"L 02" D 

Ma[flrial : Me!al wian 
Bengal sneer lihisQ 
(Re[fir ID soeecA2.11 !Dr 
signage colors.) 

Leaar sign: 
212" H o 119"L 02"0 

• Ma[flrial: Me!al wian 
Bengal sneer lihiso 
(Re[J)r ID soeecA2.11 !Dr 
signage colors.) 

Material Legend 

OJ S!ained oearn lihlber 

PERSPECTIVE slilc:t::rn::re. 

RIGHT 

CONCEPT DESIGN 
MARCH Zll, 2011 

~ 

KEY MAP 

REAR LEFT 

SIGNAGE EDHIBIT A2.12 
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Arc ......... +,....,. 
818.458.11840 --

FRONT 

Ml.C~.Ine. 
12'157 Nmtti.Clf .. SDit 175 
S.n Ramon, CA IM!583 

RIGHT 

MISSION AND MATTOX 
ALAMEDA COUNTY. CA 02018-04-tS 

REAR 

CD FRONT RIGHT PERSPECTIVE 

LEFT 

MATERIAL LEGEND 

1. ~ODGATEWAYW/SOLIDSTAIN 
2. BOARD FORM CONCRETE 
3.SIGNAGE 

CONCEPT DESIGN 
MARCH 2t. 2018 

r.j 

(D FRONT LEFT PERSPECTIVE 

) 

KEY MAP 

MATTOo ENTRY EDHIBIT A2.13 
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Le~l3 

MLC-Ino. 
12857 Alool!aEIIll, 5011175 
S.n R.mon. CA M583 

MISSION AND MATTOX 
AV.MEDA COUNTY, CA 02016-0445 

469)" 

le~l2 

BOidingA1 
10,071 Gross SQ FD 

CONCEPT DESIGN 
FEBRUARY 20, 2011!1 
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ill 
CD 

Le~l1 

BUILDING PLAN 
""""""'•' A3.0 
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-·-181.4!1f1.5849 
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4613)" 

ill .., 

LeCSI3 

MLCHolclngl,lnc. 
12e57 Alca1111 Blat., SOll175 
S., R.mon, CA N5a3 

MISSION AND MATTOX 
Al.AMEDACOUNlY, CA 0201e...o445 

4613)' 

LeCSI2 

Bdlding A2 
10,175 Gross SQ FD 

CONCEPT DESIGN 
FEBRUARY 20, 2011!1 
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41E6" 

lr-1 . t.. .. Jiiiliil ac s1 
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BUILDING PLAN 
BUlL""" I'> A3.1 

.,) 



~~~~ 

\., 

--·-888.456.5149 

!liD"" 

459!" 

Le0i!l3 

MLCHolca1gs,lnc.. 
12057 Alcolltl BIOI., 8011175 
S.. R.mon. CA M583 

MISSION AND MATIOX 
ALAMEDA COUNTY, CA 02018-0445 

1 4~~ 

f-'~""l P2B 

fTurl 
P2DO\LT 

Le0i!l2 

Bdlding 82 
13,296 Gross Sa FD 

CONCEPT DESIGN 
FEBRUARY 20, 201 8 
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Le0i!l1 

BUILDING PLAN 
BUII.CINGB2 A3.2 
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Lecel3 

MlC Holdlnp, Inc. 
t2857.6bHIIIBiai.,SCJtt175 
SM RM!Or't. CA 94583 

MISSION AND MATIOX 
ALAMEOACOUNTY,CA 0201&-0.WS 

~ :u 

LeCSI2 

BOlding C1 
17,043 Gross SCI Fo 

CONCEPT DESIGN 
FEBRUARY 20. 2011! 
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61 !I ; ~d' fll I 0 P1 : 
~ , n 1='----- ' ;:1; 

Lecel1 

BUILDING PLAN 
BUILOINGC1 A3.3 
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Ml.C-In<. 
12657 .trkloacl Elrll., $[)It 175 
SM Rwnon, CA. 84513 

P3 

Le!:l!l3 
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~ 

MISSION AND MATTOX 
A.l.AMEOA COUNTY, CA 0201&.0445 

_______ _,..4606" 

Le!:l!l2 

BOlding C2 
17,151 Gross So FD 

CONCEPT DESIGN 
FEBRUARY 20, 2011! 
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BUILDING PLAN 
8UILDINGC2 
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MI..C ......... Inc. 
12M7 Aloosll EM(]f .. SO!t 175 
S.nRMIDn,CA94!583 
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MISSION AND MATIOX 
ALAMEDA COUNTY, CA 0201&-0«5 

Lecel2 & 3 

2108J" 

Lecel1 

BOlding D 
16,422 Gross SQ FD 

CONCEPT DESIGN 
FEBRUARY 20. 2011!1 
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BUILDING PLAN 
IMLDI!IGD 
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21'-Q" 

Third Floor 
770SQ. FT. 

Ml.Ctiodng1, Inc:. 
12857.-....BMt.,SUitt175 
S., R.mon, CA N513 

MISSION AND MATIOX 
AlAMEDA. COUNTY, CA •2018-0445 

r 21'-Q" 

m . 
Kitchen 

-

Great 
Room 

10'-8"x18'-r 
211 SQ. FT. 

lEJilEIIm 

D~ 
Q[gtB 

~~?J 
1250. FT. 

Second Floor 
751 SQ. FT. 

Plan 1 
4 Bed, 3.5 Bath 

1,882 SQ. FT. Net Area 
Private Open Space: 82 SQ. FT. 

CONCEPT DESIGN 
FEBRUARY 20, 2018 
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:::m. 
41tSQ.FT. 

First Floor 
361 SQ. FT. 
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UNIT PLANS 
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Third Floor 
829SQ. FT. 

-·-811.4511.5849 

...... - MLCHolclrlp,lnc. 
12e57 NooN BtYd., Sllh 17!1 
SWt R.mon, CA 94583 
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r ~-0" 

Balcony 
10'-1"xr...r 
usa. FT. 

[51 [51 
Mng 

11'hO"X18'
SC>FT 

.. 

m 

Second Floor 
820SQ. FT. 

Plan2 
4 Bed, 3.5 Bath 

2,039 SQ. FT. Net Area 
Private Open Space: 84 SQ. FT. 

~ 

MISSION AND MATTOX CONCEPT DESIGN 
........ MEOACOIMTY,CA 12018-0oM!I FeBRUARY 20. 201 !I 
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2-car Garage 
zrr-TX20'.3" 
414 SQ. FT. 

First Floor A 
390SQ. FT. 
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I 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I ______ j 

k: sc a I ~ 

First Floor B 
390SQ. FT. 

UNIT PLANS 
I'WI2A 

\,) 

A4.1 
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Third Floor 
860SQ. FT. 

; 

MLCHoldlnp,lnc. 
12657 AlooiU.!Iwd.,Sulte 175 
s.n R.mon, CA. 94583 

MISSION AND MATTOX 
ALAMEDACOI.INTY,CA •2018-0445 

.,._ ______________ 24'~'" 
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' 

Balcony 
10'-1-Xtl-4" 
84 SQ. FT. 

Kitchen 

fCj]fCj] 

·EJ 

0 

m 

Second Floor 
853SQ. FT. 

Plan 2X 
4 Bed, 3.5 Bath 

2,126 SQ. FT. Net Area 
Private Open Space: 84 SQ. FT. 

CONCEPT DESIGN 
FEBRUARY 20, 2018 
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23'-6" 

~----------------------------------r-------------------------r 
II /:/:/'--------:J ~1 

2-Car Garage 
zz-rxzr~.v 

""SQ. FT. 
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1 

~--------------------------------J 

First Floor 
413 SQ. FT. 

~ 

UNIT PLANS 
PIAN28 

~ 

A4.2 
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ArchiiKtlft • "' ...... 
888.458.5849 .... -
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23'-6" 
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Third Floor 
858SQ. FT. 

MlC Hoklngt,lnc. 
12857 Al!:omBivd .. SuM.115 
S... R.mon, CA !M5S3 

MISSION AND MATTOX 
Al.AMEDACOUNTY.CA 12018-0445 

r-- --~~ .. 
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·-·-··---~ 0! --
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m ' 
0 

Second Floor 
854Sa. FT. 

Plan2X_ALT 
4 Bed, 3.5 Bath 

Balcony 
10'·1"XI'-r 
NSQ. FT. 

Kitchen 

2,126 sa. FT. Net Area 
Private Open Space: 84 sa. FT. 

CONCEPT DESIGN 
FEBRUARY 20, 2018 
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First Floor 
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Third Floor 
639SQ. FT. 

MlC Hoklngl, Inc. 
12657 Nco8a Elhd., Sult8175 
SM RM!an, CA i4583 

MISSION AND MATIOX 
ALAMEDA COUNTY, CA I 201&-0445 
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16'-6" 

oo 
Great Room 

15'-11"lQ4'..r 
339SQ.FT. m 

~~U 
~~~r-
IJOSQ.FT. 

Second Floor 
606SQ. FT. 

Plan3 
2 Bed, 2.5 Bath 

1,367 SQ. FT. Net Area 
Private Open Space: 80 SQ. FT. 

CONCEPT DESIGN 
FEBRUARY 20,2018 
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r 16'-6" , 

.-------- --------------- ---------------1 
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1~~~~7" 
558 SQ. FT. 

First Floor 
122 SQ. FT. 

~ 

UNIT PLANS 
PIAN> A4.4 
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PlanS 
2 Bed, 2 Bath 

1 043 SQ. FT. Gross Area 

45'-0" 

r--, 

0 I 
L__j 

Kitchen 

' D Great<{--<? 
~~.r&-<) 

I I 

-·SA.4511.!5849 ......... 

Plan4 
1 Bed, 1 Bath 

832 SQ. FT. Gross Area 

Ml.CHotltngl,tnc. 
12e!57~BIW.,SIIh175 
San A..,.,, CA 94583 

MISSION AND MATTOX 
ALAMEMCOUNTY,CA 12018-0445 
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CONCEPT DESIGN 
FEBRUARY 20, 2018 
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43'-0" 

... -----------------------------------------
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Bedroom 2 
10'~)(13'-5" 

141 SQ. FT. 

~ 

PlanS 
2 Bed, 2 Bath 

~ 
c=J 

1,312 SQ. FT. Gross Area 
Private Open Space: 81 SQ. FT. 
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UNIT PLANS 
PLAN.t-s-e A4.5 
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TOWNHOUSE COLOR SCHEME 

STUCCO BODY 1 

STUCCO BODY 2 

STUCCO BODY 3 

STUCCO BODY 4 

STUCCO BODY 5 

STUCCO BODY6 

STUCCO ACCENT 11 
GARAGE DOOR 1 

STUCCO ACCENT 21 
GARAGE DOOR 2 

ENTRYOOOR1 

ENTRYDOOR2 

AWNING I RAILING 

FIBER CEMENT 
SIDING 

FIBER CEMENT 
PANEL 

THIN BRICK 

-·............ .., .... 

SCHEME1 
BUILDINGA1 &A2 

I ... 1. 
~7888 

MARCH WIND 

I nl 
~nn57 

HIGH REFlECTIVE WHITE 

c --1 
liW7181 

MARCH WIND [---- I 
' swna1 

IIGH REFI..EC11\Ie WHITE 

SW2101 
ROCKWOOD DARK RED 

I --l 
.... 7118 

MARCH WIND 

IRON ORE 

- --r-.--L.., L 
~-------,--- '--·-r--"---T-

TUDOR BlEND 

SCHEME2&3 
BUILDING 82, C1 & C2 

SW7011 
DOVETAIL I n --- n ----~ 

lt'W2144 
ROYCROFT MIST GRAY 

I .J 
~n783S 

0-WHITE 

r'";~:::~~.··-;~•-?~1 
;,w8178 

CLAY SAGE I - ---- ---J 
sw7181 

MARCH WIND 

'----===--__] swn57 
HIGH REFlECTIVE WHITE 

SW2101 
ROCKWOOD DARK RED -

SW7081 
IRON ORE 

1- I 
.... 7118 

MARCHVIIND 

IO.C-Ino. 
12857 ...... Biwd.,SW.175 
S... RM1an, CA 84513 

MISSION AND MATTOX CONCEPT DESIGN 
AlAMEDA CO\MTY, CA I 2016-0441 FEBRUARY 20, 2011 
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STACKED FLATS COLOR SCHEME 

STUCCO BODY 1 

STUCCO BODY 2 

STUCCO BODY 3 

ENTRYOOOR2 

AWNING I RAILING 

ABERCEMENT 
SIDING1 

FIBER CEMENT 
SIDING2 

FIBER CEMENT 
SIDING 3 

ABERCEMENT 
SIDING4 

THIN BRICK 

SCHEME4 
BUILDINGD 

I --3 
bW7181 

MARCH WIND 

SW7081 
IRON ORE r ----~ -- -1 
.... 7118 

MAACHVIIND 

IRON ORE 

~~~-___....__ _____ -·- -~ 

SW7011 
DOVETAIL 

~--- --] 
~ .. 7134 

ORIGAM WHITE 

[- ·-] 
r"'UI~ CLEAR IX 

COLOR SCHEME 

MANUFACTURERS: 

PAINT: SHERWIN V\IUIAMS 

FIBER CEMENT PANEI..IIAP 
SIDING: HARDIE PANEL 

THIN BRICK: BELDON 

A6.0 

\., 



' 

c 

TO: 

ALAMEDA COUNTY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

STAFF REPORT- ADDENDUM 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

HEARING DATE: June4,l018 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

APPLICATION 
NDMBERII'YPE: 

O~"ER/ 
APPLICANT: 

PROPOSAL: 

ADDRESS AND 
SI7.E OF PARCEL: 

PLN2017..00164 (Tmtative Tract Subdivision Map TR-8405 and Site 
Development Review) 

Serra Corporation I MLC Holdings, Inc. 

Consider an application for the proposed demoJition of an existing warehousing 
and distribution builctiDg, and CODJtruction of a new mixed-UIIe development of 45 
for-la1e townhome dwelling uniti, 12 apartmcat dwelling UDits, 6,100 sq. ft. of 
interior commercial space. and 1,395 sq. ft. of exterior leasable commercial space 
on a 2.~acre parcel 

One pan:e1 totaling 2.6 acres, located at 20478 Mission Blvd, east side, northeast 
comer with Mattox Road, Ashland area of unincorporated A1anwJa County, 
designated AsseiiOJ''s Parcel Nmnber: 4!'4-004~5.8:-02, owned by the ·Sara 
Colporation 

ZONING: District Mixed Use (DMU) per1he 2015 Ashland and Cherryllmd Business District 
Specific Plan, intaldecl to provide a vibrant, walkable urban main street mixed-use 
commercial environment that supports public transportation alternatives and 
provides locally aoc1 ~onally-aenring commercial, retail, and mtcrtainmcnt uses, 
u wellu a variety ofmban housina choices 

GENERAL PLAN GC (General COIIllllGcial- 1.0 Fl001' Area Ratio) Primaiy land use; HDR (Hish 
DESIGNATION: Density Resi~tial: 43-86 dweiliog uni1s per acre) secondary land use, per the 

2010 Eden Area Geraeral Pkm 

ENVIRONMENTAL An.Adde:odum to the.bhland and ClumykmdBusine.u Dinrkt Specific Plan Final 
REVIEW: Errvlronmental IJII]IQCt Report (EIR) baa been prepanild in conformance with 

Catifornia ~vironmental Quality Act, Section 15162: •subsequent EIRs and 
Negative Declaradons", and Section 15164: "Addendmn to an E~ or Negative 
Declaration" 

ADDENDUM 

Following production of the Planning Commiasi011. staff report, staff wu informed by tbe prospective m.ixed
ue building opcntol" mentioaed on page 10 of tbe leport that abc no longer expects 10 purchase the lllbject. 
property. Also following staff report prodoction, a letter (attached) ftom Carpenters Union 713 (the adjacent 
neighbor) expressing conCCIDI about the application was submitted stati. 
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May25,2018 

Attn: Plannq Commission 
County of Alameda 
224 w. Wlntcn Avenue, Room 111 
Hayward, CIBI'ornll94544 

IN&omUJT..,.;:\"TWC; 

RE: MLC Holdlnp proposed dnelopment at 204'71 Mlsslan BoulevM'd 

Dear Plannlnl Commissioners: 

carpenters Local Union 713 (•Local 7131 appredates the opportunity to submit this letter to 
express our support of the County's goal to redevelop the property located at 20478 Mlalon Boulevard 
to •provide a Yibnnt, wallrable urban main street mixed-use commercial environment"' (Ashland and 
Cherry/and Business District Specific Plan). local713 submits this preliminary comment letter for 
Inclusion In the Plannlnl Commission packet. Local713 may supplement or amend Its mmrnents either 
in wrftil'll or oraly before or at the Plannln& Commission hearlfll on June 4•. 

Local713's union hall Is iocated on MattDX Rold lmrnedlatelv ad)lcent to the subject property 
associated with this development. The project applicant did n.o.t consult with Local713 In developlns a 
proposal that deviates In muttlple ways from exlstlna, sovemlns community plannln& pis and policies. 
The project as proposed faDs to advance deer\' stated objectives of those plans.l..lal713 urps 
Plannlnl Conunfslloners tD dinlct the applicant and stllff to aiMftd the project In _.,to brtna It lntD 
confOI'IMIICII with the1plrtt and the letter Ill the appllc:.ble ..... n to consult ltl.....,.,rs In the 
111oce11 flfdal"tso. 

The developer proposes a mlxec:J.use development on a 1.6-aae parcel that Is comprised of: (a) 
45 3-stort tuwnhome dwellq units, wlthin-8 buldqs; (b) apprvxfmlltely 6,100 SF of tDIIImerdal space 
with U apartment dwellne uftlts on top of one of the buldqs aJcHw Mission Boulevard; and (c) 
approximately 4,400 SF of outdoor leasable c:ommertlal space adjacent to the commercial units. 

The residential component of the project totals 57 units wllh an est1mated density of 21.9 
units/acre. 1he proposed townhome units ranp between 1,343 to 2,050 SF; each wllllndude a twcH:ar 
prap. 1be project proposes 9 suest parklns stds for the townhomes. The U apartment units are· 644 
SF and 1,219 SF and each have one surfac:e partins stall. The net commercial space of 6,100 SF within a 
7,ooo-sround floor space InCludes 20 diagonal p8rldl\l stalls on Mission Blvd. 

After our examination of the MLC Holdlnp development proposal, Loc:al713 stronsfv urges the 
Plannl111 Commission to not approve the project as proposed at this time. We have the followln~areas 
of coram: 
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1. The eroposecl dev!lopment would provid! onlv half of tlw minimum reskhntlaland commerdal 
density envisioned In to the County's General Plan. MLC Holdlncs' proposallslnc:pnslsllnt with 
the County General Plan desJcnatlon 11v!m tfwt the developer Is proposiDI! I O.QS c:pmmerclel FAR 
and 21.9 of l'llldentlal unlts/lcre. 

The 201.0 Eden Aceq Ggcgi_P11m land use deslpates the site as Hl&h Density Residential and General 
Conimerdal {GC/HOR) with a 1.0 Floor Area RatJo with ...... Def:lsity Residential of 43- 86 dwelllns units 
per acre as a secondary use, and also specifies that the site •allowed uses include multi-family 
residential bulldinp between three and six stones,• and that "he desfsnatlon Is meam to allow. for 
intensification of srowth over time alona major roadways.• The General Plan Indicates that when a site 
Includes a primary and secondary land use ~tton, the primary use must be located on the sftl!, and 
that the secondary use Is optional. · 

To support area of concern 111, we dte the pertinent goals and policies in the Eden Aretl GeMral P/Qa. 

• Goal LU~l: Establish a dear1y defined urban farm and llrUctun to the Eden Area In order to 
enlanc:e the .,..'5ldentlty and llvabllty. 

a. New development and redevelopment shaH be enc:owqed to advance a un~ and 
coherent pattern of development, mRimlze the use elf land and fill In pps In the urban 
environment. 

b. The County shall ensure that landis deslpated to Jncrease gn.mnlc deyelopment 
QQPO!lUDfti8S while also provldlnc for fut\n houlfns DeedJ. ."\ 

• Goal LU-8: To create Districts thllt serw a shoppln~. llvi~W. meetlna, and ptherl01 places. J 
a. The County should strategically pursue commerdaland vertically-mixed use development 
(I.e. residential uses over c:ommen:lal uses) In Districts. Such projects should be a priority for 
the County In terms of permit processlrw and County flnandal asslstanc:e, where feasible. 

• Goal LU·U Enhance ecanomk dewlopment opportunities In the Eden Area. 

a. The County shall make economic development a priority for the Eden Area. 

b. The County shall attempt to create and maintain a jobs housing balance of 1.5 jobs for 
every housins unit. 

I.Dcal713 asrees w~h the assessment of Staff that the DCOject as prgposed will clo lltUilQ c;atplyze 
sfJnlflcant economic vft!IJty or lobs srpwtb In tbe Eden Aru wftbln a key district. Local713's concerns 
with Dlstrfct-levellssues Is discussed lmmedlatelv below. 

2. 1be proDOJ!!I mlgdjiSI development dlverw from the Counbls Spedftc Plan. The minimum 
conmerc:lai1QI!C8 I!Cnllti!IJint II not met by MLC Holdfna' prolect proposal because the 
d!VIIopment prpposes a low density m,-nmerdaland N11clentlll bulldout. 

The proJect as proposed falls well short of support!,. the vlslan for the Chenyland District, which the 
County adopted a mere three years 110· The vision for the Chenyland District, within which the 
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property lies, is that "Tlte District W/0 becqmc an economiC center m:qt(nq the 'crlt:lcq/ mgss' OHfHd to 
draw custqnea from outside the area." 
For example, the residential and commercial buildout of the Serra site wftl fall well short of provldlnJ 
critical mass that will support Increased transit use, per .applicable Specific Plan Polley 4.1. As noted by 
the March 6, 2017 comment letter from the california Department of Transportation, the project's high 
ratio of residential partd"l stalls per town home unit will encourqe residents to dt1ve, thereby 
lncreaslrtB whicle mHes traveled and Impacts to the State Tnnsportatlon Network, contrary to State and 
County goals. 

Loca1713 epees with the County Staff's assessment that the project as proposed "would not sreatfy 
contribute to the district becoming an employment, shoppfna, dining, and civic activity center. Nor 
would it prioritize economic Investment and public realm improvements, establish civic and community 
meetlnB places, and create new commercial and residential centers to attract reinvestment" (Staff 
Report for May 1, 2017 informational hearlna, pqe 8). 

3. The Profact does not meet the Countv's commercial parkinc standard. 

To support area of concem #3, we cite the pertinent pofldes In the Ashland and Cherry/and Business 
Districts ~dfk Plan. 

• Table 6.4.Z: Parklrw Requirements, and 6A.1.Z General Pllrklnl Standards. 
a. Some of the parking stalls for the project's c:ommerdal uses, as proposed, are In the 

public rtsht-of-way, and therefore do not satisfy the parkl"l standards for the 
District. 

b. The Plan encourages shared parking Initiatives In the area (6.4.12.A & 6A.1.2.C). 
Nothl .. in the record to date suaests that the applicant has explored shared 
partd.,. as an option. 

4. The proposed development could be ln proximity' of an active fault.lbe Countv must meet the 
reportinc requirements of the Alauilt·Prtolo EarthQute Fault Zone Act dyen that the 
devllopment Is In the vldnltv af the fault. 

To support ,rea of concern 14, we tum to the AIQytg-p.r!QJQ. f.arthqua!ce FlY,It l.Qrl!l'l&~ which 
prevents construction of new bulldlnss used for human occupancy on the surface of active faults fn 
order to 8\'0id surface fault rupture hazard. tf an active fault Is Identified, construction of structures is 
generally restricted within SO feet of the fault. The Act stipulates that when construction of a building 
for human occupancy Is proposed within an earthquake fault zone, the jurisdiction must require a 
geoJosic report to demonstrate that the proposed development Is not goirc to be built on an active 
fault. 
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In closlna, we urp the Planning Commission to direct the tpplk:lnt to reconsider how Its proposed 
development could more effectively conform with the aoals of the County's General Plan and Spedfk 
Plan for a vital Eden Area and Cherryland District. We also urp the Applicant to enpse In meanlntful 
diaJosue with Local713.1f you hlwe any questions or require additional Information pJUse contact 
carpenters Local713 Research Analyst Lorena Guadlana by emalins lsuadlana@DijQ'JC.Of'R. 

Sincerely, 

Eddy luna 
Clrpenters Local Union 713 
1050 Mattox-Rd 
Hayward, CA 94541 

e-mail: elunaOna:n:.ors 
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ALAMEDA COUNTY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

STAFF REPORT 

TO: PLANNING COMMISSION 

HEARING DATE: .lane4,l011 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

APPUCAnON 
NUMBERII'YPE: 

OWNER/ 
APPLICANT: 

PROPOSAL: 

ADDRESS AND 
SIZE OF PARCEL: 

PLN2017..00164 (Tantativc Tract Subdivision Map TR-8405 and Site 
Development Review) 

Sc:na Cmpmation I MLC Holdings, Inc. 

Consider an application for the proposed danolition of an existing warehousing 
and distribution buiJcliDa, and construction of a new mixed-au development of 
4S for-88lc townhome dwelliq units, 12 apartment dwellina units. 6,100 sq. ft. 
of interior COJJJll1ticial space, and 1 ,395 aq. ft. of exterior leasable commercial 
space on a 2.6-aca parcel 

One pareel totaling 2.6 acres, locatccl at 20478 Mission Blvd, east side, 
DDI1:beaat eomcr with Mattox Road, Alhland area of UDincorporated Alameda 
County, desipatlld Assessor's Parcel Number; 414-0046-058..02, owned by 
the Serra Corporation 

ZONING: District Mixed Usc (DMU) per the 2015 .bhland and Cherry/and Busilti18S 
District Specific Plan, intended to provide a vibrant, walbblcurban main street 
mixed-use COIIllllelcial environment that supports public transportation 
alttmatiws and provide& locally andrePmaJ.ly-aerving commercial, retail, aDd 
en111rtainment uaea, u well as a variety of urban housiq choices 

GENERAL PLAN GC (Gcnenl ~ial - 1.0 Floor Area Ratio) Primary land usc; HDR 
DESIGNATION: (High Density Residential: 43:... 86 dwelling units per acre) IICCOndary land use, 

per the 2010 Eden heiJ General PltDI 

ENVIRONMENTAL An Addendum to the hhland and C/terryland Business Dl6trict Speclftc Pltm 
REVIEW: Final E1rviro1f1MIIIIIl Impact Report (BIR.) baa been pupaed in confonniiDCC 

with California Buviromnental Quality Act, Section 15162: -subsequent mRs 
and Negative Declanitions", and Section 15164; "Addeautum to an BIR or 
Negative Declandon" 

RECOMMENDATION 

Staffmcommends that the PlllDJJing Commisai011 approve tbe application to demolish an existing buildiq 
and conat:ruct a new mixed-use devclopmeat coataining 45 for41ie town homes, 12 apartments ad 
llpln'OXimately 7,495 sq. ft. of leasable non-residential space, and the associated BIR Addeadum, subject to 
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the: recommended conditions. 

PARCEL ZONING IDSTORY 

November 14, 1954, the 49'1' Zoning Unit was approved, establishing "R-1" District zoning for 1he site and 
SWTOunding area. 

November 25, 1968, the Planning Commission Recommended the reclassification of the property from the 
"R-1 " District to the "C-1" District, approved later by the Board of Supervisom. 

1983 Eden Area General Plan designates the property as Induatrial. 

June 1, 1995, the subject site and vicinity were amiexed into the ~hland and Cherry/and Business District 
Specific Plan (Specific Plan), which classified into the "FA" (Freeway Access) Zoning District. 

March, 2010, the most recent Eden .Area General Plan (General Plan), which establishes the primary and 
secondary land use designations for the subject property and provides density requirements fur the various 
land use designations contained therein, was adopted. · 

December, 2015, the updated Ashland and Cherry/and Business District Specific Plan was adopted; it took 
effect in January, 2016, designating the site and surrounding area into the District Mixed Use (DMU) 
Zoning District, which is intended to provide a vibrant, walkable urban main street mixed-use oommen:ial 
environment that supports public transpOrtation altematives and provides locally and regionally-serving 
commercial, retail, and entertainment uses,· as well as a variety of urban housing choices. 

October 17, 2016, the Planning Commission reviewed and provided comments on a preliminary proposal 
to construct 45 townhom.es and approximately 4,300 sq. ft. of commercial space. The applicant was advised 
that more commercial space is deSirable in order to meet Specific Plan requirements. 

May 1, 2017, the Planning Commission reviewed and provided comments on a preliminary proposal to 
construct 45 3-story townhome dwelling units within 8 buildings, approximately 6,100 sq. ft. of interior 
commercial space with 12 apartment dwelling writs above in one building along Mission Blvd., and 
approximately 4,400 sq. ft. of outdoor leasable commercial space along Mission Blvd. The Planning 
Commission indicated general support of a mixed-use project with less than the amount of non-residential 
:Door area ~uired by the Specific Plan and at a lower residential density range than required by the general 
Plan, provided there was community support to amend the respective Plans. The Commission also requested 
that, should the proposal progress to a formal application, a play area ("tot lot") be provided on--site. 

April 17, 2018, the Eden Area General Plan was amended by the Board of Supervisom to allow Pluming 
Commission approval of mixed-use projects with a lower density than that specified by the Plan, when 
residential is a secondary, optional, land use, and when the :Pro,ject is in furtherance of the overall Plan 
objectives. 

May 8, 2018, the Ashland and Chenyland Business District Specific Plan was amended by the Board of 
Supervisors to add a finding allowing Planning Commission approval of mixed-use projects with less than 
2S% of the lot area as non-residential floor area, on lots over 10,000 sq. ft., when the project is in furtherance 
of the overall Plan objectives and benefits the community. 

SITE AND CONTEXT DESCRIPTION 

Phvsical Features: The subject property is one parcel totaling 2.6 acres in size; it is located on Mission 
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Boulevard, • side. nortbeut corner with Mattox Road, the ~1 is owned by the Sara Corporation. The 
property is flat, and relatively trapezoidal in shape. The current confiauration of the County right-of-way 
creates a dedicated right-hand-tum lane and a pedestrian refuge island (a.k.a. "pork chopj at the southwest 
comer of the si~, at Mattox Road and Mission Blvd. The property is currently fenced and is occupied by a 
vacant on~tory concrete building that was fmmerly used for manufacturing/processing and storage. The 
remainder of the site is mostly paved, with small patches of vegetation. 

SU!I9!mding Arg:. 'I'he site is located at a by intenection at the northeast comer of Mattox Road and 
MiBBion Blvd. The intersection ia considered m eotrance to the Chenyland community. The site is located 
adjacent to the Carpenters' Union, Local 713, to the· east, and an empty restaurant, Banchero's Italian 
Dinners, which is vacant. The site is located along a major commercial "spine" for unincorporated Alameda 
County (Mission Blvd. I East 14th Street), and two cast-west collector streets (Hampton Road and Lewelling 
Blvd), and near the 1-:·238 o:f:I-l11Dlp on Lewelling Blvd and on-ramp further north onE 1411l Street. A vacant 
County-owned property is located directly across the street on Mission Blvd between Hampton Road and 
Paradise Blvd. The San Lorenzo Creek I Alameda County Flood Control channel is located at the northwest 
corner of tbc intersection. 

Images showing the property location, street views and 3-D aerial image are provided for context as Figures 
1-5 on the last pages of this report. 

PROJECT BACKGROUND 

The applicant, MLC Holdings, Inc., submitted applications for Planning Commission Preliminary Reviews 
in 2016 and 2017, in order to obtain Planning Commission feedback and direction concerning their 
willingness to support a mixed-use project not meeting the non-residential floor mea and raidential density 
requirements for the subject property. Specifically, the Ashland and Cherry/and Busi7U!S8 District Specific 
Plan, at the time of the Preliminary Reviews,~ that mixed-usc projects on lots over 10,000 sq. ft. in 
area provide non-residential (e.g. retail, service, civic, etc.) floor area in an amount equal to at least 25% of' 
the lot area. In this ease, the property is 113,256 sq. ft. (2.6 ac.) and the non-residCiltial component 
requirement was 28,314 sq. ft. At the 2016 Preliminary Review hearing, the applicant proposed 4,300 sq. 
ft. of non-residential space in one building and 45 town home units within eight (8) additional buildings. 
The Commission was asked whether a variance would be supported for the non-Imidential floor area 
component. The applicant was advised by the Commission that more non-residential floor area would be 
needed in order to for the application to gamer Commission support. Following the meeting. the applicant 
provided BeVIII'a1 revised project" iterations and it was identified by staff during plan review1 that the Specific 
Plan floor area requirement wu contained it its approval findings, rather than within the Development 
Code, and could not be approved through a Variance process. Rather, an amendment to the Specific Plan 
would be needed if the project was to proceed toward approval. It was also identified that the non-residential 
building needed to be enlarged and that additiooal residential units were needed in order' to meet the General 
Plan m;nimum density requixanent of 43 dwelling units per acre. 

The applicant returned in 2017 with a revised proposal that contained 6,100 sq. ft. of non-residential floor 
area, 4,400 sq. ft. of leasable outdoor space. 45 town homes and 12 apartmcnll. The Cmnmiuion was ubd 
by the applicant to consider the leasable outdoor space as part of the non-residential floor area component. 
The CoJDJDission indicated general support to consider discrete leasable floor ami directly adjacent to, and 
clearly associated with, an interior commercial unit as non-residential floor area. The Commission also 
expressed a willingness to consider a project with less than 25% non-residential floor area on the subject 
property, but did not specify an acceptable amount of floor area. The Commission also expressed a 
willingness to consider a Specific Plan amendmcmt that would provide flexibility in approving mixed-use 
projects, if the community was supportive of such m amendment. It was also discussed that a Specific Plan 
amendment allowing a reduced non-residential floor area would be consistent with economic data related 
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to the Specific Plan development and to the Plan Area, and with general developer feedback concerning the 
viability of developing some of the larger properties in the project vicinity. The Commission was also asked 
to consider whether the residential density was agceptable and, if so, whether they would considel' a General 
Plan Amendment that would allow greater flexibility for mixed-use projects when residential use was 
seoondary, and optional. The version of the General plan used for the review did not make a distinction 
between the residential densities on properties where residential land use was required versus optional, or 
when there was another use on the site. The Commission indicated that such an amendment would be 
appropriate if supported by the community. The Commission also expressed the desire to see a playground 
as part of the proposal Neither the Commission, nor Public Wmb -staff was supportive of the proposed 
angled street parking on Mission Blvd. 

Following the May 1, 2017 Planning Commission Preliminary Review hearing, staff conducted two (2) 
community outreach events (in June and August 2017) to gauge community interest in amending the 
General and Specific Plan and to present draft amendment language. The community was generally in 
support of the proposed amendments. The draft language was abo presented to the Unincorporated Services 
Committee (October 11, 2017), to the_ Planning Commission (February 5, 2018), and to the Transportation 
and Planning Committee (March 8, 2018). The Planning Commission recommend approval and the Board 
of Supecvi801'8 adopted the amendments in April and May 2018. · 

In September 2017 the applicant IIUbmitted a formal application with a playground, revis¢ outdoor non
residential space plan, and refined building design. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The applicant proposes to demolish the exhting vacant warehousing and distribution "Serra" building. and 
construct a new mixed-use development of 45, 3-sto:ry townhome dwelling units, within 8 buildings; 
approximately 6,100 sq. ft. of commercial space with 12 apartment dwelling units above, in one building 
along Mission Blvd.; and, approxinJate)y 1,395 sq. ft. of outdoor leasable commercial space adjacent to the 
CODlDlel'tial units, on a 2.~&Cre parcel. Vehicle access would be from both Mission Blvd and Mattox Road, 
and 130 parking spaces; 90 spaces for the town homes, 9 guest space for the townhomes, 12 spaces for the 
aPartments and 19 spaces for the non-residential space. The property frontage along Missicm Blvd. supports 
nine (9) public parking stalls. The proposed residential density of the project is approximately 22 dwelling 
units per acre. The 45 townhome units will range in size between approximately 1,300 and 2,100 sq. ft. 
and the 12 apartment units are approximately 800 sq. ft. to 1,300 sq. ft. The townhomes would each be for 
sale, aUct the mixed-use building would also be for sale and would ~e operated and managed by a single 
entity separate from the townhomes. Common areas, which include landscaping. driveways, walkways, 
parldng and stalls and a playground, would be jointly maint8ined by owners of the townhomes and mixed
use building. 

REFERRALS 

The application was routed to other interested County and outside departmentslagencieslorganimtions and 
each deemed the application complete for their-respective purposes. Conditions of approval were sulmrittecl 
by the various departments/agencies and are included in the attached resolution, along with Planning's 
standard and project--specific conditions of approval. 

The application was also referred to the Cherryland Community Association. Their letter indicating project 
support is attached. 
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STAFF ANALYSIS 

The following analysis compares the proposed project to the applicable Eden .A.rea General Plan (Gentnl 
Plan or GP) and .Ashland and Cherry/and BIISineas District Specific Plan (Specific Plan or SP) provisions: 

Eden Area General Plan Confonnanse: 

Fi&ulJB 3-4A Genem1 Plan I tpd Use Desi&nGOJll. and 3-4B General Plan Residential Qyerlaya (pagea 3-
14 through 3-18): The subject property is designated GC (General Commercial: 1.0 Floor Area Ratio) with 
HDR (High Density Resideotial: 43-86 dwelling units per acre) allowed as a Secondary (optional) land 
use. The GCIHDR land desigoations are defined as follows: 

Page 3-26: The General Commercial designation allows for a wide range of commercial uses that 
encomp8ss small offices, local and regional retail establishments and automobile-oric:nted uses to meet the 
needs ofBden Area residents, employees and pus-1hrough travelers. Offices are particularly encouraged in 
commercially designated areas to enhance the employment base of the area. Allowed uses include the 
following: 

• Neighbotbood commercial uses include grocery and convenience stores, salons, 
professional offices, restauranta, fast-food establishments, auto service stations, drug 
stores, dry cleaners, day care centers, shoe stores, tool and appllimce repair shops, 
contractors' shops, hardware stores and banks. Neighborhood commercial uses are best 
located in centralized areas capable of serving the greatest number of households with 
the least travel distance and best acCess to alternate modes of transportation aud 
freeways, 

• Regional commercial uses include factory outlets, discount stores, regional shopping 
malls, ~utomobile sales, office uses, medical facilities and home improvement centers. 
These uses are best located in areas with the Jqhest level of automobile access but 
should also contain a safe pedestrian environment, 

• Hi~way commercial uses include hotels and motels, restaurants, and motor vehicle 
and gasoline service stations that provide services to the traveling public and allow for 
convenient freeway access. These uses should be located in close proximity to freeway 
ramps. 

Page 3-25: The High Density Residential (HDR) designation is the most urban desipation in the Edell 
Area. Allowed uses include multi-family residential buildings between three and six stories. Allowed 
densities an:: between 43 to 86 dwelling units per acre. The designation is intended to allow for 
intensification of growth over time along major roadways. 

Page 3-22: When a parcel has a primary and secondary land use designation, the primary use must be 
located on the site, but the secondary use is optional. On such parcels, development may occur at the 
maximum commercial FAR and at the lll8Jdmum ~aidential density. Neighborbood-ecrv.ing commercial 
uses are desired on parcels which have a primary and secondary land use designation. On some parcels, 
where for economic, technical, or programmatic reasons it is undesirable or unfeasible to develop properties 
to the highest residential densities and non-residential FAR. the Planning Commission may allow a 
residential density that is one density range below that which is designated for the parcel, if the development 
is consistent with the intent of the General Plan and any applicable Specific Plan. and is in furtherance of 
the go~ of those plans. For example, if a parcel bas a secondary land use designation of High Density 
Residential, the Medium-High Density Residential requirement may be applied. This provision does not 
alter the primary or secondary use requirements, but provides flexibility to facilitate and encourage new 
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development along major corridors. 

Page 3-13: The General Plan classifies the different parts of the Eden Area, based on the prevailing land 
use and development pattem, as either a neighbodlood (residential areas with common characteristics), a 
corridor (linear arrangements on arterial streets, with mixture of and uses) and districts (activi1)r centers for 
employees, shoppers, residents and visitors). The subject site is located in a District, as described below: 

Pap 3-41: Districts are intended to be pedestrian- and transit-oriented centers of mixed use development. 
This section presents the County's vision for creating and redeveloping the locations identified as Districts. 

Page 3-42: The General Plan bas the following Goals and Policies for the subsequent development of the 
Districts, as described below: 

Goal LU-8 Create Districts that serve as shopping, living.- meeting. and gathering places. 

Policies: 

P 1. The County shall pursue tbe creat:Jon of distinct Districts throughout the Eden Area. Districts should be 
places where residents gather to shop, socialiu and eat. They should have ample public: spaces such as 
plazas, wide sidewalks, and outdoor seating for restaurants and cafes. The land· use patterns should 
emphasize human-scale design, street:acape and transit improvements and a lively mix of higher density 
residential, commercial and public uses. 

P2. The County shall pumue redevelopment of the following general areas to create vibrant Districts: 
• San Lorenzo Village Center 
• East 14'11 Street at Ashland Avenue 
• Mission Boulevard at Mattox Road 
• The Four Corners area at the intersection of Hesperian Boulevard and Lewelling 

Boulevard 
• The intcrsec:tion ofHesperlan Boulevard and 'A' Street 

P3. The Cmmty should strategically pursue commercial and vertically-mixed use development (i.e. 
residential uses over commercial uses) in Districts. Such projects should be a priority for the County in 
tenns of permit processing and County financial assistance, where feasible. 

Discussion.· The proposal would be consistent with most of the goau and policies of the GeMral Plan. 
Specifically, the project would provide outdoor seating areas, has a human-scale design, would redevelop 
a property at Mission Boulevard and Mattox Road, and would provide a vertical mixed use development. 
In addition, the proposal would provide approximately 7,495 sq.ft. of commercial space. This floor area 
ratio (FAR) is approximately 0.07, which is well below the 1.0 maximum allowable FAR (the Eden .Area 
General Plan considers FAR to be a measure of building inten.sity for non-residential development). FAR 
means the size of a building in aquare feet (gross floor area) divided by Mt land tirea, expresaed as a 
decimal number. For example, a 60,000 aquare foot buUding on a 120,000 square-foot parcel wmtld have 
a floor area ratio of0.50. Since the specific commercial users have yet to be identified, a discussion on the 
particular Commercial uses is premature. However, future tenants would Med to satisfy the County's land 
use and permitting requirements, which are cOJ'ISistent with the General Plan. · 

As part of the May J, 2017 Planning Commission Preliminary Review, the applicant submitted a .financial 
analysis showing that the law square footage is Mcessary in order to have a financially viable project. The 
analysis demonstrated that rents charged for the apartments and commercial space (the townhomes are 
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' 

not Included in the analysi8) would need to exceed current market rates in order for t1ae developer to meet 
profit objectives and be able to proceed with the project. The antilysis was peer-reviewed by a County
contracted cxmsultant and the auumptions used to derive the calculatio'IIS were ~emed to be coMervatlve 
but reaso'llllble. The same consultant, as Part of a separate task. studied two propertie.r within the subject 
intersection. including the subjeCt property. It was eoncluded that if the site were to provide a substantially 
higher amount of non-residential space, this could result in "limited to no development feasibility" for the 
subject site. The related documents are attached. 

Co~ming the overall ratio of commercial and residential use.r, the propoaal is at tile klwer end of the 
prescriptions listed in the General Plan, which envisions a much higher commercial FAR of up to 1.0 and 
a higher residential density of 43 - 86 units per acre, as opposed to tlae proposed 0.07 commercial FAR 
and 22 dwelling units per acre. However, there.is no minimum FAR and the lower residential density would 
fall within the Medium-High Density Residential range and could fJe allowed by the .Planning Commission, 
as provided for in the Plan, if it is determined thai tluJre are "economic, technica1, or progriunmalic 
retuons" thol mah it "undesirable or Ulf{eastble to develop" the lite ala higher intenllty and if the project 
is in.{urthertmce of the Ge'lleral Plan and Specific Elan objecttve.r. The Plan encourages vertical mixed rue 
with residential units abuve commercial space. The proposal includes·a vertical mixed use compo~nt along 
Mission Boulevard and provides townhomes throughout the remahuler of the parcel. 

Ashland Cherryland Busillep District Spedfie Plan (.Zolling Orctinanee) Conformanq: 

The Ashltmd and Cherry/and Business District Specific Plan functions u the Zoning Code for properties 
within its boundaries. 

Page 2-5: Like the General Plan, the Specific Plan also clusifies properties as being within a district, 
corridor, or Deighborhood. The subject property is located within a Dilitrict Districts are defined as: 

"As noted in the EdcD Area Genaral Plan, Districts are areas of higher intensity development 
~ along. but diltinct from, Cmridon. The intent for Districts outlined in the Eden Area 
General Plan is to create places that prioritize economic investment and public realm 
improvements, establish civic and community meeting places, and create new commercial and 
residential centers to attract reinvestment. Districts typically serve neighborhood and regional 
needs, and act as centers of employment, shopping. dining, and civic activity. Because Districts 
attract visitors from nearby neighbodloods and surrounding communities, pedestrian oriented 
design and multi-modal transportation is encouraged to balance the needs of pedestrians, bieyclilts, 
public transit, and automobiles. The ACBD Specific Plan idmtifies dJree Districts: The Ashland, 
Chenyland, and Four Comers Districts" 

Figure 2-lACBD Character Areas (page 2-4): The subject parcel is located within the Chc:rryland District. 

Pge 2~10: The subject site is identified as one of several undenJtilized parcels that have ~e potential to 
act as a catalyst for :further reinwstment in the Cbenyland District." The area is envisioned to. "draw visiton 
from sunmmdiJlg neighbomooda and cities," to have .. improved street:scapes to increase foot traffic and 
pedestrian cOmfort," and to "become and economic center creating the "critical :mass" needed to draw 
customers from outside the area. The District is furt:ber envisioned as a "multi-cultural destination" with 
''well-designed buildings, up to five stories where appropriate" to "'frame the District and 1ransform the area 
into a destination, rather than a place to travel through." 

Dlscvssion: The 57 residential units and 7,495 sq. ft. non-residenfil:ll component, based solely on physictd 
proportion. would not greatly contribute to the district becoming an employment, shopping. dining and 
civic activity center. However, the proposed development is well located and designed, and could attract 
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more economic investment, which would contribute to public realm improvements and to the establi3hment 
of civic and community meeting places. 111e proposal would itself cretJte a new commercial and residential 
cmter. If focus is placed on the type of non-residential use and the prominence and attractiveness of the. 
non-residential space, rather than the quantity of space alone, it is possible that approprillte commercial 
users, along with the proposed project design. could ilccompltsh the Plan objective and act a catalyst for 
attracting other development and visitors to the area. The proposal would redevelop an underutilized site, 
consistent with the Pian, and this in itself could auract people to the area. In particular. the 57 new 
dwellings will be occupied by people who would use the new non-residential amenities. The new residents 
would also have visitors wlw cor~,ld use the local services and amenities. In addition, the proposed three
story buildings are well designed with use of varied setbacks, appropriate massing and proportion for the 
site, and with a balanced and attractive use of decorative b.Uidlng features and e;¥terior materials. The 
non-residentitd component is promiliently located along the Mission Blvd. frontage and the proposal 
includes attractive project signage, which each add to the image that this development could become a 
destination · 

Page 3-17: Removal of the channelized right tam lane from southbound Mattox Road onto northbound 
Missioo Boulevard, to achieve a 9()0 right tum, is recommended to vehicle turning speeds. 

Discussion: The applicant has had atensive communications with the Alameda County Public Worb 
Agency (PWA) on this issue. The County Public Worb Agency does not want the "pork chop" removed. 
At PWA 's direction, the ''pork chop" island and channelized right tum lane would undergo improvements, 
but would not be removed. The improvements would include new curbs, gutters and sidewalb, new 
landscaping, and storm water treatment for off-site run-off. A condition of approval is included.· 

ChapterS Implementation and Finmcing: ChapterS contains a Variety Implementation and Financing goals, 
policies and programs, which focus on a variety of development and use characteristics. The development 
and design standards contained in Chapter 6 provide specific standards intended to facilitate developer/user 
consistency with the goals, policies and programs. One of the salient themes from Chapter 5 is that District 
development should be high density, promote use of non~personal vehicle transit modes and improve the 
pedestrian experience by providing connectivity and safe, attractive walking environments. 

Discussion: The proposal would provide street and sidewalk improVements, but the site density would be 
considered medium-high based on the General Plan definition. The mixed commercial (non-residential) 
and residential/and use is conducive to promoting alternate transit modes. Staff has suggested that yard 
spaces adjacent to neighboring properties be widened to accommodate future pedestrian pathways where 
there are currently underutilized parking lots. However, the applicant has indicated th4t reconfiguring the 
site plan to such a degree would be inconsistent with development objectives. The appllctmt also indicated 
that they attempted to purchase a4jacent properties but were unsuccessfol. Pedestrians may access the site 
as proposed, but it .would not be an oiNiaus pathway, since it is private Property and dedicated through
pathways are not provided. However, the project itself would improve the streetscape and enhance the 
pedestrian experience. The property is close to bus lines, BART, arteria/streets and freeway access, and 
residents of the site would have ready access w. various transit options. If the adjacent properties were to 
be redeveloped in the future, it may be possible to negotiate connectivity through the subject site to the 
streets. 

Chapter 6 Develqpment Code:· Chapter 6 provides the Development Code and contains use, physical 
development and design requirements for all new devclppment and redevelopment within the Plan Area. 
The applicable requirements ·are as foUows: 

Section 6.1.6 (pqe 6-10): Approval of a Site Development Review permit is required for the non-exempt 
new development. The exemptions 8I'e for residential development involving four or fewer units, 
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' commercial construction of less than 1,000 sq. ft., fences and walls, and minor ~ and site plan 
improvemcm.ta. A n~ mixed-use building would not be exempt ftom. the permit requirement. 

Discussion: The proposal would require approvol of a Site Development Review Permit, and approval of 
tile propoaed Tentative Subdivision Map (TR.-8405), pursuant to Code Section 16.04.050, will also be 
needed to allow for the sale of individual townhome3 and the commerciaVapartment bvilding. Minor or 
Conditi01flll Use Permits mcry be 118eded by some or allnon-residentiDI (commercial) users. This would be 
evaluated by County atldf Ctl8e by case, 08 prospective tenants propMe to use the ntm-raiiJentialunlts. 

Figure 6.1 ACBD Zonin& MAp (page 6-6): The subject site is designated into the District Mixed Use (DMU) 
zoning district 

Table 6.2.1 Zones (page 6-20): The DMU which is intended "to provide a vibrant, walkable urban main 
street mixed-liSe commercial environment that supports public 1ransportation alternatives and provides 

·locally and regionally-servina eommercial, retail, and entertainment uses, 88 well 88 a variety of urban 
housing choices.'' 

T&ble 6.2.2 Allowed Uses (page 6-21): Most types of neighborhood and community type commercial uses 
and civic uaes are allowed in the DMU District by right or through issuance of a Minor or Conditional Use 
Permit The notable exceptions are adult entertainment, driw-dD:ougb and auto-related uses (except for 
parking facilities), bail boada, md repair shops. The District B1so allows for residential land uses, as a 
secondary Use, when part of a mixed-use clevdopment. Single-family residcmces are not allowed. Mixed
use developments must include "vertical. mixed use, when residential use is located above a ground floor 
non·residential use ... " Horizontal mixed use ''when a residential use is located on the ground behind a non
residential use facing a'majar arterial, is allowed only if there is also vertical mixed use on the site." 

Discussion: The proposal includes vertical and horizontal mixed·use, with co'11111U11'Cial/non-residential 
units at street level facing Mialion BlwJ., and residential 1111its above and behind the commercial space. 17Je 
commercit.Jl compoMnt is1"ef//llred and may be pet'lllltted by right IIIIM DMU District, while the residential 
land use is optional. The CIII7'(J1It proposal includes 6, 100 sq. ft of le08able commerci4llnon-residenti1Jl 
space, 1,395 sq. ft. of atljacent leaaable commercial/non-residential space and 57 residential units. The 
proposal also includes a subdivision in order to create 45 for-sale townhomes and a for-sale mixed-use 
parcel, with a ~ingle home/property owners' associlllion in charge of maintaining all COIIIIIfOlt areas. Since 
the re.ridencu are optional. lnd would make liP a significant portion of the development, and townhome 
constnlctiOJJ Is thB applicant's primary development objective, it is importa11t to ensure that the mixed-use 
building Ia constructed within 1M same ttme.{rame DS tile townhome~. 77le applicant luu ilulicated that t1ley 
are not liksly to construct the mixed-use building themselves, but wiU sell it off aa a separate project to a 
separate developer. This is somewhat concerning QS the mixed-vse building is the primary component of 
the project, and therefore, to ensure accountability, the phasing of the entire project liecomes important. 
Three pouible phasing sclledules that could provide a reasoTIDble level of 08surance that the mixed-use 
building wUI be completed luzH been dJJJC1Illsed with the applicant and are btcludedfor the Commission's 
consideration. The ftrst provides the most coruervative phasing scenario and is recommended by stqff. 
The ji7'1Jt alternative rejlect8 tits applicant's proJJ08ed schedule and would require only ilud the mixed-vse 
building be under constnlction when the last townhome rmit is ready for sale. The second alternative 
provides a compromise and requires that the mixed-use building pass its framing inspection when the last 
townhome unit is Tetldy for sale. The draft condition (#24), with three possible ph08iltg schedules, is 08 
follows:-

24. Plaaslng of the Mixed-Use BuUding: The mixed-we building shall be tkveloped concurrently witlr 
the for-sale townhome component of the project. The developer shall seek .final building inspection 
for the for-sale townhome component according to thefoUowing milestone schedule: 
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a. Prior to seeldng fi1'101 building inspection for the first townhome unit, the developer shall 
complete all rough grading necessary to prepare a building pad for the mixed-use building,· 

b. Prior to seelr:ingfinalln41ding inspection for the 25th townhome unit, the developer shall 
obtain building permit issuana for the mixed-use building; 

c. The developer shall obtain final building iMpection approval for the mixed-use building 
prior to seekingfinal building inspection for the 26th through 45th townhome units. 

(Ctnu/ltlon #H gltemqthp tg be revieJ1fd fiiHI41ciikd rmon /zy tk PlgnniiJg Comllfipion: 
a. Prior to seeking fi1'101 building inspection for the first townhome unit. the developer sluzll 

complete all rough grading necessary to prepare a building pad for the mixed-use building; 
·b. Prior to seeking .final building t'I'ISpection for the 23rd townhome unit, the developer shall 

submit plaru to the County for the miud-use buildi,ng,· 
c. Prior to seeking final building i71SpfJCtionfor the 37th townhome unit. the developer shall 

obtain building permit issuance for the mixed-use building; 
d. Prior to seeldng fi1'101 building inspection for the 45th town/tome unit, the mixed-use 

building Uterlor shall be substantially completed, to the sa.tisfaction of the Pkmning 
Director. 

a. Prior to seelcing final building i11Spection for the first townhome unit, the developer shall 
complete all rough grading necessary to prepare a building pad for the mixed-use building; 

b. Prior to seeking .final building inspection for the 3Q'h town.home unit, the developer shall 
obtain building permit issuance for the mixed-use building; 

c. Prior to seeking final building inspection for the 4181 townkome unit, the mixed-use 
building must pass the FoundtJtion Inspection; 

d. Prior to seeking .final building inspection for the 45th townhome unit. the mixed-use 
building must pass the Exterior Framing Inspection.) 

Q'the Commission wishes to grant approval, it should make clear which one of the above phasing schedules 
is acceptabk, or whether an alternative schedule should be requil'f!d. As noted above, there is a potential 
buyer/operator for the mixed-use parcel, and this person would eonstruct the mixed-use building: Planning 
Department staff has discussed the pending application with the prospective purchaser and was informed 
that should the application be approved, and the sale completed, she intends to imlnediaJely prepare plans 
for permit submittal and complete the building as quickly as possible. She also i'tifortiled staff that she 
intends to use the spaces for food related uses such a caft, food ntail and a commercial kitchen, and 
already has interested tenants who currently operate successful businesses and are looking for new 
locat/Q1fS. Nonetheless, it is possible that unplanned events could occur which would prevent construction 
of the miud-use building according to the prescribed schedule. A condition of approval whicli would 
require that the developer return to the Commisawn io determine the appropriate remedy if it is anticipated 
that the phasing schedule wiU not be met is recommended. Oral possible remedy that should be considered 
is that the land be dedicated to the Coumy if the last milestone is not met ThiJ would allow the County to 
procure another developer and ensure the mixed-use building is completed. 

It is possible that a more balanced amount of commercial and residential space would contribute more to 
achieving a "vibrant, walkrible, urban main street, mixed~use commercial environment that supports public 
transportation alternatives and pr~ . locally and regionally-serving commercial, retail, and 
enteHainment uses. "However, economic data provided by the applicant and by an independent consultant 
indicate that the amount of commercial space that can be supported by the community, under current 
conditions, is limited. This is discussed in more detail later in this report. Unoccupied ground floor 
commercial space would have the opposite impact of what is intended by the Specific Pkin and would 
detract from the attractiveness and vibrancy of the area. The proposed project would provide for-sale 
townhomes and for-rent apartments and would provide a variety of urban housing choices. The specific 
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' commercllll users are unknown at this time, but would need to comply with the Specific Plan land use and 
permlttbtg.l'flqUirements in ortkr to operate. A related condition of approval is provided. 

Develgpment Standards: 

Developmeat Standards Mbdmum MaDm.um Proposed 
Setbacks: 
-Front Based on frontage type Based on frontage type 0' 
-Side (street) nla 0' ±10' 
--Side nla nla ±12' 
--Rear 5' nla 15' 

Shopfront/ Awning Frontage 
Type {allowed): 
--Front setback nla 0' 0' 
--Wid1h (opening) 8' nla 19' 
--Height (opening) 12' nla 12' 
-Depth (recess) nla S' 1' 
-Width (recess) nla lOOA. offa9ade 23% 
-Qround Floor Glazing 700AI nla 72% 
-Upper floor &lazing 30% nla 300AI 
-Awning Eu.croachmcnt into nla 3' 3' 
ROW 
-Awning Vertical Clearance 8' nla ::1:11' 

Lot Coverage n/a 90% ±40% 
l<1oor Area Ratio 0.5 2.5 0.85 
Residential Density 22 dulac 86 dulac 22dulac 
Height 
--Stories nla 5 3 
-Feet 25' 75' 47' 
-Ground Floor Height 15' nla •15'1" 
-Upper Floor Height 10' nla ±10' 

Mixed-use Building Frontage 
--Width 70% of property nla 72% 

frontage 

Parking Stalls 
-Multi-family Residential 57 (1 stall per dwelling) n/a 102 
--Non-residential 15 25 19 
-Guest n/a nla 9 
Parking Setbacks 
--Front 20' nla ::1:10' 
--Sides 0' nla ±10' 
-Rear o: nla ±40' 

Discussion: The proposed project meets all of ths above development standard!, except for the 20-foot 
required front setback to parking stall.!. The closest parking stall to Mission BlwL is setback by 
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approximately 10 feet. However. the proposed 011-8ite parking plan exceeds the minimum nuinber of stalls 
required by the Specific Plan and remuval of one to two stalls woUld allow lite project to meet tile retplired 
setback and still provide more than tlu! minimum number of required parking stalls. Specfftcally, 72 ~tails 
are required and 130 are proposed. While several of the stalls are dedicated to tlu! townhomes and are 
located within the units, 40 are provided as surface parking and could be accused by patrons, residents 
and guests of the mixed-use building, as well as by guests associated with the townhome3. Further, on many 
days, commercial and residential users will likely use the site at different times. Street parlcing is also 
available in the project vicinity, the property is 'fiBtlr public transit. the applicant will be required to install 
bicycle racks, and the jnoject itself would encourage pedutrian activity. In short, parking congestion is 
not an expected issue. 

6.2.5.4 MiMd Usc f.nmmereial/Residcntial (pye 6=30): This section provides the imdings that must be 
made in order to issue permits for mixed-use projects, and provides building and site design objectives. 

Reguired findings 

The review authority, when making a decision on a mixed-use project, shall first make all of the following 
findings: . . 

1. The mixed-use project is consistent with the intent of the applicable zone. 
2. The mixed-use project is designed so that the non-residential component is the primary use of the 

property. For purposes of this section and to satisfy the requirements of the Specific Plan. primary 
use means a non-residential use that is prominently located on the ground floor of the mixed-use 
buildings, is along a primary street frontage, and is a visual focal point of the development, or 
provides a major service or amenity to the community. A primary use may also include discrete 
outdoor dining areas that are adjacent to, and clearly associated with, a leasable interior non
residential space. 

3. Any residential component ofa mixed use project is designed to be a secondary use of the property. 

For pmposes of this sectioo, secondary use means a residential use that is located above or behind 
a ground floor non-residential use, when the ground floor non-residential use qualifies as a primary 
use as defined in #2 above, is part of a vertical mixed usc project, and ftonts on a major arterial 
street. 

4: For mixed-use projects on sites greater than 10,000 square feet, the non-residential portion of the 
project contains a minimum of25 percent of the Jot area (e.g. for a 10,000 s.f.lot the non-residential 
portion of the project must be at least 2,500 s.f. of the project). Non-residential portions of the 
project may include floor area devoted to n_on-resi~ential uses (retail, restaurants, personal services, 
offices, etc.), and discrete outdoor dining areas that are adjacent to, and clearly associated with, a 
leasable interior non-residential space. 

5. The 25% standard contained in #4 above may be reduced upon approval of the Planning 
Commission if all ofthe following additional findings can be made: . 
a. The project is in furthCl'IU,lce of the goals in Section 1.4 of this Plan, 
b. The project meets the intent and criteria for mixed-use development in the Eden Area General 

Plan, 
c. The project contains amenities related to the non-residential portions of the project that further 

the intent of this Plan, and 
d. The project is a catalyst for additional investment and development within the Plan Area. 

JUDe4,l018 

Factors used to determine catalyst status include, but are not limited to, housing type, uses that 
can result in further economic development, high quality site planning and architectural design, 
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and projects that are sizeable and prominent such that they can improve 1he quality of the 

immediate and BUrrOUD.ding built enviJomnent. 

Discu.Won: The proposal for a mixed-use development is consistent with Plan requirements and the specific 
proposal meets finding #1-3. Specifically, the residential uses are lotXJted and aJxwe and behind the 
commercial component, which is located along the primary property frontage on Mission Blwl. The mixed
use building i6 prominently located at the property frontage, contains outdoor seating, inviting landscaping 
and the tkign campllments the townhomes buildings but also provides a focal point due to t1te use of colora, 
materi4ls, proportion, shopfrontfrontages arul slgnage. The commercial space, which tncludu the 1,395 
sq. ft. of discrete outdoor dining areas that ore a4iacent to the letlsable interior non-residential space. 
accounts for ::1;7% of the lot area when 25% is required and does not meet finding #4. Finding #5 allows 
the Commission to grant approval of mixed-liSe projects which provide less co~n-residential 
space, but which further the Specific Plan goals, provide a community amenity, and act as a catlllyst for 
additional area investment. Following Is a SU1JimQI)I of the Plan goals co~ to the proposed project: 

• Economic revitaHzatiOJl - The project would redevelop a long-vacant, fenced property i1i poor 
condition, with a new residential and commercial development that will bring activity, goods and 
services, jobs and new residents to the community. 

• Destination for yisitors- The development could be a catalyNtfor other nearby development. which 
together with the sUbject development could begin to transform ihe area into a destination. 

• Attractive. hilh mm1i1Y public and priyate Upprpyemsm!! - the proposal 18 well designed tmd 
i1rclutW a playgrmmdfor residents, attrGctive land.fcaping and pathwtlys, and would include right
of-way improvemeni.Y, as coordinated with the Public Worb ~ency and described in condition of 
opproval #23. 

• · Hieh!!!' intensity deyelomnent - The project would convert a WlCOnt site into a multi-family 
residential development with ground floor commercial units. which is a higher intensity liSe than 
tile previous tndu.ttrial type use of the site. While the proposed residential density Is at the low end 
ofwhtlt may be pmrdtted, the reaidentJDJ use itself is not required. Tlte amount of commercial space 
constructed could be illcreased to creats a higher intensity u.te, but if more space tllan u marketable 
is created, the commercial space would remain vacant and be in conflict with tlais plan goal. 

• LJmdscaped areas· parts. open space, !Dd 1rails - The proposal i'IICludes a playground, sidewalk 
and bilaJ lane improwmumts on the right-of-way and on-site landscaping and pathways. 

• lnGJ'e!lAed mixed-use deyelopment- The proposal is for a mixed-use development. 
• Mei!l!Jjp and igrove jnfras1:nicture -.The proposal includes utility, roadway •. sidewallc and storm 

water infrastructure illlprovements. · 
• finlancecJ and COJQDiete circulation netwqk to promote wplldng. bUdng. and trapsit- The proposal 

is netJr variow tramit modes, includa on-site pathways, and off-site road. bicycle lane and 
sidewalk improvements. A condition of opproval would require on-site bicycle racks. 

• Shopping. iobs. hnruring, infrast:ructuR. and daily seryices for residents - The project would 
redevelop a long-vacant, fenced properly in poor condition. with a new residentiDI and commerciol 
development that will bring goods, services, jobs and new·ruidents to the COIIUiamlty 

The plan meets the above goals and is consistent with the mixed-liSe designation and tknsity parameters 
contained in the General Pltln. The project amenities would be provided through tM provision of new 
commercial/non-residential space available for new businesses that will fulfill the community's needs, M 

additional residences are constructed and demand for local services and goods grows. Providing a well
designed l'lllxed-use development at an flll8ily accessible prominent i,.tersection. with aUractillle 
landscaping. outdoor dining areas, pathways and a variety of hmlling types could provide a CfUIJ/yst to 
attract more development and visitors to the area. The developm8nt itself would rBIIIDPB an unattractive 
vacant building at a prominent location, and create a small commauaity of new residents and businesses, 
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muJ activate the site to attract more visitors. Staff believes that finding #5 can be met by project concept, 
and that a reduction in the amount of commercial/non-residential space could be justified, provided the 
Commissionfinds that the amount of proposed commercial/non-residential space is appropriate/or the site 
and contributes to the Pltzn goals. 

The proposal would provide commerciaVnon-residenlial space equivalent to ±7% (7,495 sq. ft.) of the lot 
area, when 25% (±28,150 sq. ft.) is required. .According to the applicont, it is not possible to develop the 
site in co'lformtrnce with the 25% nonresidential component, muJ still meet financial objectives for the 
developer. As mentioned above in this report, the applicant Submitted a financial analysis which was peer
reviewed by a co118ulltlnl contracted by the .Alameda County Economic and Civic Development Department. 
The analysis and peer review memo are attached. Tire a111llysis appears to indicate that rentS charged for 
the commercial and apartment units would need to be well above what the market will bear in order for the 
development to meet profit goals. The peer review notes that while some of the assumptio118 may be 
conservative, overall they are not unreasonable. However, the townhome portion of the development was 
not included in the analysis. Without the townhomes it was not possible to folly evaluate the financial 
implications of the proposal. 

HoWever, a separate financial analysis was completed by the consultant for the subject property and the 
property across the street at Mission tmd Hampton. Concerning the subject site, the analysis concludes that 
meeting the minimum 25% non-residential floor area requirement and providing the associated parking 
would likely result in a pr,oject that cannot meet other Specific Plan requirements. It also concludes that 
adherence to the 25% ~e "could result in limited to no development ftasibility, " and would "constrain 
the very residential development that would provide neceaaary aupportfor the project's commercia/apace. " 
It was suggested that the 25% requirement be recast as a goal. rather than a requirement, and that each 
project be reviewed cose by case. The Specific Plan was recently amended to reflect the co118ultant's 
conclusion, by adding .finding #5. It is at the di.scretion of the Planning Commission to determine whether 
sufficient commercial/non-residential space is proposed or if more is needed in order to garner Commission 
support for finding #5. 

Building and Site DesiKQ Obicctives 

A mixed-use development shall be designed to achieve the following objectives: 
1. The design shall provide for internal compatibility between the residential and non-residential uses 

on the site. 
2. Potential glare, noise, odors, traffic and other potential nuisance conditions for residents shall be 

minimized to allow a compatible mix of residential and nonresidential uses on the same site. 
3. The design shall take into consideration existing and potential~ uses on adjacent properties 

and shall include specific design features to mjnjmjn: potential impacts, with specific consideration 
~ded to adjacent residential properties. 

4. The design shall ensure that the residential units ~ of a residential character, and that appropriate 
privacy between residential units and other uses on the site, or neighboring sites, is provided. 

5. Site planning and building design shall provide for convenient pedestrian access separate frOm 
access provided for nonresidential uses on the site. 

6. Site planning and building design shalf be compatible with and enhance the adjacent and 
surrounding residential neighborhood in terms of building design, color, exterior materials, 
llllldscaping, lighting. roof styles, scale, and sigoage. 

Discussion: The proposed project provides connecti0118 between the residential and commercials uses and 
the street, and the proposed buildings and signage are architeclurtllly compadble with one another. 
Standard conditio118 of approval and Code requirements would ensure that nuisance conditions do not 
arise. There are no adjQCent residential land uses, and the proposed residences are designed with a 
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c residentiDI cJu.vocter and are aide by side, which promotes priwJcy. The ground floor townluJme unit closut 
to Mattaz. RDtMl wollld include an enclosed front ct1IU'tyard and tJae buildi"'l entry is designed for added 
privacy. The mDteriDis. colors and finishes are appropriately places with heavier, t1arker mtJterlals toward 
the bottoms ofbrdldings. The buildings have Vd1'il!d setbacks and some have balconies and provided vinlal 
variation. The mixed-use building is prominently located and designed to be a focal point, which would 
enhance tJte neighborhood character. The proposed signage would identify the development and· be 
compatible with the building design. Pathways, a playgroamd and landscaped areDS provide an attractive 
exterior aU. rluign. Replacing tile three (3) trees proposed at tJae Intersection with lower growing shnl.bl 
may help to vilually open the comer, by providing a more gradtud vlsual tramition tDwtud the sidewalk. 
Th.ts would still pTO'Vide adequate screening for users of tJae outdoor commercial area connected to the 
interior ll1lit. Trees with adsquate vertical clearance between the street and canopy COJlld also create and 
inviting and feel at the intersection. while providing some screening and shade for the outdoor seating area. 
The Commission is requested to direct staff as io whether the jina/ landsCtJpe plan should be left as is, 
shcndd include shrubs instsad of trees, or shoadd specify that the selected trees will provide at least a 7-10 
foet ofver1ictll clearance between the canopy and sidewalk. 

Supplemental Develqpment Standards for Mixed-Use 

Commeroial!Rcsidenti.al Projects Mixed-Use Commercial!Residential Projects are subject to the following 
development standards in addition to the zone based standards provided in Table 6.2.3. 

1. Maximum Buildiq Lcmgtb.- Maximum building length shall be ISO feet a. Bxccptions. Staff may 
approve building lqtb pater than iso feet if buildings are designed with aeverat different 
setbaclcs (instead of a long flat wall), cbaftges in roof foml or height, and major recesses (notches) 
along the length of the building, which successfully break up the massing of the building. Parking 
podimns may be continuous. 

2. Minimum Entrances. Mmimum 1 entrance pa- 100 linear feet of building length. 
3. Side Setback Adjacem to residential. Commercial development adjacent to residenti81ly zoned 

property sbal1 provide a minimum 10 foot laudscaped side setback, excludiDg the portion of the 
side property line tbat is within the fnmt setback. The side property landacaped setback shall 
include 1ree plantin& to provide a continuous shade canopy against the building wall when viewed 
from the residential property. 

4. OpmSpace 
5. Minimum total usable open space: 1,000 sq. ft., or SO sq. ft. per UDit. 

Di.!cusaion: The proposed commercial building is 210 feet long and exceeds the maxbnum allowed length 
of 150 feet. 77le building Is designed with some variation in setbacks and roof form, but more variation 
could be provided. Provide more variation wolll,d better the requirement but may or may not enhance the 
building design. which is intended to place the commercia/users at the sidewalk and enlumce the pedestrian 
experience. In addition, the apartments above need to be of a mmlcetable size and a reduction in size for 
the addition of setbacks may not be desirable to tJae applicant. The lndlding could also be reduced in size 
or split into to two in order to better tJae meet 1M requirement, but that wollld require an extensive redesign 
and result in Ius commercial space. It is stqff'• opinion that tile building is generally well designed, mat.! 
tile Intent c(the Supplemental Standards and that it appropriate for the aile in terms c(ICtlle and proportion. 
A./so, the lndlding would meet the Specific Plan's Shopfront and Awning Frontage development criteria. 

TENTA11VE MAP 

The Alameda County General OrdiDaDce Code provides the following criteria related to approval of 
subdivisions: 

6.08.080 - Action-Subdiyision. The advisory agency shall approve, conditionally approve, or disapprove 
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tentative maps of subdivisions normally within fifty (50) days after filing of a complete application, 
including completion of environmental review as required under the California Environmental Quality Act 
ConditibDS of approval may include, but are nllt limited to dedication and improvement of streets; alleys, 
including access rights and abutters' rights; and drainage, public utility, and other public easements. The 
advisory agency may require establishment of a maintenance agreement or homeowners' or property 
owners' association(s) to maintain private streets and other common areas, and may require a minimum 
deposit to establish an initial or long term reserve fund or both for use by the future property owners. 

16.08.090- Confonnance to Alameda County ordinance. No tentative map shall be approved which is not 
in conformance with the provisions·ofthis chapter, the county zoning ordinance and any other ordinance 
ofthis cmmty. · · 

The Subdivision Map Act requires that certain findings be made in order to deny a tentative map: 

66474. A legislative body of a city or county shall deny approval of a tentative map, or a pai'cel map for 
which a tentative map was not requiml, if it makes any of the following findings: 

a. That the proposed map is not consistent with applicable general and specific plans as specified in 
Section 6545 1. 

b. That the design or improvement of the proposed subdivision is not consiStent with applicable 
general and specific plans. 

c. That the site is not physically suitable for the type of development. 
d. That the site is not physically suitable for the proposed density of development. 
e. That the design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements are likely to cause substantial 

environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat. 
f. That the design of the subdivision or type of improvements is likely to cause serious public health 

problems. 
g. That the design of the subdivision or the type of improvements ·will conflict with easements, 

acquired by the public at large, for acx:ess through or use of, property within the proposed 
subdivision. In this connection, the governing body may awprove a map if it finds that alternate 
easemen~ for access or for use, will be provided, and that these will be substantially equivalent to 
ones previously acquired by the ~lie. This subsection shall apply only to easements of record or 
to easements established by judginent of a court of competent jurisdiction and no authority is hereby 
granted to a legislative body to determine that the public at large has acquired easements for access 
through or use of property witbin the proposed subdivision. 

Discussion: The Planning Commiasion is the advisory agency for making decisions on subdi~ions. In this 
case, the application was deemed complete on May 3, 2018 and the application and environmental reView 
dtJCU7'nent are being pruented to the Commission well within the 50 days "normal" decisions making 
standard. Tile subdivision is consistent with the property zoning. which allows for multi-family residential 
land use. The recommended corrditi01r8 of approval, including the condition concerning property owners' 
association and CC&R will ensure that the entire development is operated and maintained as a single 
development, and remtJins a true mixed-use development foUowing the sale of individual units and the 
mixed-use building. The proposed development is consiste11t with the applicable General and Specific 
Plans, is physically suitable to support the proposed structures, the design would not cause damage to the 
environment or create public health problems, and there is no conflict with existing easements. Th~ore. 
the subdivision could be approved. 

CEQA 

An Addendum to the Specific Plan Final EIR. was prepared for this project. This is permitted when some 
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cb•ngea or additions are DaCCIIIII'Y ~t will not have aipifiCIIIt new impacts. or IUbttaatially increue 
previously idcDtified signifielnt impacts. Specifically, 1he GuideJinew 11ate: 
• The lead agency or respoasiblc agency shall prepare an acfdenciUm to a previously certified BIR. if some 

changes or additions are DeCe8sary but none of the COilditicllll described in Sectio.o IS 162 calling for 
pn:paratiou of a subsequcot BIR have oc:cuned (Section 15164 (a)); 

• An addeadum need not be cireulated for public review but can be included in or attaehed to the final 
BIR. or adopted nega1iw declaration (Section 15164 (c)); 

• Tbe decilion-malring body shall consider the addeDdum with the fiDa1 EIR or adopted negatiw 
dec~ prior to mkiq a decision on the project (Section 15164 (d)); IDC1 

• A brief cxplanatio.o of the decision not to pepaae a subsequalt EJR. pursuant to SectiolllS 162 should 
be included in an addeadum to an EIR, the lead ap:ncy's finctinp mi the project, or ellewhere in the 
recml. ~ expli!Ultio.o must be supported by sobstantial evidence (Section IS 164. (e)). 

Dilcuplqn: M.cording to Section 15164 of the CEQ-4 Guidelina, t111 addendum to tJ previousl1 certified 
E1R or Negpllw DtciiiTatiOII '18 tiN approprlllte ~ doculllent i1t 11flt011Cel wJ.n "cmly minor 
"chnit:tll t:ht~Jgu 01' addltloru an MceniiTJI" antl wiiM tire JNW ilforirutlion doa JtOt tlfVOive new 
sig7Jiftcanl enviroMurntlll effects beyond those identified in the pnmous EIR. Tile wbject Addendum 
(tJ#IIChed) ducribes tile detldls qfthe prr1J108ed development. tJ7Jd C01IIpfJTtS the imptJCts raultlngfrom this 
project to tho.fe identffied In the origlnlll ElR. Tile tmfllysi.f demonstmte8 tlltJt the propo~ed project, with 
the inrplementation of three (3) of the mltigtJtion mellSfi1'U idDitjfiMl in the EIR. is ctRf8islent with the 
orlgintJI ct!JI'If/led ElR tJnd; IMrefore, no .furtlter envirtnlllfDttlll rwie'W #8 requtl'fld or FU~USSIITJI. 7Jie 
applictlble lflitlgtJtlon mfi08U1'fl8 are relt~tet:f trJ biologlctll r&fOIII'CU 111111 would eJI8ID'e t11tzt rwting birds and 
roosting bats. which nuzy be present tJt the site during certiJJn times of tile yeDT. tJTe ldentljled tJnd protected 
prior to C01'1811'Uction commencement. One of the mitigt.Jtitm rnetl8IITe8 requires tJ biologlctJI resources 
tmalysi8, which 'hos t.Jlready been completed . ..4 condition of tlJIP1Y7Wil tmsurlng complitmce is provided. 
CEQA doa not require tlud a EIR A.tltlentlum be publicly cin:ult.Jted or tht.Jt tm open comment period be 
provided. .AJ:cordJngly, there wtU no open comment period or circlllationfor the subject oddendtJ. However. 
J'10tiu of tAB proposed proj«:t. including pteptllfltion of tile Q!ldendum. was publid%ed tn the IOCQ/ 
MW6JKI1IfJT Ofl Altly23, 2018, tmd public notlcti8 ,.,.. sent via mall 111111 email to property owners wltllin tile 
Plt.Jn tl1't!Q8 Olld to interest«~ rttemben of the public on May 24, 2018. Sugj' did not 111Ceive any relt.Jted 
ilttJUlrlu. A. copy of the Specific Pltm Fi1ull ElR is avtdlable for reference online tJt: 
https:/lwww.qcgov. org/cdalplanningldocuments/ACBD-Soecific-PltJn-Final-EIR.pdf 

CONCLUSION 

Tbe propoeed mixed-use ~ woulc1 meet the Galeral Plan and Specific Plan objectives imd 
standards. A. conditioned, the project would a1Jo meet the applicable developmmt sbmdards. The main 
issues conceming the propoeecl development arc ISI()ciatlld with the low oommercial aquare footage md 
obtaining BOJDe assuraDCe that the mixed-use building will be coastructed. It appean that findings can be 
JD841e to support a reductim in COJil1De1'Cial~Jlon...taide floar lpiiCC, but the Commiaaion is requested to 
cletermiDe whether the 8lllOUIIt proposed is safticiart. AI fer lllllrlllCC that the mixed-use building ia 
constnlcted, ltaffbaa t'eCOIIIDlfiDC1 a condition of approval with pbaina schedule altaatiwl and teqUe1t1 
that the Commisaion determine which:, if any, altematiw provides 1be necenary uaunace. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Staff retc""""eltcls that the PJann;ng Commission review this Iliff report and the attadled information, 
diacuss the poposal, tab public testimony, and approve the application to demolilh an mating builcfiDa 
aDd CODitnlct a new mixecl-uae clcvelopmcDt containing 45 for-tale town hCJJDei, 12 apartments IIDd 
approximately 7,495 sq. ft. of leasable non-residential space, and die BSSOclated BIR Addeadum, subject to 
the recommended conditiODS: 
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1. Approval ofPLN2017-00164 authorizes the Site Development Review and Tentative Tract Map 
Subdivision (TR-8405) associated with the mixed-use development involving 45 townhomes, 12 
apartments and 7,495 square feet of non-residential space, at the property located at 20478 Mission 
Blvd., associated with the current COlmty assessor's parcel number: 414-0046-0S8-02; subject to 
all land lJSe limitations and development standards for the DMU (District Mixed-Use) land use 
designation in the Ashland Cherryland Business .District Specific Plan. 

2. Minor modification(&) to plans marbd, PLN2017-00164 Exhibit "B", including the approved 
Materials and Color Board, as well as to these ConditiODB of Approval, including the approved 
Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program, may be con~ as an administrative Planning 
Department staff-JeveJ. procedure not requiring a public hearing. The ·determination of minor 
modification(&) and of the level of staff review necessary shaU .be subject to the discn:t:ion by the 
Planning Director. 

3. All necessary permits shall be obtained by the developer prior to commencing any related work. 

4. All site improvements, including all landscaping, grading, stormwate.r treatment, drainage control, 
exterior structures, and buildings, shall be subject to review and approval by Alameda County 
Planning Department and Public W orb Agmcy (PWA). All site impro:vcments shall be subject to 
laws, policies, and regulations applicable at the time of application for respective Demolition, 
Grading. Site, Stormwater, Encroachment, or Building Permits. 

S. A final landscape plan shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Director prior to building 
permit issuance. The plan shall demonstrate compliance with the California State Water Efficiency 
Landscape Ordinance and with the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program stonn.water \ 
treatment and stonnwater pollution prevention drainage regulations. J 

6. Prior to issuance of Demolition, Grading, Site, Stormwater, Encroachment, or Building Permits, 
the project proponent shall provide to the satisfaction of the AJam~ County Public Worb 
Agency, and the Alameda County Planning Director, evidence of compliance with all laws, 
policies, and regulations applicable at the time of application for respective Demolition, Grading, 
Site, Stormwater, Encroachment, or Building Permits. 

1. A Stonnwater Treatment Measures Maintenance Agreement shall be submitted to the Public Works 
Agency (PW A) for review and approval. Once approved and prior to approval of Final Map, the 
Maintenance Agreement shall be recorded with the Alameda County Recorder's Office to ensure 
that the maintenance is bound to the property in perpetuity. 

8. The townhouse HOA shall be responsible for maintenance and upkeep of the stormwater treatment 
measures for the entire site, to the satisfaction of the Public Works Agency. 

9. A state issued Construction general Permit is reqWred. 

10. The property owner(s) shall defmd, indemnify, and bold barm.Jess Alameda County and its agents, 
officers, and employa=s from any claim, action. or proceeding against Alameda County or its, 
agents, officers or employees to attack, set aside, void, or annul PLN2017-00164, the findings of 
the CEQA -dct:ermination, or any combination thereof. Such indemnification shall include, but not 
be limited to, an award of costs and attomey's fees incum:d by Alameda County in its defense. The 
County shall promptly notify applicaD.t of any such challenge. 
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11. The attached approved Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program is hereby UK:orporated into 
theae Conditions of Approval and sbaJl have the same force and effect Minor modification( a) to 
the approved Mitigation and MonitoringR.eporting Program may be conducted u an administrative 
Planning Department staff-level procedure not requiring a public hearing. The determination of 
minor modification(s} and of the level of staff review necessary shall be Subject to the discretion 
by the Planning Director. 

12. Prior to issuance of a Building Permit for Building D, the plana shall demonstrate that the required 
Fire Sprinkler (fire alarm) water flow monitoring syttem will be installed, to the satisfaction of the 
Alameda County Fire Department 

13. New proposed structures shall comply with Alameda County Green Building Ordinance, 
Construction & Demolishing Debris Management program and California Green Building Code.· 

14. The building permit plans shall include bicycle storage facilities to the satisfaction of the County. 

15. The building permit plaos shall show car-share and electric vehicle parking to the satisfaction of 
the County. 

16. Trash enclosures shall be covered and comply with Alameda County clean water requirements set 
forth in Section 15.08.190 of the Alameda County Ordinalwe Code. 

17. All required pennits Jelated to the onaite storm water system, underground utilities, parking lot 
lighting, and accesm.ble paths of travel, shall be obtained prior to issuance of a Building Permit. 

18. All Americans with Disabilities Act accessibility ·requirements shall be met by the project. 

19. The project shall comply with all applicable building and. fire codes and submittal requirements in 
effect at time of Building Permit application. 

20. A California licensed architect or engineer sball be designated as the design professional 
responsible charge for the project submittal for Grading and Building Permits. 

21. Prior to approval of Improvement Plans and Final Map, the potential fault rupture hazard at the 
project site must be usessed by a qualified geoloaist and reviewed and appnm:d by the Alameda 
County PW A pursuant to the provisiODB of Alquist~Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act and the 
Special Publication 42. The developer shall provide the necessary funding for cbe completion of 
this review. 

22. Prior to final building inspection approvals, the applicant shall provide the following security 
mCUW"es for the project, to the satisfadion of the Sheriff's Office: 

lue4,3011 

a. Wide angle viewers (180-190 degree ''Peep holes") in all residential unit ftont doors 
b. Deadbolts with cylinder guard and l-inch minimum throw on all exterior doors. 
c. 'fhree..inch (or larger} screws in strike plates anchored into :framing studs. 
d. Secondary loeb which provide both lift and slide protection. on all sliding windows and 

sliding doors. 
e. Adequate and uniform outdoor security lighting 
t Clearly visible unit and buildiDg numbers, five inebes or larger with contrasting color. 
g. Provide self-closing/self-locking doors on all entries and exit gates, laundry rooms, 

community rooms, etc. 
h. Provide security surveillance cameras with night viewing capabilities. 
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(Figures 2-5 from Google Maps) 
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' 25. If any of the above milestone doadlines are not met, or aiC anticipated by the developer to not be 
met, the developer ahall notify the Plurring Director and provide a p!'OP()Sed reviled schedule and 
details concerning the cause of the delay. The P1811lling Director shall have the authority to nmew 
and approve minor scbedole deviations, provided that the last milestone deadline is met. Substantial 
milestone schedule deviations, or deviations from the last milestone deadline, may be referred to 
the Planning Commission for a hearing regarding any proposed modification to Condition of 
Approval #24 or other conditions of approval. It is the developer's responsibility to ensure that the 
project as a whole is developed as a mixed-use project that includes the development of the mixed
UIC building deseribed above, reprdlesa of whether the developer transfers ownership of the parcel 
designated for the mixed-use building. The developer shall ensu,e that any Budl sale does not 
prevent developer's compliance with Condition of Approval #24. 

26. Non-residential uses contained on the ground floor of the mixed-usc building sbaJl comply with the 
permitting requirements of the Ashland and Cherryland Business Dist;rict Specific Plan. 

27. Prior to building permit issuance, the site plan shall be reviled to demonstrate compliance with the 
20-foot required front setback to parking stalls. One to two parking stalls may be eliminated for 
this pmpose. · 

28. The entire 2.6-acre property, as a whole, shall be developed as a single mixed-use development and 
shaD be maintained aa a single mixed-use development. A copy of the CC&Rs sba1l be submitted 
to the Planning Department for review prior to recordation of the Final Map. 

29. Secure approval from the Public Works Agency and Planning Director of Draft Covenants. 
Conditions and Restrictions (CC&R's) for a property owners' association (Association), which 
sball include all residential property owners and the owner(s) of the mixed-use building, prior to 
submittal to the Department of Real Estate (DRE). Final CC&R's as approved by the DRE shall be 
approved by the Planning Director prior to recordation. The CC&Rs sba1l include private 
oWDel"'hip and financial responm.bilitiea of all in:frastructure in the subdivision, including but not 
limited to storm drain facilities, private roadway access, parking areas, common areas including 
thoee associated with the mixed-use building, water treatm.entlbioretention areas, detention 
stroctures, and related &llXiliary structures. The CC&Rs shall clearly specify an acceptable funding 
mechanism for maintenance of all onsite common improvements. CC&R's aball be recorded prior 
to release of improvement guarantees by the Board of Supervisors. Prior to llpp'Oval of the Final 
Map, the Subdivider shall grant the Association an irrevocable cash deposit in the amount of$1,000 
per proposed lot for the maintenance of all on-site common improvements. CC&R's shall require 
the following: 
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a. Payment of dues and assessments shall be both a lien against the assessed land and a 
personal obligation of each property owner as shown on Exhibit "B". 

b. The Association shall maintain in good repair all fences, walls, and common areas, 
including parking bays and vehicle turnarounds, and any common utility aervices and storm 
drainaae eaacments aerVing or croesing more than one. parcel. 

c. The Association shall ~tain in perpetuity the bioretention areas, stonnwater detention 
pipes and Blructures and all pertinmt infrastructure installed for the JJUIPOSC of treating and 
detaining stormwater runoff. 

d. The Association shall maintain any pathways required for maintenance access to all 
bioretention areas shown on Exhibit "B", and related stormwater cleteotion and outflow 
facilities. 

e. Parking within the development shall be permitted in designated locations only, and the 
Association sba1l enforce pariOng restrictions. 
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f. All garage parking spaces in the townhomes shall be kept accetl8ib1c fix_ puking pmposes 
as required by Section 17 .52. 770 of the Alameda County 7Aming Ordinance. 

g. No recreational wbicles, as defined by Section 17.04.010 of the Alameda County Zoning 
Ordinmce, or 1raila--hauled. boats shall be parked or stored within the project boondaries, 
8DCl vehicles or trailers parbcl contrary to 1his provision shall be removed by the 
association. 

b. Common landscaped areai, project en1ry, and parlcing areas ahaJI be maintained oonsistent 
with the approvcd-I.anclecape Plan for the project. 

i. The Association shall review the ll'Cbitecture of any propoaed modifications or additions 
to homes, fences, or other structures within the resideDiial portion of the development, the 
removal of any trees shown on the approved Landscape PJan, and of any physical 
modification to the exterior of mixed-use building. 

j. The Aasociation aball be responsible for maintaining COJJllllOI1 areas, in accordance with 
the approved Landscape Plan and using Bay-Friendly landscaping principles and 
guidelines as promulpted by the Alameda .COunty Waste Management Authority to the 
IDDimum extent foamblo, and to remove any severe hazards. 

k. Whc::l'C there is a. distinction .,ctweell the obliga.tiODS of the. residential property owners and 
the owna(s} of the mixed-usc building, those cfiatiDctiODS shaJl be clearly identified aild 
described, and accompanied by an illusttative site map, to the satisfiwtion of the County. 

ATI'ACBMENTS 

1. Resolution 
2. Description of proposal from MLC Holdings, In~. 
3. Referral comment& 
4. Financial analysis ftom MLC Holdings, Inc. J 
S. Peer Review from ALII Urban and Regional Economics 
6. Letter ftom the Cberryland Community Association 
7. EIR Addendum 
8. Mitigation md Monitoring Reporting Program 
9. Link to Ashland and Cherryland Business District Final Environmental Impact Report: 

https://www.acgov.org/cda!planning/documents/ ACBD-Soecific-Plan-Final-EIR.vdf 
10. Plans 

PREPARED BY: 
REVIEWED BY: 

Juoe 4, :ZOII 

Christina HOI'I'isbC'l'ger, Senior Planna
Rodrigo Ordufta, Assistant Plaoning Director 

PlANNING COMMISSION-STAFF REPORT 
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THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF ALAMEDA COUNTY 
HAYWARD, CALIFORNIA 

RESOLUTION NO. 18-_-_ APPROVING PLN2017-00164, SITE DEVELOPMENT 
REVIEW AND TENTATIVE TRACT MAP (TR-8405) 

IDtroduced by CoiiiiDinioner -----
Seconded by CoiiUIIJHloner -------

WHEREAS The Alameda County Planning Commillion did receive appHcation PLN2017-
00164. Site Development Review and Tentative Tract Map (TR-8405), submitted by the applicant, MLC 
Holdings. Inc •• on behalf of the property owner, the SeJTB Cmpmation, for the demolition of an existing 
vacant commercial building, and construction of a new mixed-use development, COD8istin.g of 45 for-sale 
townhome dwelling units, 12 apartment dwelling units, 6,100 sq. ft. of interior commercial space, and 
1,395 sq. ft. of exterior leasable commercial ~ on a 2.6-acre ~ located at 20478 Mission Blvd., 
northwest intenection with Mattox Road (APN: 414-0046-058-02); and 

WHEREAS the .Ashland and Cherry/and Business District Specific Plan {Specific Plan) 
cJassifies the subject property as District Mixed Use (DMU), which is suitable for mixed-use, commei"Cial 
and residential development. and is intended to provide a vibrant, walbble lUba:n main street mixed-use 
COI1UilCicial environment that supports public transportation alternati~ and ·prOvides locally and 
regionally-acrving commercial, retail, and en1ertainment uses, 88 well 88 a variety of urban housing 
Choices; and 

WHEREAS · the Eden .Area General Plan (General Plan) designates the subject property 
primarily as General Com.men:ial, and provides a secondary designation ofHigh-Density-Residcmtial (43-

(; 86 dwellings per acre); and, · 

WHEREAS the applicant is requesting to develop the subject property with a :!:7% 
commercial/non-residential floor area ratio, where 25% is requiftld by the Specific Plan, and at a 
residential density of 22 dwellings per acre, which is within the Medium-High-Density Residential 
density range of22-43 dwellings per acre; and 

WHEREAS the Planning Commission is authorized by the Specific Plan to allow 
commercia1/non-residential floor area ratios lower than the required 25%, and by the General Plan to 
allow a OIK>-lower residential density range than what is specified in the plan, if the purpose of the 
allowance is to approve development which is in furtherance of the Plans' goals; and, 

WHEREAS the proposed development was reviewed for compliance with the California 
EnvironmeJltal Quality Act and an addendum to the· to the Ashland and Che.rryland Business District 
Specific Plan Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared; and, 

WHEREAS notice of pablic hearing was given as required by law; and 

WHEREAS this Commission did hold a public hearing on said proposed amcmcfment at the hour 
of 6:00 p.m. on Monday, JUDC 4, 2018; and 

WHEREAS the Commission does find that the addendum to the to the Asldand a.,d Cherrykmd 
Busi.,ess DUtrlct Specific Plan Final Subsequent Bnvironmentallmpact Report (EIR), is in accordaru:c 
with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section 15164, and the addendum adequately 



PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 18-_-_ 
June4,2018 
PAGEl 

analyzes and evaluates potential impacts related to the proposed project and finds than no impacts that 
.were previously not analyzed will result from the project, and that a subsequent EIR is not required, and 

WHEREAS, the Commission finds that the project is :in furtherance of the Specific Plan and 
General Plan goals, and with the needs of the community; and, 

WHEREAS the Commission also finds that as proposed and conditioned, the project will meet 
the applicable Specific Plan requirements, tbat the findings can be made to grant approval of tbe Site 
Development hview and the Tentative Subdivision Map, and that the Specific Plan mixed-use approval 
findings can be made, as follows: 

Tentative Tract Mgp CI'R-8405) 

• The subdivision application was presented to decision makers with:in SO days of its being deemed 
complete. 

• The subdivision is consistent with the property zo$g, which allows for multi-family residential 
land use. Tbc recommended conditions of approval, including the condition COJJCP.rDing property 
owners' association and CC&R will ensure that the .. entire development is operated and 
maintained as a single devdopmcmt, and remains a true mixed-use development following the 
sale of individual units and the mixed-use building. 

• The proposed development is consistent with the applicable Gcncral. and Specific Plans, is 
physically suitable to support the proposed sttuctures~ the design would not cause damage to the 
environment or create public health problems, and there is no conflict with existing easements. 

Site Develo.pment Review 

• The application supports the goals of the applicable Specific and general Plans, and promotes the 
orderly development of the Specific Plan area. 

• The proposed developnent will protect and en1umce property values by providing a high quality, 
aesthetically pleasing development development. 

• The proposed project is n:spectful of the physical and environmental characteristics of the site 
because it is :in proportion with its SUIIOundings and is designed to avoid. 

• The project ·would provide and enhance pedestrian, bicyclist and motor vehicle safety, by proving 
right-of way improvements and better connecting the subject site ~ its surroundings. 

• The project implements high quality design and building materials. 
• The proposal would provide the necessary identity for each of the structure, through the use of 

appropriate frontage types, building position and building scale. 

Mixed-Use Findings 

• The mixed~use development is consistent with the :intent of the DMU zooing classification. 
• The mixed-UBC building is located along the primary property frontage on Mission Blvd., and 

would be the primary land use. 
• The rCsidential use is located above and behind the cotn:DlC1'Cia1 component, and would be the 

secondary land use. 
• The comm.crcial/non-residential space accounts for :1:7% of the lot area when .25% is required, 

and would further the Specific Plan goals, proVide a community amenity, and act as a catalySt for 
additional area :investment 
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NOW THEREFORE 

BE IT RESOLVED that this Planning Commission does hereby approve PLN2017-00164, Site 
Development Review and Tentative Tract Map (TR-8405), and the affiliated ElR Addendum, as 
conditioned and as set forth in Exhibits A (June 4, 2018 Planning Commission staff report) aDd B 
(approved plans); 

ADOPTED BY THE FOLLOWING VOTE: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

EXCUSED: 

ABSTAINED: 

ALBERT LOPEZ- PLANNING DIRECTOR & SECRETARY 
COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION OF ~DA COUNTY 
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MLC HOLDINGS, INC. 
ProJect Narrative - Mission & Mattox,Site (5/29/18) 

A. Project Description 

The subject site consists of 2.6 acres of land located on Mission Boulevard at the comer of 
Mattox Road In Hayward, CA. The site is currently Improved with several vacant lf&ht Industrial 
buildings that will be demolished prior to development. The site is within the Cherryland 
District of Alameda County and is surrounded by commercial uses and a residential 
neighborhood consisting of older single-family homes and apartment complexes. M~C's project 
concept includes a three-story mixed-use building along Mission Blvd that will Include 
approximately 7,495 square feet of non-residential uses on the ground floor and 12 residential 
units located on two floors above. The balance of the property will Include 45 three-story 11for 
salen townhomes. The development of Mission & Mattox will energize the area with new retail 
along the street and bring up to 57 new families into the Cherryland neighborhood, potentially 
acting as a catalyst for additional development in the area. 

l. Mixed-Use Program 
The mixed-use component of the project will be developed concurrently witt.. the residential 
townhomes and will activate the.entlre site by providing retail opportunities to serve the new 
residents and the local community. Potential commercial uses for the 7,4958 square feet of 
ground floor retail may include food, food service, caf~, retail or service commercial. 
Approximately 1,395 square feet of discreet, adjacent, outdoor' leasable space has been 
Incorporated into the deslsn of the building to activate outdoor spaces at the retail level and 
provide opportunities for potential outdoor dining, caf~ and gathering areas. The second and 
third floors of the mixed-use building will include a total of 12 residential units ranging in size 
from approximately 832sf to 1,312sf. With close proximity to BART and AC Transit and the 
inclusion of bike racks, the residential component truly be.comes transit-oriented living and will 
provide energy and activity to the retail uses ~low. 

2. Townhome Program 
The townhome component of the project will include 45 three-story townhomes ranging in size 
from 1,367-2,126 square feet. Five different floorplans have been proposed ranging from 2 
bdrm/2.5 bath units to 4 bdrm/3.5 bath units. The proposed townhome buildings are 
approximately 40' In height and will feature contemporary architectural styling and Merltage's 
award-winning energy efficiency features and components. Sales prices for the townhomes will 
start in the high $500K range with 40% of the project expected to be priced below the FHA loan 
limit, which will allow first-time buyers a rare opportunity to buy a new home in the core Bay 
Area with a down payment as low as 3.5%. 



B. Consistency Analysis 

The proposed project would develop 57 dwelling units and 7,495 square feet of non-residential 
uses on a 2.6-acre site designated "District Mixed-Use (DMur by the Ashland Cherryland 
Business District Specific Plan. The proposed project site has two land use designations: a
primary land use, which is required, and a secondary land use, which is optional. The primary 
land use is non-residential and must be at least 25 percent of the lot area per the Specific Plan. 
The residential zoning for this site (as designated by the General Plan) Is High Density 
Residential (43-86 dwelling units per ;~ere). The receotly approved amendment to the Ashland 
Cherryland Business District Specific Plari allows Planning Commission approval for projects not 
meeting the 25 percent non-residential requirement, under certain circumstances, when the 
Specific Plan Goals are met and the community will benefit from the project. The recently 
approved amendment to the Eden Area General Plan allowing the Planning Commission to 
permit a lower residential range for mixed-use projects when a project furthers the goals of the 
General and Specific Plans. The_ range density could be one lower than would be required if 
residential were the primary or·only land use. 

The proposed project strongly supports the goals of both the Eden Area General Plan and the 
Ashland Cherryland Business District Specific Plan in the following manner: 

(1) The project contributes to the economic revitalization of the Ashland and Cherryland 
Business District Plan area by developing an underutltlzed and long vacant Industrial 
site; 

(2) The project provides attractive and high-quality Improvements along Mission 
Boulevard and Mattox Road, which include new street frontage, landscaping, and 
removal of the existing porkchop/right-hand turn lane; 

(3) The project develops this section of Mission Boulevard into a higher-intensity use by 
providing new ground floor retail space and discreet, adjacent outdoor space in 
addition to 57 new residential dwellings, bringing new families to a former Industrial 
site; 

(4) The project activates the street frontage and provides a vibrant, walkable urban main 
street mixed-use commercial environme~ along Mission Boulevard that supports 
public transportation alternatives and provides locally and regionally serving 
commercial and retail uses as well as a variety of urban housing choices; 

(5) In an area that has seen minimal development In recent years, the project will 
become a catalyst for additional investment and development within the Plan area; 
and 



(6) The project creates landscaped areas and public open space at the comer of Mission 
& Mattox because of the redevelopment and realignment of the existing porkchop 
that will serve to support the public life of the community. 

The density and non-residential component of the proposed project would be consistent 
with the provisions and intent of the 2018 text amendments to the Eden Area General 
Plan and Ashland and.Cherryland Business District Specific Plan, which allow greater 
flexibility for mixed-use projects. Therefore, the proposed project would not alter the 
conclusions set forth by the Final EIR. 



To 

Alameda County Fire Department 
Fire Prevention Bureau 

Plan Review Comments 
399 'Eimhunt Street, Room 120, Haywerd, Califomia 94544 (510} 6~5853 Fax (510) 887-5836 

04/25/2018 

Alameda County 
Community Development Agency 
Planning Deparbnent 
224 West Winton Ave., Room 111 
Hayward, California 94544 

Christina Horrlsbel'ler, Senior Planner I PLN ## I 2017-00164 
Address Mission at Mattox 
Job Desc:rlpUon Mixed-Use Proposal 
Reviewed By Cesar Avila, Deputy Fire Marshal .I Review2 

c 

Review of Planning referrals are usually based on information and plans that lack 
sufficient information and details for specific comments. The primary focus of our 
review is to assure fire access to the site. Specific fire and building code issues will 
be addressed during the regular building permit submittal and review process. 

Conditions of Approval 
The following conditions shall be met prior the issuance of a bui1ding permit and fire clearance 
for occupancy. 

1. R•2 Condominium and B Occupancies - Building D. A Fire 
Sprinkler (fire alarm) water flow monitoring system Ia required. 

Page 1oft 
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\It BUILDING INSPECTION DEPARTMENT 
{510) 670-5440 • FAX {510) 293·0960 

Public 'W:Jiks Agency ~~Phf).PJJ,Dimitr 
·-··Alamtda County--------------------~----

399 rlrnln.m Strnet • liaywcm:l, CA 94544-1395 • WNW<cqNa.gjp;ya. 

Planning Application Review Response 
Date: Mudll9, 2018 
Application: PLN2017-00164, Mixed Use with Commercial and RcaidentialUnits 
Location: Million and Mattox Tr8ct 8405 
Plmming Date/Staff: March S, 2018 Christina Horrisberge.r 
BID Staff: Alan Tam 

Protest Rcyfm Nota 

1. Civil, Landscape and .Architectural Sb.ccts (7495 SF of commercial spaces and 57 R:Sidential units) 

2. Other Elevations, and Landscape plans are shown. 

Referral Condudon 

1. IJliiUlq DhUID11 ,_ • ob}llciiM Ill J11fH*tl Mtll ,.,.... prtJCG& New IHIIIIIillp will,_ 
tD catply 'Witll tiN t:lllftllt OIIU'o,.,.,.IJIIIUM.g c.da .-Co11JI(V ~ 

Speelal Proleet Coadltlont for the Bnflding Pl!l'lldt Applieadon.: 

1. Soils report and/or geological study may be required if any geological hazards on the site is 
identified according to the latest SP117. 

l. New proposed structure~~ aha1l comply with Alameda County Green Building OntiDance, 
Conatruction & Demolishing Debria Man•pment proJ111Dl and California Grem BuilcUng Code. 

3. NeW- trash enclOIUl'e sbal1 be covered and comply with Alameda County clean Wider requirements 
AC 15.08.190. 

4. A site permit may be required for onsitl: stormwater systan, undaground utilities, parldng lot 
lighting, andiWCe881"ble path of travel. 

Genenl Copdltf9p1 for the IDtldJpr Permit Applleatlon; 

1. Comply with building codes in effecti:w: and submittal requirements at time of mbmitting for 
boildiDg permits- 2016 California Bwlcling Codes effective on January 1, 2017. 

l. A California licensed ardrltect or engineer shall be designated as the design profelllional in 
rcspooaible charge for the project submittal 

liJJID;. 1JN .BuU/.ng DqtulmMt W IIDt COMIICifld II OOI8pktB jJC'fflit 1earcll DT eotlJl rt/VI6w for tM JII"'[J08ed plmurirtg 
appllcatlo& 7Jre OWMT or d•lp JII"D.fouuOIUII 11uUl be rY~ponsibk for tiM JI"'JMrlY infoTmlltio'tljiW wltJa tiM plalllliltg 
applktztiolr. ~ tM building pmnlt tzpplklltlon t. jUed wlt1l tiN Blllldlng Depa11nlellt, 1tq/f will peifom1 building 
permit hlnory IIIIUCh ami code mliew. 



412612018 RE: Mlulon and Matlax Mlxed-Uae Application ... • Horrtlblrger, Clvlltlna, CDA 

RE: Mission and Mattox Mixed-Use Appli~ation - Revised Plans Recieved 

Rogers, John 

Thu 4/26120181146 PM 

To:Horrisberger; Christina, CDA <Christina.Horrisberger@acgov.org>; 

ec:Gosselin, Sharon <sharon@acpwa.org>; Gonzales, Fernando <femando@acpwa.org>; Valderrama, Arthur <arthur@acpwa.org>; 
Lepere, Bill <biU@acpwa.org>; Kaufman, Maurice <Maurice@acpiNa.org>; 

Christina-

Yes, I'm OK with the current plan- but In the event that the pending PWA plans for the Improvement of Mission 81. and of 
Mattox Rd. would somehow affect the on-site drainage areas and discharge points, then there should be a re-revlew. 

JohnR 

From: Horrisberger, Christina, CDA 
Sent: Thursday, April26, 2018 1:22 PM 
To: Rogers, John <johnr@acpwa.orp 
Cc: Gosselin, Sharon <Sharon@acpwa.org>; Gonzales, Fernando <fernando@lacpwa.org>; Valderrama, Arthur 
<arthur@acpwa.org>; Lepere, Bill <blll@acpwa.org>; Kaufman, Maurice <Maurice@acpwa.org> 
Subject: Re: Mission and Mattox Mixed-Use Application - Revised Plans Recieved 

(;Thanks for the re-sponse. So, it sounds like you are OK with what was submitted, but would want to revisit this if 
the plans are revised. Is that correct? 

The 2016 Fault Evaluation Report Is attached The recommendations are on page 7. 

Respectfully, 

Christina Horrlsberaer 
Senior Planner 
Alameda County 
Community Development Agency 
510.670.6118 

From: Rogers, John 
Sent: Thursday, Aprll26, 2018 11:36 AM 
To: Horrisberger, Christina, CDA 
Cc: Gosselin, Sharon; Gonzales, Fernando; Valderrama, Arthur; Lepere, Bill; Kaufman, Maurice 
Subject: RE: Mission and Mattox Mixed-Use Application - Revised Plans Redeved 

Christina-

The responses from the project engineer to my stormwater comments are satisfactory, and I am OK with the preliminary 
~stonnwater plan on Sh. C-7. However, I am aware that there could be continuins discussions with regard to possible future 

redesisns of the overall on-site/off-site stormwater treatment system that would change this plan, so this is a tentative OK. 

hllpl:l/outlook.alllce386.comlowii?Yiewrnod~Meuagettem&ltemiD-MMkAD'JhNzJJMTYDLTBkMDUtNGMzOC06MjRILTgwYJRkMTk1 MzU4NABGAAMMAtl 



<Vl612018 RE: Million ml Mlltalr Mlxeci-Uie Applcallon .•• • Horrllberger, Chrlltlnll, CDA 

In a separate matter, do you know if there was a documented resolution of the question possible setback from the 
earthquake fault zone boundary at the easterly edp of the site? I have a va1ue recoUection of earlier studies, possibly~ 
by Economic 01!\(elopment, that may have pinned this down. I'll check wfth Eileen to see If she knows the answer. J 

JohnR 

From: Horrisberpr, Christina, CDA 
Sent: Thursday, Aprll26, 2018 10:12 AM 
To: Roprs, John <j2bm:.@,ii;J2Ya&,rg> 

SUbject: Re: Mission aod Mattox Mixed-Use Appllcetfon - Revised Plans Recleved 

HI John, 

I am wondering If you have had a chance to review the revisions. Tbe applicant Is anxlo.us to move ahead and is 
under the impression that the i~es identified in your comments have been resolved. I am hoping to determine 
whether this application can move forward by the end of tomorrow. Thanks I 

Thanks I 

Respectfully, 

Christina Horrlsberger 
Senior Planner 
Alameda County 
Community Development Agency 
510.670.6118 

From: Horrlsberpr, Christina, CDA 
Sent: Saturday, Aprtll4, 2018 3:21 PM 
To: Yalderrama, Arthur; Gonzales, Fernando; Kaufman, Maurice; Lo, Amber; RoBers, John; Terra, Bonnie, ACFD; Fluehr, 
Yvonne, AGO; carrera, Art 
Sullied: Mission and Mattox Mixed-use Application - Revised Plans Redeved 

All-

J 

The applicant has submitted revised plans for the pending application, PLN2017..00164. E-copies of the plans, 
your most recent comments and the applfcant•s cover letter are attached. Hard copies have also been ro~ed to 
you. Please share as needed. 

Also, If you haven't already reviewed and commented on the Administrative (Internal) Draft CEQA IS/Addendum 
that was routed a few weeks ago, please do so ~~your earliest opportunity. I have attached a copy for your 
convenience. 

I have not provided a due date, but am hoping that all will provide comments/conditions as soon as possible. We 
are hoping to schedule the public hearing for this application In May, If all outstanding Are and PWA Issues can be 
resolved within the next week or so. 

Thanks I 



<112812018 

Respectfully, 

l""t\ Christina Horrisberger 
._ Senior Planner 

Alameda County 

' 

Community Development Agency 
510.670.6118 

RE: MilliOn and Mattax Mixed-Uta AppllcaUon ... - Horriebergar, ClvlltN, CDA 

hltpi:J/out100k.otllee366.ca~ReadMasaageHem&Hemlo-AAMkADVhNzJ,.nYOLTBkMDUtNGMzOC05MJRILTgwV}RkMTk1MzUoCNABGAAAAAW 
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Now.mber 2. 2017 

AJanwle Cauaty0nnumbJ DeiUJI!Gieat Apaey 
22A WatWildiMI Awnue tlll 
Haywlrd. CA MS44 

Au.miao: (!brWina llcJrrilberp 

-Dr PUaOl7 ... 1"· 

My ICI1freviewed1ho ......,._ ~ Edhu upawad aoaoera '-l•tbe ~ lli!Ktofallawiaa ldditfnnal..,... wifb DO pmyiliDa 1Jr lcfdltiaaai'Jaw ..tbrcaDeat ftiiCJIUGIL If'~ 1lle Shllrltf'1 Oftb IIIOCJIIUPI!IId......,.. ~ IBI&WW be lddecl ... tbe ocMrDcliaa piiDe. M)'lfdallo J.d tie.,.,..... 
~ 

• Wide aile viewers (11~190deareo .....,liD.., Ia aD .. docn 
• DediDitl with cyliDdlr a-d -- 1" mjnimmp tllrow 08 aD Ciidliiw docn 
• 'l'hleD iMtl (ar llll'p') ..... m llrtb .,...IIICbatecl fDfD fhndaa IIIDdl 
• Secaadlly Joab wbicb pavvlde bods lift A llide ...,._ aa.UIIidirJa wiDdowl A .udiDa doon 
• Adlqi-llld uuj&wwed ft*'« IIGIII'it_y I .... 
• Clelrly ......,.-* IDcl hnMnaiiUI!IIIn,. 5" ar ..... wih GOIIIniiiiiDa &dar 
• Puo, _... WfOIIIbtllaa 1I)'JIC..,. are !dill • tlleybada OCIIIIml_,wbO. dlaiJDwlaa auolleat 
~ 

• Key pld IIIII code ..... imnJCCtillfe __, tD ACSO piiiOIIII8I ifippliowhla 
• Self ......,-1ockina ... Dlllll Cldly/alt ..... lluadl)'.-. COtiDIImllity ~ .. 
• Saearll) awJIJance twnaM wllh Dipt vilwJDaGI!pUilitill 

WI* It would- eechMW prq)octdollllllltCNIIIalllw ................... tbefDtii••EEuWaf...,.prqfeall 
ltnplct&U. ..... Ol&e ~- nilpaad 1D calli tbr .vice. 11dlallo ...... 8ae ialplatCIIlluppoltlld'la 
.............. dilpafdl. 

lffiadler _...._.,. iiD811ded, plalc OOidld:Deputr 8flwe Sweaaey at(510) 667-3620. 

Onlgaly J. AJ.a. 

~~ 
r.w Bnfbroelnalt Sanicel 
Bella 1'owDIIdp IDIMI•ion 

OJA:CDS:tp 



::lt.ai/.A.IlU ~ IU:: t'LN.A.I1/.UU"IO'J- ..,_1111 •tiU IVIM\WA rlUfiU-·· • nuoo•uoo•w••• "'"_,_, ... ~ 

R~: PL.:N2017 -00164 - Mission and Mattox Prop~ed Mixed-Use Project Comments - Gatf' 
Question 

Staysa, Colby, Sheriff 

Mon 11/27/2017 3:18PM 

To:Horrisberger. Christina, CDA <Christlna.Horrisberger@acgov.org>; 

We are flexible 

From: Horrisberser, Christina, CDA 
Sent: Monday, November 20, 2017 2:07 PM 
To: Staysa, Colby, Sheriff 
Subject: PLN2017..00164 ·Mission and Mattox Proposed Mixed-Use Project Comments· Gate Question 

HI there-

I'm wondering how strongly ACSO's position is on gating this project. According to policies/plans for this property, the development should foster 
community, connecttvlty and pedestrian access within/throughout the community. Planning has been asking for connective pathways and Inviting 
building entrances, and a gate would be counter to that. Is this something that we can discuss further or that Is flexible? · 

Thanks I 

(By the way, I am here today and tomorrow, then out untll12/6/17.) 

Enjoy the holldayl 

Respectfully, 

Christina Horrlsberger 
Senior Planner 
Alameda County 
Community Development Agency 
510.670.61i8 

t.ttn.•/,.,,otl,.,.., ........ ~,.,.,/.....,.nut_...,._I=A_rlU-••n ......... hmln.&&Uit&n\lhN7.1U'T'YniTAitUnlltNt'Uh0f'JU;t.AIAIIT,..,VIAirinlr'IU7114NARnAAA&AAAfNnQ.ti=O\IQ.C::AwtWR~~&ntt.RwnU~Y~VAIIU' 



----·----···· -····--··-· --. 
RE: !'JA's - Mission & Mattox n 
Staysa, Colby, Sheriff 

Frl 5/25/2018 2:02 PM 

To:Horrlsberger, Christina, CDA <Christina.HorrisbergerOacgov.org>; Sweeney, Stephen G., Sheriff <SSweeneyCPacgov.org>; 

The more cameras the better. 

Colby Staysa, DMsion Commander 
Countywide Services Division 
1401 Lakeside Drive, 12th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 
{510) 272-6871 

From: Horrlsberger, Christina, CDA 
Sent: Friday, May 25, 2018 1:51 PM 

To: Sweeney, Stephen G., Sheriff <SSweeney@acgov.orp 
Cc: Staysa, Colby, Sheriff <CStaysaCPaqov.orp 
SUbjiCt: Re: COA's- Mission & Mattox 

Here is the condition we received from Capt. Staysa: 

, 

1. Prior to final building Inspection approvals, the applicant shall provide the following security measures for the project, to the sattsfactton of the Sheiiff's 
Office: 

• Wide anale viewers (180-190 dearee "Peep holes") In all residential unit front doors 
• Oeadbolts with cylinder guard and l-Inch minimum throw on all exterior doors. 
• Three-inch (or larger) screws In strike plates anchored into framing studs. 
• Secondary locks which provide both lift and slide protection on all sliding windows and sliding doors. 
• Adequate and uniform outdoor security llghtina 
• Clearly visible unit and building numbers, ffve Inches or laraer with contrasting color. 
• Provide self-closing/self-locking doors on all entries and exit gates, laundry rooms, community rooms, etc. 
• Provide security surveillance cameras with night viewing capabilities. 

hltNt·llrt•1.w.r. ""'-:vii' ,...lnwlo~•~~~A«~Mu.-•lt.mA"-nii"'=AAUitAn'VtiN7.liUTVnl TRitUnlltNt:lU,nr.n!WIIAII TI'IWVIAitUTlr1 U7114NARt::AAAAAAAtNftQAr::n~IJC.?IUA(.UftRwnU,.,.VRIRr 
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1 think the applicant is just looking for clarfflcatlon on the last bullet--does It apply the residenczes of just the retail? 

Thanks I 

Respectfully, 

Ch rlstlna Horrlsberger 
Senior Planner 
Alameda County 
Community Development Asency 
510.670.6118 

----- --··~- --------~----- -·-·--·- .. -....... ____ . ______ _ 
From: Sweeney, Stephen G., Sheriff 
S.nt: Friday, May 25, 2018 1:38 PM 
To: Horrlsbercer, Christina, CDA 
SubJect: RE: COA's- Mission It Mattox 

Christina, 

----· ----·-----·--------·---------· 

It appears the only Item for the Sheriff's Office Is the mention of security cameras. I am not aware of anything In place that require~ cameras but we always make the 
suggestion for the overall safety and security of any new site. 

D~puty Steve Sweeney 
Alameda County Sheriff's Office 

eden Township Substation 
15001 f-ooihiiiBoulevat'd 

Ss11 LeBndlo, CA 94518 

DI:SK (610) 667.o3620 

FAX (610) 667-3963 

sSl!t'86lllfY@oc~tom 

{) -----
·----~--

,.J.;.L_~-I\'1LL.' a.l t....'";L-,!_1.'\J..,..\" 

\..) 
................. _ -·· ........ "'"',. _____ , _____ .......... . . - ... '-' \., 
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I think the applicant is just lookins for clarification on the last bullet-does It apply the residences of just the retail? 

thanks I 

Respectfully, 

Christina Horrlsbei'Jer 
Senior Planner 
Alameda County 
Community Development Agency 
510.670.6118 

__ .., ___ w-- ---·---··~·--••-.,•·-·--- ... -·---- "•-
From: Sweeney, Stephen G., Sheriff 
Sent: Friday, May 25,20181:38 PM 
To: Horrlsberger, Christina, CDA 
SUbject: RE: COA's- Mission & Mattox 

Christina, 

f' 

It appears the only Item for the Sheriff's Offfce Is the mention of security cameras. t am not aware of anything In place that require~ cameras but we always make the 
suuestlon for the overall safety and $ecurlty of any new site. 

Deputy Steve Sweeney 
Alameda County Sheriff's Oflfce 
Eden Township SublltatJon 
15001 Foothill Boulevanl 

Slln Leendro, CA H578 
DESK (510) 867-3820 
FAX {610} 667..S983 

sswnne.l!@~ 

t~ C::::t-1 t= Clll==t::-----
' -

./\1-A f',-~£i.-1 ,;)j L .. (...il. Jf'J "!"" \. 
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RE: r0AFT COAs- PLN2017-00164- MLC Mix~use application, Mission and Mattox f" 

Valderrama, Arthur 

Wed 5/23/2018 9:09AM 

Ta.Horrisberger, Christina, CDA <Chrtstina.HorrlsbergerOac:gov.org>; Rogers, John <johnrCPacpwa.org>; Staysa, Colby, Sheriff <CStaysaOacgov.org>; Avila, Cesar, ACFD 
<Cesar.AvllaOacgc:w.org>; Tam, Alan <alantflllacpwa.org>; Gonzales, Fernando <femandoCPacpwa.org>; Kaufman, Mat.~rlce <Maurice@acpwa.org>; Dalton, Eileen, CDA 
<eileen.daltonOacgov.org>; McCue, Susan, CDA <Susan.McCue@acgov.org>; Lopez, Albert. CDA <Aibert.Lopez@acgov.org>; Uttlejohn, Heather M., County Counsel 
<Heather.LittlejomOacgov.org>; Cho, Andy Hyun-Jae <andyhjc@acpwa.org>; Orcluna, Rodrigo, CDA <rodrigo.orduna@lacgov.org>; 

Christina, 

~:v.l.?. c\o written in-your draft, reflects accurately the results of PWA's negotiations with MLC. 
The possible rewording which JohnR has alluded to will not be necessary. 

- ARTHUR VALDERRAMA, P.E. 

Supervising Civil Engineer 

JW(~ \~JCb. t~1·~ Construct!on & Development Services Department 1 Alameda County Public Works Agency 

951 Tumer Court, Room 100 I Hayward, CA 94545 

e-mail:~ ; (510) 670-5260 I (510) 67G-5269 Fax 

NOnCE: If you n nat .. lniBnded IWCipllnt d lhll Mill, you .. prohlbnld tam at.lng, copying. wq ar ~ MY d .. aanllnta.. Thll ..mal IIIII MY llttllal"omenl may CXII'Itlln lnformallan that 18 pltdeged, c:anlldlna.l or 

._npt from dlllclolll'8 under ippllalble '-W, 8lld may only b8 for Ul8 by the lmllnded NCiplenl(e). If you receMid thle tranemllelan In enar, pl .... natnY ... ...- by fiPIYing ID Ide IHNIII or by cdng (510) 1170o6280; permanently 

ct.llt81hll 11'181811(18 from ,aur ~Y~~em. end da8trDy el caplee. 

Fiam: Horrlsberaer, Christina, CDA 
s.nt: Wednesd~ May 23, 2018 8:57AM 
To: Rogers, John <Johnr@)acpwa.orp; Staysa, Colby, Sheriff <CStaySa(taqov.ora>; Avila, Cesar, ACFD <Cesar.Avlla@lacgov.ora>; Tam, Alan <alantdPacpwa.org>; 
Valderrama, Arthur <arthur@)acpwa.orp; Gonzales, Fernando <fe~ando@acpwa,orp; Kaufrna~, Maurice <Maurlce@)acpwa.orp; Dalton, Eileen, CDA 
<efleen.dalton@)aqov.org>; MtCue. Susan, CDA <Susan.McCue(l)acgov.orp; Lopez, Albert, CDA <Aibert.Lopez@lacgov.org>; Littlejohn, Heather M., County Counsel 
<Heather.llttlejohn@laqov.org>; Cho, Andy Hyun-Jae <andyhjcOacpwa.orp; Orduna, Rodrlao, CDA <rodriso.orduna(l)aqov.orp 
SubJect: Re: DRAFT COAs- PLN2017.00164- MLC Mixed-use application, Mission and Mattox 

Thanks I 

hlttw•llnJ "'""""""""~Ali ,.,..,,._.l?ui~U.Ce•"•lt•m&._,!n.AAMitAnvhNY.IIU'Nnl TRirMMIItNAM..nt"JAIIIAII T.....viAitUT1r1M7t l.tNARAAAAAAAAtt.lr.a.l=n\IQ.CUMt\NA .. ~AtnRwnM......,VAIRI" 
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RE: ,AFT COAs- PLN2017-00164- MLC Mixl'-.use application, Mission and Mattox f" 

Cho, Andy Hyun-Jae 

Wed 5/23/2018 9:45AM 

To:Horrisberger, Christina, CDA <Christina.HorrisbergerCacgov.org>; 

ccValderrama, Arthur <arthur@acpwa.org>; Rogers. John <johnr@acpwa.org>; Tam. Alan <alantqpacpwa.org>; Gonzales, Fernando <fernando@acpwa.org>; Dalton, Eileen, CDA 
<eileen.dalton@acgov.org >; Staysa, Colby. Sheriff <CStaysaOacgov.org >; Avila, Cesar, ACFD ·<Cesar AvllaOacgov.org>; KaUfman, Maurice < Maurice@acpwa.org >; Lopez. Albert, CDA 
<Albert.Lopez(!Pacgov.org>; Uttlejohn, Heather M., Coont¥·Counsel <Heather.Uttlejohn«Pacgov.org>; Orduna, Rodrigo, CDA <rodrigo.orduna@acgov.org>; 

HI Christina, 

Here is my suggestion reprdlns COA #21: 

• Prior to approval of lmpllMtl'nent Plans and Final Map, the potential fault rupture ~azard at the project site must be assessed by a qualified pologlst and 
reviewed and approved by the Alameda County PWA pursuant to the provisions of Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zonlns Act and the Spedal Publlca~on 42. 
The developer shall provide the necessary fundlns for the compleUon of this review. 

Thank you, 

\1.1 
t-.Jboc \\brks .-\gt11C)· 

. \l.mwda ( .t,m1y -·· · -

Nl4y a.. i'.L 
.AIIIm.Btllrt;bau 
~ i:D"'*P-f .5f!fticu :;:)tputmBt 
Jt9~St1Ht.:locmll4l. ~CA MSH 
l'llnl I'Jl0.6i0.6dl. ta 5:tJ..67t'.lt78.7. -..11, an~org 

CONFIDENTIA.UTY NOTICE: This e·mai: WUJJ,,~e i11l'haling artachmma, if tm}: i.J lnkrrded only for tAe p«rson(s) or entity(iM) to which It i.J adib-esse.l oNIIliQ}' .:ontatn colffi:tc1ltlal tllld lor prlvUqed ~. Any 

1111/lutllorized re~w. u.r11, discJDsure or di..ftr!but/011 is prohlbtud. (f you am not tile tn~nded recipient, pletJJe contact the sende by 7'tply e-mail and dertroy all ccple.~ nf tlte orlg{tu:d message. 

Fram: Valderrama, Arthur 
Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 9:10AM 
To: Horrisberger, Christina, CDA <Christtna.Horrlsberger@'acgov.orp; Roprs, John <Johnr@acpwa.orp; Staysa, Colby, Sheriff <CStaysa({Pacgov.orp; Avila, Cesar, 

hllne•llrv ........ nllltw'UIPI nnm~-~IA-••,..,_.,..,I ..... II"''ooA&UitAnvhN7.IIUTYI'III TAIIUN ltNr.IU~AII TtNNIAitUT1t1U711.otliiARAA&AAAAAtN..A41=n\IQ.CIR\Iff\NAti&.~AntnRwnU""VIURI" 
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ALH Urban ·. Regional Economics 

MEMORANDUM 

Attachment 

2239 On1g0n Str.t 
Berbley, CA 9.4705 

510.704.1599 
cherman@olhecon.com 

To: Christina Horrisberger and Rodrigo Orduna, County of Alameda Planning Department; and 
Eileen Dolton, County of Alameda Community Development Agency 

From: Amy L. Herman and MI:Jry A. Smitheram-Sheldon, ALH Urban & Regional Economics 

18: Limited Review of Financial Analysis for Proposed Mission & Mattox Mixed-Use Development 
Projed 

Dme: April18,2017 

AI requested, AI.H Urban & Regional Economics· (ALH Economics) has reviewed a partial financial 
analysis of the proposed Mission & Mattox Mo.d-Use Development. This pro fonna was provided to 
us on Thursday, April 13, 2017 with the filename of Financial Analysis- Submittal.xlsx, and was 
prepared by MLC Holdings, the project applicant. 

' P*De note that the pro fonna we were asked to review does not match our understanding. of the full 
development program as cumtntly proposed. We understand that the complete proposed 
development comprises 45 iuwnhouses, 7,000 square feet of retail space in a building fronting 
Mission Boulewrd, and 12 residential apartments located above the retail building. The provided pro 
forma omitted the 45 townhouses. 

AI.H Economics beli.ves that a side-by-side review of financial pro formas for bath the submitted pro 
forma and a more comprehensive pro forma inclusive of the townhomes should be conducted in 
order to render an .tf.ctive evalucmon of the project's proiected financial performance. 

Our comments on the submitted financial pro forma are as follows: 

1) Al..H Economics believes that some of the assumptions are conservative, e.g., 40% apartment 
expense ratio, 15% retail expense ratio, and apartment rents at $2.50/sq. ft. ALH Economics 
would use a 30% apartment expense ratio, 5% retail expenses, and apartment ren1l at 
$2.60/sq. ft. Note that these latter assumptions would be consistent with the . planned 
Cherryland Place public/private project across the strwt. 

2) ALH Economics believes the retail vacancy is high at 20%, but could be reasonable if 1he large 
quantity of retail apace does nof meet with marbt acceptance. 

3) ALH Economics also believes the capitalization rate for the project might be high as well, at 
6.5%. 

4} Aauming that the Miuion & Mllttox Mixed-Use Development project breakeven of $5.534 
million is correct, as represented by the developer, and making the changes in #2 above, 
ALH Economics gels to $5.45 million in estimated development value, which is dose to the 



ALH Urban · Regional Economics 

d&Yeloper's identified breakeven point. Moving the retail vacancy to 1 0% results in an 
estimated value of $$.67 million (over the brealceven). Similatiy, independently adjusting 1he 
capitalization rate down to 6.25% gels us to the same value. 

We would find it more meaningful to rwviaw a paired pro forma analysis .as mentioned above, 
inclusive of 1he comprehensive development program with the 45 townhouse uni1s. Wdhout this paired 
analysis our condusiona are somewhat limit8d, but we hope they are of use to the County of Alameda 
Planning Department. 

This memorondum is subject to the following Assumptions and General Limiting Conditions. 

Projedr,/20\6/1620~M&M Financial An~mhd lt.vi.w of Million & Matbl financial Analpi•.\103.r01.doc 

2 

J 



' ASSUMPTIONS AND GENERAL LIMITING CONDITIONS 

ALH Urban & Regional Economics has made extensive efforts to confirm the accuracy and timeliness 
of the information contained in this study. Such information was compiled from a variety of sources, 

. including interviews with government officials, review of City and County documents, and other third 
parties deemed to be reliable. Although ALH Urban & Regional Economics believes all information in 
this study is correct, it does not warrant the accuracy of such information and assumes no 
responsibility for inaccuracies in the information by third parties. We have no responsibility to update 
this report for events and circumstances occurring after the date of "!his report. Further, no guarantee 
is made as to the possible effect on development of present or future federal, state or local legislation, 
including any regarding environmental or ecologiool matters. 

The accompanying projections and analyses are based on estimates and assumptions developed in 
connection with the study. In tum, these assumptions, and their relation to the projections, were 
developed using currently available economic data and ofher relevant information. It is the nature of 
forecasting, however, that some assumptions may not materialize, and unanticipated events and 
circumstances may occur. Therefore, actual results achieved during the projection period will likely 
vary from the projections, and some of the variations may be material to the conclusions of the 
analysis. 

Contractual obligations do not include access to or ownership transfer of any electronic data 
processing files, programs or models completed directly for or as by-products of this research effort, 
unless explicitly so agreed as part of the contract. 



(; Cherryland Community Association 

PO tox292 
San Lorenzo, CA 94510 
510.963.1415 
CCA.IODOgmal.com 

Members of the Alameda County Planning Commission 
Alameda County Community Development Agency 
Planning Department 
224 W. Winton Avenue, Rm Ill 
Hayward, CA 94544 

May22,2018 

IE: .. Miulon & Malfox"' • .20478 Mission lolllevard (PLN20J7-00l64} 

Dear PIQnning Commissioners and County Planning Staff, 

The Chenyland Community Association (CCA) Board has reviewed the above 
referenced project that wl appear before the Planning Commission on June 4th. 
2018.1he developer. MLC Holdings, met with our board on several occasions to 
present their plans for the sHe and to sdiCit feedback from our group. on behalf of 
the CCA Boad, I om writing In sUpport of the proposed Mission & Mattox project 
proposed for the existing vacant stte at the corner of Mission Boulevard and Mattox 
Road. Not only does the project clean up a long derelict site that negatively 
impacts the Cherryk:Jnd neighborhood, but it provides a mixed-use development 
that balances comnerdal uses with for-5ale and rental housing. 

The proposed development wll potenflally bring approximately 57 new families 
Into the Cherryland area and wll provide new reton along a pedestriarHXiented 
streetscape. The sHe has the potential to be a catalyst for additional development 
along this corridor which has been needed for many years. 

Cindy lowles 
President, Board ofDirectors 
Chenytand Community Association 

IHeartChenyland@gmal.com 
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C'oim11tl .,.... lf'ssiMa ....._. ProJed 
, .AIIillrtl'llll .... 

SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION 

This Addendum, checklist. and attached supportlna documents hive been prepared to determine 
whether and to what extent the 2015 Ashland and Cherrylend Business District Spedllc Plan 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (State Clearlnahouse No. 2015042047) remains suffiCient to 
address the potentlallmPKts of the proposed Mission & Mattox Project (proposed project), or 
whether additional doa~mentltlon Is required under the C.ltfomla Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code, Section 21000, et seq.). 

1.1- Initial Study/Environmental Checklist 

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21166, and CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 an.d 15164, 
subd. (a), the attached Initial. study/checldlst hM been prepared to evaluate the prapased project. 
The attached Initial study/checkHst uses the standard environmental checklist catesorfes provided In 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, but provides answer columns for evaluation consistent with the 
considerations listed under CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, su bd. (a). 

LZ- Environmental Analysis and Conduslons 

CEOA Guidelines Section 15164, subd. (a) provides thlt the lead qency or a responsible apncy shd 
prepare an addendum to a previously certified Environmental Impact Report or Neptlve DeciJration 
(ND) If some chart~es or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described In CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15162 caRI111 for preparation of a subsequent EIR or ND have occurred (CEQA ,. 
Guidelines, Section 15164, subd. (a). 

An lddendum need nat be circulated for public review but can be Included In or lttKhed to the 
Final EIR or NP (CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, subd (c). The dedslon-maklns body shall consider 
the lddendum to the Final EIR prior to makln& a decision on ~~ project (CEOA Guidelines Section 
15164, subd. (d). An aaencv must also Include a brief explanation of the dedslon nOt to prepare a 
subsequent EIR or ND pursuant to Section 15162 (CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, subd. (e)). 

Consequently, once an EIR or ND his been wrtlfled for a project_ no subsequent EIR or ND Is 
required under CEQA unless, based on substantial evidence: 

1) Substantial chanses are proposed In the project which will require major revisions of the 
previous EIR or ND ... due to the Involvement of new slplflcant environmental effects ·or a 
substantial Increase In the severity of previously Identified slanlflcant effects; 1 

2) Substlnt~l chanps occur with respect to the drcumstances under which the project Is 
undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or ND ••• 'due to the 
Involvement of new slsnlflca~ environmental effects or a substantial Increase in the 
severity of previously ldenttfted slaniftcant effects; or 

1 ~ lil*llllnlls Sedlan 15312 ddnu "'llnlftcant el'fea: on the environment" • • ••. • subDntlel, ar patenltiJir substlntlll 
IIIMrse c11anae 1n •nv of the physlc:ll candltlonl witt*\ the .... lfrected bvthe IJIU)Kt. lnduclncllnd, 11r......, minerals, flora, 
flunl, lmblent noise, 111d objects cl hlstarlc or ~esthetic IIJinlftclnce •.• • ( .. IIIII Public Resoun:es COde. SediDn 21061). 
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3) New Information of substa~lal imponance, which was not known and coUld not have been 
known with the exercise Of reasonable dUipnce at th~ time the previous EIR was certified 
as complete or th~ NO was adopted •.• shows any of the followlna: 
a. · The projec.1 will have one or more slsnlflcant effet1s not dismssed In the previous EIR or 

neptlve declaration; : · 

b. Sllfllfic:ant effects previously examined will be substlntllllv more severe than shown In 
the previous EIR [or NO); 

c. Mltlptlon measures or alternatives prevlouslv found not to be feasible would In fact be 
feasible, and would substantlallv reduce Qne or mQre slsnlftclnt effeets of the project. 
but the project proponents decline to adopt the mltlptlon measure or alternative; or 

d. Mitlptlon measures or alternatives which Ire considerably different from those 
analyzed In the previous EIR [or ND) would substantially reduce one or more slsnlficant 
effects on the environment, but the pro~ct proponents decline to adopt th~ mlttptlon 
measure or alternative (CEQA Guidelines, ~n 15162, subd. (a); see also Pub. 
Resources Code, Section 21166). 

This addendum, checklist and attached dOaJments constitute substantial evidence support ins the 
conclusion that preparation of a supplemental or subsequent EIR or NO Is not required prior to 
approval of the necessary permits for the proposed project by responsible and trustee acencles, and 
provides the required documentation under CEQA. 

This addendum addresses the conclusions of the 2015 Ashland and Cherryland Business District 
Specific Plan EIR. 

1.2.1· Flndinp 

There .,.. no substantial chantes proposed by the Mission & Mattox Project or In the clrtUmstances 
In which the project will be undertaken that require major revisions of the Final EIR, or preparation 
of a new subsequent or supplemental EIR, due to the Involvement of new sfBnlflcant environmental 
effects or a substantial Increase In the severity~ previously Identified slsnlftclnt effects. As 
Illustrated herein, the projec.11s consistent with the analysis contained within the Final EIR. 

1.2.2 - Condusions 

The County of Alameda may approve the Mission lc Mattox Project based on this Addendum. The 
Impacts of the proposed project remain within the impacts prevtouslv.analyzed In the EIR (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15164). 

1.3 - Mltiptlon Monitoril'll Prosram 
As required by Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, subd. (a)(l), a mitlptlon monltorins and 
reportlns prosram has been prepared for the project In order to monitor the Implementation of the 
mltlptlon measu~ that have been adopted for the project. Any Ions-term monltorins of 
mltlptlon measures Imposed on the overall development will be Implemented throush the 
Mitiption Monltorlns and Reportl111 Prosram. 

2 ffiiCC86oa SCIIuCtonl 
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~fC T ION 7: PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2.1- Location and Settllll 

2.1.1 - Location 

The praJec:t site Is lae~ted It 20478 MlssJon Boulevard (at the Intersection of Mission 
BouleYird/Mattox Road) In the unlncorporlted community of Cherryllnd, Allmedl County, 
California (Exhlbtt 1). 2 The 2.6-acre project site Is bounded by Mission Boulevard (west), a vacant 
commercial buildlns and sqle-famlly residential development (north), Carpenters Union Local 713 
Hall (east), and Mattox Road (south) (Exhlbll2). The project site is located on the Hayward, 
California United States Geoloilcal Survey 7 .5-Minute Historical Topopaphlc Map, Rance 2 West, 
Township 3 South, Section (Latitude 3r 41' u• North; L.onaltUde 122• fl 3• West). 

2.1.2 - Environmental Settin& 

The project site contains a vacant commerdal building, paved parklns areas, and small areas of 
ornamentallandscaplne. 

The bulldlfll consists of a slnsle-story, off.whlte, concrete bkM:k structure. The bullcllfll has Ia rae, 
blank walls a Ions the Mission Boulevard and Mattox Road street frontqes. A below-trade dock Is 
located In the eastern portion of the structure facln& Mattox Road; several at-crade roll-up doors are 
located In the northern portion of the structure faclnc Mission Boulevard. 

Vehicular access is taken from a right-in, rWht out driveway on Mission Boulevard and a right-in, right 
out driveway on Mlttcll Raed. Bec:luse of the conflauratlon of the bulldq, vehicles can only enter 
and exit at the ume aa:eu point. 

Omamentallandscapll'll conslstins of smalareas of mature trees, heclps, and shrubs are located 
alons the western and southern sides of the bulldln1. 

A chain-link fence topped with razor wire surrounds the project site. 

The project site was previously occupied by Peterson Metal Fabrtcltlon. An 8,()()()-pllon 
underBround storap tank (UST) was removed from the site In June 1990. Post-remcMII soil and 
sroundwlter testins revealed that the usrs dispenser had been leaklr~~ psollne. Approximately 5 
cubic yards of Impacted soli were removed and disposed of It the \Iasco Road Landfill near 
I..M!rn.ore. The Alameda County Health care Services Aaenot Issued a •ease Closed" letter on July 
14, 1995, sllnlfylftl that the site had been remedlated to Its satlll'adlon. 

2.1..3 .. General Plan and lanin& 
The project site Is despated •General Commercial• by the Eden Area General Plan (part of the 
Alameda County General Plan) and zoned •oistrict Mixed-Use (DMur by the Ashland and 
Cherryllnd Business District Specific Plan. 

1 11le Alllllnd Md Chllrryllnd IIUIInea District Specllc Plln dacriJeS the •a.n,e.nd .!e .. IS lleil!l bounded b¥ Montpnely 
Menu~ (west), Pllmdlse ecue.nllnorttl), S.n l.ofenaD creelc (elllt), •ncl St. J ... COurt IJoutll). 
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2.2.1- Ashland and Cherryland Business District Specific: Plan 

The project site Is within the larger 246--acre Ashland and Cherryland Business District Specific Plan 
that was flnt adopted by the Alameda County Board of Supervisors In 1995 and amended In 2015. 

The Spedflc Plan contemplates· the develop~ent of 167 sinsle·famlly dwelllfll units, 771 multi-family 
dwelllns units, and 570,000 square feet of non-residential uses within the plan area. The Specific 
Plan establishes that the DMU zonlns district Is Intended to support •toeally- and reclonally-servtne 
commercial, retail, and entertainment uses, as well as 1 variety of urban housin& choices'" and aHows 
buildinp up to 75 feet In helsht, a Floor Area Ratio of up to 2.5, and a maximum density of 86 
dwelllns units per acre. 

In 2018, the County of Alameda amended both the Eden Area General Plan and the Ashland and 
Cherryland Business District Specific Plan to provide sreater flexibility for mlxe_d·use projects. The 
text amendment to the Eden Area General Plan allows the Plan nina Commission to permit a lower 
residential ranse for mixed-use projects when a project furthers the soals of the General and 
Specific Plan. The ranse density could be one lower than would be required if residential were the 
only land use. The text amendment to the Specific Plan would modify the exlstlns mixed-use 
approval findings to: 

8 Clarify the meanlns of primary and secondary land uses. 

8 Better define what Is counted as non-residential space. 

o Add flndiJ185 allowlns Plan nina Commission approval of projects not meetlns the 25" non· 
residential component requirement on properties :t10,000 square feet, under certain 
drcumstances, when the Specific Plan Goals are met and the community will benefit fro.m the 
project. 

2.3 - Project Characteristics 

2.3.1- Project Summary 

The project applicant Is proposlns to develop 57 dwellns units and 7,495 square feet of non
residential uses on the project site (6,100 square feet of net leasable Interior space plus 1,395 

square feet of discrete, adjacent outdoor leasable space). The dwelllna units would consist of three
story townhomes allocated amons eisht build trip and 12 apartments on two floors above the 
sround floor non-residential space Within the ninth buHdll'tl• -Residentilll dens_lty would be 22.1 
dweiHI'II units/acre. The 7,495 square feet of non-residential uses would be contained In a three
story bulldlnsaloncthe Mission Boulevard frontase, with around floor commercial uses and upper 
floor residential uses. The exlstllll ACBD SP required mixed-use sites to lndude 25 percent non
residential uses 1s part of the project. The .-ecently approvechmendment to the Ashlilnd Cherryland 
Business District Specific Plan allows Plan nine Commission approval for projects not meetins the 25 
percent non-residential requirement, under certain drcumstances, when the Specific Plan Goals are 
met and the community wll benefit from the project. The project Includes a centrally located tot 
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lot, paseos, landscaptns throusttout the project and community open space at the comer of Mission 
& M.UC.. Exhibit 3 depicts the mnceptual site plan. Errorl Referena~source not found. 
summarizes the proposed project. 

Residential 

18ble 1: Mission a Mattox Project Summary 

Duafptlon 

57 dwelllnl unlb (45 townhomes [3 storfes] and 12 apllftments); 22.1 
dwelllr~~ units/acre 

No~ntfal 7,495 square feet on the ground floor (conslstfns of 6,100 square feet of 
net leasable Interior space plus 1,395 square feet of discreet, adjacent, 
outdoor leasable space). End uses may Include food, food service, caN, 
retal~ or service commerdal. 

Open SpiCe (Lindscaplrw) 

Open Space (Prfvate Balconies) 

Impervious Surface 

Bloretentlon Stormwater Basin 

Parldna 

Source: MLC Holdlnp,lnc., 2017. 

U,200 square feet; lndudes tot lot and landscapllll 

3,758 square feet 

88,465 square feet 

2,875 square feet provided (2A85 square feet required) 

129 on-sHit parklnt spaces 

Landscaplnaand Stonnwater Manqement 

1Wo bloretentlon stormwater basins totall .. 3,950 square feet would be provided alona Mattox 
Road. A total of 12,200 squ1re feet of open space (landlcaplnJ) would also be prOVIded. 

A tabll of 3,950 square feet of bloretentlon stormwater basins would be provided. 

Vehlcu._ Access and Partcl,. 

~hlcullr access would be taken from a rtsht-ln, rllht out driveway on Mission Boulevard and a rilht· 
In, rl8ht out driveway on Mattox Road. An Internal roadway network of 24-foot to 26-foot-wlde 
drive aisles would connect the Mission Boulevard and Mattox Road driveWays. 

The project would provide 129 on-site parklna spaces, with 111 spaces ass11ned to the residential 
uses arid 18 spaces assllned to the commercial uses. Additionally, nine on-street parting spaces 
would be provided 110111 the project's Mission Boulevard frontale. 

ZA • Discretionary Approvals 

The proposed project requires the followlns discretionary approvals from ~he County of Alameda: 

• Tentative Subdivision Map 
• Site Development Review 

~SOiufJMI 
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SECTION 3: CEQA CHECI<LlST 
"- ~ - . 

The purpose of the chedcllst Is to evaluate the cateaorles In terms of any chanaed mndltlon (e.a., 
chanpd drcumstanc:es, project chanps, or new lnfonnat!On of substantial Importance) that may 
result In a chanpd environmental result (e.a., a new slpif'ICint Impact or_ substantial Increase In the 
severity of a previously Identified swnlflc8nt effect) (aQA Guidelines Section 15162). · 

The questions posed In the checklist come from Appendix G af the CEQA Guidelines. A •no• answer 
d~ not necessarily mean that there are no potential Impacts relative to the environmental 
catesorv, but that there Is no chanae In the condition or status af the Impact since It was analyzed 
and addressed with mltlption measures In the Final EIR. These. environmental c:ateaories mflht be 
answerad With a •no• In the checklist, since the ~roposed proJect does not Introduce char~~es that 
would result In a modlfbtlon to the conclusion of the previously approved CEQA document. 

This addendum addresses the conduslons of the 2015 Ashland and Cherryland Business District 
Specific Pian EIR. . 

3.1· Explanation of Cheddlst Evaluation Cilteprlias 

(1) Conclusion In PriOr EIR and RelaU!d Doannats 

This column summarizes the conclusion of the EIR relative to the environmental Issue listed under 
eachtopk. 

(2) Do the Proposed Chanpslnvolve New or More Severe Impacts? 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, subd. (a)(1), this column Indicates whether the chanaes 
represented by the revised project will result In new sltnlflcant environmental impacts not 

previously Identified or_ mltlpted by the EIR, or_ whether the charwes will result in 1 substantial 
Increase In the severity d 1 previously identified sl&nlflcant Impact. 

(3) New arcumstances lnvolvlq New or More Severe Impacts? 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, subd. (a)(2), this column Indicates whether there have 
been substantial chanps with respect to the circumstances under which the project Is undertiken 
that will require major revisions to the EIR, due to the Involvement of new slanlftcant eiJYironmental 
effects or a substantiallnaease In the severity of previously Identified slplflcant effects. 

(4) New lnformltlon Requlrlna New Analyfls or Verification? 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, subd. (1)(3)(A-D), this column Indicates whether new 
Information of substantial Importance, which was not known and could not have been known with 
the exercise of reasonable difisence at the time the EIR was adopted as complete, shows any of the 
followlnc: 

(A) The project will have one or more sllnlflc:ant effl!!cts nat discussed In the previous EIR or 
neptlve declaration; 

RriCQDM Salutfcw 
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(B) Slinlficant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown In the 
previous EIR; 

(C) Mltlptlon measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would In fact be 
feaisl~le,and would substantially reduce one or more sl&nlflcant effects of the project, but 
the project proponents dedlne to adopt the mlt.-lon measure or alternative; or 

(D) Mltlptlon measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed IIJ 
the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more s11nlflcant effects on the 
environment; but the proJect proponents decline to adopt the mlt.-lon measure or 
alternative. 

If the additional ana~ completed as part of this environmental review were to find that the 
conclusions of the EIR remain the same and no new sfptfk:ant Impacts are ldentlfled, or Identified 
Impacts are not found to be substantially more severe, or iddltlonal mttWatlon Is· not necessary, then 
the question would be answered •no• and no additional environmental document would be.requlred. 

(5) Mitigation Measures Implemented or Address Impacts 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, subd. (a)(3), this column Indicates whether the EIR 
provides mltlptlon measures to eddress effects In the related impact cate1ory. These mltlptlon 
measures will be Implemented wtth the 'construction of the pro~, as applicable. 

3.Z - Discussion and Mltlptton Sections 

(1) Discussion 

A discussion of the elements of the checklist Is provided under each environmental catesorv In order 
to dartfy the answers. The discussion provides Information about the particular environmental 
Issue, how the project relates to the ISsue, and the st8tus of any mitlptlon that may be required or 
that has already been Implemented. 

(2) Mitlptlon Measures 
Applicable mltlptlon measures from the EIR that apply to the proposed project are listed under 
each environmental catqory. 

(3) Conduslons 

A discussion of the conclusion reiatlns to the analysl5 is contained In each section. 

fllllall6clll Silllutlolll 
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Area Sit .............. ? llllpacll? Verllfcallaltl Meuures 

1. Aesthetics 

MfHIId the project: 

a) Have a substantial No Impact ~The No. There are No. Nonew None 
adverse effect on 1 proposed no new Information of 
scenic vista? project does drcumstances substlntlal 

not involve that would Importance 
chanpsthat result In new or indlcate:sthe 
would result in more severe need for 
new or more lmpac:ls on a lddltlonll 
severe Impacts scenic vlstl. inalyslsof 
on a scenic scenic vistas. 
vista. 

b) Substantially damap Less than No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
scenic resources, sfsnlflcant proposed no new infonnation of 
lndudlna, but not Impact project does drc:umstlneeS subatlntllil 
limited to, trees, rack not Involve that would Importance 
outaapplnp, and c:hanpJ that result In new or lndlc:at:u the 
historic: buildlnp would result In more severe need for 
within a state scenic new or more Impacts on ..:ldltlonal 
hilhwaY? severe Impacts State Scenic analysis of State 

c on State Scenic HIShwtYs. SCenic 
HWM~Ys. Hf&hways. 

c) Substantially desrade . Less than No. The No.lhenare No. Nonew None 
the exlstlrw visual sllnlflcant propased no new Information of 
charlcter or quality "Impact project does drcurnstances substlntial 
of the site and Its not Involve that would Importance 
swroundlnp? chanpsthat result In new or Indicates the 

would result In more severe need for 
newarmore Impacts on ..:ldltlom~l 
severe Impacts visual chll'leter. analysis of 
on visual visual ch .. cter. 
character. 

d) Create 1 new source Less than No. 1he No. There are No. No new None 
of substantial IIcht or siplflcant proposed no new information of 
...... which would Impact project does not drannstances substan~ 
aiMnely affect clay Involve chanps ·that would Importance 
or nflhttlrne views In t~would t result In new or lndlcltes the 
the area? result In new or . more severe need for 

more severe Impacts on lilht additional 
Impacts on Iicht and1lare. analysis of liBht 
and pre. and &fare. 
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Discussion 

a) The EIR condilded that the Spedflc Plan area contains urban development and does contain 
any visual resources that wou lei _be considered a scenic vista. The EIR concluded that 
impacts would be less than significant 

The proposed proJect would Involve the red~lopment of exlstins developed property to 
support residential and non-residential uses. The project site does not serve as a scenic 
vista, nor are there any scenic resources within the slte boundaries. As such, the proposed 
project would not alter any conclusions set forth in the EIR. 

b) The EIR Indicated that State Route 238 (SR-238) was a County-deslplted scenic freeway and 
that the Intensity and visibility of urban development In the Plan Area would not affect 
scenic views from the freeway of the East Bay hills and San Francisco Bay. The EIR also noted 
that the Plan Area was outside the scenic corridor of 1·580, a State-deslsnated scenic 
highway. The EIR concluded that Impacts would be less than slsnlflcant. 

c) 

The project site Is not visible from either SR-238 or 1-580, due to the presence of intervening 
visual obstructions lnclu~inJ freeway soundwalls, Hrial structures, vesetatlon, and 
toposraphy. Furthermore, the project Is located to the south of SR-238 or 1·580 and thus 
would not have the potential to obstruct views of the East Bay hiHs or San Francisco Bay. As 
such, the proposed project would not alter ~ny conclusions set fOrth In the EIR. 

The EIR Indicated that the proposed Specific Plan would guide the development of 
approximately 167 single-family dwellln& unttS, 771 multi-family dweiUng units, and 570,000 
square feet of non-residential uses within the Plan An!e. The EIR noted that the Specific Plan 
sets forth deslsn standards to keep development proportionate and In-scale with the 
surroundln1 area and requires that projects over 1,000 square feet underso Site 

Development Review to determine the visual cornpatlblltty of the proposed development. 
The EIR concluded that bulldout of the Spedflc Plan would not desrade the vtsual character 
of the project site or Its sunoundlnp. 

The proposed project would develop 57 dwelltns units and 7,495 square feet of non
residential uses on the project site. The dwelllnl units would consist of 45 three story 
townhomes and U apartment units. The 7,495 square feet of non-resldentill!l uses and the 
12 apartment units would be located In a three-story buildl01 alons the ~Iss ion Boulevard 
frontqe. Commerdaland residential uses are allowable uses within the District Mixed Use 
zone and, therefor:e, would be consistent with the visual character contemplated by the 
Eden Area General Plan and the Ashland Cherryland Business District Specific Plan. 
Furthermore, the fadltty would compty with aU SpecifiC Plan development standards that 
concern setbacks, bulldlns helsht, f~r Area Ratio, and landscaplns. As such, the proposed 
project would not alter any conclusions set forth In the EIR. 

d) The EIR indicated that the Plan Area ~as urbanized and contained extstlnc sources of liaht and 
glare, lncludlns outdoor security llghtlnS, llshted s~&ns, and streetlights. New development 
a \so could produce 11are from sunllsht reflectins off reftective structures and motor vehicles, 
or bv vehicle headlamps. The Specifk: Plan would sulde the development of approximately 
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167 stnsle-farnllv dweiHns units, 771 multi-family dwellns units, and 570,000 squere feet of 
n~n-resldentlalwes within the Plan Area. The EIR noted thlt future development proposals 
would undefiD stte-spedftc environmental review, which would consider llaht and alare · 
Impacts. The EIR concluded that buildout of the Specific Plan would not ~substantial 
new sources of lllht and ware to the project site or Its sunoundlnp. 

The proposed. project would develop 57 dwelllna units and 7,495 square feet of non
residential uses on the project site. Forty-five of the 57 dwelnna units would consist of 
three-storytownhornes. The remalnlna 12 dweiRIII unlb would consist ofap~rtments. The 
7,495 square feet of non-residential uses alons with the 12 apartment units would be 
located In a three-story bulldlna alone the Mission Boulevard frontlge. Exterior llshtln£ 
associated with the proposed project would be Rmlted to the amount necessary to provide 
adequate safety and security durttw the nl&httime hours and, possibly, Hlumlnated slsnaae 
for the non~resldentlal uses dependlnl on the end user. This level of llaht and Blare would 
not represent IIUbsbntlallncruse relative to exlstlnc levels of Illumination In the project 
vicinity. As such, the proposed project would not ·alter any conclusions set forth In the EIR. 

Mltlption Measwes 

None. 

Conclusion 

The conclusions from the EIR remain unchaneed ~en conslderq the development of the proposed 
project. 
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Enviranmenlal .... t.duslalt In NewarMare 
ArM Ell S.....lnlpKts? 

z. Aplcullural Resources 

Would t~ pttJject: 

a) Convert Prime No Impact No. The 
Farmland, Unique _proposed 
Farmland, or project does 
Farmland of not involve 
S~lde chlnBes that 
Importance would result In 
(Farmland), as shown new or more 
on the maps sev.elmpacts 
prepared pursuant to on Important 
the Farmland Farmland. 
Mappln&and 
MonitDrln& Prosram 
of the california 
Resources Asency, to 
non-a&rlcultural use? 

b) Conflict with existi"l No Impact No.· The 
zoning for asrlcultural proposed 
use, or a Williamson· project does 
Act contract? not involve 

manses that 
would result In 
new or more 
severe Impacts 
. on a&ricultural 
zonln& or 
Williamson Act 
contracts. 

c) Conftlct with existing No Impact No. The 
zonln& for, or cause proposed 
rezonlnl of, forest project does 
lind (as defined In not Involve 
Public: Resources Code c!'lanaes that 
section 12220(8)), would result in 
timberland (as new or more 
defined by Public severe Impacts 
Re5oufQs Code on conflicts 
section 4526), or with forest 
timberland zoned zonlna. 
nmbertand 
Production (as 
defined by 
Government Code 
section 51104(g))? 

CCMI!Ifyef ~--MIIIMM a Mrtfar l'rO/«t 
,.., .Aullr/AMendum 

New 
aicum~t~t~ces New lflllonnldon 

llwDhlnJ New ar ......... 
More Severe Allllvlll ar Elll Mlllplkwa 

llnpa(U? Verdlclltlan? Mzr • 

No. There 8fe ·No. Nonew None 
no new Information of 
circumstances substantial 
that would Importance 
resutt In new or Indicates the 
more severe need for 
impacts on additional 
Important analysis of 
Farmland. Important 

Farmland. 

No. There are No. Nonew l\lone 
no new lnformat1on of 
circumstances substantial 
that would Importance 
result in new or . Indicates the 
more severe need for 
impacts on additional 
alricultural analysis of 
lOAiftiOi' agricultural 
Williamson Act zonlftlor 
contracts Williamson Act 

contracts. 

No. There .are No. Nonew None 
no new Information of 
drcumstances substantial 
that would Importance 
result In new or indicates the 
more severe lneedfor 
impacts on additional 
conflicts with · analysis of 
forest zonlns. conflicts with 

forest zoning. 
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IEilvlrDniMfttllllllue CDnduslon In ......... ..... ..... EIR Mltfpdan 
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d) Result In the loss of No Impact No.lhe No. lhere are No~ Nonew None 
forest land or proposed no new Information of 
conversion of forest project does drcumstlinces substantial 
land to non-forest natlnvalve thitwould lmportlnce 
use? chlnles that result In new or Indicates the 

would result In more severe need for 
new or more Impacts on loss additional 
severe Impacts of forest land. analysis of loss 
on loss of forest of forest land. 
land. 

e) lnvalve other chanps No Impact No. The No. There 1re No. Nonew None 
In the exlstll'll propcll8d no new Information of 
erwinmment which, project does not drcumsUitceS substantial 
due tD their location Involve chances thltwoulcl Importance 
or nature,· could resutt that would result In new or Indicates the 
In conversion of result In new or more severe need for 
Farmland, to non- more severe lmpiCbon addltfonll 
IJ&Ita,dtural use or Impacts on sunounclrw 1nllyslsof 
corwersfon of forest sunuuncllnl qrlcultunlll surroundlns 
land tD non-forest ~I uses. aBJicultural 
use? uses. uses. 

Discussion 

a) The EIR Indicated that the Plan Area was deslsnated •urban and Built-up"' land by the 
California Department of Conservation Farmland Mappins and Monttorirw Pqram. This 
condition predudes the possibility af bulldout of the Specific Plan convertlnc Important 
farmland to non-ep'lcultural use. As such, the proposed projed would not a~r any 
conduslons set forth In the EIR. 

b) The EIR Indicated that the Plan Area had a mbc of urban zonlns deslanatlons, none of which 
were asrlculturalln nature, 1 condition that ~the possibility of confkts with 
asrlcultural zonlns. Additionally, the EIR Indicated that the Plan Area did not contain any 
asrla~lturalland, a condition that preduded the possibility of conflicts with 1 Williamson Act 

contract. As. such, the proposed projed would not alter anv. conclusions set forth in the EIR. 

c) The EIR Indicated that the Plan Aree hid a mix of urban zonlns desiJnatlons, none of which 
were forest In nature, a condition that precluded the possibility of conflicts with forest 
zonlns. As such, the proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth In the EIR. 

d) The EIR Indicated that the Plan Area was desfsnated •urban and Built·Up"' land by the 
tallfomla Department of Conservation Farmland Mapplns and Monttorins Pq111m. This 
condition precludes the possibility of bulldout of the Specific Plan convertlnl forestland to 
non·forest use. As such, the proposed project would not alter any conclusions set fOrth In 
the EIR. 

flriCQdon Wrflans 
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e) The EIR Indicated that the Plan Area was surrounded by land mapped as •urban and Built
Up• land by the california Departinent of Conservation Farmland Mapplna and Monltorlns. 
Program. This condition precludes the possibility of bulldout of the Specific Plan creating 
pressures to convert farmland to non-qrlcultu'lll use or convenlns foreJtland to non-forest 
use. As such, the pro~ed project would not alter any conclusions set fonh In the EIR. 

Mftlptlon Measures 

None. 

Conduslon 

The conclusions from the EIR remain unchanged when consklerins the development of the proposed 
project. 
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J. NttQullty 

"'*" ~ proj«t: 
a) Conflict with or 

obstruct 
Implementation of 
the appflc;able air 
quality plan? 

Less than 
sJplflcant 
Impact 

b) Violate any air quality. Less than 
standard or sJplflcant 
cantrlbute Impact 
substl!ntfally to an 
exlstlna or projected 
air quality violation? 

c) Result In a 
annulatlvely 
considerable net 
~of any 
abita pollutan~ for 
which the project 
reatants 
nonattalnrnent under 
an appkable federal 
or state ambient air 
qu.aty standard 
(tndudln& reluslrll 
emissions which 
exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone 
precursors)? 

fhfea-Mirlcw 

Less than 
sfcnlflcant 
Impact 

No. The 
proposed 
project does 
not Involve 
chqesthat 
would result In 
new or mora 
severe Impacts 
on., 
appftcable air 
quality plan. 

No. There are No. Na new 
no new Information of 
drcurnstanc:es substantial 
that would Importance 
result In new or Indicates the 
more severe need for 
Jmpadl on an lddltlonal 
appl~ llr analysis of an 
quality plan. appllc:lble air 

quality plan. 

No. The No. There 1111! No. No new 
proposed· no new lnformltlon of 
project does drculilltlftCII!S substantlll 
not InvOlve that would Importance 
chlfiii!S that result In new or Indicates the 
would result In more severe need for 
new or more Impacts additional 
severe Impacts ISSOCiated with analysis of 
assodltltd with vloMion of an violations of 
vlollltlan of an air qualty air quality 
air quality stlndard. standards. 
standard. 

No. The No. There are No. Na new 
proposed no new lnfDnnatlon of 
prDjed does clrcuntslllnces sUbstaotfal 
not lmlalve that wauld tmpormnce 
c:harwes that result In new or lrdc:ltes the 
would 11!1Uit In more severe need for 
new or more impacts ·additional 
severe Impacts MSCM"ffll!d wlh '-lysis of anv 
assoc:ialed with any crit8rtll crtterta 
any cr1ter11 1 poiUW&t for pollutant for 
polutlnt for which the which the 
whldl the praJec:t ,.aon 1s prvJect reston 
proJect reaion 1s nanat1alnmeirt 15 
noc\attlllnment IRier an nonattalnment 

under., 
under·an applicable appllc:lble 
applicable fedenll or state federal or ate 
federal or state ambient* ambient air 
ambient air quality quelfty 
quality standard. stMc8rd. 
standard. 

't.Y ,, ....,......,..MD\otl,aooot\IS IIML:•I•r caaa...._. • ....._ ............. 

. ............ 
Mealns 

None 

None 

None 



E'rNirall...allllue 
Alee 

d) Expose sensitive 
receptors to 
substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

Conduslan In 
SR 

Less than 
sign ifiCilnt 
impact 

e) Create objectioMble Less than 
odors affectir11 a silnlflcant 
substantial number of Impact 
pfople? 

Dlstunlon 

New 
DothePt ...... ~ 
Ollnlls ... .......,,_,_ 
,.., .... --~ SelleR........, ........, 

No. lhe 
proposed 
project does 
not involve 
cl\anps that 
would result In 
new or more 
5evere Impacts 
on sensitive 
receptors. 

No. There are No. No new ' 
no new Information of 
drcumstances substantial 
that would importance 
result In new or Indicates the 
more severe need for 
Impacts on additional 
sensitive analysis of 
receptors. sensitive 

receptors. 

·No. The No. There are No. No new 
proposed no new Information of 
pfViect does drcumstances substantial 
not involve that would Importance 
chan1es that result In new or Indicates the 
would ruult In more severe need for 
new or more Impacts additional 
severe Impacts IISSoclated with analysis of 
associated with objectionable objectionable 
objectionable odors. odors. 
odors. 

Ea Mltlptlon ........ 
None 

None 

a) The Final EIR Indicated that the development and land use activities contemplated by the 
Specific Plan would be consistent with the powth assumptions In the 2010 Bay Area ~an 
Air Plan. The SpecifiC Plan would fadlltate the development of 167 single-family dwelllns 
units, 771 multi-family dwelllns units. and 570,000 square~ of non-residential 
development, which would t111nslate to 2,768 new residents and 1,900 new jobs. This 
projected srowth Is consistent with population and employment powth that Is expected to 
occur within Ashland and Cherryland by 2040. Furthennore, the Spedflc Plan Is consistent 
with the Transportation Control Measures set forth lri the 2010 Bay Area Clel,n Air Plan, 
indudins Improved bus service and provision of bicycle and pedestrian facUlties. The Final 
EIR concluded that Impacts would be less than s~&nlftcant. 

The proposed project would develop 57 dwelllns units and 7,495 square feet of non
residential uses on a 2.6-ac:re site within the Spedflc: Plan boundaries. This would be 
expected to result In 133 new residents and 20 new jobs. Thus, the powth attributabte to 
the proposed project would be consiStent with the proJections contained within the 2010 
Bay Area Clean Air Plan. Additionally, the project would lndude the Installation of new 
sidewalks, curb, and sutter •Ions the property frontqes, and new landsc:aplnselons the 
frontase and throushout the project; and It would maintain the existlns bicycle fadlltles on 

~loltiCIOIII 
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Mission Boulevard and Mattox Road. As such, the proposed project would not alter any 
conclusions set forth In the EIR. 

b) The Final EIR indicated that development activities that occur pursuant to the Specific Plan 
would emit criteria air pollutants, Including PM10• Compliance with Eden Area General Plan 
Mltlption Measure AIR-3, which requires watering of exposed ground areas twice a day 
during construction, covering haul trucks, suspendin& grading activities when winds exceed 
25 miles per hour, and llmltins area subject to excavation, sradlns or other construction 
activities at any one time. State and local resulatlons require dust abatement measures to 
be implemented during construction. Individual development projects would be required to 
adhere to these resulatlons. The Final EIR concluded that Impacts would be less than 
slsnificant. 

c) 

The proposed project's development activities would emit criteria air pollutants, lncludlns 
PM10• As such, construction activities Involving these pieces of equipment would be subject 
to the provisions of Eden Area General Plan Mitigation Measure AIR-3. Compliance would 
be required as a standard Condition of Approval. The proposed project would not alter any 
conclusions set forth by the Final EIR. 

The Final EIR indicated that operational activities that occur pursuant to the Specific Plan 
would emit criteria air pollutants Including ozone precursors. New development 
contemplated by the Specific Plan Is expected to result In a substantial reduction In trip 
generation because it promotes hi&h-denslty, inflll development on transit corridors. The 
Final EIR concluded that Impacts would be less than slsnlficant. 

The proposed project's operational activities would generate 787 new dally vehicle trips that 
would emit crtterla air pollutants Including ozone precursors. The proposed project would 
promote trip reduction by redeveloplns an underutlllzed property on a transit corridor such 
that a substantial net Increase In air pollution would not result. The project would promote 
walkability by providing a mixed-use setting where local residents have easy and fast 
pedestrian access to the services and goods to be provided in the non-residential building. 
As such, the proposed project would not alter any coriclusions set forth In the EiR. 

d) The EIR Indicated that development contemplated by the Specific Plan would not Increase 
traffic congestion such that It would create localized carbon mon())(ide {CO) hotspots. As 
such, Specific Plan buildout actMtles would not have the potential to expose sensitive 
receptors to unhealthful levels of air pollution. The Final EIR concluded that impacts would 
be less than significant. 

The proposed project's operational activities would generate 787 new dally vehicle trips. 
The proposed project would not cause any Intersections to deteriorate from acceptable to 
unacceptable levels and thus would not have the potential to create localized CO hotspots. 
As such, the proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth in the EIR. 

e) Th' EIR Indicated that the Specific Plan does not contemplate uses that would emit 
objectionable odors (agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processlnc plants, 

FlrstCarfxNt SOiiltioM l3 
Y'V' ____ do ..... \<OIIIDOOlMI ...... AM"""_u ........ 



CoMer til/ Alrttlletltl AI' 11M 8 -l'rriJtN:f 
lnlflol SlrMiy/~ 

chemical plants, composltln& refineries, landflUs, etc.). The EIR concluded that Impacts 
would be less than slsnlflcant. 

The proposed project consists of the development of 57 dwelln& units and 7,495 square feet 
of ~-n!$1dentlal uses on the project site. Residential uses would not emit objectionable 
odors. The 7,495 square feet of non-residential uses may have end users such as service 
commercial, restaurants, and retail; none of these end uses require additional evaluation for 
objectionable odors. As such, the proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth 
!nthe EIR. 

Mitigation .,.easures 

None. 

Conclusion 

The conclusions from the EIR remain unchanaed when conslderlns the development of the proposed 
project. 
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IMJuld the pro/ft:t: 

a) HIW!a substantial Less than Na.The No. There are No. Nonew Mltlptlon 
adw!rse effect, either llanfflcant proposed no new lnformltlon of Measures 
dlrecdv or throuah impect with proJect does drannstanc:es substantial B·la, S.1b, 
habitat modifications, mltl&atlon notlrNDive that would Importance B-1c, S.1d, 
on .ny species chanps that result In new or Indicates the B--1e, &.1f, 
ldentffied as a would niSUit In more severe need for B-1& S.1h, 
candidate, sensitive, new or more Impacts on addltlo1111l B-11, and 8-lJ 
or spedll status severe Impacts spec:llkbltus analysis of 
species In local or on special- species. spedal-sbltus 
f1!lional plans, status species. species. 
policies, or 
fiiiUiations, or by the 
calfomla Department 
of Fish and Wildlife or 
U.S. Fish and Wlldllf, 
Service? 

b) Have a substantial Less than No. The No. There are No. Nonew MlttsatJon 
adverse effect on any sfBnlf~cant proposed no new Information of Measures 
riparian habitat or Impact with project does circumstances substantial B-la, B-lb, 
other sensitive mltlptfon notlrwolve thatwuutd Importance B--1c, and 
nlltul"'f community dwtpsthat result In new or Indicates the 1-ld 
Identified In local or wauld result In moreMWA~ n•dfor 
.....-plans, ·newormore lmpadson additional 
policies, recutatlons severe Impacts riparian habitat. al'llllysls cl 
or by the California on riparian riparian habbt. 
Department of Fish habitat. 
and Wildlife or US 
Rsh and Wildlife 
Service? 

c) HIWII substantial Less than No. The No. There are No. Nonew MltiJatlon 
achene effect on slinlf~cant proposed no new Information of Measures 
federally protected Impact with project does drcumstances substantial B-la, B-lb, 
wetlands as defined mitiptlon notlnYOive that would Importance Bale, and 
by Section 404 of the cha,.es that result In new or Indicates the B-ld 
a.n Water Act would result In more severe need for 
(lndudlnl, but not new or more Impacts on additional 
limited to, marsh, severe Impacts Sectlon404 analysis of 
vernal pool, coastal, on Section 404 wetlands. Sectlon404 
etc.) throuch direct wetlands. wetlands. 
removal, filling, 
hydroiCIIfcal 
Interruption, or other 
means? 
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N.-r J .,., ............. Orallllltencel New lnfonnaaon 
a..,..IIM*e lnvoMna New~ Requlrllll New 

Envii'OIUMIWJII .... ~ ... New01Mora MoreSewre Anllyllsar BR MllfpCion 
AIU Ell s-......-l ........ ? v.ttlatlan? -d) Interfere substantially Less than No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 

with the movement of significant proposed no new information of 
any native resident or Impact project does dn:umstances substantial 
mlsratory fish or not Involve that would· Importance 
wildlife spedes or chanpsthat result In new or lndlcltes the 
with established would result in more severe need for 
native resident or new or more Impacts on fish additional 
mlpatorv wildlife severe Impacts or wildlife analysis of fish 
corridors, or Impede on fish or movement or wildlife 
the use Df native wildlife movement. 
wildlife nursery sites? rnovemenL 

e) Conflict with any Less than Mo. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
local polldes or sJtnlflcant proposed no new ln~tlonof 
ordinances Impact project does drcumstances substantial 
protectlna bloloclcal notlnvoiwl that would Importance 
resources, such as a changes that result In new or indicates the 
tree preservation would result In more severe need for 
policy or ordinance? new or more Impacts on local additional 

severe Impacts biolotlcal analysis of local 
on local policies or blolocical 
bioloslcal ordinances. policies or· 
polldesor ordinances. 
ordinances. 

.f) Conflict with the No Impact No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
provisions of an proposed no new Information of 
adopted Habitat project does circumstances substantial 
Conservation Plan, not involve that would Importance 
Natural Community chan&e$ that result In new or Indicates the 
Conservation Plan, or would result in more severe need for 
Other approved local, new or more Impacts on an adcltlonal 
rqlonal, or state severe Impacts ldopted Habitat analysis of an 
habHatconseNadon on an adopted Conservation adopted Habitat 
plan? Habitat ~anorN~~I ~~~ 

Conservation Community · Plan or Natural 
I 

Plan or Naturat Conservation Community 
Community Plan. Conservation 
Conservation Plan. 

iPian. 

Discussion 

lhe analysis is this section is supported by a Blolocic:al Preliminary Screenln& prepared by FCS. The 
preliminary screenlnc Is provided In Appendix A. 
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a) 

b) 

The EIR Indicated that 49 special-status plant and wildlife species have the potential to occur 
within the Specific Plan boundaries; however, the EIR noted that most of the species have 
very limited ranges and have specific habitat requirements that may not be present within 
the Specific Plan boundaries. The EIR noted that projects that occur over or within the 
vicinity of San lorenzo Creek may coincide with suitable habitat for Santa Cruz tarplant, 
Congdon's tirplant, california red-leged fros, California least tern, and steelhead trout. The 
EIR set forth Mftlptlon Measure B-la requlrlns a preliminary screen Ins of potential 
biological resources, and Mltlptlon Measures B-lbthroush B-lj requlrl111 mltlptlon for 
Impacts to special-status 'species. The EIR concluded that the Implementation of these 
mitigation measures would reduce Impacts to a level of less than significant. 

The project site Is mostly hardscaped with small areas of ornamental vesetatlon {trees and 
shrubs). An FCS blolosist conducted a preliminary screening In accordance with Mitlptlon 
Measure B-la and found that the proJect site had the potential to support habitat for 
nesting birds and roosting bats; refer to Appendix A. Thus, Mitigation Measures B-18 and B
lh would apply, which require pre-construction surveys for special status species (Including 
nesting birds and roostlns bats). The other mltJsatlon measures would not apply. As such, 
the proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth In the EIR. 

The EIR Indicated that development that occurs pursuant to the Specific Plan near San 
Lorenzo Creek has the potential to Impact riparian habitat. The EIR set forth·Mltlgatlon 
Measure Measures B-2a through B-2d requiring mitlptlon for Impacts to riparian habitat 
The EIR concluded that the lmplemenbltfon of these mltlptlon measures would ~duce 
Impacts to a level of less than significant. 

The project site Is located approximately 150 feet north of San Lorenzo Creek,. with Mattox 
Road located In between. The reach of San Lorenzo Creek near the project site Is concrete
lined and is fenced to prevent public access; no riparian habitat Is present. Furthermore, the 
proposed project does not propose any work within the creek corridor. Thus, there Is no 
potential for Impacts to riparian habitat, and, therefore, Mitigation Measure Measures B-2a 
throush B·2d would not apply. As such, the proposed project would not alter any 
conclusions set forth In the EIR. 

c) The EIR Indicated that development that occurs pu·rsuant to the Specific Plan near San Lorenzo 
Creek has the potential to impact federally protected wetlands and jurisdictional features. The 
EIR set forth Mltiption Measure Measures B-2a throush B-id requiring mltlption for impacts 
to wetlands and jurisdictional features. The EIR condud~ th~ the implementation of these 
mitigation measures would reduce Impacts to a level of less than sr,nlflcam. 

The project site Is located approximately 150 feet north of San Lorenzo Creek, with Mattox 
Road located In between. The proposed project does not propose any work within the creek 
corridor. Thus, there Is no potentlcil for Impacts to wetlands or jurisdictional features and, 
therefore, Mitlption Measure Measures B-2a through B-2d would not apply. As such, the 
proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth. In the EIR. 
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CouiJ'Y of AlaDNHtlr-MIIrlolt • ...,.. flrrllect ,., ...,.,,~ 
lhe EIR i'tdk:ated t~at san Lorenzo Creek provides local-scale opportunities for wldllfe 
movement. Additionally, the EIR noted that a reslonal wildlife movement ClOf'rldor exists In the 
foothills north of the Plan Area. The EIR concluded that Impacts would be less than silnif'ant. 

The project site Is mostly hardscaped, enclosed with a chain link fence, and surrounded by 

urban development and infrastructure. Therefore, there are n0 exlstlns opportunities for 
fish or wildlife movement. ~urthermore, the project site Is approximltely 150 feet from San 
Lorenzo Creek and the proposed project would not involve any work In the waterway. lhus, 
the proposed project would not Impair ahy local wildlife movement. As such, the proposed 
proJect would not alter any conclusions set forth In the EIR. 

e) The EIR Indicated that development that occurs pursuant to the Specific Plan would be 
required to comply with applicable munty policies and ordinances. For example, projects 
that would alter trees plarrted In County rllfrts-of-wav are subject to compliarJce with 
.Alameda County Code of Ordinances Chapter 12.11, which Includes obtainlns a permit. The 
EIR conduded that Impacts would be less than significant. 

All of the trees planted on-site are within the project site boundaries; there are no trees 
planted In County rllfrts-of-way. Therefore, no co.nflk:ts with Chapter 12.11 would occur. As 
such,·the proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth In the EIR. 

f) The EIR Indicated that the Specific Plan boundaries do not overlap with the boundaries of an 
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan. This condition 
precludes the possibility with conservation plans . .As such, the proposed project wouki not 
alter any conclusions set forth in the EIR. 

Mitlptlon Measures 

MMB-11 
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Bioloatcal ResouR:eS Screenlna and Assessment. For projects associated with the 
proposed Spedfk Plan, the project applicant shall hire a County-approved bloloilst 
to perform a preUminary biolollr.al resource screenlnsas part of the environmental 
review process to determine whether the project has any potential to Impact 
bloloalcal resources. If It is determined that the project has no potential to Impact 
bloloskal resources, no further action Is required .. If the project would have the 
potential to Impact btoloslcal resources, prior to construction, a County-approved 
biologist shall conduct a btolollcal resources assessment (BRA) or slmtlar type of 
study to document the existing bioloslcal resources within the project footprint plus 
a buffer and to determine the potential Impacts to those resources. The BRA shall 
evaluate the potential for Impacts to all bloloalcal resounzs including, but not 
limited to special status sPI!des, nestlns birds, wUdllfe movement, sensitive plant 
communities, critical habitats, and other resources Judaed to be sensitive by local, 
state, and/or federal a&encles. Pendlna the results of the BRA, deslsn alteratfons, 
further technical studies (e.a., protocol surveys) and/or consultations with the 
USFWS, NMFS, CDFW and/or other loca~ state, and federal apncles may be 
required. the followlns mltlptton measures [B-1(b) throush B-l(k)) shall be 
Incorporated, only as applicable, Into the BRA for projects where specific resources 
are present or may be present and impacted by the project. Note that specific 
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surveys described In the mltlptlon measures below may be completed as part of 
the BRA where suitable habitat Is present. 

Non-Usted Special Status Species Avoidance and Minimization. Several State Species 
of Special Concern may be Impacted by development facilitated by the Specific Plan. 
The ecoloslcal requirements and potential for impacts Is hljhly vaoable among · . . 
these species. Dependins on the species identified In the BRA, several of the 
measures Identified under B-1(f) shall be applicable to the project. In addition, the 
County shall select measures from a mons the following to be implemented by the 
project applicant to reduce the potential for Impacts to non-listed special status 
animal species: 

• For non-listed special status terrestrial amphibians and ~eptiles, c:overbaard 
surveys shall be completed within three months of the start of construction. The 
coverbOards shall be It least four feet by four feet and constructed of untreated 
plywood placed flat on the ground. The coverboards shall be checked by a 
County-approved bloloslst once per week for each week after placement up untl 
the start of vegetation removal. AU non-listed special status and common animals 
found under the coverbollrds shall be captured and placed In flve-pllon buckets 
for transportation to relocation site$. All relocation sites shall be reviewed by the 
project applicant and shal consist of suitable habitat. Relocation sites shall be as 
close to the capture site 15 possible but far enough away to ensure the anlmal(s) 
Is not harmed by construction of the project. Relocation shall occur on the same 
day as capture. CNDDB Field Survey Forms shall be submitted to the CFDW for all 
special status animal spedes obse~d. . 

• Pre-construction clearance surveys shall be c:;onducted within 14 days af the start 
of construction (lndudlns staglns and mobilization) .. The surveys shall cover the 
entire disturbance footprint plus a mlrilmum 20D-foot buffer, If feasible, and shall 
Identify all special stat~s animal species that may occur on-site. All non-listed 
special status species shall be relocated from the site either throuah direct 
capture or through passive exclusion (e.g., burrowlns owl). A report of the pre
construction survey shall be submitted to the County for their review and 
approval prior to the start of construction. 

• A County-approved bfoqlst shall be present during alllnltlalsround disturbing 
activities, Including vesetatlon removal to recover special status animal species 
unearthed by construction activities. 

• Upon completion of the project, a County approved biologist shall prepare a Final 
Compliance Report documenting all compliance activities Implemented for the 
project, including the pre-construction survey results. The report shall be 
submitted within 30 days of completion of the project. 

• If special status bat species may be pres~nt and Impacted by the project, a 
County-approved biologist shall conduct within 30 days of the Sblrt of 
construction presence/absence surveys for special status bats In consultation with 
the CDFW where suitable roosting habltit is present. Surveys shall be conducted 
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Conclusion 

uslns acoustic detectors and by search!~ tree cavities, crevices, and other areas 
where bats may roost. If active roosts are located, exclusion devlats such as 
nettlna shall be.lnstalled to dlscouraae bats from occupylns the site. If a roost Is 
determined by a County-approved blolosfst to be used by a Ia fie number of bats 
(larae blbernacuiLim), bat boJces shall be Installed near the project site. The 
number of bat boxes Installed wll depend on the size of the hlbernaculum and 
shall be determined throuah consultations with the CDFW. If a maternity colony 
has become eStablished, all construction activities shall be postponed within a 
5()0-foot buffer around the maternity colony until It Is determined by a County
approved blolopt that the youna have dispersed. Once It has been determined 
that the roost is clear of bats, the roost shall be removed Immediately. 

Pre-construction SUrveys for Nestlna Birds for Construction Occurring within Nestlns 
Season. For projects that may result In tree felllna or removal of trees or veptatlon 
that may contain a nesting bird, if feasible, construction activities should occur 
generally between September 16 to January 31 (t~us outside of the nestins season). 
However, If construction actlvltieS must durlnB the nestins season (aenerally 
February 1 to September 15), surveys for nestlns birds covered by the california Fish 
and Game Code and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act shall be conducted by a County

approved blolo&lst no more than 14 days prior to vegetation removaL The surveys 
shall Include the entire sepnefit distUrbance area plus a 2DO-foot buffer around the 
site. If active nests are located, an construction work shall be conducted outside a 
buffer zone from the nest to be detemlned by the County-approved biologist. The 
buffer shall be a minimum of 50 feet for non-raptor bird species and at least 150 feet 
for raptor spedes. Larp buffers may be required dependlnB upon the status of the 
nest and the construction activities occurrlnaln the vidnttY. of the nest. The buffer 
area(s) shall be dosed to all construction personnel and equipment until the adults 
and youns are no lonpr relllnt on the nest site. A County-approved bJoloalst shall 
confirm that breedlna/nestln& Is completed and youna have fledpd the nest prior 
to removal of the buffer. A report of these premnstructlon nestlna bird surveys . 
shall be submitted by the project applicant to the County to document compliance. 

The conclusions from the EIR remain unchanpd when conslderlns the development of the proposed 
project. 
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Mbuld the pro}«:t: 

1) Cluse 1 substlntlll l.essthan 'No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
adverse chance In the lllnlfitant proposed no. new Information of 
slplficlnc:e of I impact project does drcumstances substantial 
historical resource as not Involve thltwoulcf Importance 
defined In Section chqesthlt result In new or Indicates the 
150645? would result In more severe need for 

,...or more Impacts on iddltlonal 
severe Impacts historic lnllyslsof 
on hlstarlc ·-resources. historic 
resources. resources. 

b) cause a substantial Less than No. lhe No. There are No. Nonew None 
ldftrse chal'lle In the silnlflcant prapased ·no new Information of 
siJnlflcance of an Impact proJect does not dn:umstances substantial 
.rdtaeo!OIItal Involve chanps thltwould Importance 
I"'!!CKirc:e pursu.nt to thltwauld . result In new or lndlaltes_ the 
Section 150645? result In new or more severe need for 

more severe Impacts on additional 

~ 
Impacts on arc:haeolocical ·~Is of 
an:hlealatlcal resourtes. archaeoiOIDI 
rasoun:es. resources. 

c) Directly or Indirectly Lusthan No. The No. There are No. Nonew Mltlptlon 
destrur a unique sllftlflcant Pf'OI*8d no new Information of Measure CR-a 
paleontoloafcal impact with project does not c:lrturnstances substantial 
resoun:e or site or niltlptlon IJwolve c:hanps that would importance 
unique poloclc thatwauld resutt In new or indlcltes the 
future? result In new or more severe need• 

more~ l"'f)Kts on addftlonal 
lmptCtson paleontoloaJcal analysis of 
paleantDioslcal resources. paleontDJoslcal 
resourteS. resources. 

d) Disturb any human Less than No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
remains, lnduclins slplftcant proposed no new Information of 
~Interred lnlf*t. project does drc:umstances substlntllil 
outside of formal not li'WOI'n thltwould Importance 
cemeteries? chlftlll that , result In new or lndk:ltes the 

would result In mcire severe need for 
new or more Impacts on additional 
severe Impacts burial sites. analysis of 
on burial sites. burial sites. 
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Discussion 

a) The EIR Indicated that there were two resources within the Spedfic Plen boundaries that are 
listed on hlstorki resisters: the Meek Estate and San Lorenzo Cemetery. The EIR Indicated 
there are several potential historic resources within the Specific Plan boundaries: the Juan 
Bautista DeAnza Trail, San Lorenzo Four Corners, San Lorenzo Community Church, San 
Lorenzo Vlllqe, 2033 Miramonte (residential structure), Eden COnsresatlonal Church, 
Christian Union Society Church, and Portuauese IDES HaiL The Specific Plan noted that the 
Eden Area General Plan requires that potentially historic structures be assessed for historic 
siBnlfkance. The EIR indicated that Impacts would be less than significant. 

The only ~lei historic resource near the project stte is the Juan Bautista OeAnza Tt11il, a 
rec:osnized National Recreational Trail, which EIR Fisure 4.4-llndlcates followed the present
day alignments of Mattox Road and Mlsslon Boulevard. The DeAnza Expedition traveled 
throush the Cherryland area In 1776 at a tlrrie when the area was undeveloped. The cultural 
landscape of the area has chanpd substantially since 1776; it Is Implicitly rec:osni~ed that 
the trail deslpatlon ~ not confer any restrictiOns on devqlopment and land use activities 
along the route. Thus, the development of the proposed project would not impact this 
potentially historic resource. 

Furthermore, the exJstina structure on the project site does not haw any historic 
sisnlflalnce. The bulldinsls a one-sto~ flwt-roafed, concrete block, 19605-era structure that 
appears to have been 'substantially modified Over time. It Is not associated with a historic 
person or event, and does not display any unique architectural attributes. Thus, the buildlns 
would not be considered to have historic sisnlfJcance. A5 such, the proposed project would 
not alter any conclusions set forth in the EIR. 

b) The EIR Indicated that the Plan Area may contain prehistoric and historic archaeoloslal 
resources and Bround-dlsturblnc activities assoc:fated with bulldout would have the potential 
to uncover previously undiSCOWlred resouri:es. Compliance wtth adopted COunty pc)hdes 
and exlstln8 n!llllations would reduce impacts to a level of less than sisnlflcant. 

The proposed pro,Jec:t would Involve sround-dlstrlbutlns activities within the project stte and, 
therefore, would have the potential to uncover previously undiscovered resources. 
Complance with adopted (®nty policies and exlstlnl reaulations would reduce Impacts to a 
level of ~than swnlftcant. AS such, the proposed project would not alter any conduslons 
set forth In the EIR. 

c) The EIR Indicated that the Plan Area contains known paleontological resources and sround
dlsturblnBac:tlvlties associated with buildout would have the potential to uncover previously 
undiscovered resources. The EIR ~forth Mlt~Jon Menure CR-3, which requires 
paleontoloslcal monltorlna for excavations that oeeur alonJ Mls$1on Boulevard between 
163rd Avenue and Paradise BouleYard. The Implementation of this mitiptlon measure 
would reduce Impacts to a level of tess than sl&nlflcant. 

The project site Is outside the area Identified by Mltiptlon Measure CR-3 for paleontological 
monitorlns and thus Is located ln an area of low paleontolosk:al sensitivity. Moreover, deep 
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d) 

excavations are not contemplated by the project, as all construction would be slab-on-arade 
and no subsu~ levels are proposed. Therefore, Mftlptlon Measure CR-3 would not 
apply. As such, the proposed project would not after any conclusions set forth In the EIR. 

The EIR Indicated that the Plan Area may contain burial sites and that ground-disturbing 
activities associated with buildout would have the potential to uncover previously 
undiscovered human remains. Compliance with adopted County policies and existing 
regulations would reduce Impacts to a level of less than sllnlflcant. 

The proposed project would Involve sround-dlsturblns activities within the project site and 
therefore would have the potential to uncover previously undiscovered human remains. 
Compliance with adopted County polides and existing regulations would reduce Impacts to a 
level of les.s than significant. As such, the proposed project would not alter any conduslons 
sei: forth In the EIR. 

Mitigation Measures 

None. 

Condusion 

The conduslons from the EIR remain unchanged when conslderins the development of the proposed 
project. 
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6. Geolon and SoUl 

Would tht project: 

a) EXpose people or 
$b"Uctures to 
potential substantial 
adverse effec:ts, 
indudlns risk of loss, 
Injury, or death 
lnvolvll'll: 

I) Rupture of a known Less than No. The No. lhere are No. Nonew None 
earthquake fiult, as siiJ'Iflcant proposed no new Information of 
delineated on the Impact project does circumstances substantial 
most recent Alquist- not Involve that would importance 
Priolo Earthquake chances that result In new or Indicates the 
Fault Zonln& Map would result 1n moresevera need for 
Issued by the State new or more fault rupture additional 
Geoloslst for the area sewre flult Impacts. analysis of fault 
or based on oth.- rupture rupture. 
substantial evidence Impacts. 
of a known fault? 

II) Strona seismic Less than ND. The No. There ara No. Nonew None 
&round shaklnc? sllnlflcant proposed no new information of 

Impact projettdoes clrcumstan.:es substantial 
not Involve that would importance 
chanaes that result In new or Indicates the 
would result In more severe need for 
new or more Impacts on additional 
severe Impacts strona seismic analysis of 
onstrons around shakins. strons seismic 
seismic 1round sround shaldns. 
shaking. 

Ill) Seismic-related Less than No. The ND. Thera are No. Nonew None 
sround failure. sllnlflcant proposed no new Information of 
lndudlnl lmpad project does circumstances substantial 
llq"'efaction? not Involve that would ; Importance 

chanpsthat result In new or Indicates the 
would result In more severe need for 
newor·more Impacts on additional 
severe impacts seismic-related analysis of 
on seismic- sround faUure, seismic-related 
related around includl .. sround fallura, 
failure, .llquefac:tlon. lndudln& 
lnducnns llquefac:t~. 
liquefaction. 
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Area EIR Sewlelnlpeds? ...... , v.rltlcatDIJ M•••res 
lv) Landslides? Less than No. The NG. 1here are No. Nonew None 

sllnlflcant proposed no new Information of 
impact project does circumstances substlndll 

notiiWOive tflatWould lmportlnce 
chqesthat resuft In new or lndlalt8s the 
would result In more severe need for 
new or more Impacts on additional 
severe Impacts landslides. analysis of 
on landslides. landslides. 

b) Result In substantial Less than No. The ND. There are NO. Nonew None 
soli erosion or the lflnlflca nt proposed no new Information of 
loss of topsoil? Impact project does dn:umstances substantial 

not II"'VVOve that would Importance 
chanpsthat result in new or indicates the 
would result In more severe need for 
new or more lmplds on soli addttlonal 
severe Impacts erosion. analysis of son 
on soH erosion. erosion. 

c) Be located on a Less than No.lbe No. There are No. Nonew None 
seoJosic unit or soil sisnlflcant proposed no new Information of 

c that Is unstable or Impact project does drcumstanc:ti substantiiJ 
that would become not~ thltwould Importance 
unsable as 1 result chqesthlt result In new or lndlcltes the 
of the project, and would NSUit In mont~ need for 
potentially result In new or more lrnpKIIon lddftfonal 
on- or off-site seven~ Impacts unstable . analysis of 
Jandsllde. lateral on unstable 1eolap: units unstable 
sprudina, pc;lasic units or soils. seoloslc units 
subsidence. or soils. or soils. 
llqwfactlon or 
callapse? 

d) Be located on less than No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
expansive soli, as sf8nlflcant proposed no new Information of 
defined in Table 18-1- Impact ! project does ! di'Uimstanms · substantial 
B of the Uniform not involve that would Importance 
BuDdlrw Code (1994). chqesthat resutt In new or , indicates the 
creat1n1 substantial would result In more severe need for 
risks to life or new or more Impacts on addition~! 
property? sewn _ImPacts expansive soils. analysis of 

on expansive expansive soils. 
soils. 
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e) Have soils lncapable 
of adequately 
support:inl the use of 
septic tanks or 
alternative waste 
water dbposal 
systems where 
sewers are not 
available for the 
disposal of waste 
water. 

Discussion 

NliW 
Do thePIIIIIIGJIIf ' ~ i Newlnfo;hllllan 
a....-....,.... ' llftl0htln1 Nnr or . ....._New 

Olndullan • . ...., •.... , Men sewre ' Allllyllll or 
EIR ; S.... ....... 'l . ....,_...,. Vedlcatlon? 

Nolmpac:t No. The 
proposed 
project does 
not involve 
c:hanps that 

! would result In 
'new or more 
' severe ·Impacts 
·on septic 
.systems. 

-·-+. -·- --- ·-- ··----· 

i No. There are ' No. No new 
i no new Information of 
I drcumstanc:es : substantial 
I that would Importance 
I result In new or , Indicates the 
1 more severe · need for 
!Impacts on : additional 
i septic systems. analysis of 
· septic systems. 

None 

a) The Final EIR Indicated that a portion of the Plan Area is located within an Alqulst~Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zone associated with the Hayward Fault. Additionally, the Final EIR 
Indicated that the Plan Area-may be susceptible to stronsaround shaklns durlns a seismic 
event. The Final EIR indicated that the Plan Area spans an area of "''ow" to •moderate• 
liquefaction potential, as defined by the United Stites Geoloslcal Survey. The Final EIR 
Indicated that most of the Plan Area Is senerally flat and not subject to landslide hazards. 
The Final EIR Indicated that Implementation of State-mandated bulldlns standards and 
compliance with the Earthquake Fault Zonlna Act and the Eden Area General Plan potldes 
wouid reduce the Impacts to a level of less than s1snlflcant. 

The proposed project consists of the deYelo.,inent of 57 dwellins units and 7,495 square feet 
of non~resldentlll uses on a 2.~ site that has supported development for more than so 
years. The northeastem corner of the project site Is within a habitable structure a::luslon 
zone of the Hayward Fault, and, therefore, no structures are proposed within this area. 
Additionally, the project site has been previously sraded and soli enalneered for urban 
developme~ and does not contain any slopes susceptible to landslldlnB durins an 
earthquake. Lastly, the proposed pnJject would be required to comply with State-mandated 
bulldlns standards. For these reasons, the proposed project would not alter any conc:luslons 
set forth In the Final EIR. 

b) The Final EIR Indicated that the majority of the Plan Area has a low potential for erosion· 
related hazards because lt.supports urban development, and concluded that no impacts 
would occur. 

The proposed project consists of the development of 57 dwelnng units and 7,495 square feet 
of non-residential uses on a site that has supported development for more than 50 years. As 
such, the site has been previously sraded and soil ensineered for urban development. 
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c) 

Therefore, substantial erosion or lOss of topsoil Is not foreseeable. Forthese reasons, the 
proposed projed would not alter any conclusions set forth In the Final EIR. 

The Final EIR lndialted that localized areas of Instability exist alons San Lorenzo Creek, which 
are desJsnated a "'Landslide Hazard Zone."' Unstable s~ may Include materials not capable 
of supportlns a selected land use. However, full bulldout of the Plan Aru would Increase 

structural development and Infrastructure, which would lnause the posslbHtty of belna 
exposed to hiDrds thlt stem from unstable soils. The Final EIR Indicated thlt 
Implementation of State-mandated bulldlns standards would reduce the Impacts to a level 
of less than slanlftcant. 

The project site Is more than 150 feet from the nearest reKh of Sin Lorenzo Creek, which Is 
contained in a conaete-llned channel. Moreover, the project site has been pi1!'VIously araded 
and soli e1111neered for urban development, and has supported development for more than 50 
years. Therefore, based on the c:f1aracterlstlcs of the creek and the pro jed site, the proposed 
project would not be developed on a site underlain bv unsblble geolollc units or soNs. The 
proposed project would not alter any mncluslons set forth In the Anal EIR. 

d) The Final EIR indicated that all Plan Area soils are characterized with moderate to hllh 
potential for shrink swell. The volume chanps associated with these sols m.y result craclcs 
In structures built on expansive soils. The Final EIR Indicated that future clevelopments In 
the Plan Area would be required to conduct a site-specific evaluation of soil conditions, as 
required by the Build Ins Code, and follow proper soli eflllneerlnc practices. These practices 
Include soli replacement, groutin& compactlon/nH:Ompaction, and dralnap control. The 
Final EIR Indicated that compliance with these requirements would reduce impacts to a ~evel 
of less than slplftc:ant. · 

The project site has been previously lf8ded and soli eftllneered for urban development, and 
has supported development for more than SO years. To the extent the underlylns native 
soils possessed expansive attributes, those were previously abated. New development that 
occurs on-site would be required to comply with Bulldilll Code requirements for 
foundations. For these reasons, the proposed project would not alter any c:onduslons set 
forth In the Final EIR. 

e) The Final EIR Indicated that the Plan Area Is currently served by sanitary sewer service 
·provided by the Oro Loma Sanitary District; no new septic or alternative wastewater disposal 
systems would be used. The Final EIR concluded that no Impacts would CK:alr. 

The project site Is currently served with sewer service. The proposed project would 
continue t9 be served with sewer service. No seP.ttc or alternative wastewlter disposal 
systems would be used. For these reasons, the proposed project would not alter l!lny 
conclusions set forth In the Final EIR. 

Mitiplion MeaslftS 

None. 
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Conclusion 
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The conclusions from the EIR remain unchanged when considering the development of the proposed 
project. 
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7. GNenhouse Gn Elallslons 

KtHIId t- project: 

1) Generate areenhcue Lessthlin 'The proposed Thereln!IIO No new None 
ps emissions, either slinlfiCint project does new lnfor~n~tlon of 
directly or I~ Impact not Involve circumstances substantial 
that may have a chlinps that that would Importance 
sllnlfleant Impact on would result In result In new or Indicates the 
the environment? new or more more severe need for 

MMII'1! impacts lmPIClS additional 
.uoc:lded with assod ... d with lnllyslS of 
&reenhouse liS &rHnhouse ps ~n~enhouse 115 
emissions. emissions. emissions. 

b) Conflict with any Less than The proposed Therearene No new None 
appUcable plan, sf8nlflcant project does new Information of 
pohcy or resulatlon of Impact not Involve circumstances substantial 
an ..,cy adopted · chlnps that that would lmportal'lal 
for the purpose of would result In result In new or lndle~tes the 
reducins the new or more more severe need for 
emissions of severe Impacts Impacts additional 
rreenhouse pses? assocHtadwlth associated .with analysis of 

conflicts with conflicts with conflicts with 
sreenhouse ps sreenho..e ps &reenhouse liS 
reduction plans. recluttlon plans. reduction. plans. 

Discussion 

a-b) The Final EIR lndic:at8d that buildout of the Specific Plan would emit combined annual 
construction and operational emissions of 25,581 metric tons of carbon dbclde equivalents 
(M't'COze). This yields 1 per capita service population ratio of 5.5 C0'/!1/servlr:a -population/ 
yt!lr, which Is below the BAAQMD's threshold of 6.6 ~e/servtce population/year. The 
Specific Plan furthers the sreenhouse ps reduction objectives of the Alameda County 
Community Cftmate Action Plan ·by promotlns bulldl .. ener&Y efficiency, alternatives to 
sinlle-oc:cupant drivins, and sequesterinl C02 via plantlns of trees. The Anal EIR concluded 
that Impacts would be less than slplfbnt. 

The proposed project would develop 57 dwelll111 units and 7,495 square feet of non
NSidentlal uses on 1 2.6-aae site on the Mission .Boulevard corridor. The proposed project's 
population and employment srowth are within the projections of the Specific Plan, and, thus, 
the project's sreenhouse ps emission$ would be consistent with the ratio of 5.5 C02e/servtce 
populatlon,Near. Furthermore, the proposed project furthers the 1reenhouse ps reduction 
objectives of the Alameda County Community Clmate Action Plan by developlrw hl&h-denslty 

RlltCirtM IMiflans 
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lnfiH residential and non-residential uses on a transit corridor. For these rHSOns, the proposed J 
project would not alter eny conclusions set forth In the Final EIR. 

Mitigation Measures 

None. 

Conclusion 

The conduslons from the EIR remain unchansed when considering the development of the proposed 
pro~. 
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Mblld tM project: 

1) Crate I slinlfk:lnt Less thin No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
huanf to the public sllnlflcent proposed no new lnforrnltlon af 
or the environment Impact prvject_ does drcumstances substlntlal 
thfOUih·the routine not Involve thltwould lmporttnce 
transport, use, or ct...- that result In new or lndlca~s the 
dlsposll of hazardous. would result In more severe need for 
rnlltertals? MW Dr rnon! lmPKtson addltlon.l 

sewrelmpacts routine lnliyllsof 
on routine transport. use, routine 
transport, use, or disposal of transport, use, 
ordlsposalof hazardous or disposal of 
hazardous materials. hazardous 
materials. materials. 

b) Crute a slsnJflclnt Less than No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
hazlrd to the public ll&nlflcant proposed no new lnfannltlon of 
or the environment Impact project does drcurnstances substantial 
throush reasonably not involve that would lmportara 
foreseeable upset chanpsthat result in new or Indicates the 

c; and accident would result In more severe need for 
conditions lnvolvfns new or more Impacts on additional 
therwleaseof severe Impacts reason~bly an1lysls of 
hazardous mtterlals on I'UIONibly to ....... ble I'UIOf'llbly 
Into the foreseeable upset and foreseeable 
environment? upset and accident upset and 

accident conditions accident 
concltlons involvi"' the conditions 
trwalvlnl the releueof 1nvo1v1ns the 
,...of huardous release of 
hlzlrdous rnatert.ls. hazardous 
malerlals. materials. 

c) Emit hazardous Less than No.lhe No. There are No. Nonew None 
emissions or handle sflnlfiC:ani prapoied no new information of 
hazardous or acutely Impact project does circumstances substantial 
hazardous materials, notlnvalve thltwould Importance 
substances; or waste ~that result In·,.., or lndiCittl the 
within one-quarter would result In more severe need for 
mfte of an axlstlns or new or more Impacts on additional 
proposed school? severe Impacts hazardous analysis of 

on hazardous materials near hazardous 
rnablr'lals near schools. materials near 
schools. schools. 
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d)' Be located on a site Less than No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
which Is Included on s11nlflcant proposed no new Information of 
a list of hazardous impact project does circumstances substantial 
materials sites not involve that would Importance 
complied pursuant to chanps that result In new or Indicates the 
Government Code would result In more severe need for 
Section 65962.5 and, new or more Impacts on additional 
as a result, would It severe Impacts hazardou~ analysis of 
create a sllnlfiCint on hazardous materials sites hazardous 
hazard to the public materials sites listed pursuant materials sites 
or the environment? listed pursuant to Government listed pursuant . 

to Government Code Sec:tlon to Government 
Code Section 65962.5. Code Section 
65962.5. 65962.5. 

e) Be located within two Less than No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
miles of a pubUc Sllftlficant proPosed no new Information of 
airport or private use Impact prvject does drcumstances substantial 
airport •nd result In a . not Involve that would Importance 
safety hazltd for chanles that result In new or Indicates the 
people resldl"' or would result In more severe need for 
worklftl in the new or more Impacts on additional 
proJect area? severe impacts airports. analysis of J on airports. airports. 

f) For a project within , Less than No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
the vldnlty of a . significant proposed no new lnformatloh of 
private airstrip, Impact project does circumstances substantial 
would the project nptlnvolve that would importance 
result In a safety chanps that result In new or indicates the 
hazard for people 

1 
would result in more severe need for 

residll'll or worki111ln new or more Impacts on additional 
the project area? severe Impacts private airstrips. analysis of 

onpriwte private 
airstrips. airstrips. 

I) Impair Less than No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
Implementation ·of or sllnlflcant propoSed no new lnform.tlon of 
physically Interfere ilmpact proJect does drcumstances subitantial 
with an adopted not involve that would lmportlince 
emerpnc, response chanpsthat result In new or Indicates the 
piM or emerpnc, would result in more severe need for 
evacuation plan? ·newormore llmpaetson additional 

: severe Impacts em81Jenc, analysis of 
on emeTJenc::y response or emersenc, 
response or 1 evacuation. response or 
evacuatJC)n .. evicuatlon. 
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h) Be located In an area 
desipated as havlrt~ 
a hiP; extreme, or 
severe fire haard, or 
otherwise expose 
people or structures 
to a sllnlflcant risk« 
loss. Injury or death 
lnvolvlns wildland 
fires, lncludlnc where 
wlldMdsare 
adjacent to urbanized 
arus or where 
residences are 
Intermixed with 
wildlands? 

Dlsaaslon 

C8nduslon In 
EIR 

Less than 
sllnlflcant 
lmPKt 

Do tile ........ 
a..,..~nwo~w 

NararMcn 
kwnt~ 

No. The 
proposed 
project does 
notlrwalve 
chanpsthlt 
would result In· 
new or more 
severe Impacts 
onwDdland 
fires. 

aQ4 CllecMit" 

.... . N.w 
Gl! q M ............ 

ll:ua'•u-• .............. ......... Analw*ar Ell ........ 
lnapeclll Verlfltdan? ....... 

No.; There are No. Nonew None 
no new Information of 
drcurnstPc:.s substlntlal 
that:waUid Importance 
result In new or Indicates the 
more severe need for 
Impacts on adcfttfonal 
wlldiMd fires. analysis of 

wildland fires. 

a-b) The Final EIR Indicated that the Specific: Plan would facilbte the construction of residential 
or non-residential uses that could Involve the use, starap, ortransportatlon of hazardous 
materials. There are no areas within the Plan Area for industrial uses and residential and 
most non,resldentlll uses do not pnerally Involve slplflc:ant quantities. of hazardous 
nterllls .. Construction may lndude the temporary trMsport,.storase and use of hazardous 
materials; however. those materials would be subject to federal, state, and local reaulations, 
which would minimize the risks. Compliance with these requirements would keep the public 
and the environment from belnsexpo.sed to hazardous materials. The Final EIR concluded 
that the Impacts would be less than slplflcant. 

The proposed project consists of the development of 57 dwelllnt units and 7.495 square feet 
of non-residential uses alons the Mission Boulevard frontase that may Include food, food 
service, caM, retail, or service commercial. Most residential and non-residential uses do not 

inVolve the use of 5Wntficant quantities af haiardous materials. The hazardous materials 
used durlna construction are su~d to federal, state. and local rqulatlons. For. these 
reasons, the proposed project would not alter any conclusions set fo_rth In the Anal EIR. 

c) The Final EIR Indicated that San Lorenzo Hllh School and St. John Elementary School are 
located within the Plan Area. Th~ proposed Specific Plan does not contemplate any end 
uses that would Involve activities that would produce or emit hazardous materials near any 
school. The Final EIR concluded that the Impacts would be less than significant. 

RmatllwSGMioM 
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There are no existing or proposed schools located within 0.25 mile of the project site. The J 
proposed p~Ject would not alter any hazards or hazardous material conclusions set forth by 
the Final EIR. 

d) The Final EIR Indicated that there are many properties within the Plan Area where past uses 
could have produced localized contamination or concentrations of hazardous substances. 
Developers must cor:'duct the necessary level of environmentallnvestlptlon to ensure 
hazardous material releases from prior land uses would not have a negative Impact on the 
natural environment or health and safety of the public. The Final EIR indicated that 
compliance with these resulatlons would reduce the Impact to less than significant. 

The project site was previously occupied by Peterson Metal Fabrication. An 8,000-gallon UST 
was removed from the site in June 1990. Post-removal soli and groundwater testing 
revealed that the_ UsT's dispenser had been leaking gasoline. ApproximatelY 5 cubic yards of 
impacted soil were removed and disposed of at the Vasco Road Landfill near Livermore. The 
Alameda County Health Care Services Apncy Issued a •case Closed" letter on July 14, 1995, 
si&nifying that the site had been remediated to its satisfaction. For these reasons, the 
proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth In the Final EIR. 

e) The Final EIR Indicated that there are no airports within 2 miles of the. Plan Area. This 
condition precludes the possibility of related Impacts. The Final EIR concluded that no 
Impact would occur. 

The closest alrj)Ort to the project site is Hayward Executive Airport, which is approximately 
2.18 miles away. As such, the proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth in 
the Final EIR. 

f) The Final EIR indicated that there are no private airstrips located In the vicinity of the Plan 
Area. This condition precludes the possibility of related Impacts. The Final EIR concluded 
that no Impact would occur. 

There are no private airstrips located In the vicinity of the project site. As such, the 
proposed project would not alter the conclusions set forth by the Final EIR. 

g) The Final EIR Indicated that bulldout of the Specific Plan would not cr.aate any conflicts with 
an adopted emergency response plan or evacuation plan. The Final EIR concluded that no 
Impact would occur: 

The proposed project consists of the development of 57 dwelling units and 7,495 square feet 
of nol')-resldentlal uses. It would provide two points of access. As such, the proposed 
project would not alter the conclusions set forth by the Final EIR. 

h) The Final EIR Indicated that the ,Jan Area Is urban In nature and is not within a wildland fire 
zone. Thus, It would not be susceptible to wildland flres. The Final EIR concluded that no 
impact would occur. 

The project site Is surrounded by urban development on all sides. As such, the proposed 
project would not alter the conclusions set forth by the Final EIR. 
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· Mltiptiun Meils1ns 

None. 

Conclusion 

The c:ondu51ons from the EIR remain unchanpcl when consldertns the development of the proposed 
project. 
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9. Hydrolaa Wid water Quality 

WOUld~ project: 

a) Violate any water Less than No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
quality standards or siinifiCint proposed no new Information of 
waste discharge Impact project does not circumstances substantial 
requirements? Involve chal'l8es ttlatwauld Importance 

thatwoutd result In new or Indicates the 
result In new or more severe need for 
more severe Impacts on additional 
Impacts on water q.,.llty analysis of 
water quality standards or water quality 
standards or WilSie dlschai'Je standards or 
waste dlscha11e requirements. ·waste discharge 
requirements. requirements. 

b) Substantially deplete tess than ·No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
lf'OUndwater silnlflcant ~ no new Information of 
supplies or Interfere impact project does not drannstances substantial 
substantially with Involve chal'l8es that would importance 
poundwater that would result In new or IndiCates the 
recharp such that · result In new or more severe need for 
there would be a net more severe Impacts on additional 
defldt In aquifer Impacts on BJOundwater analysis of 
volume ora croundWiter rechqesuch groundwater 
lowerins of the local recha!Je such that there rechai'Je such 
croundwater table that there WJNid would be a net that there 
IM:I (e.s., the be a net deficit deftc:ltln would be a net 
production rate of In aquifer aquifer volume deftdt In aquifer 
Pre-exlstlni nearby volume ora or a lowerinl of volume ora 
wells would drop to lowenns of the the local lowerfns of the 
a level which would local sroundwater local 
not support existing croundwater table leYel. croundwater 
land uses or planned table level. table level. 
uses for which 
permits have been 
sranted)? 
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c) Substantially alter Less than No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
the exlstlnc d1111naae -nlflcant praposed project no new lnfonnation of 
pattern of the site or Impact does not Involve dranstances substantial 
.,..,lncludlnl c:hlnps thll: that would Importance 
throu&hthe would result In I"'IUUt In new or lndiCitel the 
alteration of1he newormore more severe · need for 
course of a stream severe impacts 1mp8cts on the additional 
or river, In a manner on the exlstin8 exlstirw analysis rl the 
which would resutt . dr:alnap pattern dral11118 pattern exlstlns 
In substantial of the site or of the site or d111lnaae pattern 
erosion or siltation area.lndudlnl .,..., lndudlnB of the sltll or 
on- or off-site? thfOUihthe thi'QUihthe ··llf'U,Includ ... 

alteration of the alteration of the ttvoush the 
ClOUISeofa course.ofa alteration of the 
stram or river, stream or river, course of a 
Ina manner Ina manner stream or river, 
which would which would Ina manner 

""'*"' result In which would 
subsantlal subsblntlll result In 
erasion or erosion or substantial 
slltlltion on- or siltation on- or erosion or 
off-site. off-site. s•onon-or 

c off-site. 

d) SUbstantially alter Leu than No. The ..0. There are No. Nonew None 
the exlstlrw dralnace slplflcant propased no new Information of 
pll:t8m of the site or lmpKt project does not drcurnstances substlntlal 
area, lndudtng. Involve chanses thll:would ·importance 
throushthe that would · result In new or lndlc:ates the 
alterltlon of the result In new or more severe need for 
course of a stream more severe Impacts on additional 
or river, or impacts on floodq. analysis of 
subltantlally floodln&. ftoodlna. 
lnaale the l'lte or 
amount of surface 
runoff In a manner 
which would result 
In floodlns on- or 
off-site? 

e) Crute or contribute Less than No.lhe No. There are No. Nonew None 
runoff water which -nlflcant proposed non.w Information of 
would exceed the Impact project does not circumstances substantial 
capacity of exlstf111 Involve changes that would lmportlnce 
or planned that would result In new or Indicates the 
stormwater result In new or more severe . need for 
d111lnap systems or more IIMlre Impacts on additional 
provide substantial Impacts on runoff. analysis of 
eddltlonal sources of runoff. runoff. 
pQIIuted runoff? 
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f) Otherwise Less than 
substantially si&nlficant 
dearade water Impact 
quality 

B) Place: housina within Less than 
a lDO-year flood slplficant 
hazard area as Impact 
mapped on a federal 
Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map 
or other flood 
hazard delineation 
map? 

h) P'-ce within a 100- Less than 
year flood hazard significant 
structures which Impact 
would Impede or 
redirect flood flows? 

I) Expose people or Less than 
struct:wes to slplflcant 
sJcnlflcant risk or Impact 
loss, Injury or death 
lnvolvlrw floodil'llr 
lncludlrw flooding as 
a result of the failure 
of a levee or dam? 
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. """"'~ 

N.w 
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No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
proposed no new Information of 
project does not drcumstances substantial 
Involve dla"'eS that would lmporblnce 
that would result In new or Indicates the 
result In new or more severe need for 
more severe Impacts on additional 
Impacts on water quality. analysis of 
water qu~lity. water quality. 

No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
propos8d no new Information of 
project does not drcumstances substantial 
lnvoN!e c:hanps that would imporblnce 
that would result In new or Indicates the 
result In new or more severe need for 
more severe Impacts on additional 
Impacts on houslnB in 100- analysis of 
houslnsln 100- year flood housing In 100. 

-year flood hazard areas. year flood 
hazard areas. hazard areas. 

No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
proposed no new Information of 
project does not circumstances · substlnttal 
lrwolve c:hal'lles ·that would lmporlance 
that would result In new or Indicates the 
result In new or more severe need for 
morese.~ere lmptcts on 100- additional 
lmpiCtS on lDO- year flood aMiysfs of 100. 
year flood hazard areas. year flood 
hazard areas. hazard areas. 

No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
proposed no new . information of 
profect does not drcumstances sub51antlal 

'Involve chanps that would Importance 
that would result in new or indicates the 
result In new or more severe need for 
moresevei'e impactson . additional · 
Impacts on dams end levee analysis of dams 
dams and levee failures. and levee 
faUures. failures. 

~.Sofudanl 

_,...~-·--

J 



c 

(., 

Cllulllr., Altllrle. Mbllan. MllffQr l'rDJed 
llllflllllfllll)r/Mielidum 

,... 
Do .. PNp 1 a.a...nc. Nat ....... 
~ ...... .............. ........ .., 

EHiitl---.llnu& cOeduslollln .., .. Mare Men SewN ~- Ell Mltlptal 
Are. Ell s-.....-l lmPIIdll Verllc:lllual MIIIUrel . 

J) Inundation of by Less than .No. The Nca. There are No. Nonew None 
seiche, tsunami, or sllnlflcant proposed no new Information of 
mudflow? impKt praJect does not di"CCIInSt.nws substantlll 

lrwolwe chlnps that would lrnportlnce 
that would result In new or Indicates the 
result In new or more severe need for 
more severe Impacts on addltloniJ 
Impacts on seiches, analysis of 
seiches, tsunamis, or seiches, 
tsun.mls.or mudflows. tsunamis, or 
mudflows. mudflows. 

Discussion 

a) 

b) 

The Final EIR lndated that the construcl:lon and operational activities assocllted with 
developments under the Specific Plln hid the potential to result In pollution enterlns 
downstream Wlten. However, the Final EIR lndlcMed the Implementation af Best 
Mana1ement Practices within the Speclftc Plan would reduce the Impacts to a level of less 
than slsnlfk:ant. 

The proposed project consists of the development af 57 dwelling units and 7,495 square feet 
of non-ruldentlll uses on a site that has supported development for more than SO years. As 
such, the site would not result In MY acttvttles that CIOUid create new or mare severe 
hydroJosy or water Impacts. The project would Implement Best Manqement Practices as 
described In the Specific Plan. For these reasons, the puopased project would nat alter any 
conclusions set forth In the final EIR. 

The Final EIR Indicates that the Plan Area Is underlain bv • upper and lower zone of water 
bearlns sand and anvel. There are two major aquifers In the upper zone and one In at the 
lower zone. Conjunctive use propams and water quality prasrams ere In place to optimize 
the use of 1roundwater while monltorincand protectlns aroundwlter quality. Thus, the 
lwei of Impact would be less than slplllcant. 

The proposed proJec:t consists of the development of 57 dwelh111 units and 7,495 square feet 
of non-residential uses on a site that his supported development for more tMn SO yeers. As 
such, the project would not require an Increased depletion of aroundwater supplies or 
Interfere substantially with &round water rec:hal'8e. There would not be a su~ntlal deftcJt 
In aquifer volume. The propOsed project would not alter any conclusions set forth In the· 
Final EIR. 

c) The Final EIR Indicates that the primary dralniP within the Plan Area Is San Lorenzo Creek, 

which meanders from east-to-west throuah the Plan Area before dlschal'llnllnto San 
Francisco Bay. Developments within the Plan Area will be consistent with the Best 

lhtC'-*-SMifbas 
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Management Practices required by the Municipal Regional Permit to ensure reduced 
erosion. The level of impact would be less than slsnlflcant. 

The project site is within 150 feet of San Lorenzo Creek. Development activities would 
involve acttvltles that have the potential to result In polluted runoff entering the waterway. 
The project would be required to Implement the Best Manageinent Practices required by the 
Municipal Resional Permit, lncludlns structure and non-structural controls with ongoins 
Inspections and monitorins. For these reasons, the propOsed project would not alter any 
conduslons set forth in the Final EIR. 

d) The Final EIR indicated that the Plan Area served with an existing municipal stormwater 
dralnase system that is owned and maintained by the County of Alameda, Caltrans, and the 
City of San Leandro. Most of the stormwater eventually enters San lorenzo Creek. The Final 
EIR concluded that the Impacts would be less than significant. 

The proposed project consists of the development of 57 dwelling units and 7,495 square feet 
of non-residential uses on a site that has supported development for more than 50 years. 
The project would Increase the amount of pervious surface coverase (landscaplna, 
stormwater treatment controls, etc.) on the project site relative to existing conditions and 
thus would result in a net decrease In surface runoff. Thus, the project would not alter any 
conduslons set forth In the Final EIR. 

e) The Final EIR Indicated that the Plan Area is served with an existlns municipal stormwater 
drainage system. The Specific Plan will Implement alterations to the existing stormwater 
drainase systems so hazardous materials would not be directly discharged and wastewater 
would be appropriately treated. Developments must be In compliance with existing 
programs and permits. The construction must be consistent with federal, state, and local 
policies and regulations and must lndude standard Best Management Practices. The Final 
EIR concluded that the impacts would be less than significant. 

The proposed project consists ~the development of 57 dwelling units and 7,49S.square feet 
of non-residential us~ on a site that has supp~rted development for more than 50 years. 
The construction and operation of the project would be required to be consistent with 
federal, state, and local policies and regulations. The project must be consistent with 
standard Best Mana1ement Practices. The proj~ would Increase the amount of pervious 
surface coverage (landscapln& stormwater treatment cont~ls, etc.) on the project site 
relative to existing conditions and thus would result In a net decrease In surface runoff. 
Thus, the project would not ~Iter any condusions set forth in the Final fiR. 

f) The Final EIR Indicated that construction and operational activities within the Plan Area 
could result in the release of hazardous materials and potentially contaminated wastewater, 
both of which could substantially degrade water quality. However, compliance with permits 
and regulations and implementation of Best Management Practices would ensure that the 
impacts on water quality would be less than slgnlflcant. 
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The proposed project consists of the development of 57 dwelling units and 7,495 square feet 
of non-residential uses on a site t~at has supported development for more than SO years. 
The construction and operation of the project would be required to be consistent with 
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federal, state, and local polcles and r~~ulatlons. The project must be consistent with 
standard Best MaMBement Practlc:eJ. Thus, the project would not alter anv conclusions set 
forth In the Flrt11l EIR. 

B) The Final EIR lndk:atad that there are a few locations within the Plan Area that are design~ 
as 100-year flood areas by the 2009 FEMA Flood Insurance Study. These areas are located · 
adjacent to San Lorenzo Creek near the project site and southwest.of East 14• StrHt between 
159"' and Ashland Avenue. The County requires new residential units within the Flood Hazard 
Area to ~ des-ned In accordance with the floocJ..reslltlnt standards of Allrnedl County 
Buldl111 Code, Title 15. For these reasons, the Impact would be less than silnlflclnt. 

The project site Is not within a flood hazard area on the Flood Insurance Rate Map. As such, 
the proposed project would not alter the conclusions set forth by the Final EIR. 

h) The Final EIR Indicated that there are a few locations within the Plan Area th8t are 
desl&nated as100-yearflood areas bythe 2009 FEMA Flood Insurance Study. Developments 
are required to be consistent with the Alameda County Buildlns Code, Title 15, specifies 
permit standards fof' construct~n In floodplains and Flood Hazard Areas. Furthermore, 
developments are required to be consistent with policies set forth by the Alameda County 

General Plan. The Final EIR concluded that the Impacts be less than s~&niflc:ant. 

I) 

The project site Is not within a flood hazard area on the Flood Insurance ~ Map. As such, 
the proposed project would not alter the conduslons set forth by the Final EIR 

l11e Final EIR Indicated that there are no dams within the Plan Area. South Reservoir Dam, 
Almond Reservoir Dam, San Lorenzo Creek Dam, and Cull Creek Dam may pose Inundation 
threat to the Plan Area. The Plan Area Is already urbanized. The Impact caused by the 
5peclflc Plan would be less than slplflcant. 

The proposed project consists of the development of 57 dwelllns units and 7,495 square feet 
of non-residential uses on a site that has supported development for more than 50 years. 
The project site Is approximately 0.76 mile from the dosest dam, which Is the South 
Reservoir Dam on Grove way. The proposed project would not alter the conclusions set 
forth by the Final EIR. 

j) l11e Final EIR Indicated that the communities of Ashland and Cherryland would not be 
affected by a tsunami or a seiche. Althoush the San Francisco Bay is at risk of a tsunami, the 
Plan Area Is far enoush inland that It would not be at risk. There are no steep slopes or 
volcanic features that could produce mudflow within the Plan Area. As such, no Impact 
would occur. 

The proposed proJect would not chanp the nature of the Plan Area or Its surroundlnp. The 
proposed project would not altar the conduslons set forth by the Final EIR. 

Mitipllon Measures 

None. 

RmadMSOitlt#oltl 
'1:\l't .... ,. .. ~~&u.tt.:'M t=doca; 



Conclusion 

~ ot Altlmetlo Mllrlolla MoHM hDJed 
, Stlldr/AAWMdum 

The conclusions from the EIR rerNin unchanpd when considering the development of the proposed 
projed. 
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WDidd the pm}«t: 

a) Physlalfy divide en Lea than No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
established sllnlflcant proposed no new . Information of 
community? Impact pnJIKt does not drtumstances substantfal 

Involve char~~es that would lrnportlnce 
that would resUlt In new or Indicates the 
result In new or more seven! need for 
moresewtre lmpldson additional 
ImpactS on division of an lftllyslsof 
division of an estllbllshed division of an 
established community. established 
c:Ommunlty. community. 

b) Conflct with any Less than No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
applicable land use slplflcant proposed no new Information of 
plan, polky, or ltnpKt project does not dranstances substantt.l 
rwauJatfon of an IIWDive chanps that would Importance 
aprqwith that would result In new or lndlcatas the 
jurlsdc:tlon over the result In new or more severe need for 

' 
project (lnducllnt. more severe Impacts on additional 
but nat limited to the Impacts on c:onfHc:ts with an11ysisof 
senenl plan, spedflc conflicts with •nv appllclble conflicts with 
plan, local COIStll qappbble lind use plan, any appUcable 
praan~m, or ~Ina land use plan, paftcyor land use plan, 
ordinance) adopted poky or r~~ullltion. policy or 
for the purpose of replatlon. f"eeUiatian._ 
IIVDidJnl or mltlptin& 
an environmental 
effed? 

c) tanfllct with any Less than No. The ND. There are No. Nonew None 
applicable habbt slsnlflcant proposed no new Information of 
~planor Impact proJect does not dra.NnStanc:es substantial 
natanl ciMnmunlty lnvalve changes that would Importance 
con.vation plan? that would result In new or Indicates the 

resutt: In new or more severe need for 
more severe Impacts on addttlonal 
Impacts on hlblmt analysts of 
habitat c::onserwtiOn habitat 
conservation plans or nttural conservation 
plans or natural community plans or natural 
community conservation community 
conservation plans. conservation 
plans. plans. 
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a) The Flnel EIR Indicated that the Specific Pieri would not physically dMde an established 
community becaus.e it would promote hfsh-denstty, infdl development on ex1st1111 transit 
corridors within the Ashland and Cherryland areas. SUch development would occur mostly 
on existing developed properties. Therefore, no Impact would occur. 

The proposed project consists of the development of 57 dwelln& units and 7,495 square feet 
of non-residential uses on a site that has supported development for more than 50 years. 
The proposed project Is COf'!Sistent with the Eden Area General Plan and the Ashland 
Cherryland Business District 5pedftc Plan land use deslsnatlons for this site. There is no 
potential for the proposed projeCt to divide en estabrJShed community. The proposed 
project would not alter the conduslons set forth by the Final EIR. 

b) The Final EIR Indicated that the Specific Plan is consistent with the JOals, policies, and 
objectives of the Alameda COunty Genen~l Plan, the Eden Area General Plan, and the 
Hayward Executive Airport La riel use Compatibility ~lin. The Speclflc Plan established a new, 
form-based zoning code In the Plan area that allows a wide rar~~e of commercial, civic,. and 
residential development. The Specific Plan would facilitate an Increase In density and 
intensity but would be consistent with requirements in the Eden Area General Plan'~ and 
use d.esiBnatlon. The determinatiOn of whether the Spedftc Plan Is consistent with desisn 
and development guidance with the Alameda County General Plan and the Eden Area 
General Plan lies with the Plannlnc Commission and Board of Supervisors. 

The Plan Area Is within the Airport Influence Areli of the Hayward Elcealtlve Airport. The 
Plan Area is located outside of Safety Compatibility Zones Assoc:iatecl"with the Hayward 
Executive Airport; therefcft, development under the Speclftc Plan would not be subject to 
safety standards In the ALUCP. The Spedfk: Plan, with the Implementation of mltlptlon 
measures Included in Section 4.3, Blolo&ICII Resources, would reduce the usoclated 
environmental Impact to less than sl&ntflcant. Furthermore, the Spedflc Plan would allow 
for new development that may be Incompatible with surroundlns residential land uses and 
the existing pattern of development In the Plan Arel. However, the desJsn review process 
would ensure that compatibility Issues are addressed on a project-speclflc basis, thereby 
redudng the Impacts to less than significant. · 

The proposed proJect would develop 57 dwellq units and 7,495 square feet of non
residential uses on a 2.6-aae site ·des!lnated "District Mbced..Use (DMU)• by the Ashland 
Cherryland Business District Spedflc Plan. The proposed project site has two land use 
desiBnatlons: a·prlmary land use, whk:b Is required, and a seconc:lary land use, which Is 
opdonal. The primary land use Is non-residential and must be at least 25 percent of the lot 
area per the Specific Plan. The residential zoning for this stte (IS designated by the General 
Plan) Is Hlsh Density Residential {43-86 dweillng units per acre). The recently approved 
amendment to the Ashlind Cherryland Business Plstrlct Specific Plan allows Planning 
Commission approval for projects not rneetlns.the 25 percent non-residentilll requirement, 
under certain circumstances, when the Specific Plan Goals are met and the community will 
benefit from the project. The recently epproved amendment to the Eden Area General Plan 
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allowlns the Plannlne Commission to permit a lower residential ranse for mbcl!d-use projects 
when a project furthers the pis of the General and Spectftc Plans. The ranae density could 
be one lower than would be requln!d If residential were the prlma,Y or on1v lind use. 

The proposed proJect stroftiiY supports the soals of bol:h the Eden Area General Plan and 
the Ashland Cherryland Business Dlstrtct Spectflc Plan In the followlns m•ner: 

(1) The project contributes to the economic revitalization of th~ Ashland and Cherryllnd 

Business District Plan area by developlnsan underutlllzed and Ions wcant Industrial site; 

(2) The project provides attractive and htsh-qualty Improvements a Ions Mission Boulevard 

and Mattox Road, which lndude new street frontap, llndscaptns, and removal of the 
exlstlns portchop/,.ht-hancl tum lane; 

(3) The project develops this section of Mission Boulewrd Into a htsher-ntenslty use by 

provldlna new IRJUnd floor retal space and discreet, adjacent outdoor space In addition 
to 57 new residential dweiRnp, brinslng new families to a former Industrial site; 

(4) The project activates the street frontase and provides a vibrant, wabble urban main 
street mbced-use commercial environment alons Mission Boulevard that supports public 
transportatloft lftematives and provides locally and realonally servlna commercial and 
ret• II uses • well as a wrlety of urban houslns choices; 

(5) In an area that has seen minimal development In recent years, the projec:l will become a 
catalyst for additional Investment and development within the Plan area; and 

(6) The project creates landscaped areas and public open space It the comer of Mission I. 
Mattox becaUse of the redevelopment and rullpment of the exlstlns porkchop that wll 
serve to support the public life of the community. 

The density and non-residential component of the proposed project would be consistent 
with the provisions and Intent of the 2018 text amendments to the Eden Alea General Plan 
and Ashland and Cherryland Business District Specific Plan, which allow ~r flexibility for 
mixed-use projedl. Therefore, the pro~ed project would not alter the conclusions set 
forth by the Final EIR. 

c) The Final EIR Indicated that the Plan Area was not within the boundaries of an adopted 
conservation plan or natural communitY conservation plan. No conflicts with adopted 
conservation plans would occur. TheR'fore, no Impact would occur. 

The proposed project consists of the development of 57 dwellna units and 7,495 square feet 
of non-residential uses on a site that has supported development for more than SO years. 
The project site Is within the Plan Area and thus Is not within the .,oundarles of an adopted 
conservation plan or natural community conservation plan. The proposed project would not 
alter the toncluslons set forth by the Final EIR. 

Mltlptlon Measures 

None. 
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Conclusion 
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The conclusions from the EIR remain unchansed when considerlns the development of the proposed 
project. 
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11. Mlnerlll Resources 

~the project: 

1) Result In the loss of No Impact No. 1he No. lhere are No~ Nonew None 
IVIIIIblllty of I . proposed no new Information of 
known mineral project does drcurnstances substantial 
resource that would notii'W'OM! that would Importance 
be of value to the chlnses that result In new or Indicate$ the 
rqionandthe would result in more severe need for 
residents of the new or more lmpKIS on loss additional 
mte? severe lmplcts of known analysis of loss 

on lass of mineral of known 
known mineral resoun:es of mineral 
resources of statewide resources of 
statewide Importance. statewide 
Importance. importance. 

b) Result In the loss of No Impact No. The No.Tbereare No. Nonew None 
avalllbUity of 1 propased no new lnformltlon of 
localy Important project does drcumstances substantial 
mineral resource notlnwolve that would importance 
recovery site c:harwes that result In new or Indicates the 
delineated on a local would result In more severe need for 
pneral plan, specific new or more Impacts on loss additional 
plan or other land sewn Impacts ofknvwn analysis CJf loss 
use plan? on loll of mlnel'll .of known 

known mineral resources of mineral 
resources of local resoun:es of 
local Importance. local 
Importance. ·Importance. 

Discussion 

a-b) The Final EIR lndlc:ated that the Plan Area contains developed and urbanized land which does 
not support mineral extraction operation. The Final EIR concluded that then! would be no 
impact. 

The project site his supported development for more than 50 years. It does ~ support 
mineral extraction operation. The proposed project wou·ld not alter any mineral resources 
CXHtclusions set forth by the Final EIR. 

Mltiption Measures 

None. 
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Conclusion 
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The conduslons from the EIR remain unchanpd when considerlns the development of the proposed 
project. 
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12. .... 
IMJuld the proj«:t: 

a) Expos&n of persons t.sthln No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
to 011 pneratlon of sJanlffcant proposed no new Information of 
noise levels In Impact prvjac:t does dramst:ances substantial 
exr::ess of standards not Involve that would Importance 
established In the c:hanpsthat result In new Indicates the 
localseneral plan or would result In or more severe need for 
noise ordln11nc:e, or new or more lmpac:ts on loss addltlonel 
appllalble severe Impacts of analysis~ 

stMdards of other on 
asenc;les? 

b) -Exposure of persons Less than No. lhe No. There are No. Nonew None 
to or senentlon of 51Bntfk:ant proposed no new information of 
exmsslve Impact project does circumstances substantial 
1roundbome not Involve that would Importance 
vlbrltlon or c:hanles that result In new Indicates the 
sraundbome noise would result In or more severe need for 
levels? new or more Impacts on loss additional 

' 
severe Impacts of analysis~ 

on 

c:) A substantial Less than No. lbe No. There are No. Nonew None 
~nentlncrease slpllflclnt proposed no new Information of 
In lmblent noise Impact project does circumstances substantial 
levels In the project not involve that would importance 
vicinity above levels chanps that result In new Indicates the 
exlstlnc without the would result In or more severe need for 
project? new or more Impacts on loss additional 

severe Impacts of analysis of 
on 

d) A substantial Less than No. lbe No. There are No. Nonew None 
t:empcnry or slplflcant proposed no new lnforrnat19n of 
periodic lnaease in Impact project does drturnStBnces substantial 
ambient noise not involve that would lmpor:tance 
Ieveii In the project dwnpsthat result in new Indicates the 
vicinity above levels would result In or~~MM~re need for 
Ulstlnc without the newormore Impacts on loss additional 
project? sewere Impacts of analysis~ 

on 
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e) For a project Less than No. The No. There are Nq. Nonew Nbne 
located within an ,rsnific:ant proposed no new infonnlltlon of 
airport land use Impact project does circumstances substantial 
plan, or where such not Involve that would Importance 
a plan has not been chanses that ruultinMW lndlc:atBs the 
adopted, within two would result In or more severe need for 
miles of a public new or more Impacts on additiCinal 
airport or public use severe Impacts exposure to analysis of 
airport would the on exposure m aviation noise. exposure to 
protect expose avfltlon noise. aviation noise. 
people resldll"'l or 
worlclnsln the 
protect area m 
eJtcesslve noise 
levels? 

f) For a project within Less than No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
the vldnlty of a slplflcant proposed no new lnfonnation of 
private airstrip, Impact project does cirannstances substantial 
would the project not Involve that would Importance 
expose people chanses that result In new Indicates the 
residin& or worldl"'l would result In or more severe need for 
In the profect area new or more Impacts on additional 
to excessive noise severe Impacts exposure to analysis of 
levels? on exposure to aviation noise. exposure to 

aviation noise. aviation noise. 

Discussion 

a) The Final EIR Indicated that development associated with the proposed Specific Plan would 
be subject to Eden Area General Plan policies and would be required to comply with Its Land 
Use and Noise Compatibility Guidelines. New development in areas that exceed 60 dBA l.,n 
would be required to demonstrate that acceptable interior noise levels can be achieved 
within resldences. The Final EIR concluded that Impacts related to sposing people or 
seneratina noise levelS in eass of standards would be less than slsnlficant. 

The proposed project would develop 57 dwellns units and 7,495 square feet of non
residential uses on a site at the Intersection of Mission Bou~rd and Mattox Road. Specific 
Plan EIR Fisure 4.1o-2 indicates that a 7~75 dBA roadwa.v noise contour extends so feet 
from the edp of Mission Boulevard and a 60-64 dBA roadway noise contour extends SO feet 
from the edp Mattox Road. The nearest residential structure would be set back a minimum 
of 85 feet from Mission Boulevard and 20 feet from Mattox Road. Thus, residential 
structures would be outside of the 71r75 dBA noise contour but within the 60-64 dBA noise 
contour. The callforNa Code of fte&ulatlons, Title 24 (known as the Building Standards 

RntCorfiiNt SalutfiNif 
Y:\•·n r t=m:~••aaaT~WS'fiii•UI"I ~ ......,..,...... ............... 

J 



(., 

coumy tJ/ Altmledti-Mission a Mlrtftllr ProJect 
Initial Sfvdt/AIJdenllum 

b) 

c) 

Administrative Code), Part 2 (known as the california Building Code), Appendix Chapters 12 
and 12A require the construction of new hotels, motels, apartment houses, and dwelllnss 
other than detached slngle-famllv dwelllnp to meet an Interior noise standard of 45 dBA t.. 
in habitable spaces with all doors and windows closed. AJ such, proposed dwelling units 
within the 60-64 dBA noise contour would be required to Implement standard Bulldlf!g Code 
required sound attenuation measures such as Sound Transmission Clas5 rated door and 
window assemblies to achieve the Interior noise standard of 45 dBA. Compliance would be 
required as a standard Condition of Approval. The proposed project would not alter anv 
conclusions set forth bv the Final EIR. 

The Final EIR indicated that development contemplated by the proposed Specific Plan may 
·Intermittently generate ground borne vibration that is noticeable at surrounding land uses. 
Compliance with Eden Area General Plan Pollcv P4 of Goal N-5, which limits construction in 
the vldnltv of sensitive land uses to dayllsht-hours or 7:00a.m. to 7:00 p.m., would not 
occur at noise sensitive times. The Final EIR concluded that Impacts would be less than 

slsn lfic:a nt. 

The proposed project would Involve the use of heavy construction equipment such as 
bulldozers and rollers that have the potential to emit groundborne vibration. As such, 
construction activities Involving these pieces of equipment would be subject to the 
provisions of Eden Area General Plan Pollcv P4 of Goal N-5. Compliance would be required 
as a standard Condition of Approval. The proposed project would not alter any conclusions 
set forth by the Final EIR. 

The Final EIR Indicated that development associated with the proposed Specific Plan would 
pnerate additional traffic that-would Incrementally Increase ambient noise levels. The Final 
EIR found that-the Increase of up to 1.5 dBA would not exceed the 3 dBA threshold for 
determining whether a noise Increase is substantial and therefore concluded that impacts 
would be less than significant. 

The proposed project would result In a net increase of 51 AM peak-hour trips and 60 PM 
peak-hour trips. In order for a project to cause 3 dBA Increase or more In ambient roadway 
noise, It would have to double roadway volumes durtns these periods. The proposed 
project's trips would represent less than 1 percent of peak-period trips that travel through 
the intersection of Mission Boulevard/Mattox Road durins the AM and PM peak hours. 
Thus, It would have not cause a substantial permanent Increase In ambient roadway noise. 
The proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth by the Final EIR. 

d) The Final EIR Indicated that development contemplated by the proposed Specific Plan may 
Intermittently aenerate maximum construction noise levels that range up to 90 dBA L.,.. as 
measured at SO feet from multiple pieces of equipment operating simultaneously. 
Compliance with Eden Area General Plan Polley P4 of Goal N-5, which limitS construction in 
the vicinity of sensitive land uses to dayllsht hours or 7:00am to 7:00 pm, would not occur 
at noise sensitive times. The Final EIR concluded that Impacts would be less than significant. 

The proposed project would Involve the use of heavy construction equipment such as 
backhoes, bulldozers, excavators, graders, and rollers that have the potential to generate 
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Intermittent construction noise In excess of 90 dB. As such, construction activities lnvolvln& ....) 
these ptec:es of equipment would be subject to the provisions of Eden Area General Plin 
Policy P4 of. Goal N-5. Compliance would~ required as a standard Condition of Approval. 
The proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth by the Final EIR. 

e) The Final EIR Indicated that the aviltlon. noise contours associated with Hayward Executive 
Airport do not. overlap with the Plan Area. This con~itlon precludes the possibility of Specific 
Pian buildout exposlns persons to excessive aviation noise. The Final EIR concluded thit no 
Impact would occur. · 

1M aviation noise contours associated with Hayward &lecutlve Airport do not overlap with 
the project site. As such, the proposed project wo~:~ld not alter any amduslons set forth In 
the Final EIR. 

f) The Final EIR Indicated that there are no p_rivate airstrips located In the vicinity of the Plan 
Area. This condition precludes the possibility of Spedftc Plan bulldout exposlns persons to 
excessive aviation noise. The Final. EIR concluded that no fmpect would occur. 

There are no private airstrips located It:' the vicinity of the project site. As such, the 
proposed project .would not alter the conclusions set forth by the Final EIR. 

Mftiptlon Measures 

None. 

Conduslon 

The ·conclusions from the EIR remain unchansed when conslderins the development of the proposed 
project. 
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13. PDpullltlon and Houllal 

~the project: 

a) Induce substantial Less than No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
populltlon 1rowth In slplflcant proposed no new lnfonnatfon of 
an area, either Impact project does clrcumsanc:es substantlll 
clrectly (for example, not involve that would Importance 
by proposi"B new c:hqesthat . result in new or Indicates the 
homes and ~ld result In more severe need for 
busi~WH~)or MWormore Impacts on additional 
Indirectly , ..... sew~relmpacts assodllted with lnlllysiS 

throush extension of assochlted with growth usodeted with 
ra.ds or other lfOWth Inducement. lrowth 
infrastructure)? Inducement. Inducement. 

b) Displace substantial Less than No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
numbers of exlstlftl slplftcant propoHd no I'MIW lnfonnatlon of 

hous"'-' Impact project does dra.unstllnc:es subltlntlll 
nec:essJtat1111the notlrwolve that would Importance 
construction of chqesthat result in new or Indicates the 
replacement housq would result In more severe need for 
elsewhere? new or more Impacts additional 

severe Impacts associated with analysis 
assoclltad with displacement of ISSOCiated with 
dlspl~ent of houslrw. displacement of 
housJrw. housln1. 

c) Displace substantial Less than No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
numbers of people, stplflcant proposed no new Information of 
necessitatl"' the Impact project does clrcumstllnces substantial 
construc:tlon of notlrwolve that would Importance 
replecement houslftl chanpsthat result In new or Indicates the 
elsewhere? would result In more severe need for 

~or more Impacts additional 
severe Impacts associated with analysts 
IISOc:iated with displacement of associated with 
displacement of persons. displacement of 
persons. persons. 

Discussion 

a) The Final EIR Indicated that the Spedflc plan would encourage 1rowth alone the East 14111 

Street/Mission Boulevard and Lewelllnc/East LeweiHns Boulevard corridors. Full 
Implementation of the proposed Spedftc Plan wouk;l encourap Increased density and 
Intensity of existing land uses, potentllllly addiRJ167 sl"lle-famlly units, 771 multi-family 
units, and 570,000 square feet of non-residential developments. However, these Increases 

flt~Drfa~lallltlons 
~' ¥lui~MIMJ04ot· ...... :: a:Aaca 
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are within Association of Bay Area Governments and Eden Area General Plan projections, 
and are not considered significant. 

·The project applicant Is proposlns to develop 57 dwelllns units and 7,495 square feet of non
residential uses on the project site. Uslns unincorporated Alameda County's average 
household size of 2.95 persons per household, the proposed project's 57 dwelling units 
would add 168 persons to the County's population. The Spetlflc Plan contemplates future 
residential development on the project site, and, therefore, the population growth 
assodated with the project Is •planned growth." Furthermore, the project site Is located 
wlthln·an urbanized area that Is served with lnfrastNcture, lndudlns potable water, sewer, 
storm drainage, electricity, and natural ps. Thus, the proposed project would not require 
the extension of lnfrastNcture Into unserved areas. The proposed project would not alter 
any conclusions set forth In the Final EIR. 

b-e) The Final EIR indlclted that the Specific Plan would encourage hl&h-denslty, lnflll 
development within the Ashland and Chenyland areas of Alameda County. The Specific Plan 
has a buildout potential of 167 single-family units, 771 multi-family units, and 570,000 
square feet of non-residential developments. To the extent that existing dwelling units are 
displaced to make way for new development contemplated by the Spedflc Plan, It would be 
expected that a net Increase in dwellina units would result. For these reasons, the Impacts 
associated with displacement of housina would be less than significant. 

The project applicant is proposing to develop 57 dwelling units and 7,495 square feet of non
residential uses on the project site. The project site was previously occupied by Peterson 
Metal Fabrication, a non-residential use. The project would not result In removal of any 
exlstlna dwelll"' units. The proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth by 
the Final EIR. 

Mltlptlon Measures 

None.· 

Conclusion 

The conclusions from the EIR remain unchar~~ed when considerin& the development of the proposed 
project. 

j 



CEQAOIIcialc 

c ... .,. ............. Q =· Nlwlnfonnlllel• 
a..-...... .. I _____ .._,,rt .. ,.., 

I'll ..... ,.. .... CDN:Iallan ln. ........ ......... Alt.rylil ., Ell Mttlp.tlan ..... EIR. S...llnip-'1 I i .., VwlftcatiGII? Musures 

14. Pubic Services 

Would the pro}«t muir In substontlal adverse physlt:a/lmpcrcts GSSOCiotl!d with the pnMslon of new« 
physlt:olly filtered QIMt'MJeflttl/ ftdltles, need [Dr new or,_, aimed QOVtmmerai /rlcllltles, the 
ctWft1lf:tlon of whli:h ftlflld C'tiUU sfgnlfamt enWontrtetrtrlllmpads. In Dffhr to mcrlntaln ~b#e 
sef'tlltz ratios, response times «other per[Drmoncc tJbjet:tiws for ""Y of the public S«VVus: 

a) Fire protection? Less than No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
slplflcant proposed no new Information of 
Impact proJect does circumstances substantial 

not Involve that would Importance 
c:hanps that ,_,ltlnnewor Indicates !he 
would result In ·more severe need for 
new or more impadS on fire additional 
severe Impacts protection. analysis of flfl! 
on fire protection. 
protection. 

b) Pollee protection? Less than No. The No, 'Then! are No, Nonew None 
stplftcant prapased nonew . lnformltlcm of 
Impact pi'Dfed does drcumstances substantial 

not Involve ·that would Importance 
c:hqesthlt result in new or Indicates the 
would result In more severe need for 
new or more impacbon additional 
severe Impacts pollee analysis of 
onpallce pi"'ttlettan. pollee 
protecdon. protection. 

c) Schools? Less than No,·lhe No. lhere are No. Nonew None 
siBnlflcant propased no new ·1nformltlon of 
Impact proJect does drcumstaiiCeS substantial 

notlrwolve that would Importance 
chanpsthlt result In new or lndlc:ltu the 
would result In more 5eW!f1! need for 
new or more lmpacbon additional 
severe Impacts schools. analysis of 
on schools. 1schools. 

d) Parks? Less than No. 1he No. There are NO: Nonew None 
sllnlflcant proposed no new lnform1tlon of 
Impact projlcl.: does draunstances subltant181 

notlnvohe thltwould importance 
chanpsthat result In new or Indicates the 
would result in moresevae need for 
new or more Impacts on additional 
sewn Impacts partes. IRIIysls of 
on partes. partes. 
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Condlallaintn • ,..., • .._. More k\11118 AUiwl* ar EIR Millptlon 
EIR S... ...,_..l llftpaas? Yetltlcattun? Meullres 

e) Other public 
fadlltles? 

Less than 
. s!Jnlficant 
.Impact 

·No. The 
,proposed 

No. There are · • No. No neW None 
no new infonnatlon of 

: project does 
• not involve 
: chanps that 
: would result In 

·1 new or more 
: 54Mft Impacts 
, on other public 
facilities. 

drcumstances ·• substantial 
that would ! Importance 

, result In neW or ! Indicates the 
· more severe i need for 
. Impacts on additional 
other public analysis of 
facilities. other public 

facilities. 

Discussion 

a) The Final EIR indicated that the Alameda County Fire Department would provide fire 
protection and emergency medkal.servlces to the Plan area. The Fire Department currently 
provides sufficient coverage and response times to the Plan area. The Final EIR Indicated 
that bulldout of the plan would not cause depadatlon In service delivery such that new or 
expanded fire protection fadllties would be required. Impacts M»uld be less than significant. 

The proposed project Is a us~ mntemplated by the Specific Plan and would occur within the 
Specific Plan boundaries. The proposed project would be required to comply with all 
applicable fire safety standards lncludlnc emergency access, sprinklers, and alanns. As such, 
the proposed project would not alter the conclusions of the Final EIR. 

b) The Final EIR Indicated the Alameda County Sheriff's Office would provide law ef$rcement 
services to the Plan area. The Sheriff's ~ce currently provides suftldent coverqe and 
response times to the Plan area. The Final EIR indlcated that buHdout of the plan would not 
cause degradation In service delivery such that new or expended law enforcement fadlities 
would be required. The Fl~l EIR mnduded that lmpec:tS would be less than sieniflcant. 

The proposed proJect Is a use contemplated by the Specific Plan and would oca.~r within the 
Specific Plan boundaries. The proposed project would Include crime deterrence and 
prevention desl&n measures such as fendng and outdoor llghtlnc. As such, the proposed 
project would not alter the conclusions of the EIR. 

c) The Final EIR Indicated that the Spedflc Plan would fadlltate the development of 167 slnsle
famlly units and 771 multi-family units within the Plan area. This would result In a net 

Increase In enrollment In tc-12 schools. Future residential developers would be required to 
pay school development fees In acmrdance with latest adopted fee schedules. The Final EIR 
concluded that Impacts would be less than sienificant. 

• 

The proposed project would develop 57 dwelllna units and 7,495 square feet of non
residential uses. The applicant will be required to provide school development fees at the 

~SclludcNII 
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d) 

time bulldlns pennlts are sousht. As 5uch, the proposed project would not alter the 
·conclusions of the Final EIR. 

The _Final EIR indlc:ated that the s~ Plan would fadlitate the development of 167 sln&le
family units and 771 multi-family units within the Plan area. lbls would result In new 
demand for parks. Future residential developers would be required to either provide on-site 
amenities or pay park development fees In ec:cordanc:e with latest adopted fee schedules. 
The Final EIR concluded that lmpKtl would be less than s•nlftcant. 

The proposed project is a use contemplated bv the Specific Plan and would occur within the 
Plan area. As such, the proposed proJect would not alter the conclusions of the Final EIR. 

e) 1be Final EIR Indicated that the Specific Plln would fadlbte the development of 167 slngle
faml~ units and 771 multi-family units within the Plan area. This would result In new demand 
for other public: facilities such as llbl'llrtes. Future ~ldentlal developers would be required to 
either provide on-site amenities or pay development fees In accordance with latest adopted 
fee schedules. The Final EIR mnduded that Impacts would be less than s•nlfk:ant. 

1be proposed project Is a use contemplated bv the Spedflc Plan and would occur within the 
Plan area. As such, the proposed project would not alter the conclusions of the Final EIR. 

Mltlptlon Measures 

None. 

Conclusion 

The conclusions from the EIR remain unchanpd when conslderlftl the development of the proposed 
project. 
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Do the Proposed 
ChMps Involve 

flwhl ........... 
~ 

eo.dullon Jn. New 01 Mont 
Ell Sewnllmplcts? 

. 15. Recreation 

WOUld the pro]«t: 

, a) Would the project · Less than 
Increase the use of • slplflalnt 

· existll'll neighborhood ; Impact. 
and reilonal parks or 
other.reaeational 
facilities such that 
substantial physical 
deterioration of the 
facility would ~r or · 
be accelerated? 

! b) Does the project 
Include recreational 
facilities or reqtJire 
the construction or 
expansion of 
recreational facilities 
which might have an 
adverse physical 
effect on the 
environment? 

Discussion 

. Less than 
sllnlflcant 
.impe~ 

No. The 
. proposed 

1 project does 
' not Involve 
i changes that 
, would result In 
·new or more 
· severe impacts 
on recreational 

I facilities. 

iNo.The 
proposed 
proJect does 
not Involve 

; chanps that 
· would result In 
new or more 
severe Impacts 
on recreational 
fadlltles. 

' ---- . . ~ . 

CDunfrofAIIMI.. A..,_ a-PrD]ect 
""""'lflldv/AMetlulfj 

Maw 
OralnlltiMil ! New lnfannltiaft • 

lnvllh.llw NeW • · · 
.._.S... . EIR Mltfptioft . ...,_., 

No. There are :No. Nonew None. 
.no new ! Information of 
dn:umstances substantial 
that would : Importance 

i result In new or :indicates the 
: rnore severe 1 need for 
' impacts on , additional 
, recreational i analysis of 
i fadlltl [ rec:reatlonal 
· es. · facilities. 

; No. There are • No. No new None. 
:no new i Information of 
i drcumsblnces · substantial 
ithatwould .Importance 
: result In new or ! Indicates the 
jmoresevere ·need for 

Impacts on additional 

recreational aAalyslsof 

• facUlties. : recreational 
facilities. 

a-b) The Final EIR Indicated that the Specific Plan would fadlltate the development of 167 slnale
family units and n1 multt.famlly units within the Plan area. This would result In new 
demand for recreational facilities. Future residential developers would be required to either 
provide on-site arrienltles or pay development fees In accordance with latest adopted fee · 
schedules. The Final EIR conduded that Impacts would be less than slplflcant. 

The proposed project Is a use contemplated bv the Specific Plan and would occur within the 
Plan area. The project will include a centraUy located tot krt and community open space at 
the comer of Mission & Mattox. Additionally, park In-lieu fees shall be paid at the scheduled 
rates In effect when said fees are paid. As such, the proposed project would not alter the 
conclusions of the Final EIR. 

Mltiptlon Measures 

None • 

• 

J 
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Conclusion 

The conduslons from the EIR remain unchllnaed when conslderlna the development of the proposed 
project. 
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CEQA CIJectl&t 

Envlrcinment.l ..... CGndullan In 
Area -16. lhlns~on 

Kt)uldthe project: 

a) Conflict with an Less than 
applicable plan, slanificant 
ordlnence or policy Impact 
establlshlns measures (2020). 
of effectiveness for 

Slsnlficant the performance of 
the circulation unavoidable 

system, taklns Into Impact 

aaount all modes of (2040) 

transportation 
lndudlns mass transit 
.,d non-motorized 
travel and relevant 
components of the 
circulation system, 
lndudlrt~ but not 
limited to 
Intersections, streets, 
highways and 
freeways, pedestrian 
and bicycle paths, and 
mass transit? 

b) Conflict with an Less than 
appiiCJble cor~~estlon slanlflc:ant 
management Impact 
pqram, lndudlng (2020). 
but not limited to, 

Slgnlflcw level of service 
standards and travel unavoidable 

demand measures, or Impact 
other standards (2040) 
established by the 
county consestion 
man11ement qenty 
for the deslsnated 
roads or highways? 

Ccxmty II/ AIMit!dii-MIIIIM a Mdal'l'rfllect 
, Sftllfr/ ......... 

New 
Do the Proposed OrcumstMats New~ 
Chute~~~ lnvDhM IIWDivlltc N.w ar ............ 

NewarMcn MoreSewre Anlfvllsor IEIIIMIJ 71

0ft 
S...lmPidl? lmpKts? VerlftQII•? Meelura 

No. The No. There are No. Nonew None. 
proposed no new Information of 
project does circumstances substantial 
not Involve tflatwould Importance 
chanps that result In new or Indicates the 
would result In more severe need for 
new or more Impacts on additional 
severe Impacts measures of analysis of 
on measure.s of effectiveness. measures of 
effect:lw!ness. effectiveness. 

No. The No. There are No. Nonew None. 
proposed no new Information of 
projectd~s circumstances substantial 
not Involve that would Importance 
chanps that result In new or Indicates the 
would result In more severe need for 
new or more Impacts on additional 
severe Impacts conflicts with a analysis of 
on conflicts conpstlon conflicts with a 
with a management coneestlon 
consestlon program; rnanapment 
.manasement .prosram. 
prosram. 
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laltlrJI SW,/Mtlenllllm CEQA CJIIdet 

c .... .,. ..... ,, .. , GLM lbMII Newllllanttlll? 
a._ ........ .......... ............ 

BRMidpdan Environ ...... Issue C.dullanln ---- .,.. .... 
~· Ar• BR SeNrc impldl? lntpacbl ,. .......... ? -t) Result In a change In Less than No. The No. There .,-e No. Nonew None. 

air traffic patterns, 5Wnlflc:ant proposed no new Information of 
lnc:ludln1 either an Impact. project does d~nc:es substlntfal 
lncre11e In traffic not lrNafvre that would Importance 
lewels oi a c:hlnge In chanpsth.t result In new or lndJCitiS the 
location that results would result In more severe need for 
In substantial safety new or more implldson additional 
risks? severe Impacts chanaes In air analysis of 

on cha,.es In traffic patterns. changes In air 
alrtnlffic traffic patt8ms. 
pllttems. 

d) Substantially Increase Less than No. The No. There are No. Nonew None. 
hazards due to a siplfk:ant proposed no new lnfonnadon of 
deslp feature (e.g., Impact. proje~does · drannstat as substantial 
sharp curves or not Involve that:wauld Importance 
darwerous cha.,.es that result In new or Indicates the 
lm.nectlons) or would result In moresiM!re need for 
Incompatible uses new or more lmPKtson additional 
(q.,farm severe Impacts Increases In analysis of 
equipment)? 

on Increases In hazards. lnc:reases In 
hazards. · hazards. 

' e) Result In Inadequate Less than No. The No. There are No. Nonew None. 
emergency access? llplfk:ant proposed no new lnformatiDn of 

lmplct. proJect does drcumstanc:es substantial 
natlrwalve th.twould lmpon.nce 
charwes that result In new or indlc:ltes the 
would result In more severe need for· 
new or more impacts on additional 

' severe Impacts e~rpnr:y analysis of 
on eme11ency access. emeraentV 
access. access. 

f) Conflict with adopted Less than No. The No. There are No. Nonew None. 
polcles, plans, or slplflcant proposed no new Information of 
propam reprdlng Impact. project does drcumstances substantial 
public transit. bicycle. notlrwolve that would Importance 
or pedestrian chMpsthat result In new or Indicates the 
fKII~,or would result In more severe need for 
otherwise deause new or more lmpectson additional 
the performance or severe Impacts public transit. analysis fJI 
safety of suc:h on public bicycle. or public u.ns1t. 
fadRtles. transit, bicycle, pedestrtan bicycle, or 

or pedestrian facilities. pedestrian 
facilities. fadlftles. 
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Discussion 

The ana!'fsls Is this section Is support~ by a Traffic Memorandum prepared by Kittelson & 
Associates, Inc. The memo Is provided In Appendix B. 

a) The Final EIR Indicated that new development contemplated by the Specific Plan would 
lnaease traffic levels alone E. 14"'/Misslon Boulevard and Lewelllns/E. ~mns Boulevard 
under blstlna (2013) conditions, but would maintain acceptable levels of service. The Final 
EJR Indicated that new devefopment contemplated by the Specific Ptan would Increase traffic 
levels alons E. 14"'/Misslon Bouievard and Lewelllnc/E. Lewelllna Boulevard under 
Cumulative (2040) conditions and would cause certain sepnents to operate an unacceptable 
levels of seivlce. The Final EIR concluded that the Specific Plan's lmptcts under ~InK 
(2013) conditions were less than slsnlfk:ant, but slsnlflcant and unavoidable under 
CUmulative (2040) conditions. 

The proposed project would remove an exlstlns IIBht Industrial building and replace it wtth 
57 dwellins units and 7,495 square feet of non-residential uses. Kittelson 11 Associates, Inc. 
evaluated the chanp In end uses and determined It would result In a net Increase of 51 AM 
peak-hour trips and 60 PM peak-hour trips relative to the exlstins trip pneration potential 
of the project site. Table 2 compares the •no project" with the •ptus project• scenario. As 

shown in the table, the project would cause a 2.0-second net Increase In delay durln1 the 
AM peak hour. However, because the intersection would operate at unacceptable LOS E 
under the •no project• scenario, an Increase of 5.0 seconds or more would be required to 

J 

cause a sllnlflcant impact. Thus, the 2.0-second Increase would not be a stsnlflcant j 
Increase. Moreover, acceptable LOS D would be maintained durins the PM peak hour and 
two driveways would operate at acceptable LOS B under all scenarios, and no sisnlflcant 
Intersection operations Impacts would occur. As such, the proposed project would not alter 
any conclusions set forth In the Flnaf EIR. 

Table 2: Intersection Level of Service SUmmary 

"- - - ---- --~ --~--·- . --- -------

Mission Boulevard/Mattax Road 

r-- - ·~ ---~ -·-·----~---- ----------·----------- ' 

PulcHaur . 

AM 

PM 

AM 

No ProJect .,.,., 
69.0 

40.1 

--+-

F.lusPra,lect 
LOS .,_ 

-~--------

' Mission Boulevard/North Project 

'Drtveway 
·---' 

; Mattox Boulevard/South Projed 
·Driveway 

'Note: 

PM ' B 
' ·--------~----

B 
·-····--------+--·~ --···-·.-. ·- ... --

B I 

' 1'hl North lind South DriveMys do not eldst under lldstll'lf (No Project) conditions; thus, 1 nutl value Is lhawn. 
Source: Kittelson a Assocl.tl!s, Inc., 2018. 
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Kittelson 8t Associates, Inc. also evaluated queue Inc. The 95111 perc:entlle queue lenphs for the 
westbound rtsht-tum fine .t the tnteiHdlcm of Mission Boulevard 8t Mattox Roed end for the 
outbound rflht-tum lines .t the two propased proJect drlvew8ys ere shown In Table 3. As shown, 
the Project would not sl&nlflamtty affect westbound rflht·tum queues It Mission Boulevard 8t 
Mattox Road since project trips are not expeded to make a westbound rllht·tum line at the 
Intersection or add any .wlumes to that movement. The 95111 pen:entlle queue leftllhs for outbound 
rflht-tumlns vehlc1es .t the two proposed project drlvew.ys are also shown In Table 3. Outbound 
queues would remain Internal to the project site; because of ala of spillover onta Mission 
Boulevard or Mattox Road, an impact on sunoLindlns roadways Is not expected. As such, the 
proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth In the Final EIR. 

Table 3: Queulna Summary 

No,,.. ..... Plus ProJect ............. McMnlllllt ,...Haur '-ldt a.- ....... 
Mission Boulevard/Mattax Road AM 147 147 

Eastbound Rl8ht 
PM 89 90 

MissJGn Boulevard/North Project AM <25 
DriveWay Eutbound Rflht 

PM <25 

Mattax Boulevard/South Project Southbound AM <25 
Driveway Rflht PM <25 

Note: 
The North and South Drtvw.ys do not exist under l!ldstlftiiNo Project) c:andltiDns; thus, 1 null wlue Is shown. 
Soun:e: ICIIblllon • Auocldll, Inc., 2018. 

b) The Final EIR Indicated that E. 14111/Misslon Boulevard and Lewelllna/E. Lewellns Boulevard, 
which are desipated Conpstlon Manaaement Plan (CMP) faciUtles, would operate at 
acceptable levels under Exlstlna (2013) conditions and It unacceptable lewis under 
CUmulative (2040) mndltlons. The latter Impact determl~ that CMP facility Impacts would 
be stanlflcant and unavoidable. 

The proposed proJect would senerate a net Increase of&l PM peak-hour trips relative to 
existinl conditions. Alameda County Transportation Commission pidanc:e Indicates that 
proJects that pnerate fewer than 100 PM peak-hour trips are not required to condud CMP 
analysis because this volume would not hiM! the potentlel to have a substantial Impact. Thus, 
the proposed project would have a de m/nlm&·lmpact on CMP facilities. As such, the proposed 

project would not alter any conclusions set forth In the F.1nai8R. 

c) The Final EIR lndlc:ated that the Plan area is not wtthln the overfltsht patterns of the 
Hayward EJecutlve Airport. This condition precludes the possibility of Specific Plan buildout 
~usqa chafll8 In air traffic patterns. The Anal EIR mncluded that no Impact would occur. 
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The project site Is not under any overfltsht patterns of Hayward Executive Airport. This 
condition precludes the possibility of the project alterlns air traffic patterns. As such, the 
proposed project would not alter any condu5tons set forth In the Final EIR. 

d) The Final EIR Identified a number of transportation Improvements on FIJure 4.14-9 Intended 
to Improve sarmY for roadway users. Improvement$ lncludlna ellmlnatlna "'pork-cholf' 
Islands and channelized rlsht-turl'! lanes, and providina landscaped medians, bulb:-outs at 
crosswalks and advanced stop bars. The Final EIR Indicated that these improvements would 
ensure compatibility between the new development contemplated by the s.,.clfic Plan and 
the circulation network. Impacts were found to be less than slsnlflcant. 

The proposed project would remove the exlstina rlshttum ("'porkchop"') concrete Island 
from westbound Mattox Road and lnstan new curb/sutter/sidewalk alons a new allsnment. 
Removal.of the Porkchop and realiSnment of that portion of the Intersection was anticipated 
In the Ashland Cherryland Business District Specfflc Plan (Chapter 3-Traffic & Mobility) to 
reduce vehicle speed, Improve Interactions between vehicles and bicycles at this 
Intersection, and shorten crosslf11 distances for pedestrians. As such, the proposed proJect 

would not alter any conclusions set forth In the Final EIR. 

e) The Final EIR indicated that future development that occurs pursuant to the Specific Plan 
would be required to cOmply with all applicable provisions of the Fire Code, Including 
provldlna two points of vehicular access. Compliance with adopted standards. would ensure 
that Impacts would be less than slsnlflcant. 

The proposed project would be served by two points of vehicular access: a right-in, right-out 
point on Mission Boulevard and a right-in, right-out point on Mattox Road. Thus, two points 
of emerpncy access would be provided In accordance with Fire Code requirements. As 
such, the proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth in the Final EIR. 

f) The Final EIR Identified a number of public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian Improvements on 
Figure 4.14-9 intended to Improve safety and mobUity for these modes of transportation. 
Improvements Include Instilling new bicycle routes on streets, relocatlns bus stop$ to make 
them more convenient, ellmlnatins""pork-chop" Islands and channellzltd right-tum lanes, 
and provldinalandscaped medla.ns, bulb-outs at crosswalks, and advanced stop bars. The 
Final EIR Indicated that .these Improvements would ensure compitlbllltY between the new 
development contemplated by the Speclftc Plln and pubnc transit, bicycle, and pedestrian 
modes of transportation. Impacts were found to be less than sptflcant. 

The proposed project would maintain the existing Class II bJc:ycle lanes on Mattox Road. 
Upon completion of the Phase 111 portion of the streetscape Improvements to be completed 
by PWA, Class Ill blcycle lanes are contemplated for the Mission Boulevard frontqe. The 
proposed project fully anticipates this modification to the project frontage. OVerall, these 
project features are consistent with those shown on Final EJR Figure 4.14-9. As such, the 
proposed project would not alter any c:ondusions set forth In the Fil'lal EIR. 

Mltlptlon Measures 

None. 

~Salutlrw 

~~liP~-·--



' 

COndusion 

The conclusions from the EIR remain unchanpd when consldertns the development of the proposed 
project. 
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17. Tribal Cultul'lll Resources 

DothePrapGsed 
a...s~~MM 

New or More 
SeiMrelmpKU? 

WOUld the project cous~ o substantiol tKJverse chang~ Jn the slgnlfbnce of o tribal cultural resouru, 
d#!ftned In Publk Resourus Codr section 21014 as rither o site, /etlfUI'r, plac:e, culturGI /ondsa~~ that is 
geographlallly defined In mrms of the size and scope of h landscope, sGaWJ place, or object with 
cultural vulue to a CDII/Dmlo Native Amerlaln tribe, and thot Is: 

a) Usted or ell1lble for Less than No. The No. There are No. No new 
llstln1ln the siJniftcant proposed no new Information of 
Caltfomia Resister of Impact. project does dra~mstances substantial 
Historical Resources, not lrwotve that would Importance 
or In a local rqlster chanps that result In new or Indicates the 
of historical would result In more severe n~d for 
resources as defined new or more lm.,.cts on additional 
In Public Resources severe Impacts historical analysis of 
Code section on historical resources. historical 
5020.1(k), or resources. 

b) A resource 
determined by the 
lead asency, In Its 
dlsaetlon and 
supported by 
substantial evidence, 
to be slpllficant 
pursuant to aiterfa 
set forth in 
subdivision (c) of 
Public ResOurces 
Code ~on 5024.1. 
In applylns the 
criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of 
Public Resource Code 
Section 5024.1, the 
lead apncy shall 
consider the 
siJnlflcence of the 
resource to a 
California Native 
American tribe. 

Discussion 

Less than 
sJcnlflcant 
Impact. 

No. The 
proposed 
project does 
not Involve 
chanses that 
would result In 
new or more 
severe impacts 
on tribal 
cultural 
resources. 

No. There are 
no new 
dra~mstances 

that would 
re.sult In new or 
more severe 
Impacts on 
tribal cultural 
resources. 

resources: 

No. Nonew 
Information of 
substantial 
importance 
Indicates the 
need for 
additional 
analysis of 
tribal cultural 
resources. 

None. 

None. 

a) The EIR Indicated that the Plan Area may contain historic arthaeoloslcal resources and that 
sround-dlsturblngactivities associated with buildout would have the potential to uneiover 
previously undiscovered resources. Compllante with adopted Count.; policies and existing 
rqulatlons would reduce Impacts to a level of less than sisnlflcant. 
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b) 

The proposed project would involve ground-dlsturblns activities within the project site and, 
therefore, would have the potential to uncover previously undiscovered resources. 
Compliance with adopted County policies and existlnll"eeUiations would reduce Impacts to a 
level of less than sls,.lflcant. As such, the proposed project would not alter any conclusions 
set forth In the EIR. 

The EIR indicated that the Plan Area may contain tribal cultural resources and ground· 
dlsturbi11J activities associated with buildout would have the potential to uncover previously 
undiscovered resources. Compliance with adopted County policies and exlstlns reJulatlons 
would reduce Impacts to a level of less than slsnlficant. 

The proposed project would Involve ground-dlsturblns activities within the project site and, 
therefore, would have the potential to uncover previously undiscovered resources. 
Compliance wl:h adopted County policies and exlstlnal"eeulatlons would reduce Impacts to a 
level of less than slsnlflcant. As such, the proposed project would not alter any conclusions 
set forth In the EIR. 

Mltlptlon Measures 

None. 

Conclusion 

The conclusions from the EIR remain unchanpd when consldertns the development of the proposed 
project. 
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11. Utllltl• and Service Systems 

Would thr pro}rct: 

a} Exceed wastew.ter Less than No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
treatment· slaniflcant proposed no new information of 
requirements of the Impact. project does circumstances substantial 
applicable Resfonal not Involve that would importance · 
water Quality chances that result In new or Indicates the 
Control Board? would result In more severe need for 

new or more Impacts on additional 
severe Impacts wastewlbtr analysis of 
on wastewlter treatment wastewater 
treatment requirements. treatment 
requirements. requirements. 

b) Require or result In Less than No. The No. There are ·No. Nonew None 
the construction of slgnlftcant proposed no new Information of 
new water or Impact. ·project does circumstances substantial 
wastewater not Involve that would Importance 
treatment facilities or chlnses that result In new or Indicates the 
expansion of exlstlnc would result In more severe need for 
facilities. the new or more Impacts additional 
construction of which severe impacts associated with analysis 
could cause sJ&nfficant associated with new water or associated with 
envlronmen~l new water or wastewater new water or 
effects? WIStewatet treatment wastewater 

treatment facilities. treatment 
facilities. facilities. 

c) Require or result In Less than No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
the construction of significant proposed no new Information of 
new storm wlter Impact. project does clrannstances substantial 
draln~t~e facilities or not involve that would lmportlnce 
expansion of existing ctwnp!s that result In new or Indicates the 
facilities, the would result In moresewre need for 
construction of which new or more Impacts on additional 
could cause severe Impacts stormwater analysis of 
sltnlflcant on stonnwater dralnap stormwater 
environmental dralnqe facilities. dralnap 
effects? facilities. facilities . ... 

d) Have sufflcleht water Less than No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
supplies available to slsnlflcant proposad no new Information of 
serve the project Impact. project does not circumstances substantial 
from existlns · Involve chanses that would importance 
entitlements and that would result In new or indicates the 
resources, or are new result In new or more severe need for 
or expanded more~ Impacts on additional 
entitlements impacts on wlter supply. analysis of 
needed? water supply. water supply. 

71 l'lriiCal6alt ScMICJN 
~~......_ ...... ,111*-



' 

' 

C!QA~ 

NIIW 
.,. ....... •d arcumttmca Nmln......._. 
a...-..-. rnvoMn, NMY or ............ 

.. •....-ntallnu6 c..duslanln ...... Mare More Severe ........ ElllM ........ .,., .. EIR S... ....... l lmpt~dl1 Yerlllallanl Meuur. 

e) ResUklnlnadequate Less than No. The. No. There are No. Nonew ' None 
wastewater slinlflclnt prvposed no new lnfannatlon of 
tratment capacity to lmpKt. proJect does clrcumsmnas sublblntt.l · 
serve the project's not Involve thetwould lmportlnce 
proJeded demand In chlnpsthat result In new or lndfaltts the 

· addition to the would result In more severe need far 
provider's existing new or more Impacts on additional 
commitments? severe Impacts wastew.ter analysis of 

on wastewater treatment wastewater 
trutment capacity. treatment 
C8PIIdty. capacity. 

f) ae sewed by a landftft Less than No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
with sufficient slplflclnt pt'Qp05ed no new information of 
permitted capacity to Impact. p"'ject does drcumstances substantial 
accommodate the not Involve that would Importance 
project's solid waste chllnps that result In new or Indicates the 
disposal needs? would result In more severe ·need far 

new or more lmpldlon add1tlonal 
severe impacts landftft capacity. analysis of 
on landfill landfill capacity. 
capacity. 

I) Comply with federal, Less than No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
st.te,andlocal sllnlflcant pi'DpORd no new Information Gf 
statutes and Impact. projeddoes dn:umstances subltllntlal 
I'IIUidons related to not Involve that would lmportlnce 
solid waste? chalwes that result In new or Indicates the 

would result In more severe 'need far 
new or more Impacts on ' additional 
severe impacts statutes s and analysis of 
on mtutes and reaur.tlons stltUteS and 
n~~ulatlons rellted to solid re&UiaUans 
relltecl to soHd waste. related to solid 
waste. waste. 

a, e) 1he Final EIR lndlalted that the estimated wastewater-flow aenei'Med by the proposed Specific 
Plan area would be 129,945 pllons per day. The Final EIR noted that the Oro Loma Sanitary 
District Treatment Plant has a treatment capacity of 20 mlllon pllons per day (l'llld) and 
treated an averase 15 msd as of 2015. The Specific Plan area would represent 0.65 percent of 
ex1st1na capacity at the Tre8tment Plant. The Final EIR concluded that adequate capacity 

·would be available at th~ treatment plant and Impacts would be less thin slpff1c:ant. 
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The proposed project site has supported development for more than SO years and Is 
currently served with sewer service. The project site would continue to be served by the 
Oro Lorna Sanitary District. Using waStewater ceneratlon rates published in the Final EIR, 

the p~posed project would generate 5,985 gallons per day. (It should be noted that this 
value does not "'net out" exlstlnc wastewater ceneration at the project site and, therefore, 
provides a conservative estimate of effluent generation.) The to~ I wastewater flow 
generated (0.006 million gallons per day), would represent less than 0.01 percent of the Oro 
Lorna Sanitary District Treatment Plant's treatment capacity. The proposed project would 
not alter any conclusions set forth by the Final EIR. 

b) The Final EIR indicated that the Plan area Is served by East Bay Municipal Utility District 
(EBMUD) for potable water ~i'vlce and Oro Lorna Sanitary District for wastewater service. 
The Final EIR estimated water demand to be 264,370 gallons per day and wastewater: 
effluent pneratlon to be 129,945 gallof!S per day at bulldout. The Final EIR noted that the 
Oro lorna Sanitary District Treatment Plant has treatment capacity of 20 mgd. The Final EIR 
noted that EBMUD antldpates 2020 annual system-wide potable water demand to be 
242,960 acre-feet and 2040 annual system-wide potable water demand to be 257,508 acre
feet. Both water and wastewater treatment capacity would be sufficient tO accommodate 
project development and would be consistent with the 2010 Eden Area General Plan. The 
projected growth and anticipated types of development would result in impacts that are less 
than significant. 

The proposed project consists of the development of 57 dwelling units and 7,495 square feet 
of non-residential. uses on a site that has supported development for more than 50 years 
and Is currently served by both EBMUD and Oro Lorna Sanitary District. The project site 
would continue to be served by EBMUD and the Oro Lorna Sanitary District. The proposed 
project would demand 12,255 pllons per day of water and generate 5,985 gallons of 
effluent per day. · (It should be noted that these values do not "'net out" existing water 

consumption Wastewater seneratlon at the project site and, therefore, provide a 
conservative estimate.) Both values represent less. than 0.01 percent of the water supply 
and sewage treatment capacity. Therefore, expansion of existing water and wastewater 
treatment facilities would not be required. The proposed project would not alter any 
conclusions set forth by the Final EIR. 

c) The Final EIR Indicated that stormwater runoff that does oot infiltrate Into the subsurface is 
directed Into a constructed stormwater drainage system. The Plan Area Is locat~d in the 
Alameda County Water Conservation District. Most of the stonnwaterflows Into the San 
lorenzo Creek. Some stormwater In the Plan Area is drained by the Estudllllo canal. The 
Final EIR concluded that the Impacts would be less than significant. 

The project site is mostly hardscaped and Is served by the munldpal storm drainage system. 
The proposed project consists of the development of 57 dwelling units and 7,495 square feet 
of non-residential uses. The project would be required to comply wltli adopted storm 
drainage standards, lncludlns those th~ require no net increase In surface r~noff leaving the 
site. Thus, the project would not alter any conclusions set forth in the Final EIR. 

l'lmC«bon SolutiDM 
Y:\PIIIIIIallarii\Cient~-""-M~-·--.doa 

J 



c 

' 

' 

d) Tha Final EIR Indicated that water supply Is provided by EBMUD wlthln the Plan Area. 
Demand for w.ter supply would Increase when full bulldout of developmentS under the 
Speclflc Plan are constructed. EBMUD antldpeteS 2020 annual syste"'-wlde ~niand to be 
242,960 acre-feet and 2040 annual system-wide demand to be 257,508 acre-feet. Proje~ 
water supply would be adequate to serve the Plan Area throush the Year 2040. The Final EIR 
conduded that the Impacts would be less than sllntflcant. 

The proposed projec:t consists of the development of 57 dwellllll units and 7,495 square feet 
of nOn-residential uses on a site that has supported development for more thin so years 
and Is served by EBMUD. Uslns water demand rates published In the Final EIR, the proposed 
project would aenerate U,255 pllons per day (13.7 acre-feet annually). (It should be noted 
that this value does not "net out" existing usage and, therefore, 'provides a conservative 
estimate Df future water demand.) EBMUD anticipates 2020 annual system-wide demand to 
be 242,960 acre-feet and 2040 aMUal system-wide demand to be 257,501acre-feet. Thus, 
the proposed proJect's annual water demand of 13.7 acre-feet would represent les!i than 
0.01 percent of annual demand under 2020 and 2040 conditions. Furthermore, these 
estimates overstate the actual net Increase In water consumption that wll occur at the 
project site, as water use associated with the existing uses was not fact~ ln. For these 
reasons, the project would not alter any conclusions set forth in the Final EIR. 

f, g) 1be Final EIR lndlad:ed that a full bulldout of the proposed Specific Plan would generate up 
to U.l tons of sold waste per day, due to an estimated increase of 2, 798 new residents and 
additional commercial activities. The Final EIR noted that the Altamont Landfill and 
Resource Recovery Fadltty has 45.7 million cubic yards of remaining capacity and the Vasco 
Rold Sanitary Landfill has 7.9 million cubic yards of remalnins capacity. Solid waste 

sene rated by bulldout of the Specific Plan would represent 0.16 percent of the combined 
remainlnc capedty It the two fadlltles. The Final EIR concluded .thlt lmJMICl$ would be less 
than slanlftcant. 

The proposed project consists of the development of 57 dwellins units and 7.495 square feet 
of non-residential uses. Standard waste generation rate for residential uses Is 4.38 pounds 
per square foot. Uslns an avel'lp dwelliPI unit size of 1.500 square feet, the construction 
activities are apec:ted to generate 174 cubic yards of waste. Standard waste generation rate 
for non-residential uses Is 3.89 pounds per square foot. Construction of the 7,495 square 
feet of non-residential uses would generate 13.8 cubic yards of waste. Totat construction 
waste generated would be 187.8 cubic yards. This value would represent less than 0.001 
percent of the remalnlns ~paclty at the Altamont and \Iasco Road llndfllls. 

Using standard residential waste genenrtlon rate of 1.5 pounds per .. sldent per day and 
10.53 pounds per employee per day, the proposed project's residential and commercial uses 
would aenenrte 105 cubic yards of solid waste on an annual basis. This value would 
represent less than 0.001 percent of the remaining capacity at the Altamont and VIsco Road 
landfills. The proposed project would not_ alter any conduslons set forth in the Final EIR. 

Mltlptlon Me8SiftS 

None. 
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The conclusions from the EIR remain unchansed when conslderlns the development of the proposed 
project. 

ll 



COimfyfl/ AIIIIII*-Mabt ........ l'rDject 
,.,~ C'EQA Qedlllt 

c New NIW .,. ............. CIICWLJ..._ ........ 
C2tlllllllwlllft .......... ,.... ......_.., 

Elwlnllt ......... ar.c:lullan In New or Mare MenS... Aalvlll• .......... 
Ala EIR S...l...-.sl lntpKtsl v.tllcatlaal Mea•MeS 

19. Mandatory Flndlnp of Slpltlcance 

IMNIId tM ptOject: 

1) Does the proJect Less than No. 1he No. There are No. Nonew MJtJaetton 
have the potential to sl&nlflcant proposed no new Information Df Measures 
deifade the quality Impact with project does drcumstanc:es substantial Bl()..la, BIO-
of the environment. mftlsatlon not Involve that would Importance l&,andBI(). 
substantially reduce chanpsthat result In new Indicates the 1h 
the habitat of a fish would result In or more severe need for 
or wlldHfe species, new or mont Impacts lddltlonel 
cause a fish or severe Impacts ISSodated analysis of 
wildlife population associated with df!lradlns the detradlns the 
to drop below self- ·de&ndiftl the quality of the quality of the 
.sustalnlns levels, quality Df the · environment, environment, 
threaten to environment. substantially substantialy 
elmlnate a plant or substantially reducln& the reduclns the 
animal community, reduclnathe hlibltilt of I habitat of a 
reduce the number habitat of a fish or wildlife fish or wlldlfe 
or restrict the range fish or wildlife species, species, 
of a rare or species, causlfll a fish causlnB a fish 
endqered plant or causina a fish or wildlife or wildlife 

' 
animal, or eliminate or wildlife population to population to 
Important examples population to drop below drop below 
of the me)or pertacl5 drop below self-sustalnlftl setf-sustalnln& 
of california history selkustalnlna levels. levels, 
or prehistory? levels, threatenlna to threatenlna to 

threateni"B to eliminate a ehmlnab!a 
eliminate a plant or animal plant or anlmll 
plant or animal community, community, 
community, r-edud"' the redudna the 
redudftlthe number or number or 
number or restrict the restrict the 
restrfct the ranee of a rare ranaeofarare 
ran&eofarare or endanpred orendanpnd 
or endarcered plantar plantar 
plant or animaL or animal, or 
anlmal,ar ellrrilnatlrtl ellmlnati"B 
ellmlnatlftl Important lmportlnt 
lrnpotUnt examples of · aamples of 
examples of the major the major 
the major periods of perlodsDf 
periods of california California 
California history or history or 
history or prehistory. prehistory. 
prehistory. 
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Ala Efl Sevnlmpects? Jmp.as? v.tliadiGit? -b) Does the project Less than No. The' No. There are No. Nonew None 

have Impacts that s11nlflcant proposed no new information of 
are individually Impact project does circumstances subs.-.tlal 
limited, but not lnvotve that would , Importance 
~umulatfveJy chanses that result In new i indicates the 
considerable? would result In or more I4Mire need tor 
(*Cumulatively new or more impacts additional 
considerable" means severe Impacts associated with analysis of 
that the Incremental associated with cumulatively cumulatively 
effects of a project cumUlatively considerable considerable 
are considerable considerable Impacts Impacts 
when viewed In impacts. 
connection wJtf1 the 
effects of past 
projects, the effects 
of other current 
projects, and the 
effects of probable 
future projects.) 

c) Does the project Less than No. The No. There are No. Nonew None 
have environmental slsnlflcant proposed no new information of 
effects which will impact project does circumstances substantial 
cause substantial not involve that would Importance 
adverse effects on cMnsesthat result In new Indicates the 
human belnp? would result In or more severe need for 

new or more lmpiCts additional 
severe Impacts associated with analysis of 
associated with envlronmem.l environmental 
environmental effects that will effects that will 
effects tteat will cause cause 
caus~ substantial substantial 
substantial adverse effects adverse effects 
adverse effects on human on human 
on human I belnp. belnp. 
beinp. 

Discussion 

a) As discussed In Section 3, Bloloslcal Resources, the proposed project would have a less than 
stsnlflcant Impact on listed species, mflratory.spedes, or riparian habitat. The proposed 
project would Implement Mltlptlon Measures 8-la, B-1& and B-1h, which requires that 
precautions be taken prior to construction to ensure that protected bird and bat species 
would not be disturbed. As discussed In Section 4, Cultu111l Resources, constR,Ictlon activities 
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b) 

c) 

would not involve deep excavations and would be outside the area of hl&h paleontolosical 
resource sensitivity; therefore, Mttlptlon Measure CR-3 would not apply. 

As discussed in the preceding sections, many of the potential Impacts of the proposed 
project's Impacts would occur durins construction, with a few lastins opemlonal effects. 
With reprd to remalnlna areas of analysis, cumulatively, the proposed project would not 
result in sisnlflcant Ions-term impacts that would substantially combine with Impacts of 
other current or probable future Impacts. The proposed project would not create Impacts 
that are cumulatively considerable. 

The precedlns sections of this addend~m discuss various types of Impacts that could have 
adverse effects on human belnp, lncludlns: 

.., Dust and eir pollutants during project construction activities (Section 3, Air Quality) 
• Operational emissions (Section 3, Air Quality} 

Each type of impact with the potential to cause substantial adverse effects on human belnp 
has been evaluated, and this addendum condudes that these potential Impacts would not 
substantially increase with development of the proposed project, and would be consistent 
with the results concluded In the EIR. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less 
than slsnlflcant Impact on environmental effects. 

Mitigation Measures 

Implement Mitigation Measure B-la, BIQ-lg, and BIQ-lh. 

Conduslon 

The conclusions from the EIR remain u nchanpd when conslderlns the development of the proposed 
project. 
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FIRSTCARBON 

Memo 

Date: February 7, 2018 

To: County of Alameda 
Community Development Apncy 

From: Robert Carroll~ Associate Blolopt 

Preliminary BJoloslcai·Screenlrt~ Merbo for the Redevelopment of 20478 Mission 
Boulevard In ~ameda County, California 

Introduction 

FlrstCar:bon Solutions (FCS) conducted a preliminary blotostcal screentna on February 1, 2018 to 
document the exlstlftl blotop:al conditions and analyze potential Impacts to bloloalc:at resources within 
the project site. This memo report evaluates the existing bloloslcal resources found on-site. 

Project Location and Description 

The project site Is located within the Ashland and Olerryland Business District Specific Pl8n (ACBD SP). 
The ACBD SP Is desllned to 1uldtl Initiatives to support fl!llonaland local commercia~ retail, ·and · 
entertainment uses~ as weU as urban houslna. · 

The project site is loca~ at 20478 Mission Boulevard in the unincorporated community of Cherryland, 
Alameda CoUnty, California (Exhibit 1). The.property Is approximately 2.6 acres and contains a vacant 
commerdal bulldlna with larp amounts of Impervious surfaces and chain link tenC!na surioundtns the 

. site. The applicant proposes to redevelop the project site with 45 residential units and 6.000 square feet 
of non..r.ldentlal uses. 

Methodology 

Pr:tor to conducting a field survey, a literature and database review was conducted. Also reViewed were 
the project' site plans and proJect description; aerial phOtos and topOp'aphlc rn1ps; the california 
Department of Fish and Wildlife's (CDFW's) California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) (CDFW 2018; 
the California Native Plant Society's (.CNPS's) Inventory of Rare and Endanpred Plants (CNPS 2018);·the 
Hayward USGS 7 .5-mlnute quadransle map (1980); the National Wetland Inventory (NWI; USFWS 2018); 
and·other technical databases and resource apncy reports, in order to assess the current distribution of 
speclaktatus species and habitats in the vicinity of the proposed project site (e.g., streams, riparian 
habitat,. ponds). 
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On Febru~ry 1, 2018, FCS bloloilst Robert C.rroll conducted 1 preliminary blolcJalcalscrwnlns of the 
project site, the purpose of which was to obtain an overview of the exlstlns habitat conditions within the 
project stte 1nd the site's potentlll to support special-status wildlife 1ild plant species, wetllnds, critical 
habitat, wildlife movement.. and Other potentially J~rlsdlctlonal feiiures. The survey area for this review 

Included the proposed development area. 

Site Assessment 

On-sftl! Conditions 

The projed site Is a developed area with Impervious surfaces contalnlns a vacant bulldins (formerly 
occupied by Peterson Met1l Fabrication) and parldn, lot. The project site Is located In a developed 

urbanized 11111 within Alamedl County 1nd Is surrounded bv.resldentlll1nd commerdll developments. 
HWfl levels of human activity have been present on-site, resultlnsln sllnlflcant disturbance. 

Velftlllon 

The entire site Is composed of urban/developed l1nd that Is dassified as areas that have been 
constructed upon or otherwise physically 1ltered to an extent thlt n.tlve Yeptatlon Is no lonpr 
supported and retains no soli substrate. On-site veptatlon entails non-native arasses, weeds, mature 
trees, and landscaped ve,etatlon. 

Wildlife 

Wildlife activity durlna the survey was low and observations lnduded American crow (COIVIIs 

fwdtyrltynchos). 

Special-Status Species DIDbase Search 

.FCS Bloiollst ~bert C.rron compiled a list ~thn:atened, endanpred, and otherwise spedal-status 
species previously recorded wtthln the senenl project vicinity. The .list was based on a search of the 
CDFWs CNDDB (2018), special-status species and plant communities ICCIOUnt dltlbue, 1nd the CNPS's 
Electronic Inventory (CNPSEI) for the HayWard quedranslefor Alamedl County. 

Results of the CNDDB search returned 26 spedaktatus spedes that have been previously recorded to 
occur In the Hayward quadrancle. Results of the CNPS search returned one special-Status species that 
have been prwvlously recorded to occur In the Hayward quadransle. No sensitive plant or wildlife 
species were obserwd durlns the preliminary blolaalcll screenlns. 

Spedaktlltus Wldllfe 

The habitat requirements for each spedal-status spedes wen! reviewed and considered in the context of 
the proJect area and Its vicinity. Five special-status species-the paHid bat (Antmzous pollldus), Crotch 
bumble bee (Bombus crotchll), western bumble .bee (Bombus occldentDIIs), western mastiff bat (Eumops 
perot:Js aiii/Dmlcus), and hoary bat (LIIslurus clnereus)-:-have had known recorded oa:urrences within 
1 mile of the project site, althoush these species an! unlikely to be found on-site. 
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Because of the lack of suitable habitats obHrved on :-Site, no spedal-stmus wildlife spedes are expected 
to occur. However, the trees on the site incl v.anlty of the project contain. mal'llnal nestlns habitat for 
raptoB and birds. In addition, the currently vacant bulldlnc may contain potential roostlns habitat for 
special-status bat species. 

Special-status Plants 

No suitable habitat occurs for special-status plant species within the project site, due to lack of proper 
soils and hydraulic features. No native 1pecles were observed ort-site durlns the field survey. There are 
no known recorded occurrences of spedal-status plants within 1 mile of the site. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

As a result of the site survey, literature review, and speclal-stltus species search, FCS concludes that no 
special-status species, habitat, or wildlife corridors are expected to oc:atr at the project site. However, 
the project site provides mal'ltnal habitat for raptors and birds. Removal of trees or shrubs could disrupt 
or destroy bird .nests If development occurs durinl the nestln8 season. Most native, breedlns birds are 
protected .under Section 3503 of the California Fish and Game Code (FGC), and raptOrs specifically are 
protected under Section 3503.5 of the FGC. Additionally, both Section 3513 of the FGC and the federal 
Mi&ratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) prohibit the kllllns, possession, or tradlns ~ mlaratory birds. Sectlon 
3800 of the FGC prohibits the taklns of nonpme birds and state Fully Protected species. In addition, the 
demolition of the vacant bulldlns on--site may have potential impacts to special-status resident bat 
populations •. The followlns recommendations shall mitlaBte any Impacts to avian species and/or special
status bat species potentially utUizlns the site. 

Removal of trees and shrubs shall be conducted outside of the avian nestina season 
(February throush Ausust). If construction must occur durins the avian ~1n1season, 
a pre-construction bird survey shall be conducted no more than 14 days prior to any 
sround-dlsturblns activities. If at any time birds are found to be nestlnslnslde or wtthln 
250 feet (500 feet for raptors) of the Impact area, construction activities within 250 feet 
of the nest shaD cease until It Is determined by a qualified bloloslst that the nest Is no 
lonser active (MBTA; FGC). 

Not more than 2 weeks prior to bulldll'll demolitlon, the County $hall ensure that a 
. qualified bloiOIISt (Le., one familiar with the klenttfk:atlon of bats and slsns of bats) 
· survey bulldinp proposed for demolition for the presence of roosttns bats or evidence 
.of bats. SUrvey methodolosv may Include visual surveys of bats (e.c., observation of 
bats durin& foraslns period), inspection fOr suitable habitat, bat slsn (e.c., suano), or use 
of ultrasonic detectors (Anabat, etc.). If no roostinc bats or evidence of bats are found In 
the structure, demolition may proceed. If the blolosfst determines or presumes bats are 
present, the bloloslst shall exclude the bats from suitable spaces by JnstaUins one-way 
exclusion devices. After the bats vacate the space, the blolopt shall dose off the space 
to prevent recolonization. BuiJdfnc demolition shall comm~ce only after the bloloslst 
vertfles 7 to 10 days later that the exclusion rnethod~.have successfully prevented bats 

J 

J 
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Trees 

from· returnlna. To avaJ.d Impacts on n~lant (non-flylna) bats, the blol011st shall only 
conduct bat exclusion and eviction from May 1 throush October 1. ·Exclusion efforts miY 
be restricted durlns pefiods of sensitive KtMty (e.s., durtna hibernation or whle 
.females In miternlty colonies are nurslna youna). 

The project win necessitate the removal of trees and other ornamental veptatlon found on-site. As 
noted above, trees observed on-site are within the project boundaries and are not located within the 
County rWht-of·way; as such, they would not conflict with Alameda County Code of Orclnances Chapter 
12.11. Adh_e,.nce to Alameda County Code of Ordinances Chapter 12.11 and ACBD SP policies and 
suldellnes would not result In alternative conduslons set forth In the ACBD SP EIR. 

Summary 

FCS determined that no bloloakal resources that would be eonsiderwd sensitive under CEQA. other than 
potential Impacts to nestlna birds and special-status bat species, were found on the project site. 
Furthermore, no jurisdictional waters, habitats, or wildlife movement corrldori were observed or are 
expected to occur on-site. Trees observed orHite are within the project boundaries and are not located 
within the County rW!t-of-way and, as such, would not conflict with Alamede County Code of 
Ordinances Olapter 12.11. 
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Pl)otos111ph 1: Looldn1south on Mlulon Blvd 

Photoin~Ph 3: Potential t.bbt for nesdnl birds on comer of 
Mission and Mattax 
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P~ 2: Looldlll north on Milston Blvd 



County, Allmedl 
Febru1ry1, 2018 

Attachment 8: 
CNDDB and CNPS Inventory Search Results 



Selected Elements by Scientific Name 

California Dei*IJMnt of Fish and Wllclife 

California Natural Dlvarslty Detabae · 

Qu.ry Crllllrta: Quld<span lltyiF'color:Ricf> IS </tpan>(Haywanf (3712281)) 

Spec 1M Elament Code FederalltMue State Statue 
Ac:dplfw.,.,.,. ABNKC12020 None None 

lhlrp-ltiMed t.wlc 

Allframua,.,.,. AMACC10010 None None 
.ldbet 

A,.,._ c:ltlysMoa ABNKC22010 None None 

golden eagle 

Alduhandu ABNGA04010 Nona None 

graat blue halon 

Aalplus..,.,. vw • ..,., PDFABOF8R1 None None 

8bJI mlk-wlld\ 

Blllautorfllzil•~ PDAST11081 Nona None 
big-scale bllaamroot 

Sombus crolt:NI IIHYM24410 None None 
Crotdl tunble bee 

IJombua~ II-IYM24250 None None 

Wlltwn bumble bee 

CMframecla IMfryf..,. COIIf/dOIIU PDAST4ROP1 None None 
Congdon'• tarplent 

DMiapla.,.pop.f lllEPP2012 None None 

monii'Ch • Callfomla overwfnf8ring populllllon 

.,.,.,~ PDAPIOZ130 None None ....,., .. ~ 
EuiJtotM,.,. ..... lcua AMACD02011 None None 

W8llilm IIIUIIIf bet 

Ft1fllerte .... PMLILOVOCO None None 
tagrant flllllllry 

HeiiMIItell8 cutM• PDAST4M020 Norw No .. 

Diablo helanlhela 

~ ...... PDFAB5Z030 None None 
Lorna Prieta hDII8 

HoloclllpiM .....,...,.,.,. PDAST4X020 Th~ Endengel'lid 

Senlll Cruz l8rplent 

LMiunl$ cfflerea AMAC005030 None None 

hoary bat 

.....,_,.,.,.,. euryJCMtlws ARADB21031 11118a18necl Threelened 

Alameda whlplnake 

llllctof:lna luml ILARM7050 Norw None 

Ll.m's mlc:rcHIInd haMIItmen 

Arallolcrplll ,.,.,.. PDASTBG010 None None 
waodlend woollythreeda 

Com1R81dal Vel8lon- D8l8d December, 31 2017- Biogeographic Data Branch 

Report P!lntal on Friday, February 02, 2018 

RllrePiant 
Rllnk/CDFW 

Global Rank State Rank SSCorFP 

G5 S4 WL 

G5 S3 sse 

G5 S3 FP 

G5 S4 

G2T2 S2 18.2 

G2 S2 18.2 

G3G4 S1S2 

G2G3 S1 

G3T2 S2 18.1 

J 
G4T2T3 S2S3 

G2 S2 18.2 

G5T4 S3S4 sse 

G2 S2 18.2 

G2 S2 18.2 

G2 S2 18.1 

G1 81 18.1 

G5 S4 

G<tT2 S2 

G1 S1 

G3 S3 18.2 

PeQe1J-

Information Elqllru 613012018 



NeuiJDma fltKipu ~ 

San Francisc:o dulky-bltild woodrat 

...... llfllr1a ,. .. ..... ~ ,._...,., 
Cdorm. rad4gged tag 

...,...,.~. ,._,.IIIIer ...,., .. ...,.. ... ,......,.,.. 
nat beeull'ul .. ..... 
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Selected Elements by Scientific Name 
Callfomla DepMinent of Ft.h anc( Wlldlfe 

California Nabnl Dlwr-.lty o.a.bMe 

Element Code Feddlltldus ............ 
AMAFF08082 None None 

PDBORCMJBO None None 

AMBH01D22 Th~ None 

ABPBX03010 None None 

POBRA2G012 None None 

C'IT42110CA None None 

' Commen:lal V.,.,.- Dld8d December, 31 2017- Biogeographic o.ta Branch 

~ Prlnllld on Fflday, February 02, 2018 

RllrePIInt 
RllnkJCDFW 

Glot.IRIIIIII State Rank 88CorFP 

G5T2T3 

GH 

0203 

G6 

G2T2 

G3 

S2S3 sse 

SH 1A 

8283 S8C 

S3S4 sse 

S2 18.2 

83.1 

IWcord Count: 21 

Pllge2of2 

lnlonnlltlon Expn. IIMI20tl 



Plant List 

1 mak:heB found. Click on scientific name for dfltalls 

s..ct~Crbrta 

California Rare Plant Rank Is one of[1A, 18, 2A, 28], FESA Is one of (Endangered, T~tened], 
CESA is one of [Endangered, Threatened], Found in Contra Costa County, Found in Quad 3712261 

C.. ModifY Search CriterjatlExwrt to Expel ModifJt Cglumns U Modlb' Sqt rg Remoye ptJotos 

Common 
NaiM Family Blooming CA...,_ PIMtStat. GloRI 

Ufaronn Pertod "-'k Rank Rank Photo 

Hglocaroha 
macradenja 

Santa Cruz All8rac:eH amual Jun-oc::t 
tarplart herb 

Suggested Citation 

18.1 51 G1 

California Native Plant Society, Rare Plant Program. 2018. Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California 
(online edition, v8-03 0.39). Website hUp:l/www.rareplants.cnpe.org [accaned 02 February 2018]. 
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MEMORANDUM 

Date: 

To: 

From: 

Project: 

SUbject: 

February 22, 2018 

Jason Brandman, FlrstCarbon Solutions 

Damian Stefllnakls and Mlchael5ahimi 

Mission & Mattox Residential Development 
Transportation Impact Memo- Draft · 

Project 1: 21.122 

This memorandum summarizes the transportation assessment for the proposed Mission & Mattox 
Residential Development (•Project") at Tract 8405 and APN 414-0046-058-021n unincorporated Alameda 
County. The purpose of this memorand~m Is to: 

• Assess Impacts to traffic operations at the Intersection of Mission Boulevard • Mattox Road 
• Evaluate potential access and circulation Impacts to people drlvln& blcycllns, walkln& or taklna 

transit to, from, or near the Project 
• Provide Project VMT for Informational purposes 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION 

MLC Holdtnas, Inc. Is proposlns to entitle 57 multifamily houslq units and 7,200 square feet of non
residential uses (split between specialty retail and high-turnover restaurant) on a 2.6-acre site at the 
northeast corner of Mission Boulevard & Mattox Road in unl~rporated Alameda County north of the 
city of Hayward, CA. Project site access will be provided by two rflht-in/fi8ht-out driveways, one located 
on Mission Boulevard and one on Mattox Road. The Project also Includes the lnstallltlon of a bicycle lane 
northbound alona Mission Boulevard. Tbe Project sfte plan Is shown on Ftaure 1. 

The Project site Is located alons the east side of Mission Boulevard and north of Mattox Road. Mission 
Boulevard, also known as State Route 185, Is a california Department of Transportltlon (caltrans) facility 
and runs in the north-south direction west of the Project site. SR 185 COMects this part of Alameda 
County to san Leandro and O.ldand to the north with Hayward to the south. Mattox Road runs In the 
east-west direction south of the Project site. Mattox Road turns Into HamptOn Road west of Mission 
Boulevard. Mattox Road provides a connection from Castro Valley In the east to the Cherryland and Sarr 
Lorenzo communities of Alameda County rn the west. 

The project Is located less than a quarter mile from the 1-238 and 1-580 freeways, the. primary routes 
leadll"'l to the Bay Area's major. employment centers In San Francisco, Silicon Valley, the Peninsula, and 

F/lBWIE: H:I21121U2- HJSSJ(JN AND IIATTOX TRAFFIC STU:JYIREJI(Jill1»._77Wi$PORTA710N 

IIEH0_022214_DRAFT.DOCX 
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the Tri-Vallev. The site currently has several vacint light Industrial buildings that will be demolished prior J 
to development. The site is within the Cherryland District of Alameda County and is surrounded by 

commercial uses and a residential neighborhood consisting of single-family homes and apartment 
complexes. The Cherryland Business District is in the midst of a slpificant redevelopm~ effort that 
will, when complete, Include nearly $10. million in streetscape Improvements and a number of residential 
and commercial projects that are currently tn the planning process. 

The Property Is currently zoned District Mixed-Use under the County's Ashland and Cherrytand Busln~ss 
District Specific Plan ("ACBD Specific Plan•), which emphasizes a mix of residential and commercial uses. 
Consistent with the ACBD Spedfic Plan, MLC's initial project concept includes a combination of 45 three
story townhomes and a single commercial/residential mixed use building located .along the site frontage 
at Mission Boulevard; 

The Project location Is shown on 'Figure 2. 

Flpre 1 Project Site Plan 
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INTERSECTION OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS 

The Intersection of Mission Boulevard & Mattox Road was analyzed using Synchro Intersection analysis 
software. Tbe intersection was assessed uslns the Hl8flway Capacity (HCM) methodology1• The HCM 
methodolo&Y assigns a level of service (LOS) grade (from A to F) to an Intersection based on the average 
control delay for vehldes at the intersection. LOS D Is the maximum acceptable level of service for 
Intersections In unincorporated Alameda County before an Impact is assessed. LOS grades and 
corresponding delay values under the HCM methodology are provided In Table 1. 

1 The HCM 2010 IMthoclolotY WIIS used for stop controlled drtveways In this study. Far the Intersection of Mission Boulew~rd a Mlttall 
Road. the HCM 2000 mlthocloiOIY WM Uled due that methadoiCIIY's more accume eatlmlte of del1y at llpllaed Intersections wllh 
st..c1 tum-tlvDu&h lanes. 
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In addition, 95th percentile queue lengths at the westbound right-turn at the intersection were assessed ...) 

to determine whether the queues would back up onto Mattox Road. These 95th percentile queue lengths 

determine the theoretical"maxlmum• queue. 

Table 11ntersectlon Level of Servi~ and Delay Thresholds (HCM MethodoiDIY) 
~ ~ 

~ 

I 
twNaze Control O.:lav Per Vehic.lc {Sr:cond~l I 

lOS ,, 
Su;nt'llm:rl Unsir;nah;ui J 

A <10.0 <10.0 

B >10.0 and <20.0 >10.0 and <15.0 

c >20.0 and <35.0 >15.0 and <25.0 

D >35.0 and <55.0 >25.0 and <35.0 

E >55.0 and <80.0 >35.0 and'<SO.O 

F >80.0 >SO.O 

Source: Hlchwev Capacity Manual 

Existing Conditions 

This section documents the results of the analysis during Existing Conditions (No Project). 

Existing Trafflr: Volumes 

Turning movement counts were collected on Tuesday, November 14, ~017, which represents a typical 

weekday. Turning movement counts were collected during the AM peak period {7:00 AM to 9:00 AM) 

and PM peak period {4:00 PM to 6:00PM). The AM and PM peak hour volumes, lane configurations, and 

intersection control are sho~n on Figure 3. The detailed intersection count sheets are attached to this 

memorandum. 
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(; Fiaure 3 Exlst.lna Traffic Volumes 

1 
I

,. . . 
<,.!' • 

'i ''1 I • I' I: II 1.1 . I ' I i 

90(44) 
179{156) .. 

19(16) 

AM(PM)- Trafllc Volume 
.a. -StopSign 
~ - Traffic Signal 

Source: Kltt2lson and Assoclcms, Inc., 2018 

Existing Lew/ of Service 

Existing LOS for the intersection of Mission Boulevard & Mattox Road Is shown In Table 2. As shown in 

the table, the intersection already operates at an unacceptable level of service (LOS E) in the AM peak C hour and an accep~ble level of service (LOS D) in the PM peak hour. 

c 

Table 2 Level of Service - Existll"'l CondltJons 

--------

lntt-t st>ttion 

l.Misslon Blvd. & Hampton'Rd./Mattox Rd. 

Source: Kittelson & Associates, Inc., 2018 
Bold Indicates unacceptable LOS. 

Existing Queuing 

PL:ak Hour 

AM 

PM 

Df'lai' lOS 

69.0 E 

40.1 D 

The ·gsth percentile queue lengths for the westbound right-turn lane at the Intersection of Mission 

Boulevard & Mattox Road is shown in Table 3. The storage length (consisting of a channelized right-tum 

lane and a shared right-turn/bicycle lane) is approxima.tely 200 feet. As shown, the westbound right-turn 

lane has a 147-foot queue during the AM peak hour and an 89-foot queue during the PM peak hour. It 

should be noted that the AM peak hour westbound right-turn volumes exceed the turn lane's capacity 

so a longer queue may be possible. However. given the 200 feet of available storage, the westbound 

Kittelson & Assacllrfel;, Inc. 
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right-~urn queue lensth is not anticipated to exceed the storage on a tYpical day and traffic does not back J 
up onto Mattox Road. 

Ta~le 3 Queulns-:- Exlstlns Conditions 

~ ~---- -,-..., ~ .,......_- - ~~~ ------- - -

lnters~c1iot'\ Jfl!)ovt:ment 

Eastbound 1. Mission Blvd. & Hampton Rd./Mattox Rd. 
RISht 

Notes: 
All queues are 9Sih percentile lengths and are presented In feet 
Asterisk ("} denotes that 95th percentle volume exceeds capacity, queue may be lonaer. 
Source: Kittelson&. AssoclilteS, Inc., 2018 

Project Trips 

Pi:<i~ Hour 

AM 

PM 
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147• 

89 

This section presents the estimated number of vehicle trips expected to be generated by the Project. The 

project Is proposing: 

• 57 multifamily (mid-rise) units 

• 7,200 square feet of retail, split Into: 

o 3,600 square feet of specialty retail 

o 3,600 square feet of high-turnover restaurant 

• Installation of a bicycle lane northbound along Mission Boulevard 

Trip Genertltion 

The number of vehicle trips expected to be generated by the Project were estimated uSing rates 

published in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE} Trip Generation Manual 9th and 10th Editions. 

In order to accurately estimate the net vehicle trips that would be generated by this Project. a reduction 

was applied to the Project trip generation estimate to account for internalization and pass-by trips. A 

pass-by trip is made as an intermediate stop on the way to a primary destination, attracted from traffic 

passing the site on an adjacent roadway and without a route diversion. Thus, pass-by trips are not new 

traffic that is added to the roadway network and should be reduced from the trip generation estimate 

accordlnsly. In addition, given the Project's mix of residential and commercial uses, It can be assumed 

that a portion of trips will remain internal to the Project site. 

The resulting trip generation estimates are shown In Table 4. As shown, the Project is expected to 

generate 51 trips during the AM peak hour (30 inbound and 21 outbound} and 60 trips ·in the PM peak 

hour (25 inbound and 35 outbound). 
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C Table 4 Project Trip Generation Estimates 

' 

' 

-- ·-~ __ ___.. __ , __ _____,.._----. ---- - ----- ~ 

~- -~- ~ -~ _ 'irtpG~rlCf.,litmfl~l!'> _ J 
AM Pelllc Hour I'M l'ellk Hour 

I.IIIJd Use ,. DtRir 

Specialty Retail Center (ITE 
perl,OOOsf 44.32 31" 69" (a] 

Code826) 

High-Tumover {Sit-Down) 
perl.OOOsf 112.18 77" 23" 9.94· 31" 69% 9.77 

Restaurant (ITE Code 932) 

Multifamily Housing (Mid-
perdu 5.44 2~ 74" 0.36 61" 39% 0.44 

Rise) (ITE Code 221) 

Specialty Retail Center (ITE 
3,600 sf 160 9 21 30 Code826) 

Hi&h-Turnover (Sit-Down) 
3,600 sf 404 28 8 36 11 24 35 Restaurant (ITE Code 932) 

Multifamily Housing (Mid- 57 DU 310 s 16· 21 15 10 25 RISe) (ITE Code 221) 

TOTAL -PROPOSED USES 874 33 24 57 35 55 90 

INTERNALIZAT10N REDUCnON (·1ln'} -87 -3 -3 -6 -4 -5 -9 

PASS..SY REDUCTION /b) -6 -15 -21 

TOTAL MDJECT TRIPS 70 30 2.1 51 25 35 &0 

Source: 
Notes: 
sf- square feet 
du- dwelllnl unl1s · 
(a) PM peak hour tr1p &enemlon for Specialty Retail Center Is calculated using the equation T•2.40(X)+21.48 
(b] The fonowlnl puk hour pess-by reductions were applied after applylntlntemallutlon reductions: 

Specialty "-tall Center: ·84" 
Hllh-Turnover (Sit-Down) Restlurant: -38" 

KitteiSOfllnd ~ates, Inc., 2018 

Trip Distribution and Assignment 

The trip distribution for the Project was developed based on trip distribution for the area included in the 

Ashland and Cherryland Business District Specific P~an (2015) and flnet-uned based on the traffic counts 

and driveway access from/to the site. The trip distribution for the Project is as follows and Is displayed in 

Figure 4: 

• Inbound 

o 25" from the north on Mission Boulevard 

o 20%from the south on Mission Boulevard 

o 50" from the east on Mattox Road 

KlttelsDn & .Assaclml!s, Inc. 
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o 5" from the west on Hampton R~ad 
• Outbound 

o 65" to the north Oil Mission Bouleva'rcl 
o 20" to the south on Mission Boulevard 
o 0% to the east on Mission Road 
o 15" to the west on Hampton Road 

Pro}Kt fl: 11121 

~· 

It should be noted that Inbound and outbound distribution differs due to a number of factor such as 
rlghNn/right-out restrictions at Project driveways, U-tum restrictions at surrounding intersections, and 
the locations of freeway on- and off-ramps around the Project site. 

Flpre 4 Project Trip Distribution 

The trip distribution was applied to the Project trip 1eneration from Table 4. The resulti"l Project-only 
trips at the driveways and study Intersection are presented on Fiaure 5. Detailed Project trip assignment 
paths for inbound and outbound and for AM and PM peaks, are provided In the appendices. 



(;: Ftaure 5 Project-only Traffic Volum• 

II! ~~ .. , .... 
=· ~ttr 

iii O(OJ 

AM(PM) • Tmftlc Volume 
.. ~s~Sign 

S -Tndlic Signal 

Il l.;' ' (. 

I I I,, II 

" 14{23) 
... 

Existing Plus Ptoject Conditions 

0(0}:: 

ProjeCt /1: l1UJ ,., 

.. 15(13) 

.. 0(0) 

Tbls section documents the results of the analysis durina Existina Plus Project Conditions. 

(; Existing Plus Project Tnl/flc Volumes 

The Project-only traffic volumes from Flsure 5 and pass-by trip adjustments In the PM peak hour were 
added to the Exlstlns traffic volumes In FIJure 3. The resultlns Exlstlns Plus Project traffic volumes, lane 
conficurations, ·and Intersection controls are shown on Figure 6. 
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FJaure 6 Existina Plus Project Traffic VDiumes 

a ',), •II•'· 

· .,,,, .. I'd," 1 ., . ;, I 

90(45) 
179(156) ... 

19(16) 

~ 319(3201 
,.. 184(209 
,. 565(359 

AM(PM) ·Traffic Volume 
.a. - Stop Sign 
S -Traffic Signal 

Soun:e: KltteiStJfl and Associates, Inc., 2018 
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Existing Plus Project Level of Service 

II ·: ''''·' '. 
t --t i · ,, I I .. 

529(659) = 
1-. 4(9) 1.- 1,062(883) 

WWIIL 

Existing Plus Project LOS for the Intersection of Mission Boulevard & Mattox Road and the two proposed 

Project driveways are shown in Table 5. A! shown in the table, the intersection of Mission Boulevard & 

Mattox Road operates at an unacceptable level of service (LOS E) in the AM peak hour and an acceptable '\ 

level of service (LOS D) in the PM peak hour. Both proposed Project driveways perform acceptably (LOS ..1 
B) during both the AM and PM peak hours. 

Intersection Impact thresholds in unincorporated Alameda County consist of the following: 

• A Project degrades level of service from acceptable (LOS D) to unacceptable, or 

• A Project Increases delay by more than 5 seconds at an Intersection already operating 

unacceptably. 

A! shown in Table 5, the Project would not result In a significant impact at the intersection of Mission 

Boulevard & Mattox Road since the project does not add more than 5.0 seconds of delay to the 

Intersection already operating at LOS of E without the project In the AM peak. 

Table 5 Level of Service - Existing Plus Project Conditions 

- ~-~~--

.PCj)k No Project f•lo~ Projrct 
lntersettwn Ch;mJ~e 

Hour Ocli:ly l.OS Oela~ (.05 ' I . 
1. Mission Blvd. & AM 69.0 E 71.0 E +2.0 

Hampton Rd./Mattox Rd. PM 40.1 D 41.2 0 +1.1 

Outland, C:OitfomltJ 
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~----

lntersetl1on 

----

2. Mission Blvd. & 
North Project Dwy. 

3. Mission Blvd. & 
East Project Dwy. 

-

Source: Kittelson & Assoc111tes, Inc., 2018 
Bold Indicates unacceptable LOS. 
Shldlna lndlc:ates a slgnlflc:ant Impact 

Existing Plus Project Queuing 
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AM 

PM 

AM 

PM 
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--~ --~~ 

- -
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Plt.iSPIOJC'Ct 

lkbv tOS 

11.0 B 

11.9 B 

12.9 B 

11.9 B 

Projed II: 21121 
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Change 

I 
J 
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-
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The 95th percentile queue lengths for the westbound right-turn lane at the Intersection of Mission 

Boulevard & Mattox Road and for the outbound right-turn lanes at the two proposed Project driveways 

are shown In Table 6. 

As shown, the Project would not significantly affect westbound right-tum queues at Mission Boulevard 

& Mattox Road since Project trips are not expected to make a westbound right-tum lane at the 

intersection nor add any volumes to that movement. 

The 95th percentile. queue lensths for outbound right-turning vehicles at the two proposed Project 

driveways are also shown In Table 6. Outbound queues would remain Internal to the Project sltei due to 

a lack of spillover onto Mission Boulevard or Mattox Road, an impact on surrounding roadways is not 

expected. 

Table 6 Queulnc- Existing Plus Project Condltlo!W 

tntu•;erbofl Mo~'i'mPnl Pe;;h ilour 

1. Mission Blvd. & Eastbound AM 

Hampton Rd./Mattox Rd. Right PM 

2. Mission Blvd. & Eastbound AM 

North Project Dwy. Right PM 

3. Mattox Rd. & Southbound AM 

East Project Dwy. Right PM 

Notes: 
All queues ere gsth percentile lenaths 1nd ere presented In feet. 
Asterisk (•) denotes th1t 95th percentile volume exceeds cep•clty, queue m1y be lonpr. 
Source: Kittelson & Alsoclltes, Inc .• 2018 

---, 
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SITE ACCESS, CIRCULATION, AND MULTIMODAL ANALYSIS 
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This section documents access and circulation at the Project site and conditions for people drivin~ ~iking, 

walking, or taking transit. 

Vehicular Access 

Vehicular access to and from the Project site is provided by two right-in/right-out driveways adjacent to 

the intersection of Mission Boulevard and Mattox Road. The Project provides one driveway on Mission 

Boulevard (approximately 300 feet north of the Intersection) and one driveway on Mattox Road 

(approximately 235 feet east of the Intersection). 

As shown on Table 5, the Project driveways are expected to operate at acceptable levels of service. Both 

driveways are expected to operate at an acceptable LOS Bin both the AM and PM peak periods. In 

addition, Table 6 shows expected outbound righHurn queue lengths for both driveways. As discussed, 

outbound queues would remain internal to the Project site; additionally, queues are not expected for 

Inbound right-turning vehicles since that movement would be unrestricted and uncontrolled. Due to a 

lack of spillover onto Mission Boulevard or Mattox Road, an Impact on surrounding roadways is not 

expected. 

T.able 6 also displays the 95th percentile queue lengths with project implementation for the westbound 

J 

right turn lane at the intersection of Mission Boulevard and Mattox Road. As shown In the table, the J 
projected queue length is 147 feet In the AM peak hour and 90 feet in the PM peak hour. Given that the 

Project's southeastern driveway on Mattox Road is approximately 235 feet east of the intersection, the 

driveway would not Impact westbound right-turning vehicles. 

Driveway Sight Distance 

As part of this assessment, the line of sight at the Project driveways were analyzed to ensure that 

adequate silht distances are provided for vehld~s to see both pedestrians In sidewalk areas and vehicles 

approaching the driveways. Une of sight was analyzed using standards and methodologies described In 

the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Geometric Design of 
Highways and Streets. AASHTO standards were used to develop a departure sight triancle at each 

intersection that should be unobstructed for vehicles leaving the Project site to provide sufficient view 

of approaching vehicles and pedestrians from the left. 

AASHTO recommends that the driver decision point of the sight triangle (the short side) should be 14.5 

feet from the major road traveled way (in the Project's ease, between the bicycle Jane and the outer 

vehicle lane). However, where practical, AASHTO recommends Increasing the distance to 18 feet. Given 

the presence of sidewalks a~d pedestrians around the Project site, this analysis assumed a decision point 

of 18 feet from the major road traveled way. 



(, The followi111 formula was used to calculate the necessary intersection slsht distance alons the major 
road for each driveway: 

ISO = 1.47 • v,., • tc 
where: 

ISO = intersection sJsht distance (length of ~e leg of 51Bht distance 
triangle alona the major road) (f) 
V-.Jor • deslln speed of. major road (mph) 
t, = time gap for minor road vehicle to enter the major road (s) 

Assumina a passenger car time gap of 6.5 seconds (based on AASHTO) and utlllzl111 the posted speed 
limits (35 mph on Mission Boulevard and 30 mph on Mattox Road) resulted In the followil'll 
intersection sight distances: 

• Mission Boulevard driveway: 334.4 feet, rounded to 335 feet 
• Mattox Road driveway: 286.7 feet, rounded to 290 feet 

The recommended departure sight triangles for each Project driveway are shown on filure 7. As shown, 
the sl8ht triangles are free of obstructions •nd adequate sJsht distance Is provided. 

Flpre 7 Project Driveway Sllht Trla .. les 
------ --~··-·~·· 
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On·Site Trude arcult1tlon 

A fire truck turnins template was used to ensure the Project site plan provides adequate circulation 
options. The fire truck turning template represents a conservative wheelbase for the type of vehicles that 
would be expected to visit the project site. The dimensions for the vehicle are as follows: 

• Overall length: 41.15 feet 

• Overall width: 8.00 feet 
.• Track width: 9.05 feet 
• Curb to curb turning radius: 35.25 feet 

As shown on Figure 8, the Project site plan provides the necessary Internal roadway and driveway 
geometries to accommodate a fire truck driving Into, through, and off the Project site. However, U-turns 
cannot be ac:cominodated and would require backins up. It-should be noted that the template used for 
thls analysis is a conservative measurement since other trucks (e.c. garbap trucks) and passenger 
vehicles would have shorter wt~eelbases and tighter tum radii. 

Flplre 8 Rre TruetT......,. Analysis 
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Source: MLC Holdings. October 20J 7 

Bicycle Access 

Low levels of bicycle activity were observed during weekday data colection at the Intersection of Mission 
Boulevard and Mattox Road. Two bicycles were observed durins the AM peak hour a~d three bk:ydes 

were observed durins the PM peak hour. 
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(.. Currently, bicyclists accessing the Project site can utilize bicycle lanes on Mattox Road, which terminate 

at Mission Boulevard. In addition, the Project proposes lnstalllns northbound bicycle lanes on MiSsion 

Boulevard fronting the project site which would also facilitate access to the site. Bicycle access points at 

the Project site include the two driveways as well as sidewalk-adjacent Project frontage along Mission 

Boulevard and Mattox Road. including directly at the intersection of Mission Boulevard & Mattox Road. 

' 

' 

The two Project driveways present a potential conflict between bicyclists and v~hlcles. Vehicles making 

a right tum Into the Project or a right out of the Project must enter the bicycle lane and cross a potential 

bicyclist's path. The potential for such conflicts can be reduced with treatments such as carrying the bike 

lane across the driveway and Including green conflict zone markings across the driveway. In addition, it 
is important to ensure (with signage) that exiting vehicles stop before the bicycle lane. 

The westbound right turn lane at the Intersection of Mission Boul~rd & Mattox Road also presents a 

potential conflict between bicyclists and vehicles. Specifically, bicyclists and right-turning vehicles must 

cross paths. Currently, the intersection consists of a channelized right tum lane in which the bicycle lane 

is-carried through the right tum lane. 

Pedestrian Access 

Low levels of pedestrian activity were observed during weekday data collection at the intersection of 

Mission Boulevard and Mattox Road. Pedestrian counts are shown In Table 7. 

Table 7 Existlna Pedestrian Counts (Mission Blvd. & Mattox Rd.) 

------
! 

lntcrsettion t~g AM f>(·al-; Hour PM Pl'ah Hour 

' 
West Leg 8 5 

East Leg 7 3 

South Les 4 3 

North Leg 0 ·0 

Source: Kittelson & Associates, Inc., 2018 

Currently, pedestrians accessing the Project site can utilize sidewalks along Mission Boulevard & Mattox 

Road. Sidewalks are provided in all directions around the Project site and are in generally good physical 

condition. Pedestrian access to the Project site Is also accommodated by marked crosswalks at the 

Intersection of Mission Boulevard & Mattox Road. Pedestrian access points at the Project site Include 

sidewalk-adjacent Project frontage along Mission Boulevard and Mattox Road, including directly at the 

intersection of Mission Boulevard & Mattox Road. 

The two Project driveways present a potential conflict between pedestrians and vehicles which parallel 

potential Issues between bicyclists and vehicles at the drlyeways. Vehicles making a rl&ht tum Into the 

Project or a right turn out of the. Project could conflict with pedestrians crossing the driveways. The 

potential for such conflicts can be reduced by providing marked crosswalks at the driveways and signage 

Kltrdson & As5rJc:iafr.l, Inc. 
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warning drivers to be aware of pedestrians. In addition, it Is important to ensure {with signage and stop ..) 

bars) that exiting vehicles stop behind the path of crossing pedestrians. 

Transit Access 

Transit service near the Project consists of local bus service provided by AC Transit: 

• AC Route 10 (San Leandro BART to Hayward BART) 

• AC Route 93 (Loop between Hayward BART, Bay Fair BART, and San Lorenzo) 

• AC Route sOl (Fremont BART to Oakland 12th St. BART) 

Nearby bus stops Include two stops at the intersection of Mission Boulevard & Lewelling Boulevard 

(approximately 1000 feet north of the Project site) and two stops at the Intersection of Mission Boulevard 

& Medford Avenue (approximately 700 feet south of the Project site). Of these four bus stops, three 

provide benches; none provide a bus shelter. Access to the Project site from these bus stops consists of 

sidewalks which are provided consistently on both sides of Mission Boulevard. 

Given that transit users must bike or walk to and from nearby bus stops, potential conflicts and solutions 

for transit users at the Project site mirror those addressed for bicyclists and pedestrians. Furthermore, 

the Project would not affect transit service since the two Project driveways would not interfere with 

boarding~ and alightings at bus stops on Mi~sion Boulevard. 

VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED 

Dally vehicle miles traveled (VMT) for the Project was estimated using the dally trip generation and the 

Alameda County Transportation Commission (CTC) Countywide Travel Demand Model. The dally trip 

generation (787 trips) was multiplied by the average trip length (6.14 miles) obtained from the model for 

the specific traffic analysis zone (TAz) that the project is located in. This resulted in a daily Project VMT 

of 4,832 VMT. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The Project is proposing to build 57 multifamily housing units and 7,200 square feet of non-residential 

uses (split between specialty retail and high-turnover restaurant) at the northeast corner of Mission 

Boulevard & Mattox Road. The anticipated trip generation is 787 daily trips, 51 trips during the AM peak 

hour (30-inbound and 21 outbound) and 60 trips In the PM peak hour (25 inbound and 35 outbound). 

The findings documented In this memorandum are as follows: 

• The Project will not result in a sisnlflcant Impact at the intersection of Mission Boulevard & 
Mattox Road. The Intersection operates at LOSE in the AM peak hour in both Existing and Existing 
Plus Project conditions, but the project Is forecast to add less than 5.0 seconds of delay. 
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• The project would not substantially increase westbound right-turning queues at the intersection 
of Mission Boulevard & Mattox Road. In addition, the Project's Mattox Road driveway location 
does not conflict with the Intersection's westbound rlght-tumlns queue. 

• Both Project driveways operate at acceptable. LOS In the AM and PM peak hours. Queuing Is 
expected to be minimal and limited to the project site with no spillover onto Mission Boulevard 
or Mattox Road. 

• The Project site plan provides appropriate driveway sight distance. 

• The Project site plan provides the necessary internal roadway and driveway geometries to 
accommodate a fire truck. 

• The Project driveways are potential conflict points for vehicles, bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit 
users which can be addressed with tre-atments. 

• The Project Is estimated to generate 4,832 dally VMT. 

Attachments: 

A. Traffic Counts 

B. Existin& Conditions Synchro Output Sheets 

c. Trip Asslanment Paths 

D. Existinc Plus Project Conditions Synchro OUtput Sheets 

10ttr1son & A.Uodcl'fa, Inc. 
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Attachment B: Existing Conditions Synchro Output Sheets 

KIU8son & AssocArl1!s. Inc. ()Qkltlnd, Cllll{omla 
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Queues 
1 : Mission ·Blvd. & Hampton Rd./Mattox Rd. 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1 : Mission Blvd. & Hampton Rd./Mattox Rd. 
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Queues 
1 : Mission Blvd. & Hampton RdJMattox Rd. 

'-' Gnlup Fbrl (wph) 222 218 284 330 20 836 110 748 
WcRIIo 0.72 0.71 0..,. OJi5 0.11 o.ee U2 0.41 
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AM Inbound Trips 

## (##) = Trips (Percent of Total) 



AM Outbound Trips 

## (##) =Trips (Percent of Total) 
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PM Inbound Trips 
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## (##) = Trips (Percent of Total) 



PM Outbound Trips 

## (##) = Trips (Percent of Total) 

J 



' 

' 

Mission & Maftolr lfesldentlal Development 
February 21. 20JB 

Project II: 21122 
,21 

Attachment D: Existing Plus Project Conditions Synchro Output Sheets 

Kittelson & ~Inc. Ooldand, Ca/I/Om#fl 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1 : Mission Blvd. & Hameton RdJMattox Rd. 
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2: Mission Blvd. 02/21/2018 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1 : Mission Blvd. & Hampton Rd./Mattox Rd. 
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HCM 2010 TWSC 
3: Mattox Rd. 
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Queues 
1: Mission Blvd. & Hampton Rd./Mattox Rd. 
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f' _, " Vesting Tentative Tract Map 840S ud SDR I PLN2017-0014 
Mitigation MoDitoring and Reporting Program 

Verification 

Commitm•ta ud Mhilatlon Measure. TlmiDg lmplelllelltatlon 
Monitoring llelpODIIbDity MonJtoriDa Datellnitlala 

Aetlon Rllpondlrillty 

Biological :a-area 

Mltlglllion MetiSllre B-1~~; Biolegical Resources Daring project- Project Verify study was County Planning 

Screenlaa and Asaeameld.. For projects associated with llpiiCific · Applicant perlbrmod and Dcpartmcmt staff 

the propoaed Specific Plan. the project applicaDt aball hire a enviromncnta1 tbrough lilY related action 
County-approved biologist to perform a preliminary review process, and Consultant items are 

biological resouroe screening as part of the environmental pre-construction. biologist performed 

review process to determine whether the project bas any 
potential to impact biological resources. Hit ia determined 
that the project bas no potantial to impact biological 
resources, D.O further action is required. If the project would 
have the potential to impact biological resources, prior to 
construction, a County-approwd biologist shall conduct a 
biological resources assessment (BRA) or similar type of 
study to document the existing biological resoun:es within 
the project footprint plus a buffer and to detennine the 
potential impacts to those reii01JICC8. The BRA sball 
evaluate tbc potential for impacts to all biologicai fti80UI'CC8 · I 

including, but not limited to special status species, nesting 
birds, wildlife movement. sensitive plant communities, 

I critical habitats, and other IaOUJces judged tO be scmsiti.ve 
by local, state, and/or federal agencies. Pending the results 
of the BRA, design alterations, further technical studies 
(e.g., protocol surveys) and/or consultations with tbc 
USFWS, NMFS, CDFW and/or other local, state. and 
federal agencies may be required. The following mitigation 
measures [8-l{b) through B-l(k)] shall be incorpomted, 
only as applicable, into the BRA for projects where specific 
resources are present or may be present and impacted by the 
project. Note that specific - Y"'J'D described in the 
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V erlfication 

Conuidtmentl and Mifiaati• Meamres Tuning Implementation 
Monitoring RespolllibW.ty Monitoring 

Action RelpoulbUity Datellnltialt 

mitigation meastJ1U below may be completed as part of the 
BRA where suitable habitat is present. 

M"rtigllliDn MMSIIN B-Ig: Non-Lislell Sp«lttl Sttltrls Pre-construction ~cct Applicant Verify study was County Pbmning 
Specks AwMace 11114 Millilll~& Several State species lllld during . • consultant performed and, jf Departments~ ' I 

of Special Concern may be impacted by development coastruction, as ~ologist applicable, verify the BuildiDg 

facilitated by the Specific Plan. The ecological requirements applicable tbat protllctive Inspector and 

and potential for impacts is highly variable am~ these measures Bftl Project Applicant's 

species. Depending on the species identified in the BRA. 
implementl:d biologist 

the measures identified under B-l(h) shall be·applicable to 
the project. In addition, the COunty~ select meuures 
from among the following to be implemented by the project 
applicant to reduce the potential for impacts to non-listed 
special status animal species: 

• For non-listed special status ter:restrial amphibians and i 

reptiles, coverboard surveys shall be completed within three 
months of the start of construction. The cove.lboard.s shall 
be at least four feet by four feet and CODStructed of untreated 
plywood placed flat on the ground. The covelboards shall 

· be checked by a County-approved biologist once per week 
for each week after placement up until the start of 
vegetation removal. All non-listed special status.and 
common animals found under the covaboards shall be 
captured and piaced in five-gallon buckets for transportation 
to relocation sites. All relocation sites shall be reviewed by 
the project applicant and shall consist of suitable habitat. 
Relocation sites aball be as close to the capture site as 
possible but far enough away to CilSUR; the animal.(s) is not 
banned by construction of the project. Relocation shall 
occur on the same day as capture. CNDDB Field Survey 
Forms shall be submitted to the CFDW_fQr~~al status . - -~-- --· 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

n 

Veriflcatloa 

Commltmenb aad Mltlgadoa Meatlllftl Timillg IIDplemeatatlon I 
1 

l 
RelpOIIdblllty Monitoring Monltortaa I 

Action RelpoDiibmty 
Datellnftl ... 

animal species observed. 

• Jlre..constructon clearance SIJ1"VCYS shall be conducted 
within 14 days of the start of ccmstruction {including staging 
and mobilization). The suneys shall cover the entire 
disturbance footprint plua a miuimum 200-foot buffer, if 
feasible, and sball identify all special status animal species 
tbat·may oocu.r on-site. All non-listed special status species 
shall be relocated from the site either through cJirect capture 
or through passive exclusion (e.g., burrowing owl). A report 
of the preconstruction survey sball be submitted to the 
County for their review and approval prior to the start of 
construction. 

•. A County-approved biologist shall be present during all 
initial ground disturbing activities, including vegetation 
removal to recover special status animal species unearthed 
by const:nwti.on activities. 

• Upon completion of the project, a County approved 
biologist sba1l prepare a FiDal Compliance Report 
documenting all compliance activities implemented for the 
project, including the pre-ccmstruction 8\11"Veyresults. The 
report shall be submitted within 30 days of completion of 
the project. · 

• If special status bat species may be present and impacted 
by the project, a County-approwd biologist aball conduct 
within 30 days of the start of construction presence/absence 
surveys for special status bats in consultation with the 
CDFW where suitable roosting habitat is present. Surveys 
shall be conducted. 
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Mitigation Moaitoring and Reporting Program 

Verification 

Commitment~ ad Mltlptlon Meaure~ Tbnlng llnplematatlon 
Mollitorblg Responslbmty Mcndtortng 

ACtion Raponliblllty Da~tlaiJ 

Millptlon Mt!IISllN B-lh: Pre-conltruCtioD Surveys for Prior to Project Applicant Verify survey County Plmming 
Natillg Birds for Collltro.ctioa Oceuning within construction duOugh coosultant was pmfomtcd Dcpa1 tment staff. 
Nating Sea1011. For projects that may result in tree felling activities, if biologist. and, JXSts are the Building 

or removal of trees or vegetation that may contain a nesting construction is repor1Cd, ami that Inspector and 

. bird, if feasible, construction activities should oc::cur between February appropriate Project Applicant's 

generally between. September 16 to January 31 (thus outside 1 to September 
disturbance biologist 
buffinare 

of the nesting season). However, if construction activities 15, and no more implemented. 
must during the nesting season (generally February 1 to than 14 days prior 
September 15), surveys for nesting birds covered by the to vegetation 
California Fish and Game Code and the Migratory Bird removal. 
Treaty Act shall be conducted by a County approved 
biologist no more than 14 days prior to vegetation removal. 
The surveys shall include the entire segment disturbance 
area plus a 200-foot buffer around the site. If active nests 
are located, all CODStruction work shall be conchwted outside 
a buffer :i.onc from the nest to be determined by the County-
approved biologist. The buffer sball be a minimum of 50 
feet for non-raptor bird species and at least 150 feet for 
raptor species. Large buffers may be required depending , 

upon the status of the nest and the constmction activities 
occurring in the vicinity of the nest. The buffer area(s) shall 
be closed to all constmction personnel and equipment until 
the adults and young are no longer·reliant on the nest site. A 
County-approved biologist shall confirm that 
breeding/nesting is completed and young have fledged the 
neat prior to removal of the buffer. A report of these 
precOnstruction nesting bird surveys shall be submitted by 
the project applicant to the County to document compliance. 

--- ---- --

~~----------:-:-::-=:------,. 



THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF ALAMEDA COUNTY 
HAYWARD, CALIFORNIA 

RESOLUTION NO. 18-08 APPROVING PLN2017-00164, SITE DEVELOPMENT REVIEW 
AND TENTATIVE TRACT MAP (TR-8405) 

Introduced by Commissioner Moore 
Seconded by Commissioner Gin 

WHEREAS The Alameda County Planning Commission did receive application PLN20 17-
00164, Site Development Review and Tentative Tract Map (TR-8405), submitted by the applicant, MLC 
Holdings, Inc., on behalf of the property owner, the Serra Corporation, for the demolition of an existing 
vacant commercial building, and construction of a new mixed-use development, consisting of 45 for-sale 
townhome dwelling units, 12 apartment dwelling units, 6,100 sq. ft. of interior commercial space, and 
1,395 sq. ft. of exterior leasable commercial space, on a 2.6-acre parcel, located at 20478 Mission Blvd., 
northwest intersection with Mattox Road (APN: 414-0046-058-02); and 

WHEREAS the Ashland and Cherry/and Business District Specific Plan (Specific Plan) 
classifies the subject property as District Mixed Use (DMU), which is suitable for mixed-use, commercial 
and residential development, and is intended to provide a vibrant, walkable urban main street mixed-use 
commercial environment that supports public transportation alternatives and provides locally and 
regionally-serving commercial, retail, and entertainment uses, as well as a variety of urban housing 
choices; and 

WHEREAS the Eden Area General Plan (General Plan) designates the subject property 
primarily as General Commercial, and provides a secondary designation of High-Density-Residential (43-
86 dwellings per acre); and, 

WHEREAS the applicant IS requesting to develop the subject property with a ±7% 
conimercial/non-residential floor area ratio, where 25% is required by the Specific Plan, and at a 
residential density of 22 dwellings per acre, which is within the Medium-High-Density Residential 
density range of 22-43 dwellings per acre; and 

WHEREAS the Planning Commission is authorized by the Specific Plan to allow 
commercial/non-residential floor area ratios lower than the required 25%, and by the General Plan to 
allow a one-lower residential density range than what is specified in the plan, if the purpose of the 
allowance is to approve development which is in furtherance of the Plans' goals; and, 

WHEREAS the proposed development was reviewed for compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act and an addendum to the to the Ashland and Cherryland Business District 
Specific Plan Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared; and, 

WHEREAS notice of public hearing was given as required by law; and 

WHEREAS this Commission did hold a public hearing on said proposed amendment at the hour 
of 6:00p.m. on Monday, June 4, 2018; and 

WHEREAS the Commission does find that the addendum to the to the Ashland and Cherry/and 
Business District Specific Plan Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (EIR), is in accordance 
with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section 15164, and the addendum adequately 
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analyzes and evaluates potential impacts related to the proposed project and finds than no impacts that J 
were previously not analyzed will result from the project, and that a subsequent EIR is not required, and 

WHEREAS, the Commission finds that the project is in furtherance of the Specific Plan and 
General Plan goals, and with the needs of the community; and, 

WHEREAS the Commission also finds that as proposed and conditioned, the project will meet 
the applicable Specific Plan requirements, that the fmdings can be made to grant approval of the Site 
Development Review and the Tentative Subdivision Map, and that the Specific Plan mixed-use approval 
findings can be made, as follows: 

Tentative Tract Map CTR-8405) 

• The subdivision application was presented to decision makers within 50 days of its being deemed 
complete. 

• The subdivision is consistent with the property zoning, which allows for multi-family residential 
land use. The recommended conditions of approval, including the condition concerning property 
owners' association and CC&R will ensure that the entire development is operated and 
maintained as a single development, and remains a true mixed-use development following the 
sale of individual units and the mixed-use building. 

• The proposed development is consistent with the applicable General and Specific Plans, is 
physically suitable to support the proposed structures, the design would not cause damage to the 
environment or create public health problems, and there is no conflict with existing easements. 

Site Development Review 

• The application supports the goals of the applicable Specific and general Plans, and promotes the 
orderly development of the Specific Plan area. 

• The proposed development will protect and enhance property values by providing a high quality, 
aesthetically pleasing development development. 

• The proposed project is respectful of the physical and environmental characteristics of the site 
because it is in proportion with its surroundings and is designed to avoid. 

• The project would provide and enhance pedestrian, bicyclist and motor vehicle safety, by proving 
right-of way improvements and better connecting the subject site with its surroundings. 

• The project implements high quality design and building materials. 
• The proposal would provide the necessary identity for each of the structure, through the use of 

appropriate frontage types, building position and building scale. 

Mixed-Use Findings 

• The mixed-use development is consistent with the intent of the DMU zoning classification. 
• The mixed-use building is located along the primary property frontage on Mission Blvd., and 

would be the primary land use. 
• The residential use is located above and behind the commercial component, and would be the 

secondary land use. 
• The commerciaVnon-residential space accounts for ±7% of the lot area when 25% is required, 

and would further the Specific Plan goals, provide a community amenity, and act as a catalyst for 
additional area investment 
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(., NOW THEREFORE 

BE IT RESOLVED that this Planning Commission does hereby approve PLN20 17-00164, Site 
Development Review and Tentative Tract Map (TR-8405), the Initial Study/Addendum: Mission & 
Mattox Project (State Clearinghouse No. 2015042047), dated May 1, 2018, conditions of approval 
(below), and as set forth in Exhibits A, June 4, 2018 Planning Commission staff report, and B, the 
approved plans; 

ADOPTED BY THE FOLLOWING VOTE: 

A YES: Gin, Goff, Kastriotis, Kelley, Moore, Rhodes, Ratto 

NOES: None 

ABSENT: None 

EXCUSED: None 

ABSTAINED: None 

ALBERT LOPEZ- PLANNING DIRECTOR & SECRETARY 
COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION OF ALAMEDA COUNTY 
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
PLN2017-00164 

1. Approval of PLN20 17-00164 authorizes the Site Development Review and Tentative Tract Map 
Subdivision (TR-8405) associated with the mixed-use development involving 45 townhomes, 12 
apartments and 7,495 square feet of non-residential space, at the property located at 20478 
Mission Blvd., associated with the current County assessor's parcel number: 414-0046-058-02; 
subject to all land use limitations and development standards for the DMU (District Mixed-Use) 
land use designation in the Ashland Cherryland Business District Specific Plan. 

2. Minor modification(s) to plans marked, PLN2017-00164 Exhibit "B", including the approved 
Materials and Color Board, as well as to these Conditions of Approval, including the approved 
Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program, may be conducted as an administrative Planning 
Department staff-level procedure not requiring a public hearing. The determination of minor 
modification(s) and of the level of staff review necessary shall be subject to the discretion by the 
Planning Director. 

3. All necessary permits shall be obtained by the developer prior to commencing any related work. 

4. All site improvements, including all landscaping, grading, stormwater treatment, drainage 
control, exterior structures, and buildings, shall be subject to review and approval by Alameda 
County Planning Department and Public Works Agency (PW A). All site improvements shall be 
subject to laws, policies, and regulations applicable at the time of application for respective 
Demolition, Grading, Site, Stormwater, Encroachment, or Building Permits. 

5. A final landscape plan shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Director prior to building 
permit issuance. The plan shall demonstrate compliance with the California State Water 
Efficiency Landscape Ordinance and with the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program 
stormwater treatment and stormwater pollution prevention drainage regulations. 

6. Prior to issuance of Demolition, Grading, Site, Stormwater, Encroachment, or Building Permits, 
the project proponent shall provide to the satisfaction of the Alameda County Public Works 
Agency, and the Alameda County Planning Director, evidence of compliance with all laws, 
policies, and regulations applicable at the time of application for respective Demolition, Grading, 
Site, Stormwater, Encroachment, or Building Permits. 

7. A Stormwater Treatment Measures Maintenance Agreement shall be submitted to the Public 
Works Agency (PWA) for review and approval. Once approved and prior to approval of Final 
Map, the Maintenance Agreement shall be recorded with the Alameda County Recorder's Office 
to ensure that the maintenance is bound to the property in perpetuity. 

8. The townhouse HOA shall be responsible for maintenance and upkeep of the stormwater 
treatment measures for the entire site, to the satisfaction of the Public Works Agency. 

9. A state issued Construction general Permit is required. 

10. The property owner(s) shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless Alameda County and its 
agents, officers, and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against Alameda County or 

J 
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its, agents, officers or employees to attack, set aside, void, or annul PLN2017-00164, the CEQA 
determination, or any combination thereof. Such indemnification shall include, but not be limited 
to, an award of costs and attorney's fees incurred by Alameda County in its defense. The County 
shall promptly notify applicant of any such challenge. 

11. The attached approved Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program is hereby incorporated into 
these Conditions of Approval and shall have the same force and effect. Minor modification(s) to 
the approved Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program may be conducted as an 
administrative Planning Department staff-level procedure not requiring a public hearing. The 
determination of minor modification(s) and ofthe level of staff review necessary shall be subject 
to the discretion by the Planning Director. 

12. Prior to issuance of a Building Permit for Building D, the plans shall demonstrate that the 
required Fire Sprinkler (fire alarm) water flow monitoring system will be installed, to the 
satisfaction of the Alameda County Fire Department. 

13. New proposed structures shall comply with Alameda County Green Building Ordinance, 
Construction & Demolishing Debris Management program and California Green Building Code. 

14. The building permit plans shall include bicycle storage facilities to the satisfaction of the County. 

15. The building permit plans shall show car-share and electric vehicle parking to the satisfaction of 
the County. 

16. Trash enclosures shall be covered and comply with Alameda County clean water requirements set 
forth in Section 15.08.190 ofthe Alameda County Ordinance Code. 

17. All required permits related to the onsite stormwater system, underground utilities, parking lot 
lighting, and accessible paths of travel,· shall be obtained prior to issuance of a Building Permit. 

18. All Americans with Disabilities Act accessibility requirements shall be met by the project. 

19. The project shall comply with all applicable building and fire codes and submittal requirements in 
effect at time of Building Permit application. 

20. A California licensed architect or engineer shall be designated as the design professional 
responsible charge for the project submittal for Grading and Building Permits. 

21. Prior to approval of Improvement Plans and Final Map, the potential fault rupture hazard at the 
project site must be assessed by a qualified geologist and reviewed and approved by the Alameda 
County PW A pursuant to the provisions of Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act and the 
Special Publication 42. The developer shall provide the necessary funding for the completion of 
this review. 

22. Prior to fmal building inspection approvals, the applicant shall provide the following security 
measures for the project, to the satisfaction of the Sheriff's Office: 

a. Wide angle viewers (180-190 degree "Peep holes") in all residential unit front doors 
b. Deadbolts with cylinder guard and l-inch minimum throw on all exterior doors. 
c. Three-inch (or larger) screws in strike plates anchored into framing studs. 
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d. Secondary locks which provide both lift and slide protection on all sliding windows and 
sliding doors. 

e. Adequate and uniform outdoor security lighting 
f. Clearly visible unit and building numbers, five inches or larger with contrasting color. 
g. Provide self-closing/self-locking doors on all entries and exit gates, laundry rooms, 

community rooms, etc. 
h. Provide security surveillance cameras with night viewing capabilities. 

23. The Developer shall complete the realignment/improvements of the pedestrian island 
("porkchop") in the northwest section of intersection of Mission Blvd. and Mattox Rd., as 
follows: 

a. Remove existing curb, gutter and sidewalk. 
b. Install new curb, gutter and sidewalk along new alignment. 
c. Install County C.3 measures to treat off-site storm water (and tie-in to Storm Drain 

system in Mattox Road). 
d. Install landscaping behind new curb. 
e. Restripe the project adjacent intersection specifically related to the required curb 

realignment. 
f. Grind and overlay asphalt adjacent to project frontage as required. 
g. Existing utility boxes (located in the current sidewalk alignment) to remain or be 

relocated at the County's expense. 
h. Developer shall have the option to combine C.3 areas along Mattox Road and treat 

County & private water in the same system. 

J 

1. County shall be responsible for all costs related to relocating the existing traffic signal at \ 
such time the permanent improvements are installed. If not completed prior to new street J 
improvements by developer, the County will be responsible for all costs associated with 
installation of temporary signalization traffic control and all other required 
improvements. 

24. Phasing of the Mixed-Use Building: The mixed-use building shall be developed concurrently 
with the for-sale townhome component of the project. The developer shall seek final building 
inspection for the for-sale townhome component according to the following milestone schedule: 

a. Prior to seeking final building inspection for the first townhome unit, the developer shall 
complete all rough grading necessary to prepare a building pad for the mixed-use 
building; 

b. Prior to seeking final building inspection for the 25th townhome unit, the developer shall 
obtain building permit issuance for the mixed-use building; 

c. The developer shall obtain final building inspection approval for the mixed-use building 
prior to seeking final building inspection for the 26th through 45th townhome units. 

25. If any of the above milestone deadlines are not met, or are anticipated by the developer to not be 
met, the developer shall notify the Planning Director and provide a proposed revised schedule and 
details concerning the cause of the delay. The Planning Director shall have the authority to review 
and approve minor schedule deviations, provided that the last milestone deadline is met. 
Substantial milestone schedule deviations, or deviations from the last milestone deadline, may be 
referred to the Planning Commission for a hearing regarding any proposed modification to 
Condition of Approval #24 or other conditions of approval. It is the developer's responsibility to 
ensure that the project as a whole is developed as a mixed-use project that includes the 
development of the mixed-use building described above, regardless of whether the developer J 
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transfers ownership of the parcel designated for the mixed-use building. The developer shall 
ensure that any such sale does not prevent developer's compliance with Condition of Approval 
#24. 

26. Non-residential uses contained on the ground floor of the mixed-use building shall comply with 
the permitting requirements of the Ashland and Cherry land Business District Specific Plan. 

27. Prior to building permit issuance, the site plan shall be revised to demonstrate compliance with 
the 20-foot required front setback to parking stalls. One to two parking stalls may be eliminated 
for this purpose. 

28. The entire 2.6-acre property, as a whole, shall be developed as a single mixed-use development 
and shall be maintained as a single mixed-use development. A copy of the CC&Rs shall be 
submitted to the Planning Department for review prior to recordation of the Final Map. 

29. Secure approval from the Public Works Agency and Planning Director of Draft Covenants, 
Conditions and Restrictions (CC&R's) for a property owners' association (Association), which 
shall include all residential property owners and the owner(s) of the mixed-use building, prior to 
submittal to the Department of Real Estate (DRE). Final CC&R's as approved by the DRE shall 
be approved by the Planning Director prior to recordation. The CC&Rs shall include private 
ownership and financial responsibilities of all infrastructure in the subdivision, including but not 
limited to storm drain facilities, private roadway access, parking areas, common areas including 
those associated with the mixed-use building, water treatmentlbioretention areas, detention 
structures, and related auxiliary structures. The CC&Rs shall clearly specify an acceptable 
funding mechanism for maintenance of all onsite common improvements. CC&R's shall be 
recorded prior to release of improvement guarantees by the Board of Supervisors. Prior to 
approval of the Final Map, the Subdivider shall grant the Association an irrevocable cash deposit 
in the amount of $1,000 per proposed lot for the maintenance of all on-site common 
improvements. CC&R's shall require the following: 

a. Payment of dues and assessments shall be both a lien against the assessed land and a 
personal obligation of each property owner as shown on Exhibit "B". 

b. The Association shall maintain in good repair all fences, walls, and common areas, 
including parking bays and vehicle turnarounds, and any common utility services and 
storm drainage easements serving or crossing more than one parcel. 

c. The Association shall maintain in perpetuity the bioretention areas, stormwater detention 
pipes and structures and all pertinent infrastructure installed for the purpose of treating 
and detaining stormwater runoff. 

d. The Association shall maintain any pathways required for maintenance access to all 
bioretention areas shown on Exhibit "B", and related stormwater detention and outflow 
facilities. 

e. Parking within the development shall be permitted in designated locations only, and the 
Association shall enforce parking restrictions. 

f. All garage parking spaces in the townhomes shall be kept accessible for parking purposes 
as required by Section 17.52.770 ofthe Alameda County Zoning Ordinance. 

g. No recreational vehicles, as defined by Section 17.04.010 of the Alameda County Zoning 
Ordinance, or trailer-hauled boats shall be parked or stored within the project boundaries, 
and vehicles or trailers parked contrary to this provision shall be removed by the 
association. 
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h. Common landscaped areas, project entry, and parking areas shall be maintained J 
consistent with the approved Landscape Plan for the project. 

i. The Association shall review the architecture of any proposed modifications or additions 
to homes, fences, or other structures within the residential portion of the development, the 
removal of any trees shown on the approved Landscape Plan, and of any physical 
modification to the exterior of mixed-use building. 

j. The Association shall be responsible for maintaining common areas, in accordance with 
the approved Landscape Plan and using Bay-Friendly landscaping principles and 
guidelines as promulgated by the Alameda County Waste Management Authority to the 
maximum extent feasible, and to remove any severe hazards. 

k. Where there is a distinction between the obligations of the residential property owners 
and the owner(s) of the mixed-use building, those distinctions shall be clearly identified 
and described, and accompanied by an illustrative site map, to the satisfaction of the 
County. 

J 



MINUTES OF MEETING 
ALAMEDA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

JUNE 4, 2018 
(DRAFT) 

FIELD TRIP - Cancelled 

TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE MEETING 

Time: 5:00p.m. 
Place: Planning Department Conference Room 

224 W. Winton A venue, Room 111, Hayward 

REGULAR MEETING 

CALL TO ORDER: The Chair called the meeting to order at 6:00p.m. 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Commissioners Hal Gin; Jim Goff; Dimitris Kastriotis; Andy Kelley; Jeff 
Moore, Vice-Chair; Richard Rhodes, Chair and Larry Ratto. 

OTHERS PRESENT: Albert Lopez, Planning Director; Rodrigo Ordufia; Christina Horrisberger, 
Senior Planner; Heather Littlejohn, County Counsel's Office; Nilma Singh, Recording Secretary. 

c There were approximately fifty-three people in the audience. 

c 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

ELECTION OF OFFICERS FOR THE YEAR 2018-2019 

Commissioner Ratto made the motion to nominate Jeff Moore as the new Chair and 
Commissioner Kastriotis seconded. Motion carried unanimously. 

Commissioner Moore made the motion to nominate Commissioner Gin as the new Vice-Chair. 
Commissioner Gin declined and made a motion to nominate Commissioner Rhodes as the new 
Vice-Chair. Commissioner Rhodes respectfully declined also. Commissioner Moore made the 
motion to nominate Commissioner Goff and Commissioner Gin seconded. Motion carried 
unanimously. 

ANNOUNCEMENTS BY THE CHAIR: None 

OPEN FORUM: Open forum is provided for any members of the public wishing to speak on an 
item not listed on the agenda. Each speaker is limited to three (3) minutes. 

Kelly Abreu announced that the Microbrewery Ordinance is now undergoing revision; and, 
Code Enforcement has issued a report today re dirt import and excavation on agricultural lands 
with nineteen sites identified. BOS will take action tomorrow on a 45-day Emergency 
Moratorium followed by a review by the Agricultural Committee. He submitted copies of the 
Board letter. 
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ALAMEDA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
DRAFT MINUTES 

COMMITTEE REPORT: Transportation Committee 

Commissioner Kelley reported on the Committee's first meeting (today) -initial discussions re 
trends in traffic demands and further discussions to follow with staff. · 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM PREVIOUS MEETINGS 

1. APPROVAL OF COMMISSION MINUTES- April16, 2018 

Commissioner Ratto made the motion to approve the April l61
h Minutes and Commissioner 

Kelley seconded. Motion carried unanimously, 6/0. 

CONSENT CALENDAR: There were no items 

REGULAR CALENDAR: 

2. PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT AND ZONING ORDINANCE 
AMENDMENT, BED AND BREAKFAST ESTABLISHMENTS- Modify the 
East County Area Plan (ECAP) and the Alameda County Zoning Ordinance (ACZO) 
to enhance opportunities and expand potential for Bed and Breakfast Establishments 
in the South Livermore Valley Area, "CA - Cultivated Agriculture" Combining 
District. 
Staff Planner: Bruce Jensen 
Informational Item Only- No Action Required 

Bruce Jensen, with a powerpoint, discussed the following: Background- County Policy; South 
Livermore Policies - SLY AP/ECAP; Policies and Programs; Zoning Ordinance; CA District 
Overlay; Measure D; ECAP; Present Conditions; Demand for small lodging in the Tri-Valley; 
Proposed Policy changes; Proposed ZO change; Other possible Amendments to ECAP and ZO 
not currently recommended by staff; and Next Steps. The Commission requested clarification re 
FAR (staff report, page 2) and possible safeguards re conversions to rentals/ Air BnBs. 
No public testimony was submitted. No action was taken. 

3. MLC HOLDINGS, INC.,ISERRA CORPORATION (TRACT MAP 8405 AND 
SITE DEVELOPMENT REVIEW) PLN2017-00164 - Subdivision (Tract Map 
8405) and Site Development Review application, PLN2017-00164, to allow the 
demolition of an existing 59,646 square foot, single-story, concrete, industrial 
building, constructed in 1948, and to construct nine (9) new buildings, consisting of 
eight (8) buildings containing a total of 45 three-story townhomes and one ( 1) 
building containing 12 two-story apartments above 6,100 square feet of interior 
commercial space, and 1,395 square feet of adjacent exterior leasable commercial 
space (which is less than the ±28,300 square foot minimum commercial space 
requirement for this property), on a 2.6-acre parcel located at 20478 Mission Blvd, 
northeast comer with Mattox Road, Cherryland area of unincorporated Alameda 
County, designated Assessor's Parcel Number: 414-0046-058-02. 

J 

Staff Planner: Christina Horrisberger J-
Action Item 
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Ms. Horrisberger, with a powerpoint discussed Location; Street View; Background; Proposal; 
Site Plan, Landscape Plan, Typical residential building; Mixed Use building; Land use; General 
Plan objectives; Specific Plan Objectives; Project Conformance; Discussions, Financial 
Analysis; CEQA and Recommendation to PC. The Commission requested clarification re 
phasing, 

Public testimony was called for. Lester Tucker, Vice President, provided background 
information re MLC Holdings Inc and introduced Chris Zaballos. 

Chris Zaballos, with a powerpoint, showed an aerial view site; existing site views (from Mission, 
Mattox); and, discussed the following: some ACBD Specific Plan Goals; Eden Area General 
Plan (EAGP) Goals; site plan, new intersection improvements and Public Plaza; Community 
Outreach; Community Benefits; and, implements the vision for Mission and Mattox. 

Daniel Greg representing Carpenters Local 713, in opposition, stated the following: adjacent 
neighbor sharing the largest property line; no contact with the applicant; project will not 
maximize the whole area; lack oflabor standards/agreement; and recommended a continuance. 

Peter Garza Sr., Financial Secretary, Carpenters Local 713, noted submittal of two letters; IS 
does not comply with EAGP goals, P6 Goal SAF-4, urged the Commission to direct 
preparation/circulation of a Mitigated Neg Declaration; and further summarized their June 4th 
letter. He also requested a continuance to allow discussions with the applicant re COA in 
reference to property rights and health/safety protections. 

Khin Lau, resident at 1201 Sandy Bridges Lane and a member of Carpenters Local 713, spoke in 
support of more union jobs for this project. 

Cathy Lonsdale, local realtor, in support, described the difficulty of first time home buyers in this 
area. 

Martha Mehuron, President of Serra Corporation and property owner, indicated that upon a 
denial, the site situation will only worsen adding that there has been no interest from any retail 
developers. 

Randy Waage, a San Lorenzo resident, supported an approval as this is a blight and depressing 
area. 

Ingrid Moller, a Cherryland Community Association Boardmember, in support, noted that 
applicant has made many modifications to accommodate the Board, the project is a new 
beginning/a catalyst for this area and urged an approval. 

Stuart Rickard, project developer at Mission/Hampton also spoke in support including support 
for additional parking vs. setback, residential and retail density. 
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Richard Hancocks, in opposition, noted the number of exceptions to the Plan--housing reduced 
by 50% and commercial by 75% to accommodate developer. He further read goals of the Plan 
which speak to the public interest. 

Howard Beckman, a San Lorenzo resident, discussed two procedural points: 1) project should be 
discussed under topics; and 2) request the Commission to disclose whether they had any ex parte 
meeting with Sup Miley's office. His also noted concerns re Sheriff Departments 
recommendation of a gated community; new definition of mixed use (page 12 of staff report); 
and dedication to the County if construction of non-residential component is not completed. 

Bill Espinola, Bay East Association of Realtors, urged an approval as this project will revitalize 
the area and provide much-needed housing. 

Juan Jose Cervantes, a Caldwell Bank real estate agent and a Cherryland resident, urged an 
approval noting viable affordable housing need in this area. 

Ashley Strasburg, Executive Director, CVEA Chamber of Commerce, also spoke in support
project will re-activate this comer and a catalyst. 

Hugh O'Donnell, Cherryland Community Association, in support, noted that the two projects are 
complimentary. 

Cindy Towles, President, Cherryland Community Association, and also as a resident, in support, 
said that the project meets the vision/spirit of the Plan. J 
Bernadette Jurich, 1025 Mattox Road, said she lives across the building and expressed concerns 
re lack of adequate outreach and parking; and asked if noise was incorporated into the wall 
design. 

Mr. Tucker, in rebuttal, pointed out that no testimony was submitted re lack of retail space; noted 
several meetings with Carpenters Local 713 re hiring of a union general contractor. 

Grant Gribber, CEQA consultant, stated that this project falls within the perimeters of the 
Specific Plan environmental review. There has been no evidence of asbestos/lead; Demolition 
Permit application will also cover this; and further discussed noise mitigation methods. 

In response to the Commission, Mr. Tucker indicated that there is no common wall and staff 
confirmed. 

Public testimony was closed. Commissioners Rhodes, Moore, Goff and Ratto confirmed that 
they had no contact with Sup Miley or any of his representatives. Commissioner Ratto indicated 
that he had met with Mr. Zaballos as he had some questions. Commission discussed ensued re 
7% vs. 25% commercial component; goals of Specific Plan and General Plan including 
amendments (staff report, page 12); hazardous issues/process; density; the need for housing; 
catalyst site; support for the project; project feasibility; Findings (staff report page 12, #4); 
compelling economic report; and, Phasing Options- Option 1 (staff report, page 9). 

J 
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(, Mr. Tucker discussed and urged the consideration of the economic vitality of the residential 
component. 

County Counsel outlined modification to Condition #10, Line 3 (page 18) deleting the words 
" ... the findings of ... "; and Draft Resolution page 3 last paragraph to include details-full name 
of CEQA documents/date, name of Exhibits A and Conditions of Approval attached. 
Commissioner Moore made the motion to move staff recommendation for an approval of the 
SDR and Tract Map with modifications to Condition # 10, the last paragraph of the Resolution, 
Phasing Option 1 and the adoption of the EIR Addendum. Commissioner Gin seconded and the 
motion carried unanimously, 710. 

STAFF COMMENTS & CORRESPONDENCE: None 

CHAIRS REPORT: The Chair announced his unavailability for the month of July. In response to 
the Chair, Mr. Lopez said that the Center Street project will be agendized for the June 181

h 

hearing. 

COMMISSION ANNOUNCEMENT, COMMENTS AND REPORTS: Commissioner Ratto announced 
that the Fairview Sidewalk Committee will have a progress report in the near future. 

ADJOURNMENT: There being no further business, Commissioner Gin moved to adjourn the 
meeting at 8:47p.m. Commissioner Goff seconded the motion. The motion was carried 7/0. 

ALBERT LOPEZ, SECRETARY 
COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION OF ALAMEDA COUNTY 



THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF ALAMEDA, 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

RESOLUTION NUMBER R-2018- 259 

A RESOLUTION IN THE MATTER OF MLC HOLDINGS, INC./SERRA CORPORATION 
(TRACT MAP 8405 AND SITE DEVELOPMENT REVIEW) PLN2017-00164, DENYING THE 
APPEAL OF RICHARD HANCOCKS FROM THE DECISION OF THE PLANNING 
COMMISSION TO APPROVE THE SUBDIVISION (TRACT MAP 8405) AND SITE 
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW APPLICATION, PLN2017-00164, TO ALLOW THE DEMOLITION 
OF AN EXISTING 59,646 SQUARE FOOT, SINGLE-STORY, CONCRETE, INDUSTRIAL 
BUILDING, CONSTRUCTED IN 1948, AND TO CONSTRUCT NINE (9) NEW BUILDINGS, 
CONSISTING OF EIGHT (8) BUILDINGS CONTAINING A TOTAL OF 45 THREE-STORY 
TOWNHOMES AND ONE (1) BUILDING CONTAINING 12 TWO-STORY APARTMENTS 
ABOVE 6,100 SQUARE FEET OF INTERIOR COMMERCIAL SPACE, AND 1,395 SQUARE 
FEET OF ADJACENT EXTERIOR LEASABLE COMMERCIAL, ON A 2.6-ACRE PARCEL 
LOCATED AT 20478 MISSION BOULEVARD, NORTHEAST CORNER WITH MATTOX 
ROAD, CHERRYLAND AREA OF UNINCORPORATED ALAMEDA COUNTY, DESIGNATED 
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER: 414-0046-058-02. 

WHEREAS, MLC Holdings, Inc. I Serra Corporation filed for Tract Map (TR-8405) and 
Site Development Review PLN2017-00164, to allow the demolition of an existing 59,646 square foot, 
single-story, concrete, industrial building, constructed in 1948, and to construct nine (9) new buildings, 
consisting of eight (8) buildings containing a total of 45 three-story townhomes and one (1) building 
containing 12 two-story apartments above 6,100 square feet of interior commercial space, and 1,395 square 
feet of adjacent exterior leasable commercial, on a 2.6-acre parcel located at 20478 Mission Boulevard, 
northeast corner with Mattox Road, Cherryland area of unincorporated Alameda County, designated 
Assessor's Parcel Number: 414-0046-058-02; and 

WHEREAS, the Alameda County Planning Commission did consider the application in a 
public hearing at the hour of 6:00 p.m. on Monday, June 4, 2018; and 

WHEREAS, the Alameda County Planning Commission, by a vote of seven in favor and 
none opposed, did approve application PLN2017-00164, Site Development Review and Tentative Tract 
Map (TR-8405), and adopted the Initial Study/Addendum: Mission & Mattox Project (State Clearinghouse 
No. 2015042047), dated May l, 2018; and 

WHEREAS, Appellant Richard Hancocks did file a timely appeal from the decision of the 
Alameda County Planning Commission; and 

WHEREAS, it appears from documents in the public record that the appeal was submitted 
to the County and received as required by the Alameda County General Ordinance Code; and 

WHEREAS, it satisfactorily appears from documents in the public record that proper 
notice of said public hearing at the Board of Supervisors was given in all respects as required by law; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors did hold a public hearing on August 7, 2018 to 
consider the appeal; and 
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WHEREAS, the proposed development was reviewed for compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act and an addendum to the Ashland and Cherry/and Business District Specific 
Plan Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared; and, 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors does find that the addendum to the Ashland and 
Cherry/and Business District Specific Plan Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (EIR), is in 
accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section 15164, and the addendum 
adequately analyzes and evaluates potential impacts related to the proposed project and finds than no 
impacts that were previously not analyzed will result from the project, and that a subsequent EIR is not 
required, and 

WHEREAS, the Board did hear and consider all reports, recommendations and testimony 
as hereinabove set forth; and 

WHEREAS, the Appellant was present at the public hearing and presented testimony in 
support of the appeal; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the project is in furtherance of the Specific Plan and 
General Plan goals, and with the needs of the community; and, 

WHEREAS, the Board also finds that as proposed and conditioned, the project will meet 
the applicable Specific Plan requirements, that the findings can be made to grant approval of the Site 
Development Review and the Tentative Subdivision Map, and that the Specific Plan mixed-use approval 
findings can be made, as follows: 

Tentative Tract Map (TR-8405) 

• The subdivision application was presented to decision makers within 50 days of its being deemed 
complete. 

• The subdivision is consistent with the property zoning, which allows for multi-family residential 
land use. The recommended conditions of approval, including the condition concerning property 
owners' association and CC&R will ensure that the entire development is operated and maintained 
as a single development, and remains a true mixed-use development following the sale of individual 
units and the mixed-use building. 

• The proposed development is consistent with the applicable General and Specific Plans, is 
physically suitable to support the proposed structures, the design would not cause damage to the 
environment or create public health problems, and there is no conflict with existing easements. 

Site Development Review 

• The application supports the goals of the applicable Specific and General Plans, and promotes the 
orderly development of the Specific Plan area. 

• The proposed development will protect and enhance property values by providing a high quality, 
aesthetically pleasing development. 

• The proposed project is respectful of the physical and environmental characteristics of the site 
because it is in proportion with its surroundings. 

• The project would provide and enhance pedestrian, bicyclist and motor vehicle safety, by providing 
right-of-way improvements and better connecting the subject site with its surroundings. 

• The project implements high quality design and building materials. 
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• The proposal would provide the necessary identity for each of the structures, through the use of 
appropriate frontage types, building position and building scale. 

Mixed-Use Findings 

• The mixed-use development is consistent with the intent of the DMU zoning classification. 
• The mixed-use building is located along the primary property frontage on Mission Boulevard, and 

would be the primary land use. 
• The residential use is located above and behind the commercial component, and would be the 

secondary land use. 
• The commercial/non-residential space accounts for ±7% of the lot area when 25% is required, and 

would further the Specific Plan goals, provide a community amenity, and act as a catalyst for 
additional area investment 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors does deny the 
appeal and uphold the decision of the Alameda County Planning Commission, approving PLN2017-00164, 
Site Development Review and Tentative Tract Map (TR-8405), and adopting the Initial Study/Addendum: 
Mission & Mattox Project (State Clearinghouse No. 201504204 7), dated May I, 2018, based on the above 
findings for Tentative Tract Map (TR-8405), Site Development Review, and Mixed-Use Findings; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board does hereby approve the application as 
shown by conditions of approval (below), and as set forth in Exhibit A, June 4, 2018 Planning Commission 
staff report, and Exhibit B, the approved plans: 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
PLN2017-00164 

I. Approval of PLN2017-00164 authorizes the Site Development Review and Tentative Tract Map 
Subdivision (TR-8405) associated with the mixed-use development involving 45 townhomes, 12 
apartments, and 7,495 square feet ofnon-residential space, at the property located at 20478 Mission 
Boulevard, associated with the current County assessor's parcel number: 414-0046-05 8-02; subject 
to all land use limitations and development standards for the DMU (District Mixed-Use) land use 
designation in the Ashland Cherryland Business District Specific Plan. 

2. Minor modification(s) to plans marked PLN2017-00164 Exhibit "B", including the approved 
Materials and Color Board, as well as to these Conditions of Approval, including the approved 
Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program, may be conducted as an administrative Planning 
Department staff-level procedure not requiring a public hearing. The determination of minor 
modification( s) and of the level of staff review necessary shall be subject to the discretion of the 
Planning Director. 

3. All necessary permits shall be obtained by the developer prior to commencing any related work. 

4. All site improvements, including all landscaping, grading, stormwater treatment, drainage control, 
exterior structures, and buildings, shall be subject to review and approval by Alameda County 
Planning Department and Public Works Agency (PWA). All site improvements shall be subject to 
laws, policies, and regulations applicable at the time of application for respective Demolition, 
Grading, Site, Stormwater, Encroachment, or Building Permits. 
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5. A final landscape plan shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Director prior to building 
permit issuance. The landscape plan shall demonstrate compliance with the California State Water 
Efficiency Landscape Ordinance and with the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program 
stormwater treatment and stormwater pollution prevention drainage regulations. 

6. Prior to issuance of Demolition, Grading, Site, Stormwater, Encroachment, or Building Permits, 
the project proponent shall provide to the satisfaction of the Alameda County Public Works 
Agency, and the Alameda County Planning Director, evidence of compliance with all laws, 
policies, and regulations applicable at the time of application for respective Demolition, Grading, 
Site, Stormwater, Encroachment, or Building Permits. 

7. A Stormwater Treatment Measures Maintenance Agreement shall be submitted to the Public Works 
Agency (PW A) for review and approval. Once approved and prior to approval of Final Map, the 
Maintenance Agreement shall be recorded with the Alameda County Recorder's Office to ensure 
that the maintenance is bound to the property in perpetuity. 

8. The townhouse home owners association (HOA) shall be responsible for maintenance and upkeep 
of the stormwater treatment measures for the entire site, to the satisfaction of the Public Works 
Agency. 

9. A state issued Construction general Permit is required. 

10. The property owner(s) shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the County of Alameda and its 
agents, officers, and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the County of 
Alameda or its, agents, officers or employees to attack, set aside, void, or annul PLN2017-00164, 
the CEQA determination, or any combination thereof. Such indemnification shall include, but not 
be limited to, an award of costs and attorney's fees incurred by the County of Alameda in its defense. 
The County shall promptly notify applicant of any such challenge. 

11. The attached approved Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program is hereby incorporated into 
these Conditions of Approval and shall have the same force and effect. Minor modification(s) to 
the approved Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program may be conducted as an administrative 
Planning Department staff-level procedure not requiring a public hearing. The determination of 
minor modification(s) and of the level of staff review necessary shall be subject to the discretion 
of the Planning Director. 

12. Prior to issuance of a Building Permit for Building D, the plans shall demonstrate that the required 
Fire Sprinkler (fire alarm) water flow monitoring system will be installed, to the satisfaction of the 
Alameda County Fire Department. 

13. New proposed structures shall comply with Alameda County Green Building Ordinance, 
Construction & Demolishing Debris Management program and California Green Building Code. 

14. The building permit plans shall include bicycle storage facilities to the satisfaction of the County. 

15. The building permit plans shall show car-share and electric vehicle parking to the satisfaction of 
the County. 

16. Trash enclosures shall be covered and comply with Alameda County clean water requirements set 
forth in Section 15.08.190 of the Alameda County Ordinance Code. 

I 
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17. All required permits related to the onsite stormwater system, underground utilities, parking lot 
lighting, and accessible paths of travel, shall be obtained prior to issuance of a Building Permit. 

18. All Americans with Disabilities Act accessibility requirements shall be met by the project. 

19. The project shall comply with all applicable building and fire codes and submittal requirements in 
effect at time of Building Permit application. 

20. A California licensed architect or engineer shall be designated as the design professional 
responsible charge for the project submittal for Grading and Building Permits. 

21. Prior to approval of Improvement Plans and Final Map, the potential fault rupture hazard at the 
project site must be assessed by a qualified geologist and reviewed and approved by the Alameda 
County PW A pursuant to the provisions of Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act and the 
Special Publication 42. The developer shall provide the necessary funding for the completion of 
this review. 

22. Prior to final building inspection approvals, the applicant shall provide the following security 
measures for the project, to the satisfaction of the Alameda County Sheriffs Office: 

a. Wide angle viewers ( 180-190 degree "Peep holes") in all residential unit front doors 
b. Deadbolts with cylinder guard and I-inch minimum throw on all exterior doors. 
c. Three-inch (or larger) screws in strike plates anchored into framing studs. 
d. Secondary locks which provide both lift and slide protection on all sliding windows and 

sliding doors. 
e. Adequate and uniform outdoor security lighting. 
f. Clearly visible unit and building numbers, five inches or larger with contrasting color. 
g. Provide self-closing/self-locking doors on all entries and exit gates, laundry rooms, 

community rooms, etc. 
h. Provide security surveillance cameras with night viewing capabilities. 

23. The Developer shall complete the realignment/improvements of the pedestrian island ("porkchop") 
in the northwest section of intersection of Mission Boulevard and Mattox Road, as follows: 

a. Remove existing curb, gutter and sidewalk. 
b. Install new curb, gutter and sidewalk along new alignment. 
c. Install County C.3 measures to treat off-site storm water (and tie-in to Storm Drain system 

in Mattox Road). 
d. Install landscaping behind new curb. 
e. Restripe the project adjacent intersection specifically related to the required curb 

realignment. 
f. Grind and overlay asphalt adjacent to project frontage as required. 
g. Existing utility boxes (located in the current sidewalk alignment) to remain or be relocated 

at the County's expense. 
h. Developer shall have the option to combine C.3 areas along Mattox Road and treat County 

& private water in the same system. 
1. County shall be responsible for all costs related to relocating the existing traffic signal at 

such time the permanent improvements are installed. If not completed prior to new street 
improvements by developer, the County will be responsible for all costs associated with 
installation of temporary signalization traffic control and all other required improvements. 
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24. Phasing of the Mixed-Use Building: The mixed-use building shall be developed concurrently with 
the for-sale townhome component of the project. The developer shall seek final building inspection 
for the for-sale townhome component according to the following milestone schedule: 

a. Prior to seeking final building inspection for the first ( I st) townhome unit, the developer 
shall complete all rough grading necessary to prepare a building pad for the mixed-use 
building; 

b. Prior to seeking final building inspection for the 35th townhome unit, the developer shall 
obtain building permit issuance for the mixed-use building; 

c. Prior to seeking final building inspection for the 41 st townhome unit, the developer shall 
complete foundation inspection for the mixed-use building; and 

d. The developer shall complete the exterior of the mixed-use building prior to seeking final 
building inspection for the 45th townhome units. 

25. If any of the above milestone deadlines are not met, or are anticipated by the developer to not be 
met, the developer shall notify the Planning Director and provide a proposed revised schedule and 
details concerning the cause of the delay. The Planning Director shall have the authority to review 
and approve schedule deviations, provided that the last milestone deadline is met. It is the 
developer's responsibility to ensure that the project as a whole is developed as a mixed-use project 
that includes the development of the mixed-use building described above, regardless of whether 
the developer transfers ownership of the parcel designated for the mixed-use building. The 
developer shall ensure that any such sale does not prevent developer's compliance with Condition 
of Approval #24. 

26. Non-residential uses contained on the ground floor of the mixed-use building shall comply with the 
permitting requirements of the Ashland and Cherryland Business District Specific Plan. 

27. Prior to building permit issuance, the site plan shall be revised to demonstrate compliance with the 
20-foot required front setback to parking stalls. One to two parking stalls may be eliminated for 
this purpose. 

28. The entire 2.6-acre property, as a whole, shall be developed as a single mixed-use development and 
shall be maintained as a single mixed-use development. A copy of the CC&Rs shall be submitted 
to the Planning Department for review prior to recordation of the Final Map. 

29. Secure approval from the Public Works Agency and Planning Director of Draft Covenants, 
Conditions and Restrictions (CC&R's) for a property owners' association (Association), which 
shall include all residential property owners and the owner(s) of the mixed-use building, prior to 
submittal to the Department of Real Estate (DRE). Final CC&R's as approved by the DRE shall be 
approved by the Planning Director prior to recordation. The CC&Rs shall include private 
ownership and financial responsibilities of all infrastructure in the subdivision, including but not 
limited to storm drain facilities, private roadway access, parking areas, common areas including 
those associated with the mixed-use building, water treatment/bioretention areas, detention 
structures, and related auxiliary structures. The CC&Rs shall clearly specify an acceptable funding 
mechanism for maintenance of all onsite common improvements. CC&R's shall be recorded prior 
to release of improvement guarantees by the Board of Supervisors. Prior to approval of the Final 
Map, the Subdivider shall grant the Association an irrevocable cash deposit in the amount of $1,000 
per proposed lot for the maintenance of all on-site common improvements. CC&R's shall require 
the following: 
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a. Payment of dues and assessments shall be both a lien against the assessed land and a 
personal obligation of each property owner as shown on Exhibit "B". 

b. The Association shall maintain in good repair all fences, walls, and common areas, 
including parking bays and vehicle turnarounds, and any common utility services and storm 
drainage easements serving or crossing more than one parcel. 

c. The Association shall maintain in perpetuity the bioretention areas, stormwater detention 
pipes and structures and all pertinent infrastructure installed for the purpose of treating and 
detaining stormwater runoff. 

d. The Association shall maintain any pathways required for maintenance access to all 
bioretention areas shown on Exhibit "B", and related stormwater detention and outflow 
facilities. 

e. Parking within the development shall be permitted in designated locations only, and the 
Association shall enforce parking restrictions. 

f. All garage parking spaces in the townhomes shall be kept accessible for parking purposes 
as required by Section 17.52.770 of the Alameda County Zoning Ordinance. 

g. No recreational vehicles, as defined by Section 17.04.010 of the Alameda County Zoning 
Ordinance, or trailer-hauled boats shall be parked or stored within the project boundaries, 
and vehicles or trailers parked contrary to this provision shall be removed by the 
association. 

h. Common landscaped areas, project entry, and parking areas shall be maintained consistent 
with the approved Landscape Plan for the project. 

1. The Association shall review the architecture of any proposed modifications or additions 
to homes, fences, or other structures within the residential portion of the development, the 
removal of any trees shown on the approved Landscape Plan, and of any physical 
modification to the exterior of mixed-use building. 

j. The Association shall be responsible for maintaining common areas, in accordance with 
the approved Landscape Plan and using Bay-Friendly landscaping principles and 
guidelines as promulgated by the Alameda County Waste Management Authority to the 
maximum extent feasible, and to remove any severe hazards. 

k. Where there is a distinction between the obligations of the residential property owners and 
the owner(s) of the mixed-use building, those distinctions shall be clearly identified and 
described, and accompanied by an illustrative site map, to the satisfaction of the County. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors does adopt and affirm the 
findings of the Alameda County Planning Commission and incorporates them herein in full. 

THE FOREGOING was PASSED and ADOPTED by a majority vote of the County of Alameda Board 
of Supervisors this 7th day of August, 2018 to wit: 

AYES: Supervisors Miley, Valle & President Chan -3 

NOES: None 

EXCUSED: Supervisors Haggerty & Carson -2 

PRESIDENT, BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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ATTEST: 

Anika Campbell-Belton, Clerk 
Boar of Supervisors 

File: 30167 
Agenda No __ : __ 8_0 ______ _ 

Document No: R-2018.259 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

DONNA R. ZIEGLER, COUNTY COUNSEL 

,:· ,f &;{'~- , ~ / 
By:~-.c,~£,;;/~£t-~·~~~j£,/~~~~~~~~~ 

Andrea L. Weddle 
Chief Assistant County Counsel 

I certify that the foregoing is a correct 
copy of a Resolution adopted by the 
Board of Supervisors, Alameda County, 
State of California 
ATTEST: 
Anika Campbell-Belton, Clerk 
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