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July 27, 2018

Honorable Board of Supervisors
County of Alameda

1221 Oak Street, Suite 536
Qakland, CA 94612

. Dear Board Members:

APPEAL FILED BY RICHARD HANCOCKS, OF THE ALAMEDA
COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION’S DECISION TO APPROVE
SUBDIVISION (TRACT MAP 8405) AND SITE DEVELOPMENT
REVIEW APPLICATION, PLN2017-00164, TO ALLOW DEMOLITION
OF AN EXISTING INDUSTRIAL BUILDING AND TO CONSTRUCT
NINE (9) NEW BUILDINGS CONTAINING A TOTAL OF 45 THREE-
STORY TOWNHOMES, 12 APARTMENTS, AND 7,495 SQUARE FEET
OF GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL SPACE, AT 20478 MISSION
BLVD, ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER: 414-0046-058-02.

SUBJECT:

RECOMMENDATION:
That the Board of Supervisors deny the appeal and uphold the Planning Commission’s decision.
PLANNING COMMISSION:

On June 4, 2018 the Planning Commission voted 7-0 to approve the requested Subdivision and
Site Development Review application for the proposed mixed-use development at 20478
Mission Blvd.

APPEAL:

The Planning Commission’s decision was appealed on the grounds that the approval was in error
because the application is inconsistent with the Eden Area General Plan (General Plan), the
applicable General Plan for the subject site, and the Ashland and Cherryland Business District
Specific Plan (Specific Plan), the applicable Specific Plan and Development Code for the subject
site.

DISCUSSION:

The Planning Commission, at their June 4, 2018 regular meeting, voted 7-0 to approve the above
referenced application to construct a new mixed-use development with 45 townhomes, 12
apartments and 7,495 square feet of ground floor interior and exterior commercial space. The
proposed project is in compliance with applicable development standards, and takes advantage
of two allowable exceptions recently approved by the Board of Supervisors to facilitate desired
development. A General Plan exception allows for a lower residential density in cases where
mixed-use is proposed, and allows one density range lower (in this case, going from 43-86 to 22-
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43 dwelling units per acre). This exception acknowledges the area/space limitations created by mixed-use
development (such as having two distinct land use types) and the parking, physical layout and required
services associated with each use. Supporting findings were made that “economic, technical, or
programmatic reasons” make it “undesirable or unfeasible to develop” the site at a higher intensity, and
that the project is in furtherance of General Plan objectives.

In addition, a recently approved Specific Plan exception allows the Planning Commission to approve a
project with less non-residential space than required in cases where a mixed-use project furthers Specific
Plan goals, provides an amenity to the community, and would act as catalyst for future area development.
The subject application contains 7,495 square feet of commercial space when 28,300 square feet is
required. The exception approved by the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors allows this
reduction in non-residential floor area in specific circumstances when special findings can be made.
Intended to create flexibility, the change to the Specific Plan recognizes the changing nature of retail and
the current market demand, especially in our local economy.

PUBLIC PROCESS:

During a series of community meetings, there was testimony both for and against the current application.
The majority of speakers, including several real estate professionals, the Cherryland Community
Association and the Castro Valley/Eden Area Chamber of Commerce, spoke in support of the project. A
few community members, including the appellant, raised concerns about project consistency with the
General Plan and Specific Plan. The Commission considered the merits of the specific project as it relates
to the overall goals and objectives of the applicable Codes and Plans, whether the proposal was suitable
for the specific site and community, and whether the findings could be made to grant the requested
approvals, including the lower residential density and non-residential space.

The Commission also considered the circumstances of this long vacant site, the pros and cons of the
project, the conditions of approval, conformance with the applicable development standards, and the
potential for the project to act as a catalyst to spur nearby development. The Commission concluded that
the project is consistent with applicable General and Specific Plan objectives and requirements, and that
the necessary findings to grant the requested approvals could be made and the application was
consequently approved.

In addition to the Hancocks appeal, the Carpenter’s Union Local 713 also filed an appeal of the Planning
Commission decision, but it was submitted without the required filing fee six (6) days after the appeal
period ended. The Union has expressed concern about the lack of union jobs associated with the project
and about the adequacy of the environmental review document as it relates to the demolition of the
existing building and how hazardous materials would be handled. After discussion, the Commission
concluded that the environmental review document, an Addendum to the original Specific Plan EIR,
along with applicable safety codes that are in place, would be sufficient to ensure public safety during
demolition activities. Since the Hancocks appeal was filed, Staff understands the labor issues have been
resolved and that the Union's environmental concerns have been addressed.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:

The applicant has also used the intervening time since the filing of the appeal to request changes to three
conditions of approval: conditions #23, 24 and 25. The originally approved conditions and requested
changes are as follows, and the request from the applicant to modify the conditions is attached:
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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.

¢. 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.

i. 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.

Proposed Change: The applicant is requesting credit or reimbursement for improvements they complete
that are identified in the Capital Improvement Plan.

Staff Response: These changes were forwarded to the Public Works Agency (PWA) for their review and
comment, and their staff is currently working with the applicant to determine whether there is a way to
modify the condition to meet the County’s and the applicant’s needs. Due to the limited time between
submission of the proposed changes by the applicant and the Board meeting agenda publication deadline,
it was not possible to resolve this issue prior to agenda publication. However, staff expects to present
PWA'’s recommendation and to have PWA staff present at the Board meeting, so that this outstanding
item can be resolved as expediently as possible.

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.

Proposed Change: Revise condition to read:
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:
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a) Prior to seeking final building inspection for the I* 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 35" townhome unit, the developer shall obtain
building permit issuance for the mixed-use building,

¢) Prior to seeking final building inspection for the 41" townhome unit, developer shall complete
Jfoundation 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 45 townhome unit.

Staff Response: The Planning Commission was presented with three different project phasing alternatives
that were intended to ensure that the commercial component of the project was constructed along the
same timeline as the residential buildings. The condition that was adopted by the Commission is the one
that provides the most assurance that the project’s commercial component, which is required, will be
completed in time with the residential buildings, which are optional on the subject site. The other two
conditions provided less assurance that the entire project would be completed concurrently. The
applicant’s proposed condition is most similar to the condition that was presented to the Commission that
provided the least assurance that the entire project would be completed concurrently. It is important to
note that the commercial component of the project is a mixed-use building which the applicant does not
intend to construct themselves, but will likely sell the entitlements to another developer. The risk to the
County in not having a closer building schedule between the two projects is that the major commercial
piece of the project, which is also the primary use required by the General Plan and Specific Plan, could
be delayed, or not completed at all. In order to ensure that the mixed-use building is constructed, staff
recommends retaining the original condition of approval that was adopted by the Planning Commission.

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
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.

Proposed Change: Modify the condition to allow the Planning Director full authority to consider and act
on any necessary changes to the schedule described in Condition # 24

Staff Response. Staff crafted the above condition carefully, in order to ensure that any substantial
changes to the construction schedule are fully vetted, that the public have the opportunity for involvement
if substantial changes are proposed, and that the Commission have the opportunity to weigh in on any
significant schedule changes. Since the Commission opted to implement the most rigorous construction
phasing schedule, and it is critical to ensure that the required commercial component is constructed in
the same timeline with the residential buildings, which are optional, it is appropriate that the Commission
have the opportunity to review substantial changes to project phasing. Therefore, staff recommends that
this condition remain as adopted by the Commission.
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CONCLUSION:

Staff believes the Hancocks appeal lacks merit given recent changes made to the County’s regulatory
documents to encourage projects similar to the current project. Staff recommends that the Board of
Supervisors deny the appeal and uphold the Planning Commission approval of PLN2017-00164, as the
project is consistent with the provisions of the Eden Area General Plan and the 4shland and Cherryland
Business District Specific Plan, as recently amended, and all of the findings to grant the permit can be
made.

In addition, the resolution attached to this approval contains the Conditions of Approval as adopted by the
Planning Commission. Staff recommends the County should retain conditions #24 and 25 as is in order
to mitigate any risk that the project not meet the requirements of the General Plan, Specific Plan, and
community expectations. Concerning the condition related to the Public Works Agency, PWA staff will
provide a recommendation, and will provide sample language if a change is recommended, at the Board
meeting. If the Board wishes to modify the condition, this can be accomplished at the meeting.

FINANCING:
There is no additional Net County Cost as a result of this action.

The complete record is attached.

Very truly yours,

Cgsj]g:z\ar, Director S
Community Development Agency

ATTACHMENTS:

Appeal dated June 11, 2018

Appeal from Carpenter’s Union Local 713 (for information only)
June 4, 2018 Planning Commission Staff Report with attachments
June 4, 2018 Planning Commission Resolution

June 4, 2018 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes

July 27, 2018 Letter from MLC

ce: Susan S. Muranishi, County Administrator
Donna R. Ziegler, County Counsel
Steve Manning, Auditor-Controller
Andrea Weddle, Office of the County Counsel
Albert Lopez, CDA Planning Director



Richard Hancocké
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 Development Review and Mixed-use Findings
for PLN:2017-00164.

Dear Supervisors,

The Planning Commission's approval of Site Development Review and
mixed-use Findings for PIN: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 Cherryland
Business District Specific Plan's Site Development Review process.

c The Land Use Element of the General Plan requires that the primary use
of the property be "General Commercial", yet the project has over 100,000
square feet of residential development and under 7,000 square feet of general
commercial. Commercial use is clearly not the primary use of this property.

The Land Use Element further places a Goal of economic growth, yet the
project reduces commercial activity some 75% below the Specific Plan's

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 énbalance. This
project makes matters worse.

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

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




Richard Hancocks
2066 Manchester Road
San Leandro, California 94578-1467
(510)278-7842

June 11, 2018

Alameda County Board ofISupa'visors
1221 Oak Street, Suite 536 :
Oakland, California 94612

Re: AppealofappmvalofSiteDevalqnentReviwahdMimd—usefindirgs
for PIN: 2017-00164.

Dear Supervisors,

The Plamming Commission's approval of Site Development Review and
Mixed-use findings for PIN: 2017-00164 are in error. The proposed project
at 20478 Migsion Boulevard, Bayward, is not consistent with either the
Eden Area General Plan or the Ashland and Cherryland Business District
Specific Plan, I, therefore, appéal the Planning Commission's action of
June 4, 2018 on this matter.
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June 18, 2018
Mailed & Emailed

Attention: Board of Supervisors
County of Alameda
Administration Buildi

1221 Oak Street, Suite 555
Oskland, CA 94612

Re: Appealing Planning Commisgion Approval of MLC Holdings, Inc. Proposed Development (PLN2017-
00164; APN 414-0046-058-02)

Dear Honorable Alamsds County Boerd of Supervisors:

The Carpenters Local Union 713 (*Locsl 713”).wonld like to submit the following leiter appealing the Planning
Commission’s decision to approve the proposed MLC Holdings, Inc. development proposal at 20478 Mission
Boulevard in Unincorporated Hayward (“the Project”™).

Local 713’s union hall is situated on Mattox Road immediately next to the subject property associated with this
proposed development. Local 713 would like to provide the following concems and observations in response to
the Planning Commission’s approval of the proposed MLC Holdings development, for the Board of Supervisars
appropriate evaluation before a final decision is reached for this project.

1. Appeal:
Local 713 is deeply concerned about the potential threat to the safety and well-being of its members, staff
and visitors posed by the potentis! for exposure to hazardous materials deriving from the demolition of
the buildings as part of the Project. The initial environmenta] study did not include the age of the
buildings that the project would demolish, nor did it include any information on the exposure risks to
hazardous lead-based or asbestos-containing materials that could be faced by construction workers,
project neighbors, or future project occupants. Far this reason, Local 713 would like to appeal to the
Board of Supervisors to direct the Planning Depertment and applicant to prepare a Phase I Eavironmental
Assessment and circulate a Mitigated Negative Declaration document for this project.

Rationale:

The developer is proposing to demolish buildings on the propesty previously used at various points for
industrial uses. The buildings® floor area total approximately 60,000 square feet, Building construction at
the site occnrred in 1948, while cornmercial real estate market intelligence company CoStar reports that
the effective year built of the property was 1952.

Phase I Environmental Site Asscssments typically note that on-gite structures built prior to 1978 may
include asbestos-containing building materials. Lead-based paint may be present both on painted surfaces
and on exposed soil surrounding painted structures that are the age of those at the site.



The most recent Planming Staff report states that per CEQA Section 15162 and 15164, an addendum to v
the Ashland and Cherryland Business District Specific Plan Final EIR was necessary to be in J
conformance with the statute. Local 713 belicves that the sole environmental review document that the
project relies upon - First Carbon Solutions® Initial Study dated May 1, 2018 — inadequately addresses the
Eden Area General Plan's Policy P6, Goal SAF4 to “Minimize Eden Area residents’ exposure to the
harmful effects of hazardous materials and waste.” The policy delineates that a project must, as a pre-
Wmammmmm%mmwm
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safety ofﬂmu'empertyownersorum (emphmu added) To paraphrase CEQA Section 15162, a
subsequent EIR would be necessary if the lead agency identifies, “Significant effects previously
examined will be gubstantiglly more severe than shown in the previous EIR.” Local 713 feels that the
safety to the public and our members is warranted of further investigation that adequately addresses these
cnvironmental issues.

2. Appeal:
Local 713 appeals to the Board of Supervisor to urge the applicant to colleborate and engage with their

direct neighbor as a condition of approval of this proposed development project.

Rationale:

Local 713 is concerned with the lack of outreach or collaboration from MLC Holdings, Inc. because as
their adjacent neighbors we share a property line with this proposed development. Despite that building
demolition at the site could entail encroachment onto the union’s property throngh building materials,
workers, and/or equipment, MLC Holdings has yet to contact Local 713 to discuss entering into good
faith agreements that would address this concern.

3. Appesl:
Local 713 wishes to raise the failure of this project to contribute to sustaining a skilled and trained )
wnsMwﬁmmﬁwm‘kﬁ;rumAlamedaComtyﬂatmewhmloedemandmmpoﬂclum
that shortages of skilled workers exacerbates the Bay Arca’s housing shortage.! As such, Local 713
sppeals to the Board of Supervisors to condition any departure from Genersl Plan policies upon a
condition for Project build-out to cmploy state-registered construction trades apprentices at appropriate
ratios for 8 majority of the apprenticceble craft hours worked on the project.

Rationale:

It is Local 713°s desire to protect the wages, benefits, working conditions and job opportunities for
Alameda County-resident construction workers who depend on this work for a livelihood. More than
17,000 Alameda county construction industry employees live within 8 10 mile radius of the Cherryland
district. This constitutes more than 50 percent of the county’s total construction industry workforce.
However, Local 713 understands that the developer-applicant has no requirement in place for its
contractors or subcontractors to employ local residents, apprentices participating in a Joint Labor-
Management State Certified Apprenticeship program or journey-level workers on this project or any of
the developer’s other projects.

SaeBaldusnn,EtinandMarluKmdaﬂ, “Hidden cost of housing: How a shortage of construction workers is making our crisis worse,”

East Bey Times, Februsry 25, 2018, accessed vin hupg://wwy.eastheyrimes.com/201 8/02/25/hidden-cost-of-housing-how-g-shortage-of-
congtruction-workers-is-making-our-crigis- worse/ ’
2



It also is the understanding of Local 713 that the applicant and sponsor of the project have made no
commitment to require its general contractor or project sub-contractors to pay wages and benefits
established by Carpenters on all of their projects all of the time. Through failures to make such
commitments, real estate developer-builders finance downward pressure on wages, fringe benefits, and
training standards for crafts represented by the Carpenters. The developer-applicant may not intend to
have this effect on Carpenter crafts, but this effect is real and has serious consequences for the health of
the indnstry throughout Alameda County and the larger Northern California region. -~ -

Local 713 would like to thank the Board of Supervisors for the opportunity to submit this letter, Should yon have
any questions or require additional information please contact Carpenters Local Union 713 Research Analyst
Lorena Guadiana by emailing 1:nadiana . nccre.ory.

Carpenters Local Union 713
1050 Mattox Rd
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DEMOLITION NOTES
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DEMO DISTNG BULDING STRUCTURE A0 FILMDATION
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UNIT MIX SUMMARY
PLANTYPE TOTAL
CARPENTERS AND ::; ;
JOINERS UNION e n
\ N\ Y . X PR 2B_ALT 1
PN P 2
UMITS ABOVE COMMERCAL )73
I AL 2
: * 48X TANDDM - 22 UMTS
a PARKING SUMMARY-RESIDENTIAL
! PARONG | PARIONG REQUIRED PARKING PROVIDED
! TYPE um | RS 5
L_ GARAE TSPAEAD | 23 PACES | 2 SPACESAN 4 PACES
T | | SPMEAU | 22 PAEs |2 SPACESAL | a4 seaces.
Dot s Wa (ezsaamu| o wars
TOTAL | 48 SPACES TOTAL P SPACES

PARKING SUMMARY-MIXED USE-RESIDENTIAL
Ao |_PARKING REQURED PARKING PROVIDED

VRRER OF WRBER OF
TPE RA%0 FuEs hind PAES
X :‘;‘.F'm ) SPAEAN (12 PAES [ 1 SPAE /U 12 PAES
2 g conman 1m0 | mess | 1wy | mees
i LEXT YT

1. PANGHG RECUREMINTS AND STALL DMENSIONS AMRE PER ME ASEMD A
CHERRYLAND BUSNESS DSTRECT SEORIC PLAK FOR DISTRICT WDED USE

15 - G SHARE GUEST PARONG SPACES
+ 3 9 OF-S PABING SPACES NOT INCLUDED BY PARKNC SIMIARY

SITE AREA
DESCRIPTION SITE AREA
DASTNG SITE CROSS AREA 280
RXHT OF WaY DEDRCATON (L]
PROPOSD W MEA m

|

SITE DENSITY

UMITCOUNT | SITEAREA' | SITE DENSITY

TR0 57 em

COMMERAN. a8 F

1. SITE CEMSITY 15 BASED ON MET SITL MREA. CROSS ST AREA IS 260 ACRES.
A T WOE (002 ACK) DEDICATION £S5 PROPOSED O MSSION BUULEARD.

1 COMERIAL AEA NCLDES LFASANS OUTDOOR SPACE.

EL ¥ S 1/

{ SEE SHEET C-2 FOR
LEGEND, ABBREVIATIONS
& STREET SECTIONS

v VESTING TENTATIVE MAP & SITE DEVELOPMENT
s FOR CONDOMINIUM PURPOSES
Tk PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN
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MRL Holdings. Inc.
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MISSION & MATTOX

Alameda County, California

Copyrigm 2017
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PROJECT SUMMARY

[ J,

——— Genersl Site Informstion
: Assessor Parcel # : 414-0048-058-02
} ¢ Site Area( acres) : Gross: 260 ACt
' Net 258 ACt
— _: Existing General Plan: General Commerciat
lt Proposed Genersl Plan; Medium - High Density Residential
: o Existing Zoning Designation: District Mboed Use
_-_f ' Proposed Zoning Designation : District Mixed Use
. 3 Overall Unit Summary
_t H UL Gy ST
§< | é - x
g POMPE HOUESE UBHT MIX BURMARY
| AN TIPS 1] [ ot
! o omromn | s | sevian
1 AN ANED, 3.5 BATH Sk x SO T
1 AN MY ABED, 3SARATH | 808 x 30¢ o
1 n': .: 2060, 250AMM TANDE A
1
' g
: ! j j COLOR BUILDING N TL ) - " avar " YOTALS Y.
U A ot = it A g T SR SRR e SCHEME Tvee m; ’:E_::x ::: : :- z
X = 3 / m - e :;:: AMD, 20ATH om-sme FT. : . | z
| MISSION BOULEVARD _ A2 LEX B0
- 3 T Tty E] B2 - SPLEX_END T
[ TANDEM 33PACE [OU
Ct - TPLEX TYP. ak!ﬂ':'j‘ﬂ NiA Gﬂv%l D2 SPACE /DU
E C2- TPLEX_END
e e e e il . .. e R D o . N
CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN ——
PARKING LEGEND
NOTES:
1. Refer to Civil sheets for all property lines. easements, site dimensions, etc. 0 ON-SITE RESIDENTIAL PARKING
2. Refer to Land: Sheets for land design, di ions and detail inft
x ON-SITE MIXED USE RESIDENTIAL PARKING
* ON-SITE COMMERCIAL PARKING
® cioruie | wcvdave MISSION AND MATTOX CONCEPT DESIGN @ ARCHITECTURAL SITE PLAN & A1.0
a ‘ Kigy.com San Remon, CA 94383 ALAMEDA COUNTY, CA  # 2018-0445 FEBRUARY 20, 2018 LI ) = PROJECT SUMMARY .
=]



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

APPLICABLE CODES:

2018 CAUFORMA RESIDENTIAL CODE (CRC)
2048 CALIFORMIA BURLDWNG CODE {CBC)
2018 CALIFORNIA MECHANICAL CODE

CHAPTER 11A, 11B

2018 CALIFORNIA PLUMBING CODE
2016 CALIFORNIA, ELECTRICAL GOOE

2018 CALIFORNIA FIRE CODE
TITLE 24, PART 8, CALIFORNIA ENERGY CODE (2018 EDITION)

»-};:,---'L”E_l l_r:f g - _V j
T A VI = .

BUILDING D 2ND & 3RD FLOOR

OCCUPANCY GROUP: R-2 RESIDENTIAL
{CRC R302.2) L] BUSINESS (IF APPUES)

PER CBC TABLE 508.4
R-ZANDB : 1HR

OCGUPANCY SEPARATION

CONSTRUCTION TYPE: TYPEVS _’_ + —
Al i RS NFPA 13 * FIRE SPRINKLERS ARE AL AND CC SPACES. EM
ALLOWABLE STORIES: 3-STORIES (CBC TABLE 504.3 & SEC. 504.4)
PROVIDED BLDG HT: 3 STORIES, AND 0150 FEET
BUILDING D 1ST FLOOR
- DNRECT L INE OF TRAVEL
ALLOWASLE FLOOR AREA MICED-USE OCCUPANCY FIRE SEPARAT TANGE FOR OPEl SECTION 1007 ECHT AND ECST ACCESS DOORWAY CONFIGURATION - e
OB NOT PERMITTED
90dg D (TYPE V-5 CONSTRUCTIONS: FEX<Fa15%
oW {£08.4 55 0010m250 1007.1.1 TWO ECITS OR ECIT ACCEBS DOORWAYS
AT CE L A, . T WHERE TWO ECITS, ELIT ACCESS DOORWAYS, ENTT ACCESS STAIRWAYS OR RAMP, OR ANY
COMBINATION THEREOF, ARE REQUIRED FROM ANY PORTION OF THE ECIT ACCESS, THEY feSRTomEULS:
%%mmm SHALL BE PLACED A DISTANCE APART EQUAL TO NOT LESS THAN ONE-HALF OF THE LENGTH
oo 2 Tocsowson s OF THE MADRA/M OVERALL DIAGOMAL DIMENSION OF THE BUILDING OR AREA TO BE SERVED
tmers WHER WEASURED IN A STRAIGHT LINE BETWEEN THEM. INTERLOCKING OR SCISSOR STAIR WAYS
WHERE A BUILDING 1S EQUIPPED THROUGHOUT WITH
e e ) AN AUTOMATIC SPRINKLER SYSTEM, THE SEPARATION SHALL BE COUNTED AS ONE ECIT STAIRWAY.
As 0 (7,080 07,000 0O.TS DISTANCE OF THE ECIT DOORS OR EDIT ACCESS ECCEPTIONS:
Ao U 1230 DOORWAYS SMALL NOT BE LESS THAN ONE-THIRD OF
" THE LENGTH OF THE MADIMUM OVERALL DIAGONAL WHERE INTERIOR ECIT STAIRWAYS OR RAMPS ARE INTERCONNECTED BY A 1 HOUR
Ae0 MaeE DIMENSION OF THE AREA SERVED PER CBC1007.1.1.2 mwmemmommmmmuemuemorssm 1020,
AeD ﬂmummmnm TON SHALL BE ALONG THE SHORTEST DIRECT UNE
Aap 30 ACCESSIBILITY ormvuunmmsconmm
AL RESDENTAL LNITS N ELEVATOR SERVED SUILDINGS ARE. .
ToBE 'ABLE PER GBC 11A. REQUIRED : 20882 /17 06307
Y3 PROVIDED : 84038
LIS w0 ourr oF OTHER /SE9 ARE REQUIRED TO BE ADAPTABLE PER CBC 118,
woeronr anwat
WOITONE 7y gy o O
TOTAL 5% OF RATIOR ote (R
» riyeyy ? S . 30 173 MISSION AND MATTOX CONCEPT DESIGN CD e CODE ANALYSIS A1 1
[ ‘ q@0com San Ramon, CA 94583 ALAMEDA COUNTY, CA  (12018.0443 3 e 2 1 a .
-»
L]




[Sielm

R3-TOWNHOUSE CONDOMINIUMS: BUILDING A, B & C (3-STORY)

APPLICARLE CODES:

2018 CALIFORNIA RESIDENTIAL CODE (CRC)
2018 CALIFORNIA BLILISNG CODE (CBC)

2018 CAUFORNIA MECHANICAL CODE
2018 CALIFORNIA PLUMBING CODE
2018 CALFORNIA ELECTRICAL CODE
2018 CALIFORNIA FIRE CODE

CHAPTER 11A

TITLE 24, PART 8, CALIFORNIA ENERGY CODE (2018 EDITION)

EXTERIOR WALL RATING:

MAXIMUM AREA OF EXTERIOR WALL
OPENINGS:

SEPARATIONS:
{CRC TABLE R302.1(2))

ATTACHED TOWNHOUSE: A SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING UNIT CONSTRUCTED IN A GROUP OF THREE OR
MORE ATTACHED UMITS IN WHICH UMIT EXTENDS FROM FOUNDATION TO ROOF AND WITH A
YARD OR PUBLIC WAY ON AT LEAST TWO SIDES.

R<3 (ATTACHED TOWNHOUSE)

U (PRIVATE GARAGES)

TYPEVS

NFPA 13-, - AUTOMATIC SPRINKLER SYSTEMS

REFER TO CBC CHAPTER 35 FOR ADDITIONAL STANDARDS NOT PROVIDED ON THIS UST.
* FIRE SPRINKLERS ARE REQUIRED IN ALL RESIDENTIAL STRUCTURES.

3 STORIES, AND < 40 FEET

3 STORIES (CBC TABLE 604.3 & SEC. 304.4)

R-3= UNLBITED PER COC TABLE 308.2
U= 1,0006.5. PER CBC408.3.1

PER CRC R302 2 EACH SHALL BE A COMMON WALL
CONSTRUCTED WITHOUT PLUMBING OR MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT, DUCTS OR VENTS RUNNING
VERTICALLY IN THE COMMON WALL CAVITY, PER CRC R 302.2 [TEM 7 THE COMMON WALL SHALL 8E
NOT LESS THAN 1-HOUR FIRE RATED.

FIRE SEPARATION DISTANCE > ¥ FOR TYPE VB CONSTRUGTION AND R3
OCCUPANCY SHALL BE ZERO (0) (NON-RATED)

FIRE SEPARATION DISTANCE < ¥ FOR TYPE VB CONSTRUCTION AND R3
OCCUPANCY SHALL BE ONE (1) - (1 HOUR)

REFER TO CMIL SITE PLAN FOR S8EPARATION DISTANCES,

FIRE S8EPARATION DISTANCE > ¥ SHALL BE UNLIMITED (UNRATED)
FIRE SEPARATION DISTANCE < ¥ SHALL NOT BE ALLOWED
REFER TO BITE PLAN FOR FIRE SEPARATION DISTANCES.

fiae REgTVE RATING ARE 2% maez:no(mmm
'OR PROJECTIONS BASED ON FIRE FIRE Z <3 SMALLBE
serwmummc

(PER CRC TABLE R302.1Z))

UTILITIES / THROUGH PENETRATIONS

ACCESSIBILITY:
(PER CRC R320.1)

Architecture + Planning
888.450.5849
kigy.com

m
12657 Alcosta Bivd, Suite 175
Sen Ramar, CA $4583 ALAMEDA COUNTY,CA  #2016-0445

REFER TO SITE PLAN FOR FIRE SEPARATION DISTANCES.

ELECTRIC & GAS METERS LOCATED N COMMON HOA MAINTAINED CLOSETE AT THE END OF EACH
BURDING ARE RUN THROUGH THE BUILDING LATERALLY IN A NON-RATE! wﬁmmvmursn
IN THE GARAQES. ACCESS EXIST FOR USE THE UTRITY RACEWA

mmwmimu@mwupmmmwsm
AND PLUMBING UNES SHALL 8€ PROTECTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH CRC R 302.4.1 8 R 302.4.12 BY
PROVIDING A THROUGH PENETRATION FIRESTOP BYSTEM,

DWELLING UNITS IN A BUILDING CONSISTING OF FOUR OR MORE
CONDOMINIUM UMITS SHALL MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF CALIFORNIA
BUILDING CODE CHAPTER 11A - MULTISTORY DWELLINGS,
REFER TO GITE PLAN
ACCEBMELE UNITS. MULTI-DWELLING BUILDINGS WITH LESS THAN 4 UNITS
ARE EXEMPT FROM ACCESSIBILITY REQUIREMENTS, 10% OF THE
REMAINING UNITS THAT ARE NOT EXEMPT MUST BE MADE ACCESSIBLE
BABED ON CBC BECTION 1102.1.1 (S8EE CiVIL SITE PLAN).

MISSION AND MATTOX CONCEPT DESIGN

FEBRUARY 20, 2018

BUILDING C1 3RD FLOOR

BUILDING C1 2ND FLOOR

BUILDING C1 18T FLOOR

1 HOUR FIRE PARTITION MER CBC SECTION 708.

CODE ANALYSIS

A1.2



STACKED FLATS BUILDING D

o

mE S gl
eeer o] e ] e L]

e b e e L)

PROPOSED BUILDING HEIGHT

GROUND FLOOR HEIGHT: 151" UPPER
FLOOR(S) HEIGHT: 101

E o i

PROPOSED TRANSPARENCY PROPOSED RECESSED ENTRIES
GROUND FLOOR: 152-0" /2100 = 72% 6-0"X 8 = 48'0"
UPPER FLOOR: 614 SQ.FT./ 2049 SQ.FT = 30% 48'-0"210°-0" = 23%

e

we [u-

EXHIBIT LEGEND
— «= — BUILDING SETBACK LINE

PROPOSED GROUND FLOOR

PROPOSED FRONT SETBACK : 0
SHOPFRONT OPENING: 190" X 8 OPENINGS = 152' TOTAL OPENING

WEIGHT
REQL PROPOSED NOTES
I MAX
STORIES N/A 5 3
FEET 25' 75’ £47'0"
GROUND FLOOR HEIGHT 15’ NA 151"
UPPER FLOOR(S) HEIGHT 10 WA 101"
FRONTAGE & ENCROACHMENT
REQUIREMENT PROPOSED NOTES
MIN__ | max
FRONTAGE Y 70% | WA 72%
ALLOWED FRONTAGE TYPE SEE SECTION 6.3 SHOPFRONT
ENCROACHMENT INTO FRONT SETBACK N/A 2 o' SETBACK
ENCROACHMENT INTO SIDE STREET
OR REAR SETBACK NA 4 o
SHOP FRONT AND AWNING
REQ PROPOSED NOTES
BUILDING FRONT SETBACK 0 FEET MAX 0
WIDTH OF SHOPFRONT OPENING 8 FEET MIN 19'.0"
HEIGHT OF SHOPFRONT OPENING 12 FEETMIN 120"
DEPTH OF RECESSED ENTRY S FEET MAX 10"
WIDTH OF RECESSED ENTRY 10% OF BUALDING FAGADE 23%
TRANSPARENCY-GROUND FLOOR 70%MIN 72%
TRANSPARENCY-UPPER FLOORS 30% MIN 30%
AWNING ENCROACHMENT INTO
PUBLIC RIGHT-OF- WAY 3 FEET MAX 3.0t
W/VAILD ENCROACHMENT PERMIT
VERTICAL c:::m:zsmtwnx BFEETMIN 1100
.4 iy Ny o e, Sute 178 MISSION AND MATTOX
., ‘ Wdgy.com San Ramon, CA 54883 ALAMEDA COUNTY, GA  #2018.0445
| =

EXHIBIT LEGEND
wemwes STREETWALL
— -— — PROPERTY LINE

CONCEPT DESIGN

FEBRUARY 20, 2018

PROPOSED FRONTAGE

21007/ 293-0" = 72%

BUILDING COMPLIANCE

A1.3




BUILDING ELEVATIONS
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Right Elevation Rear Elevation
MISSION AND MATTOX .

ALAMEDA COUNTY, CA  #2018-0445 FEBRUARY 20, 2018

l CONCEPT DESIGN

. Architechure + Planning MLC Holdngs, Inc.
Eﬂ .l\ 8804505849 12657 Alcosts Bivd., Sukte 175

», Kigy.com San Raman, CA 04583

» I

Matsral Legend

SPINOINABLNS

BUILDING A1

Stucco
Fiber Cement Siding
Thin Brick Veneer

" Stucco Trim

Wood Railing

Sectional Roil-Up Garage Door
Viny! Windows

Light Fixture

. Entry Door

Fiber Cement Trim

A2.0




Architeturs + Planning
£68.450.5840
Kigy.com

MLC Holdings, inc.
12057 Alcosta Bivd., Sute 175
San Remon, CA

MISSION AND MATTOX

ALAMEDA COUNTY, CA  #2018.-0445

CONCEPT DESIGN

FEBRUARY 29, 2018

aterial
Stucco

|

Fiber Cement Siding
Thin Brick Veneer
Stuceo Trim

Wood Railing
Sectional Roll-Up Garage Door
Vinyl Windows

OENDPNA DN

|
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N Fiber Cement Trim
K
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Rear Elevation
BUILDING ELEVATIONi A2 . 1




BUILDING A1 FRONT LEFT PERSPECTIVE BUILDING A2 FRONT LEFT PERSPECTIVE

BUILDING A1 REAR RIGHT PERSPECTIVE BUILDING A2 REAR RIGHT PERSPECTIVE
o ‘ e | ot MISSION AND MATTOX CONCEPT DESIGN R BUILDING ELEVATIONS A2.2
» Kigy.com San Ramon, CA 94583 ALAMEDA COUNTY, CA 920180445 FEBRUARY 20, 2018 ° “ . * BUILDING 2a -
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Front Elevation

Material Legend

Stucco

Fiber Cement Siding
Thin Brick Veneer
Stucco Trim

Wood Railing
Sectional Roll-Up Garage Door
Vinyl Windows

Light Fixture

Entry Door

Fiber Cement Trim

oPENIN AN S

o

Right Elevation Rear Elevation

Kigy.com San Remon, CA 04583 ALAMEDA COUNTY.CA ~ # 20180445 FEBRUARY 20, 2018 v o« . SUILDNG B2

!JM . . Suka 175 MISSION AND MATTOX CONCEPT DESIGN SO S BUILDING ELEVATIONS A2.3
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ALAMEDA COUNTY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

STAFF REPORT - ADDENDUM

TO: PLANNING COMMISSION

HEARING DATE: June 4, 2018

GENERAL INFORMATION

APPLICATION PLN2017-00164 (Tentative Tract Subdivision Map TR-8405 and Site

NUMBER/TYPE: Development Review)

OWNER/ Serra Corporation / MLC Holdings, Inc.

APPLICANT:

PROPOSAL: Consider an application for the proposed demolition of an existing warchousing
and distribution building, and construction of a new mixed-use development 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

ADDRESS AND One parcel totaling 2.6 acres, located at 20478 Mission Blwd, east side, northeast

SIZE OF PARCEL: camer with Mattox Road, Ashland area of unincorporated Alameda County,
designated Assessor's Parcel Number: 414-0046-058-02, owned by the -Serra
Corporation

ZONING: District Mixed Use (DMU) per the 2015 Ashland and Cherryland Business District
Specific Plan, 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,
a3 well as a variéty of urban housing choices

GENERAL PLAN GC (General Commercial — 1.0 Floor Area Ratio) Primary land use; HDR (High

DESIGNATION: Deansity Residential: 43 — 86 dwelling units per acre) sccondary land use, per the
2010 Eden Area General Plan

ENVIRONMENTAL An Addendum to the Ashland and Cherryland Business District Specific Plan Final

REVIEW: Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared in conformance with
California Environmental Quality Act, Section 15162: “Subsequent EIRs and
Negative Declarations”, and Section 15164: “Addendum to an EIR or Negative
Declaration”

ADDENDUM

Following production of the Planning Commission staff report, staff was informed by the prospective mixed-
use building operator mentioned on page 10 of the report that she no longer expects to purchase the subject
property. Also following staff report production, a letter (attached) from Carpenters Union 713 (the adjacent
neighbor) expressing concemns sbout the application was submitted staff.

June 4, 2018 PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT - ADDENDUM PLN2017-00164

1



ROTHERBOGOD OF CARVENTERE  SGINERS OF AMERTC A
Carpenters focal 713, Alameda County

o

Mailing Address
1050 Mattisx Road
Huyward, Cabifoania 94541 1298

Phone: 510-381-7817

Fax. S10-581-1267 « E-Mad: carp?1 3@ carpentess712org « Dispaich Fax: 510 733 2509+ www.camenters713 oig
= n @

AD TUT PPIVTING

May 25, 2018

Attn: Planning Commission

County of Alameda

224 W. Winton Avenue, Room 111
Hayward, California 94544

RE: MLC Holdings proposed development at 20478 Mission Boulevard
Dear Planning Commissioners:

Carpenters Local Union 713 {"Local 713°) appreciates the opportunity to submit this letter to
express our support of the County’s goal to redevelop the property located at 20478 Mission Boulevard
to “provide a vibrant, walkable urban main street mixed-use commerclal environment” {Ashiand and
Cherryland Business District Specific Pion). Local 713 submits this preliminary comment letter for
inclusion in the Planning Commission packet. Local 713 may supplement or amend Iits comments either
in writing or orally before or at the Planning Commission hearing on June 4™,

Local 713’s union hall Is located on Mattox Rosd immedistely adjacent to the subject property
associated with this development. The project appficant did pot consult with Local 713 in developing 8
proposal that deviates in multiple ways from existing, governing community planning goals and policies.
The project as proposed falls to advance clearly stated objectives of those plans. Local 713 urges
Planning Commissioners to direct the applicant and staff to amend the project in order to bring It into
conformance with the spirit and the istter of the applicable plans, and to consult its neighbors In the
process of doing so.

The developer proposes a mixed-use development on a 2.6-acre parcel that Is comprised of: (a)
45 3-story townhome dwelling units, within 8 bulldings; (b) approximately 6,100 SF of commercial space
with 12 apartment dwelling units on top of one of the buildings along Mission Boulevard; and {c)
approximately 4,400 SF of outdoor leasable commercial space adjacent to the commercial units.

The residential component of the project totals 57 units with an estimated density of 21.9
units/acre. The proposed townhome units range between 1,343 to 2,050 SF; each will include a two-car
garage. The project proposes 9 guest parking stalls for the townhomes. The 12 apartment units are 644
SF and 1,219 SF and each have one surface parking stali. The net commercial space of 6,100 SF within a
7,000-ground floor space includes 20 diagonal parking stalls on Mission Bivd.

After our examination of the MLC Holdings development proposal, Local 713 strongly urges the
Planning Commission to not approve the project as proposed at this time. We have the following areas
of concern:



The 2010 £den Area General Plan land use designates the site as High Density Residentlal and General
Commercial (GC/HDR) with a 1.0 Foor Area Ratio with High Density Residential of 43 — 86 dwelling units
per acre as a secondary use, and also specifies that the site “allowed uses include multl-family
residential bulldings between three and six stories,” and that "the designation Is meant to allow for
intensificatlon of growth over time along major readways.” The General Plan Indicates that when a site
includes a primary and secondary land use designation, the primary use must be located on the site, and
that the secondary use Is optional.

To support area of concern #1, we dite the pertinent goals and policies in the Eden Areo General Plan,

e Goal LU-1: Establish a dlearly defined urban form and structure to the Eden Area in order to
enhance the area’s identity and livability.

a. New development and redevelopment shall be encouraged to advance a unified and
coherent pattern of development, maximize the use of land and fill in gaps in the urban

environment.
b. The County shall ensure that land Is designated to MM
ortunities wh for 0

«  Goal LU-8: To create Districts that serve as shopping, living, meeting, and gathering places.

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

¢ Goal LU-18 Enhance economic development opportunities in the Eden Area.
a. The County shall make economic development a priority for the Eden Ares.

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

lml 713 asrees wfth the assessment dMWthms&dﬂmmm
‘ den Ares district. Local 713's concemns

a low de eommerdmnd idertial bullde

The project as proposed falls well short of supporting the vision for the Cherryland District, which the
County adopted a mere three years ago. The vision for the Cherryland District, within which the

J



property lies, is that “ beco
drow customers from outside the aren.”

For example, the residential and commercial buildout of the Serra site will fall well short of providing
critical mass that will support Increased translit use, per applicable Specific Plan Policy 4.1. As noted by
the March 6, 2017 comment letter from the California Department of Transportation, the project’s high
ratio of residential parking stalls per townhome unit will encourage residents to drive, thereby
increasing vehicle miles traveled and impacts to the State Transportation Network, contrary to State and
County goals.

{ocal 713 agrees with the County Staff’s assessment that the project as proposed "would not greatly
contribute to the district becoming an employment, shopping, dining, and civic activity center. Nor
would it prioritize economic investment and public realm improvements, establish civic and community
meeting placas, and create new commerclal and residential centers to attract reinvestment” (Staff
Report for May 1, 2017 informational hearing, page 8).

3. The Project does not meet the County’s commerclal parking standard.

To support area of concern #3, we cite the pertinent policies In the Ashiand ond Cherryland Business
Districts Specific Plan.

s Table 6.4.2: Parking Requirements, and 6.4.1.2 General Parking Standards.
a. Some of the parking stalls for the project’s commercial uses, as proposed, are in the
public right-of-way, and therefore do not satisfy the parking standards for the
District.
b. The Plan encourages shared parking initiatives in the area (6.4.1.2.A & 6.4.1.2.C).
Nothing in the record to date suggests that the applicant has explored shared

parking as an option.
4. could be In mity of an active fauit. e
m;g reguirements gf e Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone Act g!m that the
development Is in the vicinity of the fault.

To support area of concern #4, we turn to the Alguist-Priolo Earthguake Fauit Zoning Act, which
prevents construction of new bulldings used for human occupancy on the surface of active fauits in
order to avoid surface fault rupture hazard. if an active fault is identified, construction of structures is
generally restricted within 50 feet of the fault. The Act stipulates that when construction of a bullding
for human occupancy is proposed within an earthquake fault zone, the jurisdiction must require a
geologic report to demonstrate that the proposed development is not going to be built on an active
fault.



In closing, we urge the Planning Commission to direct the applicant to reconsider how its proposed
development could more effectively conform with the goals of the County’s General Plan and Specific
Plan for a vital Eden Area and Cherryland District. We aiso urge the Applicant to engage in meaningful
dialogue with Local 713. if you have any questions or require additional information please contact
Carpenters Local 713 Research Anzlyst Lorena Guadiana by emalling lguadiana@®nccre.org.

Sincerely,

Eddy Luna

Carpenters Local Union 713
1050 Mattox Rd

Hayward, CA 94541

e-mail: eluna@ncerc.org




ALAMEDA COUNTY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
STAFF REPORT
TO: PLANNING COMMISSION
HEARING DATE: June 4, 2018
GENERAL INFORMATION

APPLICATION PLN2017-00164 (Tentative Tract Subdivision Map TR-8405 and Site

NUMBER/TYPE: Development Review)

OWNER/ Serra Corporation / MLC Holdings, Inc.

APPLICANT:

PROPOSAL: - Consider an application for the proposed demolition of an existing warehousing
and distribution building, and construction of a new mixed-use development of
45 for-salec townhome dwelling units, 12 apartment dwelling units, 6,100 sq. ft.
of interior commercia] space, and 1,395 sg. ft. of exterior leasable commercial
space on & 2.6-acre parcel '

ADDRESS AND One parcel totaling 2.6 acres, located at 20478 Mission Blvd, east side,

SIZE OF PARCEL: northeast corner with Mattox Road, Ashland area of unincorporated Alameda
County, designated Assessor’s Parcel Number: 414-0046-058-02, owned by
the Serra Corporation

ZONING: District Mixed Use (DMU) per the 2015 Ashland and Cherryland Business
District Specific Plan, 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 urben housing choices

GENERAL PLAN GC (General Commercial — 1.0 Floor Area Ratio) Primary land use; HDR

DESIGNATION: (High Density Residential: 43 — 86 dwelling units per acre) secondary land use,
per the 2010 Eden Area General Plan

ENVIRONMENTAL  An Addendum to the Ashland and Cherryland Business District Specific Plan

REVIEW: Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared in conformance
with California Environmental Quality Act, Section 15162: “Subsequent EIRs
and Negative Declarations”, and Section 15164: “Addendum to an EIR or
Negative Declaration”

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that'thelening Commission approve the application to demolish an existing building
and construct a new mixed-use development containing 45 for-sale town homes, 12 spartments and
approximately 7,495 sq. ft. of leasable non-residential space, and the associated EIR Addendum, subject to
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the recommended conditions.
PARCEL ZONING HISTORY

November 14, 1954, the 49® Zoning Unit was approved, establishing “R-1” District zoning for the site and
surrounding 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 Supervisors.

1983 Eden Area General Plan designates the property as Industrial.

June 1, 1995, the subject site and vicinity were annexed into the Ashland and Cherryland 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 far the subject property and provides density requirements for the various
land use designations contained therein, was adopted.

December, 2015, the updated Ashland and Cherryland 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 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.

October 17, 2016, the Planning Commission reviewed and provided comments on a preliminary proposal
to construct 45 townhomes 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 bmldmgn, approximately 6,100 sq. fi. of interior
commercial space with 12 apartment dwelling units above in onc 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
floor area required by the Specific Plan and at a Jower 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 Supervisors to allow Planning
Commission approval of mixed-use projects with & lower density than that specified by the Plan, when
residential is a secondary, optional, land use, and when the project is in furtherance of the overall Plan
objectives.

May 8, 2018, the Ashland and Cherryland 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
25% 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

Physica) Features: The subject property is one parcel totaling 2.6 acres in size; it is located on Mission
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Boulevard, east side, northeast corner with Mattox Road, the parcel is owned by the Serra Corporation. The
property is flat, and relatively trapezoidal in shape. The current configuration of the County right-of-way
creates a dedicated right-hand-turn lane and a pedestrian refuge island (a.k.a. “pork chop™) at the southwest
comer of the site, at Mattox Road and Mission Blvd. The property is currently fenced and is occupied by a
vacant one-story concrete building that was formerly used for manufacturing/processing and storage. The
remainder of the site is mostly paved, with small patches of vegetation.

;. The site is located at a key intersection at the northeast comer of Mattox Road and
Mission Blvd, The intersection is considered an entrance to the Cherryland 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. / East 14® Street), and two east-west collector streets (Hampton Road and Lewelling
Blvd), and near the 1-238 off-ramp on Lewelling Blvd and on-ramp farther north on E 14™® 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 / Alameda County Flood Control channel is Jocated at the northwest
corner of the 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 8 mixed-use project not meeting the non-residential floor area and residential density
requirements for the subject property. Specifically, the Ashland and Cherryland Business District Specific
Plan, at the time of the Preliminary Reviews, required that mixed-use projects on lots over 10,000 sq. fi. 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 case, the property is 113,256 sq. ft. (2.6 ac.) and the non-residential 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-residential floor area
component. The applicant was advised by the Commission that more non-residential fioor area would be
needed in order to for the application to garner Commission support. Following the meeting, the applicant
provided several revised project iterations and it was identified by staff during plan reviews that the Specific
Plan floor area requirement was 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 additional residential units were needed in order to meet the General
Plan minimum density requirement of 43 dwelling units per acre.

The applicant returned in 2017 with a revised proposal that contained 6,100 sg. fi. of non-residential floor
area, 4,400 sq, ft. of lcasable outdoor space, 45 town homes and 12 apartments. The Commission was asked
by the applicant to consider the leasable outdoor space as part of the non-residential floor area component.
The Commission indicated general support to consider discrete leasable fioor area directly adjacent to, and
clearly associated with, an interior commercial unit as non-residential floor area. The Commission also
expressed a willingness to congider 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 & Specific Plan amendment that would provide flexibility in approving mixed-use
projects, if the community was supportive of such an 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 congider whether the residential density was acceptable and, if so, whether they would consider a General
Plan Amendment that would allow greater flexibility for mixed-use projects when residential use was
secondary, 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
approprisate 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 Works 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 commupity 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 also 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 Supervisors adopted the amendments in April and May 2018, '

In September 2017 the applicant submitted a formal application with a playground, revised outdoor non-
residential space plan, and refined building design.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION -

The applicant proposes to demolish the existing vacant warehousing and distribution “Serra” building, and
construct & new mixed-use development of 45, 3-story 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, approximately 1,395 sq. fi. of outdoor leasable commercial space adjacent to the
commercial units, on a 2.6-acre 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 Mission 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, and the mixed-use building would also be for sale and would be operated and managed by a single
entity separate from the townhomes. Common areas, which include landscaping, driveways, walkways,
parking and stalls and a playground, would be jointly maintained by owners of the townhomes and mixed-
use building.

REFERRALS

The application was routed to other interested County and outside departments/agencies/organizations and
cach deemed the application complete for their respective purposes. Conditions of approval were submitted
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 analyzis compares the proposed project to the applicable Eden Area General Plan (General
Plan or GP) and Ashland and Cherryland Business District Specific Plan (Specific Plan or SP) provisions:

Eden Area Genergl Plan Conformance:

14 through 3-18): The subject property is designated GC (General Commercial: 1.0 Floor Ates Ratio) with
HDR (High Density Residential; 43 — 86 dwelling units per acre) allowed as a Secondary (optional) land
use. The GC/HDR land designations are defined as follows:

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

¢ Neighborhood commercial uses include grocery and convenience stores, salons,
professional offices, restaurants, fast-food establishments, auto service stations, drug
stores, dry cleaners, day care centers, shoc stores, tool and appliance 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 and
freeways,

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

e Highway commercial uses include hotels and motels, restaurants, and motor vehicle
and gasoline service stations that provide services to the traveling public end 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 designation in the Eden
Arca, Allowed uses include multi-family residential buildings between three and six stories. Allowed
densities are 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 maximum residential density. Neighborhood-serving 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 goals of those plans. For example, if a parcel has 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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develbpmcnt 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 pattern, as either a neighborhood (residential areas with common characteristics), a
carridor (linear arrangements on arterial streets, with mixture of and uses) and districts (activity centers for
employees, shoppers, residents and visitors). The subject site is located in a District, as described below:

Page 3-41: Districts are intended 1o 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 has 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:

P1. The County shall pursue the creation of distinct Districts throughout the Eden Area. Districts should be
places where residents gather to shop, socialize 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, strectscape and transit improvements and a lively mix of higher density
residential, commercial and public uses.

P2. The County shall pursue redevelopment of the following general areas to create vibrant Districts:
» San Lorenzo Village Center
» East 14® Strect at Ashland Avenue
+ Mission Boulevard at Mattox Road .
¢ The Four Corners area at the intersection of Hesperian Boulevard and Lewelling
Boulevard
¢ The intersection of Hesperian Boulevard and ‘A’ Street

P3. The County 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
terms of permit processing and County financial assistance, where feasible.

Discussion; The proposal would be consistent with most of the goals and policies of the General Plan.
Specifically, the profect 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. fi. 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 intensity for non-residential development). FAR
means the size of a building in square feet (gross floor area) divided by net land area, expressed as a
decimal number. For example, a 60,000 square foot building on a 120,000 square-foot parcel would have
a floor area ratio of 0.50. Since the specific commercial users have yet to be identified, a discussion on the
particular commercial uses is premature. However, future tenants would need to satisfy the County’s land
use and permitting requirements, which are consistent with the General Plan, '

As part of the May 1, 2017 Planning Commission Preliminary Review, the applicant submitted a financial
analysis showing that the low square footage is necessary 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 analysis) would need to exceed current market raltes in order for the developer to meet
profit objectives and be able to proceed with the project. The analysis was peer-reviewed by a County-
contracted consultant and the assumptions used to derive the calculations were deemed to be conservative
but reasonable. The same consultant, as part of a separate task, studied two properties within the subject
intersection, including the subject property. It was concluded 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.

Concerning the overall ratio of commercial and residential uses, the proposal is at the lower end of the
prescriptions listed in the General Plgn, 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 the proposed 0.07 commercial FAR
and 22 dwelling units per acre. However, there is no minimum FAR and the lower residential density would
Jall within the Medium-High Density Residential range and could be allowed by the Planning Commission,
as prowded Jor in the Plan, if it is determined that there are “ecomomic, technical, or programmatic
reasons" that make it “undesirable or unfeasible to develop " the site at a higher intensity and if the project
is in furtherance of the General Plan and Specific Plan objectives. The Plan encourages vertical mixed use
with residential units above commercial space. The proposal includes a vertical mixed use component along
Mission Boulevard and provides townhomes throughout the remainder of the parcel,

Ashland Cherryland Business District S Plan (Zoning O nce) Conforman

The Ashland and Chenylaud Business District Specific Plan functions as the Zoning Code for properties
within its boundaries.

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

“As noted in the Eden Area General Plan, Districts are areas of higher intensity development
located along, but distinct from, Corridors. 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
atfract visitors from nearby neighborhoods and surrounding communities, pedestrian oriented
design and multi-modal transportation is encouraged to balance the needs of pedestrians, bicyclists,
public transit, and automobiles. The ACBD Specific Plan identifics three Districts: The Ashland,
Cherryland, and Four Corners Districts”

Figure 2-1ACBD Character Aveas (page 2-4): The subject parcel is located within the Cherryland District.

Page 2-10: The subject site is identified as one of several underutilized parcels that have “the potential to
act as a catalyst for further reinvestment in the Cherryland District.” The area is envisioned to.“draw visitors
from surrounding neighborhoods and cities,” to have “improved streetscapes 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 further envisioned as a “multi-cultural destination™ with
“well-designed buildings, up to five stories where appropriate” to “frame the District and transform the area
into a destination, rather than a place to travel throu

Discussion: The 57 residential units and 7,495 sq. fi. non-residential component, based solely on physical
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 10 the establishment
of civic and community meeting places. The proposal would itself create a new commercial and residential

center. 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 appropriate commercial
users, along with the proposed project design, could accomplish 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 Plan, and this in iself could attract 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 who could 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 aitractive use of decorative building features and exterior materials. The
non-residential component is prominendly located along the Mission Blvd. frontage and the proposal
includes attractive project signage, whick each add to the image that this development could become a
destination,

Page 3-17: Removal of the channelized right turn lane from southbound Mattox Road onto northbound
Mission Boulevard, to achieve a 90° right turn, is recommended to vehicle turning speeds.

Discussion: The applicant has had extensive communications with the Alameda County Public Works
Agency (PWA) on this issue. The County Public Works Agency does not want the “‘pork chop” removed.
At PWA’s direction, the “pork chop” island and channelized right twrn lane would undergo improvements,
but would not be removed. The improvements would include new curbs, gutters and sidewalks, new
landscaping, and storm water treatment for off-site run-off- A condition of approval is included.

Chapter 5 Implementation and Financing: Chapter 5 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 S 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 land use is conducive to promoting alternate transit modes. Staff has suggested that yard
spaces adjacent to neighboring properties be widened t0 accommodate future pedestrian pathways where
there are currently underutilized parking lots, However, the applicant has indicated that reconfiguring the
site plan to such a degree would be inconsistent with development objectives. The applicant also indicated
that they attempted to purchase adjacent properties but were unsuccessful. Pedestrians may access the site
as proposed, but it would not be an obvious 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, arterial streets and freeway access, and
residents of the site would have ready access to.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
Streels.

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

Section 6.1.6 (Page 6-10): Approval of & Site Development Review permit is required for the non-exempt
new development, The exemptions are for residential developmenmt involving four or fewer units,
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commercial construction of less than 1,000 sq. fi., fences and walls, and minor fagade and site plan
improvements. A new mixed-use building would not be exempt from the permit requirement.

Discussion: The proposal would require approval of a Site Development Review Permit, and approval of
the proposed Tentative Subdivision Map (TR-8405), pursuant to Code Section 16.04.050, will also be
needed to allow for the sale of individual townhomes and the commercial/apartment building. Minor or
Conditional Use Permits may be needed by some or all non-residential (commercial) users. This would be
evaluated by County stqlf case by case, as prospective fenants propose to use the non-residential units.

Figure 6.1 ACBD Zoning 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-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.”

Table 6.2.2 Allowed Uses {page 6-21): Most types of neighborhood and community type commercial uses
and civic uses are allowed in the DMU District by right or through issuance of a Minor or Conditional Use
Permit. The notable exceptions are adult entertainment, drive-through and auto-related uses (except for
parking facilities), bail bonds, and repair shops. The District also allows for residential land uses, as a
secondary use, when part of a mixed-use development. Single-family residences 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 major arterial, is allowed only if there is also vertical mixed use on the site.”

Discussion: The proposal includes vertical and horizontal mixed-use, with commercial/non-residential
units ai street level facing Mission Bivd., and residential units above and behind the commercial space. The
commercial component is required and may be permitted by right in the DMU District, while the residential
land use is optional. The current proposal includes 6,100 sq. fi. of leasable commercial/non-residential
space, 1,395 sq. fi. of adjacent leasable 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 single home/property owners’ association in charge of maintaining all common areas. Since
the residences are optional, but would make up a significant portion of the development, and townhome
construction is the applicant’s primary development objective, it is importans to ensure that the mixed-use
building is constructed within the same timeframe as the townhomes. The applicant has indicated that they
are not likely to construct the mixed-use building themselves, but will sell it off as a separate project to a

separate developer. This is somewhat concerning as the mixed-use building is the primary component of
the project, and therefore, to ensure accountability, the phasing of the entire project becomes important.

Three possible phasing schedules that could provide a reasonable level of assurance that the mixed-use
building will be completed have been discussed with the applicant and are included for the Commission’s
consideration. The first provides the most conservative phasing scenario and is recommended by staff.
The first alternative reflects the applicant's proposed schedule and would requiire only that the mixed-use
building be under construction when the last townhome unit 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 umit is ready for sale. The draft condition (#24), with three possible phasing schedules, is as
Jollows: -

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
Jor the for-sale townhome component according to the following milestone schedule:
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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;

¢. The developer shall obtain final building inspection approval for the mixed-use building
prior 1o seeking final building inspection for the 26th through 45th townhome units.

. a
2215

5 gl i

424 ¢ ; b ped and decided | DR:

a. jor to seeking final bullding inspection for the first town 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 23rd townhome unit, the developer shall
submit plans to the County for the mixed-use building;

¢. Prior to seeking final building inspection for the 37th townhome wunit, the developer shall
obtain building permit issuance for the mixed-use building;

d. Prior to seeking final building inspection for the 45th townhome unit, the mixed-use
building exterior shall be substantially completed, to the satisfaction of the Planning
Director.

g {0

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 30* townhome unit, the developer shall
obtain building permit issuance for the mixed-use building;

¢. Prior to seeking final building inspection for the 41" townhkome unit, the mixed-use
building must pass the Foundation Inspection;

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

If the Commission wishes to grant approval, it should make clear which one of the above phasing schedules
is acceptable, or whether an alternative schedule should be required. As noted above, there is a potential
buyer/operator for the mixed-use parcel, and this person would construct 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 immediately prepare plans
Jor permit submittal and complete the building as guickly as possible. She also informed staff that she
intends to use the spaces for food related uses such a café, food retail and a commercial kitchen, and
already has inlerested tenants who currently operate successful businesses and are looking for new
locations. Nonetheless, it is possible that unplanned events could occur which would prevent construction
of the mixed-use building according to the prescribed schedule. A condition of approval which would
require that the developer return to the Commission to determine the appropriate remedy if it is anticipated
that the phasing schedule will not be met is recommended. One possible remedy that should be considered
is that the land be dedicated to the County if the last milestone is not met. This 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 1o
achieving a “vibrant, walkable, urban main street, mixed-use commercial environment that supports public
transportation alternatives and provides  locally and regionally-serving commercial, retail, and
enteriainment 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 Plan 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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commercial users are unknown at this time, but would need to comply with the Specific Plan land use and
Dpermitting requirements in order to operate. A related condition of approval is provided.

Development Standards:
Development Standards Minimuom Maximum Proposed
Setbacks:
—Front Based on frontage type | Based on frontage type | 0°
~Side (street) n/a o +10’
--Side n/a n/a +12°
--Rear 5 n/a 15
Shopfront/Awning Frontage
Type (allowed):
--Front setback n/a (1 o
--Width (opening) g8’ n/a 19’
--Height (opening) 12° n/a 12
--Depth (recess) n/a 5 1’
~-Width (recess) n/a 10% of facade 23%
—Ground Floor Glazing 0% n/a T2%
~—Upper floor glezing 30% n/a 30%
--Awning Bncroachment into | n/a 3 3
ROW
—Awning Vertical Clearance 8 n/a *11°
Lot Coverage n/a 90% +40%
Floor Area Ratio 0.5 2.5 0.85
Residential Density 22 du/ac 86 du/ac 22 du/ac
Height
--Stories n/a 5 3
—Feet 25 75’ 47
--Ground Floor Height 15 n/a 151"
--Upper Floor Height 10 n/a +10°
Mixed-use Building Frontage ‘
-~-Width 70% of property n/a T2%

frontage :

Parking Stalls
~Multi-family Residential 57 (1 stall pet dwelling) | n/a 102
--Non-residential 15 25 19
--Guest n/a n/a 9
Parking Setbacks
--Front 20 n/a %10’
~-Sides 0 n/a *10°
--Rear 0’ ] n/a +40’

Discussion: The proposed project meets all of the above development standards, except for the 20-foot
required front setback to parking stalls. The closest parking stall to Mission Bhd. is setback by
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approximately 10 feet. However, the proposed on-site parking plan exceeds the minimum number of stalls
required by the Specific Plan and remeval of one to twa stalls would allow the project to meet the required
setback and still provide more than the minimum number of required parking stalls. Specifically, 72 stalls
are reguired and 130 are proposed. While several of the stalls are dedicated to the townhomes and are
located within the units, 40 are provided as surface parking and could be accessed by patrons, residents
and guests of the mixed-use building, as well as by guests associated with the townhomes. Further, on many
days, commercial and residential users will likely use the site at different times. Street parking is also
available in the project vicinity, the property is near public transit, the applicant will be required to install
bicycle racks, and the project itself would encourage pedestrian activity. In short, parking congestion is
not an expected issue.

6.2.5.4 Mixed Use ercial/Residentjal : This section provides the findings that must be
made in order to issue permits for mixed-use projects, and provides building and site design objectives.

Required findi

The review authority, when making a decision on a mixed-use project, shall first make all of the followmg
findin,

l.gsThe 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 8 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. Anyresidential component of a mixed use project is designed to be a secondary use of the property.
For purposes of this section, secondary use means a residential use that is located above or behind
a grovnd 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 use project, and fronts 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 & minimum of 25 percent of the lot 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 non-residential uses (retail, restaurants, personal services,
offices, etc.), and discrete outdoor dining areas that are adjacent to, and clearly associated with, a
Jeasable interior non-residential space.

S. The 25% standard contained in #4 above may be reduced upon approvel of the Planning
Commission if all of the following additional findings can be made: '

8. The project is in furtherance 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,

¢. '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.
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 the quality of the
immediate and surrounding built environment,

Discussion: The proposal for a mixed-use development is consistent with Plan reqguirements and the specific
proposal meets finding #1-3. Specifically, the residential uses are located and above and behind the
commercial component, which is located along the primary property frontage on Mission Blvd. The mixed-
use building is prominently located at the property frontage, contains outdoor seating, inviting landscaping
and the deign compliments the townhomes buildings but also provides a focal point due to the use of colors,
materigls, proportion, shopfront frontages and signage. The commercial space, which includes the 1,395
sq. fi. of discrete outdoor dining areas that are adjacent to the leasable interior non-residential space,
accounts for 7% of the lot area when 25% is required and does not meet finding #4. Finding #5 allows
the Commission to grant approwal of mixed-use projects which provide less commercial/mon-residential
space, but which further the Specific Plan goals, provide a community amenity, and act as a catalyst for
additional area investment. Following is a summary of the Plan goals compared to the proposed project:

» Economic revitalization — The project would redevelop a long-vacant, fenced property in 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 visitors — The development could be a catalyst for other nearby development, which
together mth the subject development could begm to transform the area into a destination,

ate improvements — The proposal is well designed and
mcludes a playgrouud  for re.udenu attractive landscaping and pathways, and would include right-
of-way improvements, as coordinated with the Public Works Agency and described in condition of

approval #23.

» Higher intensity development — The project would convert a vacant site into a multi-family

residential development with ground floor commercial units, which is a higher intensity use than

the previous industrial type use of the site. While the proposed residential density is at the low end
of what may be permitted, the residential use itself is not required. The amount of commercial space
constructed could be increased to create a higher intensity use, but {f more space than is marketable
is created, the commerctal space would remam vacant and be in conflict with this plan goal.

space, and trails — The proposal includes a playground, sidewalk
and bxke Iane mlprovements on the nght—of “way and on-site landscaping and pathways.

Increased mixed-use development — The proposal is for a mixed-use development.

Masintsin and improve infrastructure — The proposal includes utility, roadway, sidewalk and storm

water inﬁastmcm bqprovementv

unear various transit modes, mcludes on-.sxte pathways. and oﬁ’ sue road buycle lane and
sxdewalk mnprovements A condxtion of approval would requzre on-site bzcycle racks.

redeveIOp a Iong-mcant, feuced property in poor condmon, wuk a new remdentz‘al and commercial
development that will bring goods, services, jobs and new residents to the community

The plan meets the above goals and is consistent with the mixed-use designation and density parameters
contained in the General Plan. The project amenities would be provided through the provision of new
commercial/non-residential space available for new businesses that will filfill the community 's needs, as
additional residences are constructed and demand for local services and goods grows. Providing a well-
designed mixed-use development at an easily accessible prominent intersectiom, with attractive
landscaping, outdoor dining areas, pathways and a variety of housing types could provide a catalyst to
atiract more development and visitors to the area. The development itself would remove an unattractive
vacant building at a prominent location, and create a small community of new residents and businesses,
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and 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
Commission finds that the amount of proposed commercial/non-residential space is apprapriate for the site
and contributes to the Plan goals.

The proposal would provide commercial/non-residential space equivalent to £7% (7,495 sq. j1.) of the lot
area, when 25% (+28,150 sq. ft.) is required. According to the applicant, it is not possible to develop the
site in conformance with the 25% nonresidential component, and 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 consultant contracted by the Alameda County Economic and Civic Development Department.
The analysis and peer review memo are attached. The analysis 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 meel profit goals. The peer review notes that while some of the assumptions 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 fully 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 and 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 project that cannot meet other Specific Plan requirements. It also concludes that
adherence to the 25% rule “could result in limited to no development feasibility,” and would “constrain
the very residential development that would provide necessary support for the project's commercial space.”
It was suggested that the 25% requirement be recast as a goal, rather than a requirement, and that each
project be reviewed case by case. The Specific Plan was recently amended 10 reflect the consultant’s
conclusion, by adding finding #5. It is at the discretion 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 #3.

ilding angd Site Design Objectiv

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 8 compatible mix of residential and nonresidential uses on the same site.

3. The design shall take into consideration existing and potential future uses on adjacent properties
and shall include specific degign features to minimize potential impacts, with specific consideration
provided to adjacent residential properties.

4. Tbe design shall ensure that the regsidential units are 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 shall be compatible with and enhance the adjacent and
surrounding residential neighborhood in terms of building design, color, exterior materials,
landscaping, lighting, roof styles, scale, and signage.

Discussion: The proposed project provides connections between the residential and commercials uses and
the street, and the proposed buildings and signage are architecturally compatible with one another.

Standard conditions of approval and Code reguirements would ensure that nuisance conditions do not
arise. There are no adjacent residential land uses, and the proposed residences are designed with a
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residential character and are side by side, which promotes privacy. The ground floor townhome unit closest
to Mattox Road would include an enclosed front courtyard and the building entry is designed for added
privacy. The materials, colors and finishes are appropriately places with heavier, darker materials toward
the bottoms of buildings. The buildings have varied setbacks and some have balconies and provided visual
variation. The mixed-use building is prominently located and designed 1o be a focal point, which would
enhance the neighborhood character. The proposed signage would identify the development and be
compatible with the building design. Pathways, a playground and landscaped areas provide an attractive
exterior site design. Replacing the three (3) trees proposed at the intersection with lower growing shrubs
may help to visually open the corner, by providing a more gradual visual transition toward the sidewalk
This would still provide adequate screening for users of the outdoor commercial area connected to the
interior unit. Trees with adequate vertical clearance between the street and canopy could 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 to whether the final landscape plan should be left as is,
should include shrubs instead of trees, or should specify that the selected trees will provide at least a 7-10
Jeet of vertical clearance between the canopy and sidewalk.

velopment for Mixed-U.

Commercial/Residential 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 Building Length- Maximum building length shall be 150 feet a. Exceptions. Staff may
approve building length greater than 150 feet if buildings are designed with several different
setbacks (instead of a long flat wall), changes in roof form or height, and majar recesses (notches)
along the length of the building, which successfully break up the massing of the building. Parking
podiums may be continuous.

Minimum Entrances. Minimum 1 entrance per 100 linear feet of building length. '

Side Setback Adjacent to residential. Commercial development adjacent to residentially zoned
property shall provide a minimum 10 foot landscaped side setback, excluding the portion of the
gide property line that is within the front setback. The side property landscaped setback shall
include tree planting, to provide a continuous shade canopy against the building wall when viewed
from the residential property.

4. Open Space

5. Minimum total usable open space: 1,000 sq. ft., or 50 sq. fi. per unit.

wn

Discussion: The proposed commercial building is 210 feet long and exceeds the maximum allowed length
of 150 feet. The building is designed with some variation in setbacks and roof form, but more variation
could be provided. Provide more variation would better the requirement but may or may not enhance the
building design, which is intended to place the commercial users at the sidewalk and enhance the pedestrian
experience. In addition, the apartments above need 10 be of a marketable size and a reduction in size for
the addition of setbacks may not be desirable to the applicant. The building could also be reduced in size
or spiit into to two in order to better the meet the requirement, but that would require an extensive redesign
and result in less commercial space. It is staff°s opinion that the building is generally well designed, meets
the intent of the Supplemental Standards and that it appropriate for the site in terms of scale and proportion.
Also, the building would meet the Specific Plan's Shopfront and Awning Frontage development criteria.

TENTATIVE MAP

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

6.08.080 - Action—Subdivision. 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 & complete application,
including completion of environmental review as required under the California Environmental Quality Act.
Conditions of approval may include, but are not 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.

16.0 - Conf to i . No tentative map shall be approired which is not
in conformance with the provisions - of this chapter, the county zoning ordinance and any other ordinance
of this county. ' ‘

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 parcel map for
which a tentative map was not required, 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 65451.

b. That the design or improvement of the proposed subdivision is not consistent with applicable

general and specific plans.

That the site is not physically suitable for the type of development.

That the site is not physically suitable for the propesed density of development.

¢. 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 access through or use of, property within the proposed
subdivision. In this connection, the governing body may approve a map if it finds that alternate
easements, for access or for use, will be provided, and that these will be substantially equivalent to
ones previously acquired by the public. This subsection shall apply only to easements of record or
to easements established by judgment 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 within the proposed subdivision.

a0

Discussion: The Planning Commission is the advisory agency for making decisions on subdivisions. In this
case, the application was deemed complete on May 3, 2018 and the application and environmental review
document are being presented to the Commission well within the 50 days “normal” decisions making
standard. The subdivision is consistent with the property zoning, which allows for multi-family residential
land use. The recommended conditions of approval, inciuding 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. Therefore,
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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changes or additions are necessary that will not have significant new impacts or substantially increase

pxwxomlyxdennﬁedngmﬁuntmpacts Specifically, the Guidelines state:
The lead agency or responsible agency shall prepare an addendum to a previously certified EIR if some
changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for
preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred (Section 15164 (a));

o An addendum need not be circulated for public review but can be included in or attached to the final
EIR or adopted negative declaration (Section 15164 (c));

o The decision-making body shall consider the addendum with the final EIR or adopted negative
declaration prior to making a decision on the project (Section 15164 (d)); and

¢ A brief explanation of the decision not to prepare a subsequent EIR pursuant to Section 15162 should
be inclnded in an addendum to an EIR, the lead agency’s findings on the project, or elsswhere in the
record. The explanation must be supported by substantial evidence (Section 15164 (¢)).

Discussion: According to Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines, an addendum to a previously certified
EIR or Negative Declaration is the appropriate exvironmental document in instances when “only minor
technical changes or additions are necessary” and when the new information does not involve new
significant environmenial effects beyond those identified in the previous EIR. The subject Addendum
(attached) describes the details of the proposed development, and compares the impacts resulting from this
project to those identified in the original EIR. The analysis demonstrates that the proposed project, with
the implementation of three (3) of the mitigation measures identified in the EIR, is consistent with the
original certified EIR and; therefore, no further environmental review is required or necessary. The
applicable mitigation measures are related to biological resources and would ensure that nesting birds and
roosting bats, which may be present at the site during certain times of the year, are identified and protected
prior to construction commencement. One of the mitigation measures requires a bilological resources
analysis, which has aiready been completed, A condition of approval ensuring compliance is provided.
CEQA does not require that an EIR Addendum be publicly circulated or that an open comment period be
provided. Accordingly, there was no open comment period or circulation for the subject addenda. However,
notice of the proposed project, including preparation of the addendum, was publicized in the local
newspaper on May23, 2018, and public notices were sent via mail and email to property owners within the
Plan areas and to interested members of the public on May 24, 2018. Staff did not receive any related
inquiries. A copy of the Specific Plan Final EIR is available for reference online at:
https://www.acgov.org/cda/planning/documents/ACBD-Specific-Plan-Final-EIR pdf

CONCLUSION

The proposed mixed-use development would meet the General Plan and Specific Plan objectives and
standards. As conditioned, the project would also mect the applicable development standards. The main
issucs concerning the proposed development are associated with the low commercial square footage and
obtaining some assurance that the mixed-use building will be constructed. It appears that findings can be
mage to support a reduction in commercial/non-residential floor space, but the Commission is requested to
determine whether the amount proposed is sufficient. As for assurance that the mixed-use building is
constructed, staff has recommend a condition of approval with phasing schedule alternatives and requests
that the Commission determine which, if any, altemative provides the necessary assurance.
RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Plamming Commission review this staff report and the attached information,
discuss the proposal, take public testimony, and approve the application to demolish an existing building
and construct a new mixed-use development containing 45 for-sale town homes, 12 apartments and

approximately 7,495 sq. ft. of leasable non-residential space, and the associated EIR Addendum, subject to
the recommended conditions:
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1. 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 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 yse 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”, inciuding the approved
Materials and Color Board, as well as to these Conditions of Approvel, 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 (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.

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 Alameds 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 thic 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 its,
agents, officers or employees to attack, set aside, void, or annul PLN2017-00164, the findings of
the CEQA determination, or any combination thereof. Such indemnification shall include, but not
be limited to, an award of costs and attomey'’s fees incurred by Alameda County in its defense. The

County shall promptly notify applicant of any such challenge.
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11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17

18.

19,

20.

21.

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 bearing. The detenmination of
minor modification(s) and of the level of staff review necessary shall be subject to the discretion
by the Planning Director.

Prior to issuance of & 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.

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

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

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

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.

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.

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

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

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

Prior to approval of Improvement Plans and Final Map, the potential fault rapture hazard at the
project site must be assessed by a qualified geologist and reviewed and approved by the Alameda
County PWA 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

. Prior to final building inspection approvals, the applicant shall provide the following security

measures for the project, to the satisfaction of the Sheriff’s Office:

Wide angle viewers (180-190 degree ‘Peep holes™) in all residential unit front doors
Deadbolts with cylinder guard and 1-inch minimum throw on all exterior doors.
Three-inch (or larger) screws in strike plates anchored into framing stds.

Secondary locks which provide both lift and slide protection. on all sliding windows and
sliding doors.

Adequate and wniform outdoor security lighting

Clearly visible unit end building numbers, five inches or larger 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.

o gp

F ommo
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Figure 2 Street View from Mission Boulevard
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Figure 5 — 3-D Aerial Image from intersection of Mission Bowlevard and Mattox Road
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(Figures 2-5 from Google Maps)
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25.

26.

27

28.

29.

If any of the above milestone deadlines are not met, or arc anticipated by the developer to not be
met, the developer shall notify the Planning Director and provide & 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 & 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.

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.

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. '

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.

Securc 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 ongite common improvements. CC&R's shall be recorded priar
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 aress,
including parking bays and vehicle turnarounds, and any commeon utility services and storm
drainage easements serving or crossing more than one parcel.

c. The Association ghall 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.
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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.

. 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,
anxl vehicles or trailers parked contrary to this provision shall be removed by the
association.

Common landscaped areas, project entry, and parking areas shall be maintained consistent
with the approved Landscape Plan for the project. '

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
removalofanyteesshownonﬂnapprovedhndscape?hn,mdofmyphymca!
modification to the exterior of mixed-use building,

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.

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,

ATTACHMENTS

W NV W

o
e

Resolution

Description of proposal from MLC Holdings, Inc.

Referral comments

Financial analysis from MI.C Holdings, Inc.

Peer Review from ALH Urban and Regional Economics

Letter from the Cherryland Community Association

EIR Addendum

Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program

Link to Ashland and Cherryland Business District Final Environmental Impact Report:
hitps://www.acgov.org/cda/planning/documents/ACBD-Specific-Plan-Final-EIR .pdf
Plans

PREPARED BY: Christina Horrisberger, Senior Planner
REVIEWED BY: Rodrigo Ordufia, Assistant Planning Director
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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)

Introduced by Commissioner
Seconded by Commissioner

WHEREAS The Alameda County Planning Commission did receive application 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 Serra Corporation, for the demolition of an existing
vacant commercial building, and censtruction 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 Cherryland Business District Specific Plan (Specific Plan)
classifies the subject property as District Mixed Use (DMU), which i8 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 alernatives 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) designstes 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%
commercial/mon-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 Commigsion 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 6:00 p.m. on Monday, June 4, 2018; and

WHEREAS the Commission does find that the addendum to the to the Ashland and Cherryland
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
-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 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:

Tentati

-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 ensurc 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 Devel ent 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 congistent with the intent of the DMU zoning classification.

The mixed-usc 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 commercial/non-residential space accounts for £7% of the Jot 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 EIR Addendum, as
conditioned and as set forth in Exhibits A (June 4, 2018 Planming Commission staff report) and B
(approved plans);
ADOPTED BY THE FOLLOWING VOTE:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
EXCUSED:

ABSTAINED:

ALBERT LOPEZ - PLANNING DIRECTOR & SECRETARY
COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION OF ALAMEDA COUNTY




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 corner of
Mattox Road in Hayward, CA. The site is currently improved with several vacant light 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. MLC’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 “for
sale” townhomes. The development of Mission & Mattox will energize the area with new retall
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.

1. Mixed-Use Program

The mixed-use component of the project will be developed concurrently with the residential
townhomes and will activate the entire 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, café, retail or service commercial.
Approximately 1,395 square feet of discreet, adjacent, outdoor leasable space has been
Incorporated into the design of the building to activate outdoor spaces at the retail level and
provide opportunities for potential outdoor dining, café and gathering areas. The second and
third floors of the mixed-use building will inciude 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 becomes transit-oriented living and will
provide energy and activity to the retail uses below.

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 Meritage’s
award-winning energy efficlency features and components. Sales prices for the townhomes will
start in the high $S00K range with 40% of the project expected to be priced below the FHA loan
limit, which wili 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 (DMU)” 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 acre). The recently approved amendment to the Ashland
Cherryland Business District Specific Plan 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
Ashiand 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 underutilized and long vacant industriai
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 environment along Mission Boulevard that supports
public transportation alternatives and provides locally and reglonally 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.



Alameda County Fire Department
Fire Prevention Bureau
Plan Review Comments

399 Flmhurst Street, Room 120 , Haywaerd, California 94544 (510) 670-5853 Fax (510) 887-5836

04/25/2018

Alameda County

Community Development Agency
Planning Department

224 West Winton Ave., Room 111
Hayward, California 94544

To

Christina Rorrisberger, Senior Planzer “TPIN# [ 2017-00164

Address Mission at Mattox

_Job Description | Mixed-Use Proposal

Reviewed By | Cesar Avila, Deputy Fire Marshal .| Review 2

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 building permit and fire clearance
for occupancy.

1. R<2 Condominium and B Occupancies - Buliding D. A Flre
Sprinkler (fire alarm) water flow monitoring system is required.

Page 1 of 1



BUILDING INSPECTION DEPARTMENT
( (510) 670-5440 » FAX (510) 293-0960

Pubth\bﬂ(s Dariiel Woldesenbet, PhI, PL;, Director

—-Alameda Coum)

Planning Application Review Response

Date: March 19, 2018
Application: PLN2017-00164, Mixed Use with Commercial and Residential Units
Location: Mission and Mattox Tract 8405

Planning Date/Staff: March 5, 2018 Christina Horrisberger

BID Staff: Alan Tam

Project Review Notes
1. Civil, Landscape and Architectural Sheets (7495 SF of commercial spaces and 57 residential units)
2. Other Elevations, and Landscape plans are shown.

Referral Conclusion

1, Building Division has no objection to proceed with planning process. New buildings will need
to comply with the current Californis Building Codes and County Ordinances.

Special Project Conditions for the Building Permit Application:

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

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

3. New trash enclosure shell be covered and comply with Alameda County clean water requirements
AC 15.08.190.

4, A site permit may be required for onsite stormwater system, underground utilitics, parking lot
lighting, and accessible path of travel.

P t tion:

1. Comply with building codes in effective and submittal requirements at time of submitting for
building permits — 2016 California Building Codes effective on January 1, 2017.
2. A California licensed architect or engineer shall be designated as the design professional in
responsible charge for the project submittal.
Notes: The Bullding Department has not conducted a complete permit search or code review for the proposed planning
The owner or design professional shall be responsible for the property information filed with the planning

application. Once the building permit application is filed with the Building Department, siafff will perform bullding
permit history searck and code review.

399 Riminurst Street ¢ Hayward, CA 945441395 & wwwacpov.org/pwa

*To Serve and Preserve Our Community”



42672018 RE: Mission and Mltbx Mixed-Usa Application... - Horrisbarger, Christina, CDA

RE: Mission and Mattox Mixed-Use Application - Revised Plans Recieved

Rogers, John

Thu 4/26/2078 1:46 PM

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

ccGosselin, Sharon <sharon@acpwa.org>; Gonzales, Femando <fernando®@acpwa.org>; Valderrama, Arthur <arthur@®acpwa.org>;
Lepere, Bill <bill@acpwa.org>; Kaufman, Maurice <Maurice@acpwa.org>;

Christina-

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

JohnR

From: Horrisberger, Christina, CDA

Sent: Thursday, April 26, 2018 1:22 PM

To: Rogers, John <johnr@®acpwa.org>

Cc: Gosselin, Sharon <sharon@acpwa.org>; Gonzales, Fernando <fernando@acpwa.org>; Valderrama, Arthur
<arthur@acpwa.org>; Lepere, Bill <bill@®acpwa.org>; Kaufman, Maurice <Maurice@acpwa.org>

Subject: Re: Mission and Mattox Mixed-Use Application - Revised Plans Recieved

cThanls for the response. 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 Horrisberger

: Senior Planner

' Alameda County

Community Development Agency
510.670.6118

From: Rogers, John

Sent: Thursday, April 26, 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 Recieved

Christina-

The responses from the project engineer to my stormwater comments are satisfactory, and | am OX with the preliminary
istormwater plan on Sh. C-7. However, | am aware that there could be continuing discussions with regard to possible future
redesigns of the overall on-site/off-site stormwater treatment system that would change this plan, so this is a tentative OK.

hitps//outiook.office385.com/owa/ ?viewmodel=ResdMeasageliem&ltemiD=AAMKADVHhNZ.JMTYOLTBKMDUINGMz OCOSMJRILTgwY]RkM Tk 1MZU4ANABGAAAAAAAN




4/26/2018 RE: Mission and Matiox Mixed-Use Application... - Horrlsberger, Christina, 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 edge of the site? | have a vague recollection of earlier studies, possibly dor
by Economic Development, that may have pinned this down. I'll check with Elleen to see If she knows the answer,

JohnR

From: Horrisberger, Christina, CDA

Sent: Thursday, April 26, 2018 10:12 AM

To: Rogers, John <johnr@acpwa.org> :
Subject: Re: Mission and Mattox Mixed-Use Application - Revised Plans Recieved

Hl John,

| am wondering if you have had a chance to review the revisions. The applicant Is anxious to move ahead and is
under the impression that the issues identified in your comments have been resolved. 1 am hoping to determine
whether this application can move forward by the end of tomorrow. Thanks|

Thanks!
Respectfully,

Christina Horrisberger

Senlor Planner

Alameda County

Community Development Agency

510.670.6118 _)

From: Horrisberger, Christina, CDA

Sent: Saturday, April 14, 2018 3:21 PM

To: Valderrama, Arthur; Gonzales, Fernando; Ksufman, Maurice; Lo, Amber; Rogers, John; Terra, Bonnie, ACFD; Fluehr,
Yvonne, ACFD; Carrera, Art

Subject: Mission and Mattox Mixed-Use Application - Revised Plans Recieved

All-

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

Also, if you haven't aiready reviewed and commented on the Administrative (internal) Draft CEQA IS/Addendum
that was routed a few weeks ago, please do so at your earliest opportunity. | 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 Fire and PWA issues can be
resolved within the next week or so.

Thanks! ' ‘)

Fittpe /ioutiook.ofMioa365. comvowa/ 7viewmodel=ReadMessageltema lemiD=AAMKADVINZJMTYOLTEKMDUINGMZOC OSMIRILTQWY]RKMTK I MZU4NABGAAAAAA



41262018 RE: Mission and Matiox Mixed-Use Applicaiion... - Horrisberger, Christina, CDA
Respectfully,

» Christina Horrisberger

y Senlor Planner
Alameda County
Community Development Agency
510.670.6118

C

hitps:/foutiook.office366.com/owa/?viewmnodel=ReadMessagettems temiD=AAMKADVRNZJMTYOLT BkMDUINGMzOCOSMIRILTgWY]RKMTK | MZUANABGAAAAAAAN
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15001 Foothill Boulevard, Sen Leandis, CA M578-1008 .
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November 2. 2017

224 West Winton Avenue #111

Hayward, CA 94544
Attention; Christinae Horrisberger
RE: PLN2017-00164

My staff reviewed the attached application and has expressed conoera based on the cumuiative eftisct of allowing
additional growth with no provision for additional law enforcement resonrces. If spproved, the Sheriffs Office
recommends additional security measures be added during the construction phase. My staff also had the following
recommendations:

Wide angie viewers (180-190 degree “Peep holes™) in all front doors

Deadbolts with cylinder guand snd 1 minimom throw on all exterior doors

Three inch (or larges) screws in strike plates anchored into framing studs

Secondary Jocks which provide both lift & slide protection on all sliding windows & sliding doors
Adequate and uniformed ocutdoor seourity lighting

Clearly visible unit and building numbers, §* or larger with contrasting color

Fully gated. Wrought iron type gates are ideal as they both control entry while still allowing exceflent
visibility/surveiliance

Koy pad sud code allowing immediate access 90 ACSO parsonnel if spplicsbils
Self closing/self-locking doors on all eatry/exit gates, lsundry rooms, comnrunity rooms, etc.
Security surveillance cameras with night viewing capabilities '

While it would scem each new project does not create a law enforcement problem, the total sumber of new projects
impects the Sheriff's Office ability to respond 1o calls for service. This also incindes the impact on support staff in
records, warrants and dispaich,

If further assistance is needed, pleasc oontact Deputy Steve Swooney at (510) 667-3620.
Gregory J. Abem,
f¥-Coroner
Vi b B
Colby Captain
Law Enforoement Services
Eden Township Substation
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RE: PLN2017-00164 - Mission and Mattox Prop@ed Mixed-Use Project Comments - Gatﬂ
Question

Staysa, Colby, Sheriff

Mon 11/27/2017 3:18 PM

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

We are flexible

From: Horrisberger, 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, connectlvity and pedestrian access within/throughout the community. Planning has been asking for connective pathways and inviting
bullding entrances, and a gate would be counter to that. Is this something that we can discuss further or that Is flexible? '

Thanks!

(By the way, | am here today and tomorrow, then out until 12/6/17.)

Enjoy the holidayl

Respectfully,

Christina Horrisberger

Senior Planner

Alameda County

Community Development Agency
510.670.6118
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RE: QA'S - Mission & Mattox 0 ﬂ

Staysa, Colby, Sheriff

Fri 5/25/2018 2:02 PM

To:Horrisberger, Christina, CDA <Christina.Horrisberger@acgov.org>; Sweeney, Stephen G, Sheriff <SSweeney®acgov.org>;

The more cameras the better.

Colby Staysa, Division Commandar
Countywide Services Division

1401 Lakeside Drive, 121" Floor
Oakland, CA 94612

(510) 272-6871

From: Horrisberger, Christina, CDA

Sent: Friday, May 25, 2018 1:51 PM

To: Sweeney, Stephen G., Sheriff <SSweeney®acgov.org>
Cc: Stayss, Colby, Sheriff <CStaysa@acgov.org>

Subject: 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 satisfaction of the Sheriff’s
Office:

Wide angle viewers (180-190 degree “Peep holes”) in all residential unit front doors

Deadbolts with cylinder guard and 1-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 lighting

Clearly visible unit and bullding numbers, five Inches or larger 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.
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I think the applicant is just looking for clarification on the last bullet--does it apply the residences of just the retail?

Thanks!
Respectfully,

Christina Horrisberger

Senior Planner

Alameda County

Community Development Agency
510.670.6118

- — v — — ——

From: Sweeney, Stephen G., Sheriff
Sant: Friday, May 25, 2018 1:38 PM
To: Horrisberger, Christina, CDA
Subject: RE: COA's - Mission & Mattox

Christina,

It appears the only item for the Sheriff’s Office is the mention of security cameras
suggestion for the overall safety and security of any new site.

Deputy Steve Sweeney
Alemeda County Shexiif's Office
Eden Township Substation

160017 Fooihill Boulevard

Ssn Lesndro, CA 94578

DESK (610) 667-3620

FAX (510) 667-3963

ssweeney@acgov.org
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. 1 am not aware of anything in place that requires cameras but we always make the
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| think the applicant is just looking for clarification on the last bullet—does it apply the residences of Just the retail?
Thanks!
Respectfully,

Christina Horrisberger

Senior Planner

Alameda County

Community Development Agency
510.670.6118

From: Sweeney, Stephen G., Sheriff
Sent: Friday, May 25, 2018 1:38 PM
Yo: Horrisberger, Christina, CDA
Subject: RE: COA's - Mission & Mattox

Christina,

it appears the only tem for the Sheriff's Office is the mention of security cameras. ' am not aware of anything In place that requires cameras but we always make the
suggestion for the overali safety and security of any new site.

Deputy Steve Sweeney
Alameds County Sheriff's Office
Eden Township Substation

15001 Foothill Boulevard

San Leandro, CA 94578

DESK (510) 667-3620

FAX (510) 667-3963
ssweoney®acgov.ory
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RE: mﬁ\FT COAs - PLN2017-00164 - MLC Mix@use application, Mission and Mattox &

Valderrama, Arthur

Wed 5/23/2018 9:09 AM

To:Horrisberger, Christina, CDA <Christina.Horrisberger@®acgov.org>; Rogers, John <johnr@acpwa.org>; Staysa, Colby, Sheriff <CStaysa@acgov.org>; Avila, Cesar, ACFD
<CesarAvila@acgov.org>; Tam, Alan <alant@®acpwa.org>; Gonzales, Fernando <femando@acpwa.org>; Kaufman, Maurice <Maurice@acpwa.org>; Dalton, Eileen, CDA
<eileen.dalton@acgov.org>; McCue, Susan, CDA <Susan.McCue@acgov.org>; Lopez, Albert, CDA <Albertlopez@acgov.org>; Littlejohn, Heather M., County Counsel
<Heather Littlejohn@®acgov.org>; Cho, Andy Hyun-lae <andyhjc@acpwa.org>; Orduna, Rodrigo, CDA <rodrigo.orduna@acgov.org>;

Christinag,

S0 22 a. written inyour draft, reflects accurately the results of PWA's negotiations with MLC.
The possible rewording which JohnR has alluded to will hot be necessary.

. ARTHUR VALDERRAMA, PE.
s Supervising Civii Engineer
Pkl Wik Apwy Construction & Development Services Department | Alameda County Public Works Agency

951 Turner Court, Room 100 | Hayward, CA 94545
e-mail: arthur@ecpwa.org ¢ (510) 670-6280 | (510) 67G-5288 Fax

NOTICE: If you are not the Intended reciplent of this e-mall, you ers prohiblted from sharing, copying, using or disclosing any of ks coments. This e-mall and sny atiachment may contsin information that is priviieged, corfidential or
exampt from disciosure under spplicable law, and mey only be for use by the intendad reciplent(s). ¥ you recelved this transmission in error, piesse notify the sender by replying to this a-meif or by caling (510) 670-5280; permanently
delete this message from your system, and destroy all coples.

From: Horrisberger, Christina, CDA

Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 8:57 AM

To: Rogers, John <johnr@®acpwa.org>; Staysa, Colby, Sheriff <CStaysa@acgov.org>; Avila, Cesar, ACFD <Cesar.Avila®acgov.org>; Tam, Alan <alant@acpwa.org>;
Valderrama, Arthur <arthur@®acpwa.org>; Gonzales, Fernando <fernando@acpwa.org>; Kaufman, Maurice <Maurice@acpwa.org>; Dalton, Elleen, CDA
<elleen.dalton@acgov.org>; M¢Cue, Susan, CDA <Susan.McCue@acgov.org>; Lopez, Albert, CDA <Albert.Lopez@acgov.org>; LittleJohn, Heather M., County Counsel
<Heather.Littlejohn@acgov.org>; Cho, Andy Hyun-Jae <andyhjc@acpwa.org>; Orduna, Rodrigo, CDA <rodrigo.orduna@acgov.org>

Subject: Re: DRAFT COAs - PLN2017-00164 - MLC Mixed-use application, Misslon and Mattox

Thanks!
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Re: @AFT COAs - PLN2017-00164 - MLC Mix@tuse application, Mission and Mattox ¢

Cho, Andy Hyun-Jae

Wed 5/23/2018 9:45 AM

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

CcValderrama, Arthur <arthur@acpwa.org>; Rogers, John <johnr@acpwa.org>; Tam, Alan <alant@acpwa.org>; Gonzales, Femando <fernando@acpwa.org>; Dalton, Eileen, CDA
<eileen.dalton@acgov.org>; Staysa, Calby, Sheriff <CStaysa@®acgov.org>; Avila, Cesar, ACFD <CesarAvila®acgov.arg>; Kaufman, Maurice <Maurice®acpwa.org>; Lopez, Albert, CDA
<Albert.Lopez@acgov.org>; Littlejohn, Heather M., County-Counsel <Heather.Littlejohn@acgov.org>; Orduna, Rodrigo, CDA <rodrigo.orduna@acgov.org>;

HI Christina,

Here is my suggestion regarding COA #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 PWA 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.

Thank you,

m, Andy Ciio, 7K.
[} Assinant Bnginaax
P4 ( Consrruction &k Devalcpment Servicas Department

. . 309 Esahwret Strent, Boom 141, Havwnrd, CA 94344
PPublic Works Agency  mone 310,670,643, Fax 520.670.5787. emall. andyhjc@scpwa.org

< Amech Coamty —- -

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mai! me;sage incheding ariachments, if any, is intended only for the parson(s) or entity(ies) to which it is addvessed and may contain conyiential and /or privileged material. Any
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibtied.  If you are nol the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mall and dectroy all copies of the original message.

From: Valderrama, Arthur
Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 9:10 AM
To: Horrisberger, Christina, CDA <Christina,Horrisberger@acgov.org>; Rogers, John <johnr@acpwa.org>; Staysa, Colby, Sheriff <CStaysa@acgov.org>; Avila, Cesar,
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Attachment

ALH Urban - Regional Economics

2239 Oregon Sirest

Berkeloy, CA 94705
510.704.159¢9

ohermantzalhecon.com

MEMORANDUM

To:  Chrislina Horrisberger and Rodrigo Orduna, County of Alameda Planning Depariment; and
Eileen Dalton, County of Alameda Community Development Agency

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

Limited Review of Financial Analysis for Proposed Mission & Mattox Mixed-Use Development
Project
Date: Agpril 18,2017

As requested, ALH Urban & Regional Economics (ALH Economics) has reviewed a partial financial
analysis of the proposed Mission & Matiox Mixad-Use Development. This pro formo was provided fo
us on Thursday, April 13, 2017 with the filename of Financial Analysis - Submittal.xdsx, and was
prepared by MLC Holdings, the project applicant.

Please note that the pro forma we were asked 1o review does not maich our understanding of the full
development program as currently proposed. We understond that the complete proposed
development comprises 45 townhouses, 7,000 square fest of retail space in a building fronting
Mission Boulevard, and 12 residential apartments located above the retail building. The provided pro
forma omitted the 45 jownhouses.

ALH Economics believes that a side-by-side review of financiol pro formas for both the submitied pro
forma and a more comprehensive pro forma inclusive of the fownhomes should be conducted in
order to render an effective evaluation of the project’s projected financial performance.

Ovur comments on the submitted financial pro forma are os follows:

1) ALH Economics believes that some of the assumptions are conservative, e.g., 40% apariment
expense ratio, 15% retail expense rafio, and apariment renfs at $2.50/3q. ft. ALH Economics
would use o 30% apariment expense ratio, 5% rekail expenses, and apariment renis ot
$2.60/sq. ft. Note that these latter assumpfions would be consistent with the planned
Cherryland Place public/private project across the street.

2) ALH Economics believes the refail vacancy is high at 20%, but could be reasonable if the large
quantity of retail space does not meet with markst occeptance.

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

4) Assuming that the Mission & Matiox Mixed-Use Development project breckeven of $5.534
million is correct, as represented by the developer, and making the changes in #2 above,
ALH Economics gets to $5.45 million in estimated development value, which is close to the

1
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ALH Urban - Regional Economics

developer’s identified breakeven point. Moving the retail vacancy to 10% results in an
estimated value of $5.67 million (over the breakeven). Similarly, independently adjusting the
copitalization rate down o 6.25% gets us to the same vaiue.

We would find it more meaningful fo review a paired pro forma anclysis as mentioned above,

inclusive of the comprehensive development program with the 45 townhouse units. Without this paired

analysis our conclusions are somewhal limited, but we hope they are of use to the County of Alomeda
Planning Department.

This memorandum is subject fo the following Assumptions and General Limiting Conditions.

Projects/2016/1620/Reporis/M&M Financial Anclysis/Limited Review of Mission & Matiox Financial Analysis.v03.r01.doc



ASSUMPTIONS AND GENERAL LIMITING CONDITIONS

ALH Urban & Regional Economics has made extensive efforts fo confirm the accuracy and timeliness
of the information contained in this study. Such information wos compiled from a variety of sources,
.induding interviews with govemment officials, review of City and County documents, and other third
parties deemed o be relioble. 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 o update
this report for events and circumstances oceurring after the date of this report. Further, no guarantee
is made as to the possible effect on development of present or future federadl, stale or local legisiation,
including any regarding environmental or ecologicol matters.

The accompanying projecfions and onclyses are based on estimates and assumptions developed in
connection with the study. In turn, these assumptions, and their relafion to the projections, were
developed using currently available economic datd and other relevant information. It is the nature of
forecasting, however, that some assumptions may not meterialize, and unanticipated events and
circumsionces moy occur. Therefore, actual results achieved during the projection period will likely
vary from the projections, and some of the variafions 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-producis of this research effort,
unless expliditly so agreed as part of the contract.



C Cherrylond Community Association

PO Box 292
San Lorenzo, CA 94580
510.963.1455

CCA.BOD@gmall.com

Members of the Alameda County Planning Commission
Alameda County Communily Development Agency
Planning Department

224 W. Winton Avenue, Rm 111

Hayward, CA 94544

May 22, 2018

RE: “Mission & Matiox"™ - 20478 Mission Bouievard (PLN2017-00164)

Dear Planning Commilssioners and County Plkanning Staff,

The Chenyland Community Assoclafion (CCA) Boord has reviewed the above
referenced project that wil appear before the Planning Commission on June 4th,
2018. The developer. MLC Holdings, met with our board on several occasions to
present their plans for the site and to solicit feedback from our group. On behalf of
the CCA Board, 1 am writing in support of the proposed Mission & Matiox project
proposed for the existing vacant site at the comer of Mission Boulevard and Mattox
Road. Not only does the project clean up a long derelict site that negatively
impacts the Chenyland neighborhood, but it provides a mixed-use development
that balances commercial uses with for-sale and rental housing.

The proposed development will potentially bring approximately 57 new famiies
into the Chemryland area and will provide new retall along a pedestiian-oriented
streefscape. The site has the potential to be a catalyst for additional development
along this comdor which has been needed for many years.

Sincerely,

Erifl Vol

Cindy Towles
President, Board of Direciors

Chefryiond Community Association
iHeartChenyland@gmaill.com
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County of Alemeda—Mission & Mattow Project
Initiol Study/Addendum Introduction

SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

This Addendum, checklist, and attached supporting documents have been prepared to determine
whether and to what extent the 2015 Ashland and Cherryland Business District Specific Plan
Environmental Impact Report (EIR} {State Clearinghouse No. 2015042047) remalns sufficlent to
address the potential impacts of the proposed Mission & Mattox Project (proposed project), or
whether additional documentation Is required under the California 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 and 15164,
subd. (a), the attached initial study/checkiist has been prepared to evaluate the proposed project.
The attached Inttial study/checklist uses the standard environmental checklist categories provided in
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, but provides answer columns for evaluation consistent with the
considerations listed under CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, subd. (a).

1.2 - Enwironmental Analysis and Conclusions

CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, subd. (a) provides that the lead agency or a responsible agency shall
prepare an addendum to a previously certified Environmental impact Report or Negative Declaration
(ND) if some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in CEQA
Guidelines Section 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR or ND have occurred (CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15164, subd. (s).

An addendum need not be circulated for public review but can be included in or attached to the
Final EIR or ND (CEQA Guideiines Section 15164, subd (c). The decision-making body shall consider
the addendum to the Final EIR prior to making a decision on the project (CEQA Guidelines Section
15164, subd. (d). An agency must also include a brief explanation of the decision not to prepare a
subsequent EIR or ND pursuant to Section 15162 (CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, subd. (e)).

Consequently, once an EIR or ND has been certifled for a project, no subsequent EIR or ND is
required under CEQA unless, based on substantial evidence:

1} Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the
previous EIR or ND . . . due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a
substantial increase In the severity of previously identified significant effects;*

2) Substantiai changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is
undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or ND . . . due to the
involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the
severity of previously identified significant effects; or

! CEQA Guidelines Section 15352 defines “significant effect on the snvironment” as “ . . . 8 substantial, or potentielly substantial
adverse change In any of the physical conditions within the srea affected by the project, Including land, alr, wates, minerals, flora,
fauna, smblent noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance . . ” (see siso Public Resources Code, Section 21068),

FirstCarbon Solutions 1
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County of Alameda—Mission & Mattox Project
Introdwction . inftial Study/Mitigeted Negative Declaration

3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been
known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified
as complete or the ND was adopted. . . shows any of the following:

a. 'The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR or
negative decloration;

b. Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in
the previous EIR [or ND);

¢. Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feaslble would in fact be
feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project,
but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or

d. Mitigation measures or altemnatives which are considerably different from those
analyzed in the previous EIR [or ND) would substantially reduce one or more significant
effects on the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation
measure or alternative (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15162, subd. (a); see also Pub.
Resources Code, Section 21166).

This addendum, checklist and attached documents constitute substantial evidence supporting the
conclusion that preparation of a supplemental or subsequent EJR or ND ks not required prior to
approval of the necessary permits for the proposed project by responsible and trustee agencles, 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 - Findings

There are no substantial changes proposed by the Mission & Mattox Project or in the circumstances
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 significant environmental
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects. As
illustrated hereln, the project is consistent with the analysis contained within the Final EIR.

1.2.2 - Condusions

The County of Alameda may approve the Mission & Mattox Project based on this Addendum. The
Iimpacts of the proposed project remain within the impacts previously analyzed in the EIR (CEQA
Guldelines Section 15164).

1.3 - Mitigation Monitoring Program

As required by Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, subd. {a)(1), a mitigation monitoring and
reporting program has been prepared for the project in order to monitor the implementation of the
mitigation measures that have been adopted for the project. Any long-term monitoring of
mitigation measures Imposed on the overall development will be implemented through the
Mitigation Monltoring and Reporting Program.
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County of Alomeda—Mission & Mattax Project
inftial Study/Addendum ) Project Description

SECTION 72: PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 - Location and Setting

2.1.1 - Location

The project site Is located at 20478 Mission Boulevard (at the intersection of Mission
Boulevard/Mattox Road) in the unincorporated community of Cherryland, Alameda County,
California (Exhibit 1).> The 2.6-acre project site Is bounded by Mission Boulevard (west), a vacant
commerclal building and single-famlily residential development {north), Carpenters Union Local 713
Hall (east), and Mattax Road {south) (Exhibit 2). The project site is located on the Hayward,
California United States Geological Survey 7.5-Minute Historical Topographic Map, Range 2 West,
Township 3 South, Section (Latitude 37* 41’ 11” North; Longitude 122° 6’ 3" West).

2.1.2 - Environmental Setting

The project site contains a vacant commercial buliding, paved parking areas, and small areas of
ornamental landscaping.

The building consists of a single-story, off-white, concrete block structure. The bullding has large,
blank walls along the Mission Boulevard and Mattox Road street frontages. A below-grade dock Is
located in the eastern portion of the structure facing Mattox Road; several at-grade roll-up doors are
located in the norther portion of the structure facing Mission Boulevard.

Vehicular access is taken from a right-in, right out driveway on Mission Boulevard and a right-in, right
out driveway on Mattox Road. Because of the configuration of the bullding, vehicles can only enter
and exit at the same access point.

Omamental landscaping consisting of small areas of mature trees, hedges, and shrubs are located
along the western and southem sides of the building.

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

The project site was previously occupied by Peterson Metal Fabrication. An 8,000-gallon
underground storage tank (UST) was removed from the site in June 1990. Post-removal soil 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 Agency issued a “Case Closed” letter on July
14, 1995, signifying that the site had been remediated to its satisfaction.

2.1.3 - General Plan and Zoning

The project site Is designated "General Commercial” by the Eden Area General Plan (part of the
Alameda County General Plan) and zoned “District Mixed-Use (DMU)” by the Ashland and
Cherryland Business District Specific Plan.

! The Ashiand and Charryland Business District Specific Plan describes the “Cherryiand arez” as being bounded by Montgamery
Avenue (west), Paradise Souleverd {north], San Loren2o Creek (east), and St. Jamas Court (south).
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County of Alemeda—Mission & Mottox Project
Project Description Mitic] Study/Mitigated Negotive Declargtion

2.2 - Project Background

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 first adopted by the Alameda County Board of Supervisors in 1995 and amended in 2015.
The Specific Plan contemplates the development of 167 single-family dwelling units, 771 multi-family
dwelling units, and 570,000 square feet of non-residentlal uses within the plan area. The Specific
Plan establishes that the DMU zoning district Is intended to support “locally- and regionally-serving
commercial, retall, and entertainment uses, as well as a variety of urban housing cholces” and allows
buildings up to 75 feet in height, a Floor Area Ratio of up to 2.5, and a maximum density of 86
dwelling unlts 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 greater flexibility for mixed-use projects. The
text amendment to the Eden Area General Plan allows the Planning Commission to permit a lower
residential range for mixed-use projects when a project furthers the goals of the General and
Specific Plan, The range 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 existing mixed-use
approval findings to:

¢ Clartfy the meaning of primary and secondary land uses.
o Better define what Is counted as non-residential space.

o Add findings aliowing Planning Commission approval of projects not meeting the 25% non-
residential component requirement on properties 210,000 square feet, under certain
circumstances, when the Specific Plan Goals are met and the communtty will benefit from the

project.

2.3 - Project Characteristics

2.3.1 - Project Summary

The project applicant is proposing to deveiop 57 dwelling 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 leasabile space). The dwelling units would consist of three-
story townhomes allocated among eight buildings and 12 apartments on two floors above the
ground floor non-residential space within the ninth buliding. Residential density would be 22.1
dwelling units/acre. The 7,495 square feet of non-residential uses would be contained in a three-
story building along the Mission Boulevard frontage, with ground floor commercial uses and upper
floor residential uses. The existing ACBD SP required mixed-use sites to include 25 percent non-
residential uses as part of the project. The recently approved amendment to the Ashland Cherryland
Business District Specific Plan allows Planning Commisslon approval for projects not meeting the 25
percent non-residential requirement, under certain circumstances, when the Specific Pian Goals are
met and the community will benefit from the project. The project includes a centrally located tot
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lot, paseos, landscaping throughout the project and community open space at the comer of Mission
& Mattox. Exhiblt 3 depicts the conceptual site plan. Ervorl Reference source not found.
summarizes the proposed project.

Table 1: Mission & Mattox Project Summary

Usa Description
Residential 57 dwelling units (45 townhomes [3 stories] and 12 apartments); 22.1
dwelling units/acre
Non-Residentfal 7,495 square feet on the ground floor (consisting 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, café,

retail, or service commercial.
Open Space (Landscaping) 12,200 square feet; includes tot lot and lsndscaping
Open Space (Private Balconies) 3,758 square feet
Impervious Surface 88,465 square feet
Bioretention Stormwater Basin 2,875 square feet provided (2,485 square feet required)
Parking 129 on-site parking spaces

Source: MLC Holdings, Inc., 2017.

Landscaping and Stormwater Management
Two bloretention stormwater basins totaling 3,950 square feet would be provided along Mattox
Road. A total of 12,200 square feet of open space (landscaping) would also be provided.

A total of 3,950 square feet of bioretention stormwater basins wouid be provided.

Vehicular Access and Parking

Vehicular access would be taken from a right-in, right out driveway on Mission Boulevard and a right-
in, right out driveway on Mattox Road. An internal roadway network of 24-foot to 26-foot-wide
drive aisles would connect the Mission Boulevard and Mattox Road driveways.

The project would provide 129 on-site parking spaces, with 111 spaces assigned to the residential
uses and 18 spaces assigned to the commercial uses. Additionally, nine on-street parking spaces
would be provided along the project’s Mission Boulevard frontage.

2.4 - Discretionary Approvals
The proposed project requires the following discretionary approvals from the County of Alameda:

¢ Tentative Subdivision Map
o Site Development Review

AP Bant (PH-I oA 940\ b Mizsien & Mattex Addeadum doc
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County of Alemedo—Mission & Mettox Project
initial Stwudy/Addandum CEQA Checklist

SLCTION 3: CEQA CHECKLIST

The purpose of the checklist is to evaluate the categories in terms of any changed condition (e.g.,
changed circumstances, project changes, or new Information of substantial importance) that may
result in a changed environmental result (e.g., a new significant impact or substantial increase in the
severity of a previously identified significant effect) (CEQA Guidelines Section 15162).

The questions posed In the checkiist come from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. A “no” answer
does not necessarily mean that there are no potential impacts relative to the environmental
category, but that there Is no change In the condition or status of the impact since it was analyzed
and addressed with mitigation measures In the Final EIR. These environmental categories might be
answered with a “no” in the checkiist, since the proposed project does not introduce changes that
would result in a modification to the conclusion of the previously approved CEQA document.

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

3.1 - Explanation of Checklist Evaluation Categories

(1) Condusion in Prior EIR and Related Documents

This column summarizes the conclusion of the EIR relative to the environmental lssue listed under
each topic.

(2) Do the Proposed Changes Involve New or More Severe Impacts?

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, subd. (a)(1), this column indicates whether the changes
represented by the revised project will result in new significant environmental impacts not
previously identified or mitigated by the EIR, or whether the changes will résult in a substantial
increase in the severity of a previously identified significant impact.

(3) New Circumstances involving New or More Severe Impacts?

Pursuant to CEQA Guldelines Section 15162, subd. (a}(2), this column indicates whether there have
been substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the project Is undertaken
that will require major revisions to the EIR, due to the involvement of new significant environmental
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identitfied significant effects.

(4) New Information Requiring New Analysis or Verification?

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, subd. (a){3)}(A-D), this column indicates whether new

information of substantial importance, which was not knawn and could not have been known with

the exercise of reasonable difigence at the time the EiR was adopted as complete, shows any of the
following:

(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed In the previous EiR or
negative declaration;

FirstCarbon Sohutions 13
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County of Alomeda—Mission & Matto Project
CEQA Checkfist A Initte] Study/Mitigated Negotive Declaration

{B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown In the
previous EIR;

(C) Mhigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasibie would in fact be
feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but
the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or

(D) Mitigation méasures or alternatives which are considerably differant from those analyzed in
the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the
environment, but the project proponents deciine to adopt the mitigation measure or
alternative.

if the additional analysis completed as part of this environmental review were to find that the
conclusions of the EIR remain the same and no new significant Impacts are identified, or identified
impacts are not found to be substantially more severe, or additional mitigation is not necessary, then
the question would be answered “no” and no additional environmental document would be required.

(5)  Mitigation Measures Implemented or Address Impacts

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, subd. (a)(3), this column indicates whether the EIR
provides mitigation measures to address effects in the related im_pact category. These mitigation
measures will be implemented with the construction of the project, as applicable.

3.2 - Discussion and Mitigation Sections

(1) Discussion

A discussion of the elements of the checklist is provided under each environmental category in order
to darify the answers. The discussion provides information about the particular environmental
issue, how the project relates to the issue, and the status of any mitigation that may be required or
that has already been implemented.

(2) Mitigation Measures

Applicable mitigation measures from the EIR that apply to the proposed project are listed under
each environmental category.

(3) Condusions
A discussion of the conclusion reiating to the analysis is contained in each section.

14 ) RrstCarbon Solutions




County of Alumedo—Mission & Muttox Project

Initial Study/Addendum CEQA Checkiist
New
DotheProposed Circumstances New information
Changes invoive  invohving New or  Requirdng New
Envirconmental issue Conclusionin  New or More More Severe Anglysis or EIR Ritigation
Area EIR Sevare impacts? impacts? Verifiontion? Measures
1.  Aesthetics
Would the project:
a) Have a substantial Moimpact No. The No. Thereare  No. No new None
adverse effectona proposed no new Information of
scenic vista? project does circumstances  substantial
not involve that would Importance
changes that resultin new or indicates the
would resultin  more severe need for
newormore impactsona  additional
severe impacts  scenic vists. analysis of
on a scenic scenlc vistas,
vista.
b) Substantially damage Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
scenic resources, significant  proposed no new information of
including, but not impact project does crcumstances  substantial
fimited to, trees, rock not involve that would importance
outcroppings, and changes that  resuitin new or indicates the
historic buildings would resultin  more severe need for
within a state scenic new or more impacts on additional
highway? severe impacts State Scenic analysis of State
on State Scenlc  Highways. Scenic
Highways. Highways.
c) Substantially degrade Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
the existing visual significant  proposed no new information of
character or quality " Impact project does circumstances  substantial
of the site and its not involve that would importance
surroundings? changes that result in new or indicates the
would resuftin  more severe need for
new or more impacts on additional
severe impacts  visual character. analysis of
on visual visual character.
character. 1
d) Create 2 newsource Less than No. The No. Thereare  No. No new None
of substantial light or significant  proposed no new information of
glare which would impact _project does not circumstances  substantial
adversely affect day 'Involve changes - that would importance
or nighttime views in that would ' result in new or 'Indicates the
the area? result in new or . more severe need for
more severe Impacts on light additional
impacts on light and glare. analysis of light
and glare. and glare.
F!mc.ban Salutions 15
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County of Alomeda—Mission & Mattox Project

CEQA Checkdist _ initied Study/Addendum
Discussion
a) The EIR conduded that the Specific Pian area contains urban development and does contain

b)

c)

d)

any visual resources that would be considered a scenic vista. The EIR concluded that
impacts would be less than significant.

The proposed project would involve the redevelopment of existing 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 site boundaries. As such, the proposed
project would not alter any conclusions set forth in the EIR.

The EIR indicated that State Route 238 (SR-238) was a County-designated scenic freeway and
that the Intensity and visibllity of urban development in the Plan Area wouid 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 scenk corridor of I-580, a State-designated scenic
highway. The EIR concluded that impacts would be less than significant.

The project site is not visible from either SR-238 or |-580, due to the presence of intervening
visual obstructions including freeway soundwalls, aerial structures, vegetation, and
topography, Furthermore, the project Is located to the south of SR-238 or I-580 and thus
woulid not have the potential to obstruct views of the East Bay hilis or San Francisco Bay. As
such, the proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth in the EIR.

The EIR indicated that the proposed Specific Plan would guide the development of
approximately 167 single-family dwelling units, 771 multi-family dwelling units, and 570,000
square feet of non-residential uses within the Plan Area. The EIR noted that the Specific Plan
sets forth design standards to keep development proportionate and in-scale with the
surrounding area and requires that projects over 1,000 square feet undergo Site
Development Review to determine the visual compatibility of the proposed development.
The EIR concluded that buildout of the Specific Plan would not degrade the visual character
of the project site or its surroundings.

The proposed project would develop 57 dwelling units and 7,495 square feet of non-
residential uses an the project site. The dwelling units would consist of 45 three story
townhomes and 12 apartment units. The 7,495 square feet of non-residential uses and the
12 apartment units would be located in a three-story building along the Mission Boulevard
frontage. Commercial and residential uses are alowable uses within the District Mixed Use
zone and, therefore, would be consistent with the visual character contemplated by the
Eden Ares General Plan and the Ashland Cherryland Business District Specific Plan.
Furthermore, the facllity would comply with all Specific Plan development standards that
concem setbacks, bullding height, Fioor Area Ratio, and landscaping. As such, the proposed
project wauld not alter any conclusions set forth in the EIR.

The EIR indicated that the Plan Area was urbanked and contained existing sources of light and
glare, including outdoor security Yighting, lighted signs, and streetlights. New development
also could produce glare from sunlight reflecting off reflective structures and motor vehicles,
or by vehicle headlamps. The Specific Plan would guide the development of appraximately

16
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County of Alorede—Mission & Mettox Project
Initial Study/Addendum

CEQA Checkiist

167 singie-family dwelling units, 771 multi-family dwelling units, and 570,000 square feet of
non-residentisi uses within the Plan Area. The EIR noted that future development proposals
would undergo site-specific environmenta! review, which would consider ight and glare
Impacts. The EIR concluded that buildout of the Specific Plan woukd not introduce substantial
new sources of light and glare to the project site or Its surroundings.

The proposed project would develop 57 dwelling units and 7,495 square feet of non-
residential uses on the project site. Forty-five of the 57 dwelling units would consist of
three-story townhomes. The remaining 12 dwelling units would consist of apartments. The
7,495 square feet of non-residential uses along with the 12 apartment units would be
located in a three-story bullding along the Mission Boulevard frontage. Exterior lighting
associated with the proposed project would be limited to the amount necessary to provide
adequate safety and security during the nighttime hours and, possibly, Hiuminated signage
for the non-residential uses depending on the end user. This ievel of light and glare would
not represent a substantial increase relative to existing levels of lliumination in the project
vicinity. As such, the proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth in the EIR.

Mitigation Measures

Conclusion

The conclusions from the EIR remain unchanged when considering the development of the proposed
project.

ey M . Mation Adde doex
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County of Alameda—Mission A Mattox Project
. tnitiol Study/Addenthum

)

New
Dothe Proposed  Circurnstences  New Information

Chenges lnvoive Involving New or  Requiring New
Environmental lssus Concusionin  New or More More Severe Analysis or EIR Mitigation
Area ER Severe impacts? impacts? Yertfication? Messures
2.  Agricultural Resources
Would the project:
a) Convert Prime Noimpact No. The No. Thereare 'No. No new None
Farmland, Unique _proposed no new information of
Farmland, or project does drcumstances  substantial
Farmland of notinvolve that would importance
Statewide changes that resuft in new or indicates the
Importance would resultin - more severe need for
(Farmland)}, as shown new or more impacts on additional
on the maps severe impacts Important analysis of
prepared pursuant to onimportant  Farmland. Important
the Farmiand Farmland. Farmiand.
Mapping and
Monitoring Program
of the California
Resources Agency, to
non-agricultural use?
b) Conflict with existing Noimpact  No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
zoning for agricultural proposed no new information of
use, or a Williamson project does circumstances  substantial
Act contract? not involve that would importance
changes that result in new or indicates the
would resultin more severe need for
new or more impacts on additional
severe impacts - agricultural analysis of
_on agricultural  zoning or agricultural
zoning or Willlamson Act  zoning or
Williamson Act  contracts Williamson Act
; contracts. contracts,
¢} Conflict with existing Noimpact  No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
zoning for, or cause proposed no new information of
rezoning of, forest project does circumstances  substantial
land (as defined In not involve that would importance
Public Resources Code changes that result in new or indicates the
section 12220{g)), would resultin . moresevere | need for
timberiand (as newormore  impactson "additional
defined by Public severe Impacts conflicts with " analysls of
Resources Code on conflicts forestzoning.  conflicts with
section 4526), or with forest forest zoning.
timberiand zoned zoning.
Timberland
Production (as
defined by
Government Code
section 51104(g))?
18 FirstCarbon Solutions
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County of Alameda—Mission & Metiox Project
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; New
c DothePropased Clraumstances  New iiformation
Chongas welve  bwolving New or  Requiring New
Environmentsl issue Condusionin  New or More Mare Severe Anglysis or EIR Mitigation

Arex EIR Severe dmpacts? Impscts? . Verification? Measures
d) Resultinthelossof Noimpact Neo. The No. Thereare No. No new None
forest land or proposed no new information of
conversion of forest project does circumstances  substantial
land to non-forest not Involve that would importance
use? changes that result in new or indicates the

would resultin  more severe need for
new or more impacts on loss  additions!
severe impacts of forest land.  analysis of loss

on loss of forest of forest land.
fand.

e} Involve other changes Noimpact  No. The No. Theregre No. No new None
in the existing proposed no new informetion of
environment which, project does not circumstances  substantial
due to their tocation Involve changes  that would importance
or nature, could resuit that would resultin new or  Indicates the
in conversion of result in new or more severe need for
Farmiand, to non- more severe impacts on additional
agricuitural use or Impacts on surrounding analysis of

conversion of forast surrounding sgricultural surrounding
: iand to non-forest agricultural uses. agricultural
use? uses. uses.

Discussion

a) The EIR indicated that the Plan Area was designated “Urban and Built-Up” land by the
California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Progrem. This
condition precludes the possibility of buildout of the Specific Plan converting Important
Farmiand to non-agricultural use. As such, the proposed project would not alter any
conclusions set forth In the EIR.

b) The EIR indicated that the Plan Area had a mix of urban 2oning designations, none of which
were agricultural in nature, a condition that precluded the possibility of conflicts with
agricultural zoning. Additionally, the EIR indicated that the Plan Area did not contatn any
agricultural land, a condition that precluded the possibility of conflicts with a Williamson Act
contract. As such, the proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth in the EIR.

) The EIR indicated that the Pian Area had a mix of urban zoning designations, none of which
were forest in nature, a condltion that precluded the possibliity of conflicts with forest
zoning. As such, the proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth In the EIR.

d) The EIR Indicated that the Plan Area was designated “Urban and Buiit-Up” land by the
California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monhtoring Program. This
condltion precludes the possibility of bulldout of the Specific Plan converting forestiand to
non-forest use. As such, the proposed project would not aiter any concluslons set forth in
the EIR.

c FirstCorbon Sokutions ' 1
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County of Alomeda—Mission & Mattox Project
CEQA Checkiist Initiol Stwdy/Addendum

e) The EIR indicated that the Plan Area was surrounded by land mapped as “Urban and Built-
Up” land by the California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring -
Program. This condition precludes the possibility of bulldout of the Specific Plan creating
pressures to convert farmland to non-agricultural use or converting forestland to non-forest
use. As such, the proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth in the EIR.

Mitigation Measures

None.

Conclusion

The conclusions from the EIR remain unchanged when considering the development of the proposed
project.
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inltial Stusly/Addendum CEQA Checkiist
New New
Do the Mroposad  Clrcumstencas Information
Changes involve (nvolving New or  Reguiring New
Ewiropmentsl issue Conclusionin  New or More More Severe Analysis or EIR Mitigation
Ares ER Severe impacts? Impects? Verification? Messures
3.  ArQuality
a) Conflict with or Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
obstruct significant  proposed no new information of
implementationof  Impact projectdoes circumstances substantial
the applicable air not involve that would importance
quality plan? changes that  resultin new or indicates the

would resultin more severe  need for

newormore Impactsonan additional
severe Impacts epplicable sir  analysis of an
onan quslityplen.  applicable alr
applicable air quality plan.
quality plan.

b} Violate any air quality. Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
starvdard or significont  proposed: no new Information of
contribute impact projectdoes  circumnstances substantial
substantially to an not involve that would importance
exdsting or projected changes that  result in new or indicates the
air quality violation? would resultin more severe  need for

newormore impacts additional
severe Impacts associated with analysls of
associated with violation of an  violations of
violation of an  alr quality air quality
alr quahity standard. standards.
standard.

¢) Resultina Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
cumulatively significant  proposed no new Information of
considerable net impact projectdoes  circumstances  substantial
increase of any not involve that would importance
ariteria pollutant for changesthat  resuitin newor indicates the
which the project would resultin more severe  need for
region Is newormore  impacts additional
nonattainment under severe Impacts  associabed with 'analysis of any
an epplicable federal associated with anycriterie  Criteria
or state ambent air anycriteria  ipollutantfor  Poliutent for
quality standard polutentfor  which the which the
(including releasing which the project region Is Project region
emissions which project region s nonattainment
exceed quantitative nonattainment under an nontthim nment
threshoids for ozone underan applicable spplicable
precursors)? applicable federal or state federal or state

federal or state amblent alr emblent air
ambient air quality quality
quality sanderd.  gandar,
standard.
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New New
Dothe Propased Clrcumstances  (nformation
Changes iswolve  Involving New or  Requiring New
Environmaental lssue Condusionin  New or More More Severe Anaslysis or EiR Mitigation

Ares ER Severe impects? upacts? Verficstion? Maasures
d) Expose sensitive Less than No. The No. Thereare No. Nonew None
receptors to significant  proposed no new Information of
substantial poliutant impact project does  drcumstances substantial
concentrations? not invoive that would importance

changesthat  result In new or Indicates the
would resultin moresevere  need for
new or more  impacts on additional

severe impacts sensitive analysis of
on sensitive receptors. sensitive
receptors. receptors.
e) Create objectionable Llessthan  'No. The No. There are No. No new None
odors affecting a significant  proposed no new information of
substantial number of iImpact project does  clrcumstances  substantial
people? not involve that would importance

changesthat  resuft in new or indicates the
would resultin more severe  need for
newormore Impacts additional
severe impacts associated with analysis of
associated with objectionable objectionable
objectionable odors. odors.

odors.

Discussicn

a) The Final EiR indicated that the development and land use activities contemplated by the
Specific Plan would be consistent with the growth assumptions in the 2010 Bay Area Clean
Air Plan. The Specific Plan would facilitate the development of 167 single-family dwelling
units, 771 multi-family dwelling units, and 570,000 square feet of non-residential
development, which would transiate to 2,768 new residents and 1,900 new jobs. This
projected growth Is consistent with population and employment growth that Is expected to
occur within Ashland and Cherryland by 2040. Furthermore, the Specific Plan is consistent
with the Transportation Control Measures set forth in the 2010 Bay Area Clean Alr Plan,
including improved bus service and provision of bicycle and pedestrian facilities. The Final
EIR concluded that impacts would be less than significant.

The proposed project would develop 57 dwelling units and 7,495 square feet of non-
residential uses on a 2.6-acre site within the Specific Plan boundaries. This would be
expected to result in 133 new residents and 20 new jobs. Thus, the growth attributable to
the proposed project would be consistent with the projections contained within the 2010
Bay Area Clean Alr Plan. Additionaily, the project would include the Instailation of new
sidewalks, curb, and gutter along the property frontages, and new landscaping along the
frontage and throughout the project; and it would maintain the existing bicycie fadiiities on

N Miesion & Matax Addenduam.doct



County of Alameda—Mission & Mattox Project
Initial Study/Addendum CEQA Checkiist

b)

c)

d)

e)

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

The Final EIR indicated that development activities that occur pursuant to the Specific Plan
would emht criteria air pollutants, Including PM,,. Compliance with Eden Area General Plan
Mitigation Measure AIR-3, which requires watering of exposed ground areas twice a day
during construction, covering haul trucks, suspending grading activities when winds exceed
25 miles per hour, and limiting area subject to excavation, grading or other construction
activities at any one time. State and local regulations require dust abatement measures to
be implemented during construction. Individual development projects would be required to
adhere to these regulations. The Final EIR concluded that impacts would be less than
significant.

The proposed project’s development activities would embt criteria air pollutants, including
PMso. As such, construction actlvitles 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 high-density, infill development on transit corridors. The
Final EIR concluded that impacts would be less than significant.

The proposed project’s operational activities would generate 787 new dally vehicle trips that
would emht criteria air pollutants Including ozone precursors. The proposed project would
promote trip reduction by redeveloping an underutilized 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
pedestrlan access to the services and goods to be provided in the non-residential building.
As such, the proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth In the EIR.

The EIR indicated that development contemplated by the Specific Plan wouid not Increase
traffic congestion such that It would create localized carbon monoxide {CO) hotspots. As
such, Specific Plan buildout activities 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 daily vehicle trips.
The proposed project would not cause any Intersections o deteriorate from acceptable to
unacceptable levels and thus would not have the potentlal to create localized CO hotspots.
As such, the proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth in the EIR.

The EIR indicated that the Specific Plan does nat contemplate uses that would emit
objectionable odors (agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants,
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chemical plants, compositing, refineries, landfills, etc.). The EIR concluded that 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 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 retall; none of these end uses require additional evaluation for
objectionable odors. As such, the proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth
In the EIR.

Mitigation Measures

None.

Condusian

The conclusions from the EIR remain unchanged when considering the development of the proposed
project.
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New
DotheProposed  Clrcumstances  New information
involve involving New or  Requiring New
Environmental ssue Condusion [n New or More More Severe Anglysis or EIR Wiitigation
Ares HR Severe Impacts? tmpacts? Varification? Maasures

4.  Biological Resources
Would the project:

s} Havea substantial Less than No. The No. Thereare No. Nonew Mitigation
adverse effect, either  significant proposed no new information of Measures
directly or through impact with  project does drcumstances  substantial 8-1a, B-1b,
habitat modifications, mitigation  not involve that would Importance B-1c, B-1d,
on any species changes that result in new or Indicates the B-1e, B-1f,
identified as a would result in  more sévere need for B-1g, B-1h,
candidate, sensitive, new or more impacts on additional B-1l, and 8-1)
or special status severe impacts specialstatus  analysis of
species in local or on specisl- species. special-status
regional plans, status specles. species.
policies, or
regulations, or by the
Californla Department
of Fish and Wildiife or
U.S. Fish and Wildiife
Service?

b) Have a substantial Less than No. The No. Thereare No. Nonew Mitigation
adverse effect on any significant proposed no new information of Measures
riparian habitat or impact with  project does clircumstances  substantial B-1a, B-1b,
other sensitive mitigation not involve that would importance B-1¢, and
natural community changesthat  result in new or indicates the B-1d
identified in local or would resultin  more savere need for
regional plans, ‘new ormore  Iimpactson addftional
policies, reguiations severe impacts riparian habitat. analysis of
or by the California on riparian riparian habitst.

Department of Fish habitat.
and Wildlife or US

Fish and Wildiife

Service?

¢) Have asubstantial Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new Mitigation
adverse effect on significant  proposed no new information of Measures
federslly protected  Impact with  project does circumstances  substantial B-1g, B-1h,
wetlands as defined  mitigation riot Involve that would Importance B-1c, and
by Section 404 of the changes that result in new or indicates the B-1d
Clean Water Act would result In  more severe need for
(including, but not new or more impacts on additional
limited to, marsh, severe impacts Section 404 analysis of
vernal pool, coastal, on Section 404 wetlands. Section 404
etc.) through direct wetlands. wetlands.
remowval, filling,
hydrological
Interruption, or other
means?
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0o the Proposed Cﬁannsnncu New information
Changes lnvolve  Involving New or  Requiring New

Environmental issus Condusionin  New or More More Severe Analysis or EIR Miigation
Area Bh Severe impacts? Impacts? Varification? Measures
d) Interfere substantially Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
with the movement of significant proposed no new information of
any native resident or impact project does drcumstances  substantial
migratory fish or not involve that would: importance
wildlife species or changes that result in new or indicates the
with established would resultin  moresevere need for
native resident or newormore  Impacts onfish additional
migratory wildiife severe impacts  or wikdlife analysis of fish
corridors, or impede onfishor movement or wildlife
the use of native wildlife movement.
wildlife nursery sites? movement.
e} Conflict with any Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
jocal policies or significant  proposed no new information of
ordinances impact project does circumstances  substantial
protecting biological not invoive that would importance
resources, such as 3 changes that result in new or  indicates the
tree preservation would resultin  more severe need for
policy or ordinance? newormore  impactsonlocal additional
severe impacts  biological analysis of local
on local policles or biological
biological ordinances. policies or
policies or ordinances.
ordinances.
f} Conflict with the Noimpact  No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
provisions of an proposed no new information of
adopted Habitat project does circumstances  substantial
Conservation Plan, not involve that would importance
Natural Community changes that result In new or indicates the
Conservation Plan, or would resuttin  more severe need for
other approved local, new or more impactsonan  additional
regional, or state severe impacts  sdopted Habitat analysis of an
habitat conservation on an adopted Conservation adopted Habitat
plen? Habitat Plan or Natural | Conservation
Conservation  Community ) Plan or Natural
Plan or Natural Conservation  Community
Community Plan. Conservation
Conservation Plan.
| Plan, f
Discussion

The analysis is this section is supported by a Biological Preliminary Screening prepared by FCS. The
preliminary screening is provided in Appendix A.
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a)

b)

c)

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 tarplant, California red-legged frog, California least tern, and steethead trout. The
EIR set forth Mitigation Measure B-1a requiring a preliminary screening of potential
blological resources, and Mitigation Measures B-1b through B-1} requiring mitigation for
impacts to special-status specles. 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 smali areas of ornamental vegetation (trees and
shrubs). An FCS biologist conducted a prellminary screening In accordance with Mitigation
Measure B-1a 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-1g and 8-
1h would apply, which require pre-construction surveys for speclal status species (including
nesting birds and roosting bats). The other mitigation 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-Mitigation
Measure Measures B-2a through B-2d requiring mitigation for impacts to riparian habitat.
The EiR concluded that the implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce
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
through 8-2d 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 potentiai to impact federally protected wetlands and Jurisdictional features. The
EIR set forth Mitigation Measure Measures B-2a through 8-2d requiring mitigation for impacts
to wetlands and jurisdictional features. The EIR concluded that the implementation of these
mitigation measures would reduce 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 proposed project does not propose any work within the creek
corridor. Thus, there is no potential for impacts to wetlands or jurisdictional features and,
therefore, Mitigation 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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d}

The EIR indicated that San Lorenzo Creek provides local-scale opportunities for wildlife
movement. Additionally, the EIR noted that a regional wildiife movement corridor exists in the
foothills north of the Plan Area. The EIR concluded that impacts would be less than significant.

The project site is mostly hardscaped, enclosed with a chain link fence, and surrounded by
urban development and infrastructure. Therefore, there are no existing opportunities for
fish or wildlife movement. Furthermore, the project site is approximately 150 feet from San
Lorenzo Creek and the proposed project would not involve any work in the waterway. Thus,
the proposed project would not impair ahy local wildlife movement. As such, the proposed
project would not alter any concluslons set forth in the EIR.

The EIR indicated that development that occurs pursuant to the Specific Plan would be
required to comply with applicable county policies and ordinances. For example, projects
that woukd alter trees planted in County rights-of-way are subject to compliance with
Alameda County Code of Ordinances Chapter 12.11, which includes obtaining a permit. The
EIR concluded 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 rights-of-way. Therefore, no conflicts with Chapter 12.11 would occur. As
such,the proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth in the EIR.

The EIR indicated that the Specific Plan boundaries do not overiap 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 would not
alter any conclusions set forth in the EIR.

Mitigation Measures
MM B-1a Blological Resources Screening and Assessment. For projects associated with the

proposed Specific Plan, the project applicant shall hire a County-approved blologist
to perform a preliminary biological resource screening as part of the enwironmental
review process to determine whether the project has any potential to impact
biological resources. If it is determined that the project has no potential to impact
blological resources, no further action Is required.  If the project would have the
potentiai to impact blological resources, prior to constructlon, a County-approved
biologist shall conduct a biological resources assessment {(BRA) or similar type of
study to document the existing biofogical 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 biological resources including, but not
fimited to special status species, nesting birds, wildlife movement, sensitive plant
communities, critical habitats, and other resources judged to be sensitive 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 the
USFWS, NMFS, CDFW and/or other local, state, and federal agencies may be
required. The following mitigation measures [B-1(b) through B-1(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

J
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MM B-1g

surveys described in the mitigation measures below may be completed as part of
the BRA where suitable habitat Is present.

Non-Listed Special Status Specles Avoidance and Minimization. Several State Species
of Speclal Concern may be impacted by development facilitated by the Specific Plan.
The ecological requirements and potential for impacts is highly vatiable among '
these spedcies. Depending on the species identified in the BRA, several of the
measures identifled under B-1(f) shall be applicable to the project. in addition, the
County shall select measures 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 terrestrial amphibians and reptiles, coverboard
surveys shall be completed within three months of the start of construction. The
coverboards shall be at 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 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 coverboards shall be captured and placed in five-galion buckets
for transportation to relocation sites. All relocation sites shall be reviewed by the
project applicant and shall consist of suitable habitat. Relocation sites shalt be as
close to the capture site as possible but far enough away to ensure the animal(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 species observed. _

Pre-construction clearance surveys shall be conducted within 14 days of the start
of construction (including staging and mobilization). The surveys shall cover the
entire disturbance footprint plus a minimum 200-foot buffer, if feasible, and shall
identify all special status animal specles that may occur on-site. Al non-listed
speclal status species shall be relocated from the site either through direct
capture or through passive exclusion (e.g., burrowing 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 biclogist shall be present during all initial ground disturbing
activities, including vegetation removal to recover special status animal species
unearthed by construction activities.

Upon completion of the project, a County approved blologist shall prepare a Final
Compliance Report documenting all compliance activities implemented for the
project, including the pre-construction survey results. The report shali 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-approved biologist shall 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 shali be conducted
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MM B-1h

Conclusion

using acoustic detectors and by searching tree cavities, crevices, and other areas
where bats may roost. If active roosts are located, exclusion devices such as
netting shall be Instalied to discourage bats from occupying the site. If a roost Is
determined by a County-approved biologist to be used by a large number of bats
(large hibernaculum), bat boxes shall be Installed near the project site. The
number of bat boxes installed will depend on the size of the hibernaculum and
shall be determined through consultations with the CDFW. If a maternity colony
has become established, all construction activities shall be postponed within a
500-foot buffer around the maternity colony until it Is determined by a County-
approved biologist that the young have dispersed. Once it has been determined
that the roost is clear of bats, the roost shall be removed immedijately.

Pre-construction Surveys for Nesting Birds for Construction Occurring within Nesting
Season. For projects that may result in tree felling or removal of trees or vegetation
that may contain a nesting bird, if feasible, construction activities should occur
generally between September 16 to January 31 (thus outside of the nesting season).
However, if construction activities must during the nesting season (generaily
February 1 to September 15}, surveys for nesting birds covered by the California Fish
and Game Code and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act shall be conducted by a County-
approved biologlst no more than 14 days prior to vegetation removal. The surveys
shall include the entlre segment disturbance area plus a 200-foot buffer sround the
site. If active nests are located, all construction work shall be conducted outside a
buffer zone from the nest to be determined by the County-approved biologist. The
buffer shall be a minimum of 50 feet for non-raptor bird specles and at least 150 feet
for raptor species. Large buffers may be required depending upon the status of the
nest and the construction activities occurring in the vicinity of the nest. The buffer
area(s) shall be closed to all construction personnel and equipment until the adults
and young are no longer reliant on the nest site. A County-approved blologist shall
confirm that breeding/nesting Is completed and young have fledged the nest prior
to removsl 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 conclusions from the EIR remain unchanged when considering the development of the proposed

project.




inftiod Stusly/Addendum CEQA Checkiist
C e
Dothe Propossd Circumstancas  New Information
Changet involve Involving New or  Requiring New
Environmaental lssue Conclusionin  New or More More Severe Anglysis or EIR Mikigation
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Would the project:
a) Causeasubstantia)l lessthan Neo. The No. Thereare No. No new None
adverse change In the significant  proposed no-new information of
significance of a impact project does circumstances  substantial
. historical resource as not involve that would importanoe
defined In Section changesthat  resultin new or indicates the
15064.5¢? would resultin  more severe need for
newormore Impactson additional
severe impacts  historic analysis of
on historic " resources. historic
resources. resources.
b} Cause asubstantial Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
adverse change in the significant proposed 'NO hew information of
significance of an impact project does not clrcumstances  substantial
archaeological involve changes that would Importance
resource pursuant to that would .result in new or Indicates the
Section 15064.5? result in new or more severe need for
more severe Impacts on additional
Impacts on archaeological  analysis of
archaeological  resources. archaeological
resources. resources.
¢} Directly or indirectly Less than No. The No. Thereare Na. No new Mitigation
destroy a unique significant  proposed no new information of Measure CR-3
paleontological Impact with  project does not circumstances  substantial
resource or site or mitigation involve changes that would importance
unique geologic that would result in new or indicates the
feature? result in new or more severe need for
morne severe impacts on additional
impacts on paleontological analysis of
paleontological resources. paleontoiogical
TeSOUrces. resources. :
d) Disturb anyhuman  Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
remains, induding signficant  proposed no new information of
those interred impact. project does circumstances  substantial
outside of formal not involve that would importance
cameterles? changes that i result in new or Indicates the
would result in  more severe need for
newormore  impactson additional
severe impacts  burial sites. analysls of
on burisl sites. burial shes.
P
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Discussion
a) The EIR indicated that there were two resources within the Specific Plan boundaries that are

b)

]

listed on historic registers: the Meek Estate and San Lorenzo Cemetery. The EIR indicated
there are several potentlal historic resources within the Specific Plan boundaries: the Juan
Bautista DeAnza Trall, San Lorenzo Four Corners, San Lorenzo Community Church, San
Lorenzo Village, 2033 Miramonte (residential structure), Eden Congregational Church,
Christian Union Society Church, and Portuguese IDES Hall. The Specific Plan noted that the
Eden Area General Plan requires that potentially historic structures be assessed for historic
significance. The EIR indicated that impacts would be less than significant.

The only potentlal historic resource near the project site is the Juan Bautista DeAnza Trail, a
recognized National Recreational Trall, which EIR Figure 4.4-1 indicates followed the present-
day alignments of Mattox Road and Misslon Boulevard. The DeAnza Expedition traveled
through the Cherryland erea In 1776 at 3 time when the area was undeveloped. The cultural
landscape of the area has changed substantially since 1776; it Is iImplicltly recognized that
the trall designation does not confer any restrictions on development and land use activities
along the route. Thus, the development of the proposed project would not impact this
potentlally historic resource.

Furthermore, the existing structure on the project site does not have any historic
significance. The building s a one-story, flat-roofed, concrete block, 1960s-era structure that
appears to have been substantially modified over time. It is not associated with a historic
pénon or event, and does not display any unique architectural attributes. Thus, the building
would not be considered to have historic significance. As such, the proposed project would
not alter any conclusions set forth in the EIR.

The EIR indicated that the Plan Area may contain prehistoric and historic archaeological
resources and ground-disturbing activities associated with buildout would have the potential
to uncover previously undiscovered resources. Compliance with adopted County policies
and existing regulations would reduce Impacts to a level of less than significant.

The proposed project would involve ground-distributing activities within the project site and,
therefore, would have the potential to uncover previously undiscovered resources.
Comphance with adopted County policies and existing regulations would reduce impacts to a
level of less than significant. As such, the proposed project would not alter any conclusions
set forth In the EIR.

The EIR indicated that the Plan Area contains known paleontological resources and ground-
disturbing activities associated with buildout would have the potential to uncover previously
undiscovered resources. The EIR set forth Mitigation Measure CR-3, which requires
paleontological monitoring for excavations that accur along Mission Boulevard between
163rd Avenue and Paradise Boulevard. The implementation of this mitigation measure
would reduce impacts to a level of less than significant.

The project site Is outside the area identified by Mitigation Measure CR-3 for paleontological
monitoring and thus is located in an area of low paleontological sensitivity. Moreover, deep
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c excavations are not contemplated by the project, as all construction would be slab-on-grade
and no subsurface levels are proposed. Therefore, Mitigation Measure CR-3 would not
apply. As such, the proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth in the EIR.

d) The EiR Indicated that the Plan Area may contain burial sites and that ground-disturbing
activities associated with buildout would have the potentlal to uncover previously
undiscovered human remains. Compliance with adopted County policies and existing
regulations would reduce impacts to a level of less than significant.

The proposed project would involve ground-disturbing activities within the project site and
therefore 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 significant. As such, the proposed project would not alter any conclusions
set forth in the EIR.

Mitigation Measures ;

None,

Condusion

The conclusions from the EIR remain unchanged when considering the development of the proposed
project.

\ PN S0\ Mission & Mattsr Addendem.doo



County

of Aknedo—hMission & Matiox Project
initiol Stwdy/Addendum

Dothe Proposad Circumstances  New information
Changes Involve  involving New or  Raquiring New

Environmental Issue ‘Condusionin  New or More More Severe Analysis or EIR Mitigation
Area HR Severs impacts? mpacts? Verification? Measures
6.  Geology and Soils
Would the project:
a) Expose people or
structures to
potential substantial
adverse effects,
including risk of loss,
Injury, or death
invotving:
1) Ruptureofaknown Lessthan No. The No. Thereare No. Nonew None
earthquake fault, as  significant  proposed no new information of
delineated on the Impsact project does drcumstances  substantial
most recent Alquist- not involve that would importance
Priclo Earthquake changesthat  result In new or Indicates the
Fault Zoning Map would resultin  more severs need for
issued by the State newormore  faultrupture  additional
Geologist for the area severe fault Impacts. analysis of fault
or based on other rupture rupture,
substantial evidence impacts,
of a known fault?
) Strong seismic Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
ground shaking? significant  proposed no new information of
impact project does circumstances  substantial
not involve that would importance
changesthat  resultin new or Indicates the
would resultin  more severe need for
new or more impacts on additional
severe Impacts  strong selsmic  anslysis of
on strong ground shaking. strong selsmic
seismic ground ground shaking.
shaking.
) Seismic-related Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
ground failure, significant  proposed no new information of
including Impact project does circumstances  substantial
liquefaction? not invoive that wouid ; importance
changes that resuvit in new or . indicates the
would result In  moresevere  needfor
new or more impacts on additional
severe impacts seismic-relsted analysis of
on seismic- ground fallure, seismic-related
related ground . including ground faliure,
failure, : iquefaction, Induding
including liquefaction.
liquefaction.
34 FirstCorbon Solutions
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New
DothaProposed Circumsismces  New Information
Changes involve oldng New or  Requiring New
Environmental (ssue Conclusionin  New or More Mose Sovere Analysls or EIR Mitigation
Area EIR Severe impects? impects? Verification? Measures
tv) Landslides? Less than No. The Na. Thereare No. No new None
significant  proposed no new information of
impact project does circumstances  substantial
not involve that would fmportance
changes that  result in new or indicates the
would resuit in  more severe need for
NEW or more impacts on additional
severe Impacts  landslides. analysis of
on landslides. landslides.
b) Resuitin substantial Less than No. The No. Thereare No. Nonew None
soll erosion or the significant  proposed no new information of
loss of topsoll? impact project does circumstances  substantial
not invoive that wouid importance
changes that result in new or indicates the
would resultin more severe heed for
new or more impacts onsoil  additional
severe Impacts  erosion. analysls of soll
on sofl erosion. erosion.
¢) Belocatedona Less than No. The No. Thereare  No. No new None
geologic unjt or soll  significant proposed no new information of
that Is unstable or impact project does circumstances  substantial
that would become not involve that would importance
unstable as a result changes that result in new or indicates the
of the project, and would resultin  more severe need for
potentially result In new or more Impacts on additional
on- or off-site severe impacts  unstable . analysls of
Jandslide, lateral on unstable geologicunits  unstable
spreading,  geologic units  or soils. geologic units
subsidence, “or solls. “or soils.
fiquefaction or
collapse?
d) Belocated on Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
expansive 30, as significant proposed no new information of
defined in Table 18-1- impact ‘project does  |circumstances substantial
B of the Uniform not involve that would importance
Building Code (1994), changes that result In new or . indicates the
creating substantiat would resuitin  more severe need for
risks to life or new or more impacts on additionst
property? severe impacts expansive solls. analysis of
on expansive expansive solls.
solls.
I8

Mission & Mattox Addendh.doox



County of Alomeda—Mission & Mottox Project

CEQA Checkfist ) initiol Study/Addendum

o

water.

: , New ‘

' Dothe Proposed . Circumstances | New information

. Chamges involve  Involving New or |  Requiring New
Environmental issue  Condusionis | NeworMore = iioreSevere - Anslysisor | EIR Mitigation
Arsa EIR | Severe impacts? impacts? | Verification?  Measures

Have solls incapable ‘No impact No. The No. There are §No.vNo new  None

of adequately ' proposed no new  Information of
supporting the use of ! project does drcumstances | substantial
septic tanks or ; ' not involve that would | Importance
altemative waste Ichanges that | result in new or : indicates the
water disposal 'would resultin ;moresevere need for
systems where : ‘ new or more impacts on | additional
sewers are not ' ;severe impacts ' septic systems. : analysis of
available for the - on septic septic systems. '
disposal of waste  systems. :

Discussion

a}

b}

The Final EIR indicated that a portion of the Plan Area is located within an Alquist-Priole
Earthquake Fault Zone associated with the Hayward Fault. Additionally, the Final EIR
indicated that the Plan Area-may be susceptible to strong ground shaking during a selsmic
event. The Final EIR indicated that the Plan Area spans an area of “low" to "moderate”
liquefaction potentlal, as defined by the United States Geological Survey. The Final EIR
indicated that most of the Plan Area is generally flat and not subject to landslide hazards.
The Final EIR indicated that implementation of State-mandated building standards and
compliance with the Earthquake Fault Zoning Act and the Eden Area General Plan policles
would reduce the impacts to a level of 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 2.6-acre site that has supported development for more than 50
years. The northeastemn corner of the project site is within a habltable structure exclusion
zone of the Hayward Fault, and, therefore, no structures are proposed within this area.
Additionally, the project site has been previously graded and soil engineered for urban
development and does not contain any siopes susceptible to landsliding during an
earthquake. Lastly, the proposed project would be required to comply with State-mandated
buliding standards. For these reasons, the proposed project would not alter any concluslons
set forth in the Final EIR.

The Final EIR Indicated that the majority of the Plan Area has a low potentiai for erosion-
related hazards because it supports urban development, and concluded that no impacts
would occur.

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. As
such, the site has been previously graded and soil engineered for urban development.

APublicxtions { o Wsslon & Mattoa Addendum.doox
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c)

d)

e)

Therefore, substantial erosion or loss of topsoll Is not foreseeable. For these reasons, the
proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth in the Final EIR.

The Final EIR indicated that localized areas of Instability exist along San Lorenzo Creek, which
are designated a “Landslide Hazard Zone.” Unstable solls may include materials not capable
of supporting a selected land use. However, full buildout of the Plan Area would increase
structural development and infrastructure, which would Increase the possibility of being
exposed to hazards that stem from unstable solls. The Final EIR indicated that
implementation of State-mandated bullding standards would reduce the impacts to a level
of less than significant.

The project site is more than 150 feet from the nearest reach of San Lorenzo Creek, which is
contained in a concrete-lined channel. Moreover, the project site has been previously graded
and soll engineered for urban development, and has supported development for more than 50
years. Therefore, based on the characteristics of the creek and the project site, the proposed
project would not be developed on a site underiain by unstable geologic units or solis. The
proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth in the Final EIR.

The Final EIR indicated that all Plan Aree solls are characterized with moderate to high
potential for shrink swell. The volume changes associated with these solls may result cracks
in structures bulit on expansive solls. The Final EIR Indicated that future developments In
the Plan Area would be required to conduct a site-specific evaluation of soll conditions, as
required by the Bullding Code, and follow proper soll engineering practices. These practices
include soll replacement, grouting, compaction/re-compaction, and drainage control. The
Final EIR indicated that compliance with these requirements would reduce impacts to a level
of less than significant. -

The project site has been previously graded and soll engineered for urban development, and
has supported development for more than 50 years. To the extent the underlying native
solls possessed expansive attributes, those were previously abated. New development that
occurs on-site would be required to comply with Building Code requirements for
foundations. For these reasons, the proposed project would not alter any conclusions set
forth in the Final EIR.

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 occur.

The project site Is currently served with sewer service. The proposed project would
continue to be served with sewer service. No septic or alternative wastewater disposal
systems would be used. For these reasons, the proposed project would not alter any
conclusions set forth in the Final EIR.

Mitigation Measures

None.
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]

Condlusion

The conclusions from the EIR remain unchanged when considering the development of the proposed
project.
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New
Doths Proposed Circumstemcas  Naw Information
Chengas involve Involving New or  Requiring New
Environmentsl issues Conclusion i New or More Mora Savers Analysis or ER Mitigation
Arsa Fmal EIR  Severe Impacts? impacts? Verification? Maasures
7.  Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse Less than The proposed  There are no No new None
gas emissions, elther significant  project does new information of
directly or indirectly, Impact not involve circumstances  substantig!
that may have a changes that that would importance
significant impact on would result In  result in new or indicates the
the environment? new or more more severe need for
severe impacts Impacts additional
assoclated with associsted with snalysis of
greenhouse gas greenhouse gas greenhouse gas
emissions. emissions. emissions,
b} Conflict with any Less than The proposed  There are no No new None
applicable plan, significant  project does new information of
policy or regulstion of impact not involve circumstances  substantial
an agency adopted ‘changesthat  that would importance
for the purpose of would resultin resuitin new or indicates the
reducing the new or more more severe need for
emissions of severe Impacts impacts additional
greenhouse gases? associgted with assoclated with analysis of
conflicts with  conflicts with  conflicts with
greenhouse gas greenhousegas greenhouse gas
reduction plans. reduction plans. reduction plans.
Discussion
a-b) The Final EIR indicated that buildout of the Specific Plan would emit combined annual
construction and operational emissions of 25,581 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents
{MTCO.¢e). This ylelds a per capita service population ratio of 5.5 CO.e/service population/
year, which is below the BAAQMD’s threshold of 6.6 CO,e/service populationfyear. The
Specific Plan furthers the greenhouse gas reduction objectives of the Alameda County
Community Climate Action Plan by promoting building energy efficlency, alternatives to
single-occupant driving, and sequestering CO, via planting of trees. The Final EiR concluded
that impacts would be less than significant.
The proposed project would develop 57 dwelling units and 7,495 square feet of non-
resldential uses on a 2.6-acre site on the Misslon Boulevard corridor. The proposed project’s
population and employment growth are within the projections of the Specific Plan, and, thus,
the project’s greenhouse gas emissions woulid be consistent with the ratio of 5.5 CO,e/service
population/year. Furthermore, the proposed project furthers the greenhouse gas reduction
objectives of the Alameda County Community Climate Action Plan by developing high-density
FirstCarbon Solutions 9
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infill residential and non-residential uses on a transit corridor. For these reasons, the proposed
project would not alter any conclusions set forth in the Final EIR.

Mitigation Measures
None.

Conclusion

The conclusions from the EIR remain unchanged when considering the development of the proposed
project.
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 New New
Do the Propased  Clrcumstances information
Chsnges invoive Inwolving New or  Requiring New
Environmaental issus Condusionin  New ot More More Severe Anaiysis or EIR MhRigation
Ares EIR Savere Impacts? impects? Verification? Measures
8.  Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Woulid the project:
a) Create asignificant  Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
hazard to the public  significant  proposed no new Information of
orthe environment  Impact project does drcumstances  substantial
through the routine not involve that would importance
transport, use, or changes that result in new or indicates the
disposal of hazardous would resultin  more severe need for
materials? new or more Impacts on additional
severe impacts routine analysis of
on routine transport, use, routine
transport, use, ordisposalof  transport, use,
ordisposalof  hazardous or disposal of
hazardous materials. hazardous
materials. materials.
b) Create asignificant  Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
hazard to the public  significant  proposed no new information of
or the environment  impact project does circumstances  substantial
through reasonably not invoive that would importance
foreseeable upset changes that result in new or indicates the
and accident would result in  more severe need for
conditions involving new or more impacts on additional
the ralease of severe impacts reasonably analysis of
hazardous materials on reasonably  foreseeable reasonably
into the foreseeable upset and foreseeable
environment? upset and accident upset and
accident conditions accident
conditions involvingthe  conditions
involving the releage of involving the
release of hazardous release of
hazardous materials. hazardous
materials. ! materials.
¢) Emi hazardous Less than No. The "No. Thereare No. No new None
emissions or handle  significant  proposed no new information of
hazardous or acutely Impact project does circumstances  substantial
hazardous materials, not involve that would importance
substances, or waste changesthat  resultin'new or indicates the
within one-quarter would resultin  more severe need for
mile of an existing or new of more impacts on additional
propased school? severe impacts  hazardous anatysis of
on hazardous  materials near  hazardous
materials near  schools. materials near
schools. schools.
PirstCerbon Sokstions a
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New

. New

Do the Proposed  Clrcumstances infonmation
Changes bwolve Involving Newor  Requiring New

Environmental Issue Concusionin  New or More More Severe Analysis or EIR Mitigation
Ares BR Sevare impects? mpuacts? Verification? Moeasures
d) Belocatedonasite Lessthan No. The . No. Thereare No. No new None
which is included on  significant  proposed No new information of
a list of hazardous impact project does circumstances  substantial
materials sites not involve that would importance
compiled pursuant to changes that result in new or indicates the
Government Code | would resultin  more severe need for
Section 65962.5 and, new or more impacts on additional
as a result, would it severe impacts  hazardous analysis of
create a significant on hazardous  materlals sites  hazardous
hazard to the public materials sites  listed pursuant  materials sites
or the environment? listed pursuant to Government listed pursuant
to Government Code Section  to Government
Code Section  65962.5. Code Section
65962.5. 65962.5.
e) Be located within two Less than No. The No. Thereare  No. No new None
miles of a public significant  proposed no new information of
airport or private use Impact project does drcumstances  substantlal
alrport and result in a -not invoive that would Importance
safety hazard for changes that resuit in new or indlcates the
people residing or would resultin  more severe need for
working in the new or more impacts on additional
project area? severe impacts  airports. analysis of
on airports. alrports.
f) Foraprojectwithin  Less than No. The No. Thereare No. Nonew ' None
the vicinlty of a ‘significant  proposed no new informatioh of
private airstrip, impact project does circumstances  substantial
would the project not invoive that wouid importance
result in a safety changes that result in new or indicates the
hazard for people iwould resultin more severe need for
residing or working In new or more  impacts on ‘additional
the project area? severe impacts  private airstrips. analysis of
on private private
airstrips. airstrips.
g} Impair _ lessthan No. The No. Thereare No. Nonew  None
implementation of or significant  proposed no new | information of
physically interfere | impact project does crcumstances | substantial
with an adopted not involve that would importance
emergency response changesthat  resuitinnew or indicates the
plan or emergency would resuitin moresevere  need for
evacuation plan? ‘newormore |impacts on additional
: severe impacts | emergency analysis of
, On eMmergency ' response or emergency
| responseor ' evacuation. response or
evacuation.. evacuation.
@ PirstCarbon Salutions
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N - New
Do the Proposed  Chroamstancas information
Changss Invoive Imwolving New or  Requiring New

Ewironmental Issue Condusionin  New or More Mose Scvere Analysis or EIR Mitigation

Ares EIR Severe impacts? impects? Verification? Messures

h)} Belocatedinanarea Lessthan No. The No. Thereare No. No new None

designated as having significant  proposed nonew information of

s high, extreme, or  impact project does drcumstances  substantial

severe fire hazard, or not involve that would importance

otherwise expose changesthat  resultin new or indicates the

people or structures would resultinn  moresevere  need for

to a significant risk of newormore  Impacts on additional

loss, injury or death severe impacts  wildland fires.  analysis of

involving wildland on wildiand wildland fires.

fires, including where fires.

wildiands are

adjacent to urbanized

areas or where

residences are

intermixed with

wildlands?

Discussion

a-b) The Final EIR indicated that the Specific Plan would facilitate the construction of residential
or non-residential uses that could Involve the use, storage, or transportation of hazardous
materials. There are no areas within the Plan Area for industrial uses and residentlal and
most non-residential uses do not generally involve significant quantities of hazardous
matsrials. Construction may include the temporary transport, storage and use of hazardous
materials; however, those materials would be subject to federal, state, and local regulations,
which would minimize the risks. Compliance with thesé requirements would keep the public
and the environment from being exposed to hazardous materials. The Final EIR concluded
that the Impacts would be less than significant.

The proposed project consists of the development of 57 dwelling units and 7,435 square feet
of non-residential uses along the Mission Boulevard frontage that may Include food, food
service, café, retall, or service commercial. Most residential and non-residential uses do not
involve the use of significant quantities of hazardous materials. The hazardous materiais
used during construction are subject to federal, state, and local regulations. For.these
reasons, the proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth in the Final EIR.

) The Final EIR indicated that San Lorenzo High School and St. John Elementary School are
located within the Plan Area. The 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.

Ly Missfon & Maticx Addendera.doc
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d)

€)

8

h)

There are no existing or proposed schools located within 0.25 mile of the project site. The
proposed project would not alter any hazards or hazardous material conclusions set forth by
the Final EiR.

The Final EIR indicated that there are many properties within the Plan Area where past uses
could have produced localized contamination or concentrations of hazarddus substances.
Developers must conduct the necessary level of environmental investigation to ensure
hazardous material releases from prior land uses woulid not have & negative impact on the
natural environment or health and safety of the public. The Final EIR indicated that
compliance with these regulations 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 soll 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 Agency Issued a “Case Closed” letter on July 14, 1995,
signifying that the shte had been remediated to its satisfaction. For these reasons, the
proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth In the Final EIR.

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 airport to the project site is Hayward Executive Alrport, which Is approximately
2.18 miles away. As such, the proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth in
the Final EIR.

The Final EIR indicated that there are no private airstrips located in the vicinity of the Plan
Area. This condition precludes the possibllity 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.

The Final EIR indicated that bulldout of the Specific Plan would not create 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 non-residential uses. It would provide two points of access. As such, the proposed
project would not alter the conclusions set forth by the Final EIR.

The Final EIR indicated that the Plan Area is urban in nature and is not within a wildiand fire
zone. Thus, it would not be susceptible to wildland fires. 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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- Mitigation Measures
None.

Conclusion

The condlusions from the EIR remain unchanged when considering the development of the proposed
project.
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New

DotheProposed Circumstances New informetion

Changes hwolve Involving Newor  Reguiring New
Environmestal ksue Condusionin  New or More More Severe Analysis or EIR Mitigation
Area BR Severe impacts? impacts? Verification? Maasures
9.  Hydrology and Water Quality
Would the project:
a) Violate any water Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
quality standards or  significant  proposed RO new information of
waste discharge impact project does not circumstances  substantial
requirements? involve changes that would importance
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  analysls of
water quality standards or water quality
standards or waste discharge standards or
waste discharge requirements. - waste discharge
requirements. requirements.
b) Substantially deplete Lessthan No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
groundwater significant proposed nonew _Information of
supplies or interfere impact project does not circumstances  substantial
substantially with involve changes that would importance
groundwater that would result in new or indicates the
recharge such that -result In new or more severe need for
there would be a net more severe Impacts on additional
deficit In aquifer impacts on groundwater analysis of
volumeora groundwater rechargesuch  groundwater
lowering of the local recharge such  that there recharge such
groundwater table that there wpuld would beanet that there
level (e.g., the be anetdeficit  deficitin would be a net
production rate of in aquifer aquifer volume  deficit in aquifer
pre-existing nearby volume or a or a lowering of volumeora
wells would drop to lowering of the  the local lowering of the
a level which would local groundwater  local
not support existing groundwater table level. groundwater
land uses or planned table level. table level.
uses for which
permits have been :
granted)?
4% FirstCarbon Solutions
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New
Dothe Proposed  Crcumstances  New information
Changas Involve  involvingNewor  Requiring New
Environmental lsgue Conchssion In ew or More More Severe Anclysis or EIR Mitigstion
Area £ Severe Impacts? Impacts? Verification? Megsuras
¢} Substantially alter  Less than No. The No. Thereare  No. No new None
the existing drainage significant proposed project no new information of
pattern of the site or iImpact does notinvolve circumstances  substantial -
area, Including changes that that would importance
through the would resultin  resuitinnewor Indicates the
alteration of the new or more moresevere - need for
course of a stream severe impacts impactsonthe additional
or river, in a manner onthe existing  existing analysis of the
which would resutt _drainage pattern  drainage pattern existing
in substantial of the site or of the site or drainage pattermn
erosion or siitation ares, including  area, including  of the site or
on- or off-site? through the throughthe - area, Including
siteration of the  aiteration of the through the
course of a course of 2 aheration of the
streamor river,  streamorriver, courseof a
in a manner in a manner stream or rivey,
which would which would in a manner
result in result in which would
substantial substantial result In
erosion or eroslion or substantisl
siltationon-or  siitationon-or  erosion or
off-site. off-site. sitation on- or
off-site. )
d) Substantially alter  Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
the existing drainage significant proposed no new information of
pattern of the site or impact project does not circumstances  substantial
area, including. involve changes that would "importance
through the thatwould  resultin newor Indicates the
alteration of the result innewor more severe need for
course of a streem more severe impacts on additional
or river, or impacts on flooding. analysis of
substantially flooding. flooding.
increase the rate or
amount of surface
runoff in 2 manner
which would result
in flooding on- or
off-site?
e) Create or contribute Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
runoff water which  significant  proposed no New information of
would exceed the impact project does not circumstances  substantial
capadity of existing involve changes that would Importance
or planned that would result in new or indicates the
stormwater result innewor moresevere . need for
drainage systems or more severe Impacts on additional
provide substantial impacts on runoff. snalysis of
sdditional sources of runoff. runoff.
polluted runoff?
rH
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New
DotheProposed  Circumstances  New Information
Changes invoive  involving Naw or  Requiving New
Environmental kssue Concivsion In New or More More Severe Analysis or ER Mhigstion
Area ER Severs impects? Impacts? Vertfication? Measures
f) Otherwise Llessthan  No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
substantially significant  proposed no new information of
degrade water impact project does not circumstances  substantial
quality involve changes that would importance
that would result innew or Indicates the
result in new or more severe need for
more severe impacts on additional
impacts on water quality.  analysis of
water quality. water quality.
g) Place housing within Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
@ 100-year flood significant  proposed RO new information of
hazard area as impact project does not circumstances  substantial
mapped on a federal invoive changes that would importance
Flood Hazard that would result in new or Indicates the
Boundary or Flood result in new or more severe need for
insurance Rate Map more severe impacts on additional
or other flood Impacts on housing in 100- analysis of
hazard delineation housing in 100- year flood housing in 100-
map? -year flood hazard areas.  year flood
hazard areas. hazard areas.
h) Place withina 100- Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
yeer fiood hazard significant proposed no new information of
structures which impact project does not circumstances substantial
would impede or involve changes that would importance
redirect fiood flows? that would resuit In new or Indicates the
resultinnewor moresevere  need for
more severe Impacts on 100- additional
impacts on 100- year flood analysls of 100-
year flood hazard areas.  year flood
hazard areas. hazard areas.
1) Expose people or Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
structures to significant proposed no new .information of
significant risk or impact project does not circumstances  substantial
loss, injury or death "invoive changes that would importance
Involving flooding, that would result in new or indicates the
including flooding as resultin new or more severe need for
a result of the failure _more severe impactson . additional -
of a levee or dam? limpacts on dams and levee analysis of dams
i dams and levee fallures. and levee
 fallures. failures.
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New
Dothe Pfropossd  Circumstances  New Information
Changas wolve  nvolving New or  Requiring Naw

Environmental lssue Conclusionin  New or More More Severe Analysisor  EIR Mitigation

Area EIR Severe impects? Impacts? Verification? Messures
]) Inundation of by Less than .No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
seiche, tsunaml, or  significant proposed no new information of
mudfiow? impact project does not circumstances  substantial
involve changes that would importance
that would result in new or indicates the
result innewor more severe need for
more severe impacts on additional
impacts on seiches, : analysis of
seiches, tsunamis, or selches,
tsunamis, or mudflows. tsunamis, or
mudflows. mudflows.

Discussion

a)

b)

The Final EIR indicated that the construction and operational activities associated with
developments under the Specific Plan had the potenttal to result In polistion entering
downstream waters. However, the Final EIR indicated the Implementation of Best
Management Practices within the Specific Pian woukd reduce the impacts to a level of 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. As
such, the site would not result in any activities that could create new or more severe
hydrology or water iImpacts. The project would implement Best Management Practices as
described in the Specific Plan. For these reasons, the proposed project would not alter any
condlusions set forth in the Final EIR.

The Final EIR Indicates that the Plan Area is underlain by an upper and lower zone of water
bearing sand and gravel. There are two major aquifers in the upper zone and one In at the
lower zone. Conjunctive use programs and water quality programs are in place to optimize
the use of groundwater while monitoring and protecting groundwater quality. Thus, the
level of impact 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. As
such, the project would not requiré an Increased depletion of groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with ground water recharge. There would not be a substantial deficit
in aquifer volume. The propoésed project would not alter any conclusions set forth in the-
Final EIR.

The Final EIR Indicates that the primary drainage within the Plan Area Is San Lorenzo Creek,
which meanders from east-to-west through the Plan Area before discharging into San
Francisco Bay. Developments within the Plan Area will be consistent with the Best
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d)

e)

Management Practices required by the Municipal Regional Permit to ensure reduced
erosion. The level of impact would be less than significant.

The project site is within 150 feet of San Lorenzo Creek. Development activitles would
involve activities that have the potential to result in polluted runoff entering the waterway.
The project would be required to implement the Best Management Practices required by the
Municipal Regional Permit, including structure and non-structural controls with ongoing
inspections and monitoring. For these reasons, the proposed project would not aiter any
conclusions set forth in the Final EIR.

The Final EIR indicated that the Plan Area served with an existing municipal stormwater
dralnage 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-residentlal uses on a site that has supported development for more than 50 years.
The project would Increase the amount of pervious surface coverage (landscaping,
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
conclusions set forth in the Final. EIR.

The Final EIR indicated that the Plan Area is served with an existing municipal stormwater
drainage system. The Specific Plan will implement alterations to the existing stormwater
drainage systems so hazardous materials would not be directly discharged and wastewater
would be appropriately treated. Developments must be in cornpliénce with existing
programs and permits. The construction must be consistent with federal, state, and local
policles and regulations and must include standard Best Management Practices. 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 constructlon and operation of the project would be required to be consistent with
federal, state, and local policles and regulations. The project must be consistent with
standard Best Management Practices. The project would increase the amount of pervious
surface coverage (landscaping, stormwater treatment controls, etc.) on the project site
refative to exlstihg conditions and thus would resuft in a net decrease in surface runoff.
Thus, the project would not alter any conclusions set forth in the Final EIR.

The Final EIR indicated that construction and operational activities within the Plan Area
could result in the release of hazardous materiais 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 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 construction and operation of the project would be required to be consistent with

FirstCarbon Solutions
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h)

i)

federal, state, and local policies and regulations. The project must be consistent with
standard Best Management Practices. Thus, the project would not alter amy conclusions set
forth In the Final EIR.

The Final EIR indicated that there are a few locations within the Plan Area that are designated
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™ Street between
159" and Ashland Avenue. The County requires new residential units within the Flood Hazard
Area to be designed in accordance with the flood-resistant standards of Alameda County
Bullding Code, Title 15. For these reasons, the impact would be less than significant.

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.

‘The Final EIR indicated that there are a few locations within the Plan Area that are
designated as 100-year flood areas by the 2009 FEMA Flood Insurance Study. Developments
are required to be consistent with the Alameda County Building Code, Title 15, specifies
permit standards for construction 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 significant.

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

The 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
Specific Plan would be less than significant.

The proposed project consists of the development of 57 dwelling units and 7,495 square feet
of non-residentlal uses on a site that has supported development for more than 50 years.
The project site Is approximately 0.76 mile from the closest dam, which is the South
Reservoir Dam on Grove Way. The proposed project would not alter the conclusions set
forth by the Final EIR.

The Final EIR indicated that the communities of Ashland and Cherryland would not be
affected by a tsunami or a seiche. Although the San Frandisco Bay is at risk of a tsunami, the
Pian Area is far enough infand that it would not be at risk. There are no steep slopes or
voicanic features that could produce mudfiow within the Plan Area. As such, no impact
would occur.

The proposed project would not change the nature of the Plan Area or its surroundings. The
proposed project would not alter the conclusions set forth by the Final EIR.

Mitigation Measures

None.
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Conclusion

The conclusions from the EIR remain unchanged when considering the development of the proposed
project.
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Ares EIR Severe impacts? Impects? Vertfication? Messures

10. Land Use
Would the project:

a) Physically dividesn  Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
established significant  propased no new . Information of
community? impact project does not circumstances  substantial

Involve changes that would Importance
that would resuit in new or indicates the
result in new or more severe need for
more savere - impacts on additional
Impacts on divisionofan  analysis of
division of an established division of an
established community. established
community. community.

‘b) Conflict with any Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
applicable land use  significant  proposed no new information of
plan, policy, or impact project does not circumstances  substantial
regulstion of an Involve changes that would importance
agency with that would result in new or indicates the
Jurisdiction over the result in new or more severe need for
project (including, more severe impects on additional
but not limited to the impacts on conflicts with  analysis of
general plan, specific conflicts with any applicable  confilcts with
plan, local coastal snyapplicable  land use plan, any spplicable
program, or oning land use plan, policy or {and use plan,
ordinance) adopted policy or regulation. policy or
for the purpose of regulation. regulation.
avoiding or mitigating
an environmental
effect?

c) Confiict with any Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
applicable habitat significant  proposed no new Information of
conservation plan or  impact project does not circumstances  substantial
natursl community Involve changes that would importance
conservation plan?y that would result in new or indicates the

result in new or more severe need for

more severe impacts on additional
Impacts on habitat analysls of
habltat conservation  habltat
conservation plans or natural conservation
plans or natwral community plans or natural
community conservation  community
conservation plans. conservation
plans. plans.
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Discussion ,)

a) The Final EIR indicated that the Specific Plan would not physically divide an established
communtty because it would promote high-density, infill development on existing transit
corridors within the Ashland and Cherryland areas. Such development would occur mostly
on existing developed properties. Therefore, no Impact would occur,

The propased 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 proposed project Is consistent with the Eden Area General Plan and the Ashland
Cherryland Business District Specific Plan land use designations for this site. There is no
potential for the proposed project to divide an established community. The proposed
project would not alter the conclusions set forth by the Final EIR.

b) The Final EIR indicated that the Specific Plan is consistent with the goals, policies, and
objectives of the Alameda County General Plan, the Eden Area General Plan, and the
Hayward Executive Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, The Specific Plan established a new,
form-based zoning code in the Plan area that allows a wide range of commerclal, clvic, and
residential development. The Specific Plan would fadilitate an increase In density and
intensity but would be consistent with requirements in the Eden Area General Plan’s fand
use designation. The determination of whether the Specific Plan is consistent with design
and development guidance with the Alameda County General Plan and the Eden Area
General Plan lies with the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.

The Plan Area Is within the Airport Influence Area of the Hayward Executive Airport. The J
Plan Area is located outside of Safety Compatibility Zones Associated with the Hayward

Executive Airport; therefore, development under the Specific Plan would not be subject to

safety standards In the ALUCP. The Specific Plan, with the implementation of mitigation

measures included in Section 4.3, Blological Resources, would reduce the assoclated

environmental impact to less than significant. Furthermore, the Specific Plan would allow

for new development that may be Incompatible with surrounding residential land uses and

the existing pattern of development In the Pian Area. However, the design review process

would ensure that compatibliity issues are addressed on a project-specific basls, thereby

reducing the impacts to less than significant. '

The proposed project would develop 57 dwelling uhits and 7,495 square feet of non-
residential uses on a 2.6-acre site designated “District Mbed-Use (DMU)” 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 20ning for this ske (as designated by the General
Plan) Is High Density Residential (43~85 dwelling units per acre). The recently approved
amendment to the Ashland Cherryland Business District Specific Plan 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
beneflt from the project. The recently approved amendment to the Eden Area General Plan




County of Alemedo—Mission & Mattex Project
Initial Study/Addendum CEQA Checkiist

¢

aliowing 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 underutiized 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 tum lane;

(3) The project develops this section of Mission Boulevard into a higher-ntensity use by
providing new ground floor retall 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 environment along Mission Boulevard that supports public
transportation alternatives and provides locally and regionally serving commercisl and
retell uses as well as a variety of urban housing choices;

(5) In an area that has seen minimal dévelopment 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 reslignment 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
mbxed-use projects. Therefore, the proposed project would not aiter the conclusions set
forth by the Final EIR.

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. Therefore, no impact would occur.

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 S0 years.
The project site Is within the Plan Area and thus Is not within the boundaries of an adopted
conservation plen or natural community conservation plan. The proposed project would not
alter the tonclusions set forth by the Final EIR.

Mitigation Measures
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Conclusion

The conclusions from the EIR remain unchanged when considering the development of the proposed
project.
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Hew New
DothePropased  Clreumstences Information
Changes Invoive involving New or  Raquiring New
Eavironmentsl [ssue Conclusionin  New or More More Severe Analysis or EM Mhigation
Arss EHR Sevare iImpacts? Impacts? Verification? Messures
11. Mineral Resources
Would the project:
8) Resultinthelossof Noimpact No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
avallablility of a . proposed no new information of
inown mineral project does circumstances  substantial
resource that would not involve that would importance
be of value to the changes that result in new or indicates the
region and the would resultin more severe need for
residents of the new or more impactson loss additional
state? severe impacts  of known analysis of loss
on loss of mineral of known
known mineral resources of mineral
resources of statewide resources of
statewide importance. statewide
importance. importance.
b) Resultinthelossof Noimpsct No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
avallability of a proposed no hew Information of
locally important project does circumstances  substantial
mineral resource not involve that would importance
recovery site changes that result in new or indicates the
delineated on a local would resuiltin  more severe need for
general plan, specific newormore Iimpactsonloss additional
plan or other land severe impacts  of known analysis of loss
use plan? on loss of minerst . of known
known mineral resources of mineral
resources of local resources of
local Importance. local
importance. "importance.
Discussion
a-b)  The Final EIR indicated that the Plan Area contains developed and urbanized land which does
not support mineral extraction operation. The Final EIR concluded that there would be no
impact.
The project site has supported development for more than 50 years. It does not support
mineral extraction operation. The proposed project would not alter any mineral resources
conclusions set forth by the Final EIR.
Mitigation Measures
None.
5
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Conclusion

The conclusions from the EIR remain unchanged when considering the development of the proposed
project.
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New New
Dothe Proposad  Clrarmmstances information
Changes involve InvolvingNew or  Reguiring New
Emvircamental lsgue Conclusion in New or More More Severe Analysis or EIR Mitigation
Area EIR Sevare impacts? Impacts? Varificstion? Massures
12. Noise
Wouid the project:
a) Exposure of persons Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
to or generation of  significant proposed no new information of
noise levels in impact project does crecumstances  substantial
of standards not involve that would importance
established in the changes that result in new indicates the
local genersl plan or would resultin  or more severe need for
nolse ordinance, or new or more impacts on loss  additionsl
applicable severe Impacts of analysis of
standards of other on
agencies?
b) Exposure of persons Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
to or generation of  significant proposed no new information of
excessive Impact project does circumstances  substantial
groundbome not volve that would importance
vibration or changes that resultinnew  Iindicates the
groundbome noise would resuit in  or more severe need for
levels? newormore  impacts onloss additional
severe impacts  of analysis of
on
c) Asubstantial Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
permanent increase  significant proposed no new information of
In ambient noise Impact project does droumstances  substantial
levels in the project not involve that would importance
vicinity above levels changes that result in new indicates the
existing without the would resultin  or more severe  need for
project? new or more Impacts on loss  additional
severe impacts  of analysis of
on
d) Asubstantial Less than No. The No. Theresre No. No new None
temporary or signlificant proposed no new information of
periodke Increase in  impact project does circumstances  substantial
ambient noise not involve that would importance
levels in the project changes that result in new indicates the
vicinity above levels would resuitin  or more severe need for
existing without the new or more impacts on loss  additional
project? severe impacts  of analysis of
on
)
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. Naw New
Dothe Proposed  Circumstancas information
. Changes tvolve  Involving New or  Requiring New
i Enviroomental issue Condusionin  New or More Miore Severe Anglysls or EIR Mitigation
| A ER Severs impacts?  lmpects? - Verificstion?  Measures
e) Foraproject Less than No. The No. Thereare Ng. Nonew None
located within an significant proposed no new information of
airport land use impact project does drcumstances  substantia!
plan, or where such _ notinvolive that would importance
a plan has not been changes that result in new indicates the
adopted, within two would result in  or more severe need for
miles of a public new or more  impacts on additional
airport or public use severe impacts  exposure to analysis of
alrport, would the on exposure to  aviation noise. exposure to
project expose aviation noise. aviation nolse,
people residing or
working in the
project area to
excessive noise
levels?
f) Foraproject within Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
the vicinity of a significant  proposed nonew information of
private airstrip, impact project does circumstances  substantial
would the project notinvolve = thatwould importance
expose people changes that result innew indicates the
residing or working would resultin  or more severe need for
in the project 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 nolse. 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
would be required to demonstrate that acceptable interior nolse levels can be achteved
within residences. The Final EIR concluded that impacts related to exposing people or
generating noise levels in excess of standards would be less than significant.

The proposed project would develop 57 dwelling units and 7,495 square feet of non-

residential uses on a site at the Intersection of Mission Boulevard and Mattox Road. Specific
Plan EIR Figure 4.10-2 indicates that a 70~75 dBA roadway noise contour extends 50 feet
from the edge of Mission Boulevard and a 60-64 dBA roadway noise contour extends 50 feet
from the edge 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 70-75 dBA noise contour but within the 60-64 dBA noise
contour. The California Code of Regulations, Title 22 {(known as the Building Standards
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b)

c)

d)

Administrative Code), Part 2 (known as the Calfornia Building Code), Appendix Chapters 12
and 12A require the construction of new hotels, motels, apartment houses, and dwellings
other than detached single-famlly dweliings to meet an interior nolse standard of 45 dBA Ly,
in habltable spaces with all doors and windows closed. As such, proposed dwelling units
within the 60—64 dBA noise contour woulid be required to implement standard Bullding Code
required sound attenuation measures such as Sound Transmission Class 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 any
conclusions set forth by the Final EIR.

The Final EIR indicated that development contemplated by the proposed Specific Plan may

‘Intermittently generate groundbome vibration that is noticeable at surrounding land uses.

Compliance with Eden Area General Plan Policy P4 of Goat N-5, which limits construction in
the vicinity of sensitive land uses to daylight.hours or 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., 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
bulldozers and rollers that have the potential to emit groundborne vibration. As such,
construction activitles Involving these pieces of equipment would be subject to the
provisions of Eden Area General Plan Policy P4 of Goal N-5. Compllance 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
generate additional traffic that would incrementally increase ambient nolse 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 during these periods. The proposed
project’s trips would représent less than 1 percent of peak-period trips that travel through
the intersection of Mission Boulevard/Mattox Road during 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.

The Final EIR Iindicated that development contempiated by the proposed Specific Plan may
intermittently generate maximum construction noise levels that range up to 90 dBA Ly, 8s
measured at 50 feet from multiple pleces of equipment operating simultaneously.
Compliance with Eden Area General Plan Policy P4 of Goal N-5, which limits construction in
the vicinity of sensitive land uses to daylight hours or 7:00 am 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, bulidozers, 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 involving
these pieces of equipment would be subject to the provisions of Eden Area General Plan
Policy P4 of Goal N-5. Compliance would be required as a standard Condition of Approval.
The proposed project would not alter any conclustons set forth by the Final EIR.

e) The Final EIR indicated that the aviation noise contours assoclated with Hayward Executive
Alrport do not-overlap with the Plan Area. This condition precludes the possibility of Specific
Plan buildout exposing persons to excessive aviation noise. The Final EIR concluded that no
impact would occur.

The aviation noise contours assoclated with Hayward Executive Alrport do not overlap with
the project site. As such, the proposed project would not aiter any conclusions set forth in
the Final EIR.

) The Final EIR Indicated that there are no private airstrips located in the vicinity of the Plan
Area. This condition precludes the possibility of Specific Plan bulldout exposing persons to
excessive aviation noise. 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.

Mitigation Measures

None.

Conclusion

The conclusions from the EIR remain unchanged when considering the development of the proposed

project.
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New
DotheProposed Circumstances  New information
Changes Involve  (nvoiving New or  Requiring New
Enwlronmantal Issue Condusionin  New er More More Severe Analysis or EIR Mitigation
Area EIR Severe impacis? Impacts? Vertficstion? Maasures
13. Population and Housing
Would the project:
8) Inducesubstantisl Llessthan  No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
population growth In significant  proposed no new information of
an arey, elther Impact project does clrcumstances  substantial
directly (for example, not involve that would Importance
by proposing new changes that  resultin new or Indicates the
homes and would resultin  more severe need for
businesses) or new or more Impacts on additional
Indirectly (e.g., severe impacts  associated with analysis
through extension of associated with growth assoclated with
roads or other growth inducement. growth
infrastructure)? inducement. inducement.
b) Displace substantial Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
numbers of existing  significant  proposed no new information of
housing, impact project does circumstances  substantial
necessitating the not Involve that would importance
construction of changes that result in new or indicates the
replacement housing would resuitin  more severe need for
elsewhere? new or more impacts additional
severe impacts  associated with analysis
sssoclated with displacement of associated with
displacement of housing. displacement of
housing. housing.
¢) Displace substantial Less than No. The No. There are No. No new None
numbers of people, significant  proposed no new information of
necessitating the impact project does clrcumstances  substantial
construction of not involve that would importance
replacement housing changes that result in new or indicates the
elsewhere? would resultin  more severe need for
new or more impacts additional
severe impacts  assoclated with analysis
associated with displacement of associated with
displacement of persons. displacement of
persons. persons.
Discussion

a) The Final EIR indicated that the Spedific plan would encourage growth along the East 14
Street/Mission Boulevard and Lewelling/East Lewelling Boulevard corridors. Full
implementation of the proposed Specific Plan would encourage increased density and
intensity of existing land uses, potentially adding 167 single-family units, 771 multi-family
units, and 570,000 square feet of non-residential developments. However, these increases
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are within Assoclation of Bay Area Governments and Eden Area General Plan projections, J
and are not considered significant.

The project applicant is proposing to develop 57 dwelling units and 7,495 square feet of non-
residential uses on the project site. Using 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 Spetific Plan contemplates future
residential development on the project site, and, therefore, the population growth
associated with the project is “planned growth.” Furthermore, the project site is located
within-an urbanized area that is served with infrastructure, induding potable water, sewer,
storm drainage, electricity, and natural gas. Thus, the proposed project wouk! not require
the extenslon of Infrastructure into unserved areas. The proposed project would not alter
any conclusions set forth in the Final EIR.

b-c) The Final EIR indicated that the Specific Plan would encourage high-density, infill
development within the Ashland and Cherryland areas of Alameda County. The Specific Plan
has a bulldout potential of 167 single-famlly unlts, 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 Specific Plan, it would be
expected that a net Increase in dwelling units would resuit. For these reasons, the impacts
associated with displacement of housing 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 occupled by Peterson :
Metal Fabrication, a2 non-residential use. The project would not result in removal of any )
existing dwelling units. The proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth by

the Final EIR.

Mitigation Measures

None.

Conclusion

The conclusions from the EIR remain unchanged when considering the development of the proposed
project.
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Changasinvolve lovolving Newor  Requiring New
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14.  Public Services

Would the project result in substontial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmentai fachities, need for new or physicolly altered governmentui faclilties, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptoble
service ratlos, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services:

8) Fire protection? Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
significant proposed no new information of
Impact project does circumstances  substantial
not involive that would Importance
changes that  resultinnew or Indicates the
would result in ‘more severe need for
new or more impactsonfire additional
severe impacts  protection. analysis of fire
on fire protection.
protection.
b) Police protection?  Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
significant proposed no new information of
Impact project does drcumstances  substantial
not invoive -that would importance
changes that result in new or indicates the
would result in  more severe need for
new or more impacts on additional
severe impacts police . analysis of
on police protection. police
protection. protection.
¢} Schools? Less than No. The No. Theresre No. No new None
’ significant  proposed no new “information of
impact project does drcumstances  substantial
not iwolve that would importance
changes that result in new or Indicates the
would result in  more severe need for
new or more impacts on additiona)
severe impacts  schools. analysis of
on schools, 'schools.
d) Parks? Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
significant  proposed no new information of
impact project does circumstances  substantial
not involve that would importance
changes that result in new or indicates the
would resuitin  more severe need for
new or more Impacts on additional
severe impacts  parks. analysis of
on parks, parks.
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Naw ,
Do the Proposed = Clrcymstances - New information
_  Chemges lvelve  Involving New or | Requiring New
Environmental lssue Condusionin |  New or More WoreSevere = Anslysis or EIR Mitigation
Arez ER Severelmpects? - impacts?  Vedffication?  Messures
e) Other public Lessthan  No. The ‘No. Thereare ' No. No new None
fadilities? significant ; proposed ‘NO New ‘information of
impact ‘projectdoes circumstances | substantial
i ‘not involve - that would  iImportance
.changesthat _ result In new or | Indicates the
'would resultin 'more severe | need for
{newor more . impacts on - additional
: severe impacts  other public analysls of
son other public facilities. other public
fadilities. facilities.
Discussion
a) The Final EIR indicated that the Alameds County Fire Department would provide fire

b}

<)

protection and emergency medical.services to the Plan area. The Fire Department currently
provides sufficient coverage and response times to the Plan area. The Final EIR indicated
that bulidout of the plan would not cause degradation in service delivery such that new or
expanded fire protection facilities would be required. Impacts would be less than significant,

The proposed project is a use contemplated 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 including emergency access, sprinklers, and alarms. As such,
the proposed project would not alter the conclusions of the Final EIR.

The Final EIR Indicated the Alameda County Sheriff’s Office would provide law enforcement
services to the Plan area. The Sheriff’s Office currently provides sufficlent coverage and
response times to the Plan area. The Final EIR indicated that bulldout of the plan would not
cause degradation In service delivery such that new or expanded law enforcement facllities
would be required. The Final EIR concluded that impacts would be less than significant.

The proposed project is a use contemplated by the Specific Plan and would occur within the
Specific Plan boundarles. The proposed project would include crime deterrence and
prevention design measures such as fencing and outdoor lighting. As such, the proposed
project would not alter the concluslons of the EIR.

The Final EIR indicated that the Specific Plan would faciltate the development of 167 single-
family units and 771 multi-family units within the Plan area. This would result in a net
increase In enroliment in K-12 schools. Future residential developers would be required to
pay school development fees In accordance with latest adopted fee schedufes. The Final EIR
concluded that Impacts would be less than significant.

The proposex project would develop 57 dwelling units and 7,495 square feet of non-
residentlal uses. The applicant will be required to provide school development fees at the

. FlystCarbon Solutions
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time building permits are sought. As such, the proposed project would not alter the
-conclusions of the Final EIR.

d)  The Final EIR indicated that the Specific Plan would facilitate the development of 167 single-
family units and 771 multi-family units within the Plan area. This 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 accordance with latest adopted fee schedules.
The Final EIR concluded that impacts would be less than significant.

The proposed project is a use contemplated by 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) The Final EIR indicated that the Specific Plan would facilitate the development of 167 single-
family units and 771 multi-family units within the Plan area. This would resut in new demand
for other public facilities such as libraries. Future residential developers wouid be required to
either provide on-site amenities or pay development fees In accordance with Iatest adopted
fee schedules. The Final EIR concluded that impacts would be less than significant.

The proposed project is a use contemplated by the Specific Plan and would occur within the
Plan area. As such, the proposed project would not alter the conclusions of the Final EIR.

Mitigation Measures
None.

Conclusion

The conclusions from the EIR remain unchanged when considering the development of the proposed
project.

™ ™ Mizsion & Mt Addendun.docx
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7 New
DotheProposed Crcumstances | New Information |
Changes involve Inwvoling New or | Requiring New |
Environmental lssue Conclusionin.  New or Mors MoreSevere @ Anslysisor . EIR Mitigation

Anu (11} © Severa impacts? Impacts? i Verffication? . Measures

15. Remltlon
" Wouldthe pm]ect
‘a) WOuld the project I.ess than No. The No. There are No No new None.
' increasetheuse of  significant : proposed | No new i Information of
. "exdsting neighborhood  Impact. project does | circumstances substantial

and reglonal parks or ' not Involve | that would 'importance

other recreational ' changes that | result In new or | indicates the

facillties such that - ‘would resultin  more severe | need for

substantial physical ‘newormore | impacts on | ndditional

deterioration of the - severe impacts  recreational 3anllyslsl of :

fadility would occur or - on recreational ' facilitles. ! mona

be accelerated? :  facilities. ‘ ) :
b) Doestheproject  Lessthan  No. The No Thereare No. Nonew  None.
- Include recreational gjgnificant . proposed ; no new information of

facilities or require ' jmpact  projectdoes | circumstances  substantial

the construction or ' ' not involve  that would .Importance

expansion of  changesthat  resultin new or |indicites the

recreational facilities 'would resultin | more severs need for

which might have an new ormore | Impacts on :addltlonal

adverse physical ; . severe impacts | recreational F"‘Ns of I

effect on the : . on recreational : facilities. h d“ﬂe:"a

environment?  fadlitles.
Discussion

a-b)  The Final EIR indicated that the Specific Plan would facilitate the development of 167 single-
family units and 771 multi-family 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 amenities or pay development fees in accordance with latest adopted fee -
schedules. The Final EIR concluded that impacts would be less than significant.

The proposed project is a use contemplated by the Specific Plan and would occur within the
Plan area. The project will include a centrally located tot lot and community open space at
the corer of Mission & Mattox. Additionelly, 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.

Mitigation Measures

None.
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Conclusion

The condlusions from the EIR remain unchanged when considering the development of the proposed
project.
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New
Do the Proposed Crcumstances  New Informstion
) Chinges mvolve involving New or  Requisding New
Environmental Issue Condusionin  New or More More Severe Analysis or EIR Mitigation
Area - ER Severe impacts? Impacts? Verification? Measures

16. Trensportation
Would the project:

a) Conflict with an Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None.
applicable plan, significant proposed no new information of
ordinance or policy  Impact project does drcumstances  substantial
establishing measures (2020). not involve that would Importance
of effectiveness for changes that result in new or Indicates the
the performance of Significant would resultin more severe need for
the dreulation unavoldable newormore  impacts on additional
system, taking into Impact severe impacts measures of analysis of
account all modes of (2040} on measures of effectiveness.  measures of
transportation effectiveness. effectiveness.

Induding mass transit
and non-motorized
travel and relevant
components of the
circulation system,
induding but not
limited to
intersections, streets,
highways and
freeways, pedestrian
and bicycle paths, and
mass transit?

b) Conflict with an Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None.
applicable congestion significant proposed no New information of
management Impact project does circumstances  substantial
program, inciuding  (2020). not invoive that would importance
but not limited to, changes that resuitin new or indicates the
level of service Slm would resultin  more severe need for
standards and travel \Unavoidable oo or more  impacts on additionai
demand measures, or Impact severe impacts conflicts witha  analysis of
other standards (2040} on conflicts congestion conflicts with a
established by the witha management  congestion
county congestion congestion program; management
management agency management .program.
for the designated program.
roads or highways?
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New
DothaProposed Circumstances New information
Changes invoive  lavolving New or  Requiring New .
Environments! Issue Condusionin  New ar More More Severe Analysis or ER Mitigation
Ares EtR Severe Impacts? Impacts? Verificstion? Measures
c) Resultin achangein Lessthan No. The No. Thereare No. No new None.
air traffic patterns,  significant proposed no new information of
Incdluding eftheran  impact. project does circumstances  substantial
increase in traffic not Involve thet would importance
levels or a change In changes that result in new or Indicates the
location that results would resultin  more severe need for
in substantial safety new or more impacts on addltional
risks? severe Impacts changesinalr  analysis of
on changes in  trafficpattems. changesinair
uir treffic traffic pattemns.
patterns.
d) Substantially increase Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None.
hazards due to a significant  proposed no new Information of
design feature (e.§., impact. projectdoes ' circumstances  substantial
sharp curves or not Involve that would importance
dengerous changesthat  resultin new or indicates the
Intersections) or wouldresultin moresevere  need for
incompatibie uses newormore  Impactson additional
(e.;;, farm ? severe impacts  increases In analysis of
equipment) on increases in  hazards. increases in
hazards. - hazards.
e) Result in inadequate Less than No. The No. There sre  No. No new None,
emergency access?  significant proposed no new Information of
impact. project does circumstances  substantial
not Invoive that would importance
changes that result in new or indicates the
would result in  more severe need for -
new or more impacts on additional
‘severe impacts emergency analysis of
on emergency  access. emergency
acoess, access.
f) Conflict with adopted Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No hew None.
policies, plans, or significant proposed no new information of
program regarding  impact. project does circumstances  substantial
public transit, bicycle, not involve that would importance
or pedestrian changes that result in new or Indicates the
fadiities, or would resuitin  more severe need for
otherwise decrease new or more Impacts on additional
the performance or severe Impacts public transit,  analysis of
safety of such on public bicydle, or public transit,
fadilities. transit, bicycle, pedestrian bicycle, or
or pedestrian  facilities. pedestrian
facilities. facifities.
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Discussion

The analysis s this section Is supported by a Traffic Memorandum prepared by Kittelson &
Assoclates, Inc. The memo Is provided in Appendix B.

a)

Misslon Boulevard/MattoxRosd © AM 690  E | 710 |

‘j%msslonaoulevardlﬂorﬂ- Project ~ AM . - ... B
 Driveway oM ‘ s

'Mattox Boulevard/South Project =AM | — - 1 129
: Driveway I

The Final EIR indicated that new development contemplated by the Spedfic Plan would
increase traffic levels along E. 14"/Mission Boulevard and Lewelling/E. Lewelling Boulevard
under Existing (2013} conditions, but would maintain acceptable levels of service. The Final
EIR indicated that new development contemplated by the Specific Plan would increase traffic
levels along E. 14™/Mission Boulevard and Lewelling/E. Lewelling Boulevard under
Cumulative (2040) conditions and would cause certain segments to operate an unacceptable
levels of service. The Final EIR concluded that the Specific Plan’s impacts under Existing
(2013) conditions were less than significant, but significant and unavoidable under
Cumulative (2040} conditions.

The proposed project would remove an existing light industrial bullding and replace it with
57 dwelling units and 7,495 square feet of non-residential uses. Kittelson & Associates, inc.
evaluated the change 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 existing trip generation potential
of the project site. Table 2 compares the “no project” with the "plus project” scenarlo. As
shown in the table, the project would cause a 2.0-second net increase in delay during the
AM peak hour. However, because the intersection would operate at unacceptable LOS €
under the “no project” scenario, an increase of 5.0 seconds or more would be required to
cause a significant impact. Thus, the 2.0-second increase would not be a significant
increase. Moreover, acceptable LOS D would be meaintained during the PM peak hour and
two driveways would operate at acceptable LOS B under all scenarios, and no significant
Intersection operations impacts would occur. As such, the proposed project wouid not alter
any conclusions set forth in the Finaf EIR.

Table 2: Intersection Level of Service Summary
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' The North and South Driveways do not exdst under extsting (No Project) conditions; thus, 8 nutl value is shown.

‘ Source: Kitteison & Assodiates, inc., 2018.
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Kittelson & Associates, Inc. also evaluated queueing. The 95 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 3. As shown,
the Project would not significantly affect westbound right-turn queues at Mission Boulevard &
Mattox Road since project trips are not expected to make a westbound right-turn lane at the
intersection or add any volumes to that movement. The 95 percentile queue lengths for outbound
right-turning vehicles at the two proposed project driveways are also shown in Table 3. Outbound
gueues would remain internal to the project site; because of a lack of spiliover onto Mission
Boulevard or Mattox Road, an impact on surrolinding roadways Is not expected. As such, the
proposed project wouid not alter any conclusions set forth in the Final EIR.

Table 3: Queuing Summary

No Project Queve Plus Project

intersection Movament Pesk Hour Langth Quave Langth
Mission Boulevard/Mattox Road AM 147 147
Eastbound Right

PM 89 9%
Mission Boulevard/North Project - Eastbound Right ' AM - <25
Driveway astbou

MM - <25
Mattox Boulevard/South Project Southbound AM - <25
Driveway Right PM - <25

Note:
The North and South Drivewsys do not exist under exdsting (No Project) conditions; thus, a null value is shown,
Source: Kittelson & Associates, Inc., 2018.

b) The Final EIR indicated that E. 14™/Mission Boulevard and Lewelling/E. Leweling Boulevard,
which are designated Congestion Management Plan {CMP) facilities, would operate at
acceptable levels under Existing (2013) conditions and at unacceptable levels under
Cumulative (2040) conditions. The latter Impact determines that CMP faciiity Impacts would
be significant and unavoidable.

The proposed project would generate a net increase of 61 PM peak-hour trips relative to
existing conditions. Alameda County Transportation Commission guidance indicates that
projects that generate fewer than 100 PM peak-hour trips are not required to conduct CMP
analysis because this volume would not have the potential to have a substantial impact. Thus,
the proposed project would have a de minimis impact on CMP facilities. As such, the proposed
project would not alter any conclusions set forth in the Final EIR.

c) The Final EIR indicated that the Plan area is not within the overflight patterns of the
Hayward Executive Airport. This condition preciudes the possibiiity of Specific Plan buildout
causing a change in air traffic pattemns. The Final EIR concluded that no impact would occur.

ipsinn & Mattax Addendivm.decx
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d)

e)

The project site is not under any overflight patterns of Hayward Executive Airport. This
condition precludes the possibility of the project altering air traffic patterns. As such, the
proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth in the Final EIR.

The Final EIR Idepﬂﬂed a number o_ftransportatloh improvements on Figure 4.14-9 intended
to improve safety for roadway users. Improvements including eliminating “pork-chop”
istands and channelized right-turn lanes, and providing 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 Specific Plan and
the circulation network. Impacts were found to be less than significant.

The proposed project wouid remove the existing right turn {(“porkchop®) concrete island
from westbound Mattox Road and install new curb/gutter/sidewalk along a new alignment.
Removal of the porkchop and realignment of that portion of the intersection was anticipated
in the Ashland Cherryland Business District Specific Plan (Chapter 3—Traffic & Mobillity) to
reduce vehicle speed, improve interactions between vehicles and bicycles at this
intersection, and shorten crossing distances for pedestrians. As such, the proposed project
would not alter any conclusions set forth in the Final EIR.

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
providing two points of vehicular access. Compliance with adopted standards would ensure
that impacts would be less than significant.

The proposed project woukd 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 emergency 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.

The Final EIR identified a number of public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian improvements on
Figure 4.14-9 intended to improve safety and mobility for these modes of transportation.
Improvements include Installing new bicycle routes on streets, relocating bus stops to make
them more convenient, eliminating “pork-chop” islands and channelized right-turn lanes,
and providing landscaped medlans, bulb-outs at crosswalks, and advanced stop bars. The
Final EIR indicated that these improvements would ensure compatibliity between the new
development contemplated by the Specific Plan and public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian
modes of transportation. Impacts were found to be less than significant.

The proposed project would maintain the existing Class It bicycle lanes on Mattox Road.
Upon completion of the Phase lll portion of the streetscape Improvements to be completed
by PWA, Class lll bicycle lanes are contemplated for the Mission Boulevard frontage. The
proposed project fully anticipates this modification to the project frontage. Overall, these
project features are consistent with those shown on Final EIR Figure 4.14-9. As such, the
proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth in the Final EIR.

Mitigation Measures

None.
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Condusion

The conclustons from the EIR remain unchanged when considering the development of the proposed
project.

FirstCorbon Solutions s

AP i (PN, 0 - Migsion & Matton Addendumudoc




County of Alomedc~—Mission & Mattox Project

CEQA Checklist lnitial Study/Addendum

o J

New
Do the Proposed  Clrcumistances Information

Changes invoive  Involving New or  Reguiring New
Environmentsl bsue Condusionin  New or More More Severe - Analysis or EIR Mitigation
Ares EIR Severe Impacts? Impacts? Varification? Measures
17. Tribal Cultural Resources
Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource,
defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with
cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:
a) Listed or eligible for  Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None,
listing in the significant proposed no new information of
California Register of impact. project does drcumstances  substantial
Histarlcal Resources, not involve that would importance
of In a local register changes that result in new or indicates the
of historical would resultin  more severe need for
resources as defined new or more impacts on additional
in Public Resources severe impacts  historical analysis of
Code section on historical resources. historical
5020.1(k}, or resources. resources.’
b) A resource Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None.
determined by the significant proposed no new information of
lead agency, in its impact. project does circumstances  substantial
discretion and not involve that would importance
supported by changes that result In new or Indicates the
substantial evidence, would resultin  more severe need for
to be significant new or more Impacts on additional
pursuant to criteria severe impacts  tribal cuttural  analysis of
set forth in on tribal resources, tribal cuttural
subdivision {c) of cultural resources.
Public Resources resources.
Code Section 5024.1.
In applying the
criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of
Public Resource Code
Section 5024.1, the
lead agency shall
consider the .
significance of the '
resource to a
California Native
American tribe.
Discussion
a) The EIR Indicated that the Plan Area may contain historic archaeological resources and that
ground-disturbing activities associated with buildout would have the potential to uncover
previously undiscovered resources. Compliance with adopted County policies and existing
regulations would reduce impacts to a level of less than significant.
% FirstCarbon Solutions
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b)

The proposed project would invotve ground-disturbing activities within the project site and,
therefore, would have the potential to uncover previously undiscovered resources.
Compliance with adopted County policies and existing regulations would reduce Impacts to a
level of less than significant. As such, the proposed project would not alter any conclusions
set forth in the EIR.

The EIR indicated that the Plan Area may contaln tribal cuftural resources and ground-
disturbing activities assoclated with buildout would have the potential to uncover previously
undiscovered resources. Compliance with adopted County policies and existing regulations
would reduce impacts to a level of less than significant.

The proposed project would involve ground-disturbing actlvities within the project site and,
therefore, would have the potential to uncover previously undiscovered resources.
Compliance with adopted County policies and existing regulations would reduce impacts to a
level of less than significant. As such, the proposed project would not alter any conclusions
set forth in the EIR.

Mitigation Measures

Conclusion

The conclusions from the EIR remain unchanged when considering the development of the proposed
project.
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Dothe Proposed  Circunistances  New informetion
Chenges involve Involving New or  Requiring New
Environmental lssue Conclusionin  New or More More Severe Analysis or EIR Mitigation
Area ER Severe Impacts? M? Verification? Messures

18. Utliities and Service Systems
Would the project:

a} Exceed wastewater  Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
treatment - significant  proposed no new information of
requirements of the Impact. project does circumstances  substantial
epplicable Regional not involve that would importance -

Water Quality changes that result in new or indicates the
Control Board? would resultin  more severe need for
new or more impacts on additional
severe impacts wastewater analysis of
on wastewater treatment wastewater
treatment requirements. _treatment
requirements, requirements.

b) Require or resultin Less thaen No. The No. Thereare -No. No new None
the constructionof  significant proposed no new information of
new water or impact. ‘project does circumstances  substantial
wastewater not involve that would importance
treatment faciitties or changes that result in new or indicates the
expansion of existing would result In more severe need for
facllities, the new or more impacts additional
construction of which severe impacts associated with enalysis
could cause significant assoclated with new wateror  associated with
environmental newwateror  wastewater new water or
effects? wastewater tremtment wastewater

treatment facilities. treatment
facilities. facllities.

¢} Requireorresuitin  lessthan No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
the construction of  significant  proposed no new information of
new storm water impact. project does cireumstances  substantial
drainage facllities or not involve that would importance
expansion of existing changesthat  resultin newor Indicates the
faciiitfes, the wouldresultin moresevere  need for
construction of which newormore  impactson additional |
could cause severe Impacts  stormwater analysis of v
significant on stormwater drainage stormwater
environmental drainage facllities. drainage

| efects? facilitles. facllities.

d) Have sufficleht water Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
supplies available to  significant  proposed "no new Iinformation of
serve the project impact. project does not drcumstances  substantial
from existing - involve changes that would importance
entitiements and that would result In new or indicates the
resources, or are new result innew or more severe need for
or expanded more severe impacts on additional
entitiements impacts on water supply.  analysis of
needed? water supply. water supply.
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Naw
Pothe Proposad  Clrcumstances  Naw Information
Changis invalva  [nvolving New or  Raquiring New
Esvironments! issue Condusionin  New or More More Severe Analysis or EIR Mitigation
- Ares EIR Sevare Impecis? impacis? Verificztion? Measuras
e) Resiltin inadequate Less than No. The - No. There are No. No new None
wastewater significant  proposed no new information of
trestment capacityte Impact. project does circumstances  substantial -
serve the project’s not lnvolve that would Importance
projected demand in changes that result in new or indicates the
" addition to the wouldresultin moresevere  need for
provider’s existing new or more Impacts on additional
commitments? severe impacts  wastewater analysis of
on wastewater treatment wastewater
trestment capacity. treatment
capacity. capacity.
f) Beservedbyaiandfil Less than No. The No. Thereare  No. No new None
with sufficient significant  proposed no hew information of
permitted capacity to impact. project does circumstances  substantial
accommodate the ' not involve that would importance
project’s solid waste changes that  resultin new or Indicates the
disposal needs? would resultin moresevere - need for
new or more impacts on additional
severe impacts landfill capacity. analysis of
on landfill landfill capacity.
capacity.
g) Comply with federal, Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
state, and local significant  proposed no new Informetion of
statutes and impact. project does circumstances  substantial
reguiations related to not involve that would importance
solid waste? changes that result In new or Indicates the
would resultin more severe  : need for
newormore  Impacts on 'additional
severe impacts statutessand  analysis of
on statutes and regulations statutes and
regulations reloted to solid regulations
reiated to solid waste. related to solid
waste. waste.
Discussion
a,e} The Final EIR indicated that the estimated wastewater flow generated by the proposed Specific

Plan area would be 129,945 galions per day. The Final EIR noted that the Oro Loma Sanitary
District Treatment Plant has a treatment capacity of 20 million galions per day (mgd) and
treated an average 15 mgd as of 2015. The Spedific Plan area would represent 0.65 percent of
existing capacity ot the Treatment Plant. The Final EIR concluded that adequate capacity
"would be available at the treatment plant and impacts would be less than significant.
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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 Loma Santtary District. Using wastewater generation rates published in the Final EIR,

the proposed project would generate 5,985 gallons per day. (it should be noted that this

value does not “net out” existing wastewater generation at the project site and, therefore,

provides a conservative estimate of effluent generation.} The total wastewater flow

generated (0.006 million gallons per day), would represent less than 0.01 percent of the Oro

Loma Sanitary District Treatment Plant’s treatment capaclty. 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 service and Oro Loma Sanitary District for wastewater service.
The Finat EIR estimated water demand to be 264,370 gallons per day and wastewater
effluent generation to be 129,945 gallons per day at buildout. The Final EIR noted that the
Oro Loma Sanitary District Treatment Plant has treatment capacity of 20 mgd. The Final EIR
noted that EBMUD anticipates 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 Loma Sanitary District. The project site
would continue to be served by EBMUD and the Oro Loma Sanitary District. The proposed
project would demand 12,255 gallons 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 generatlon at the project stte 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 aiter any
conclusions set forth by the Final EIR.

c) The Final EIR indicated that stormwater runoff that does not infiltrate into the subsurface is
directed into a constructed stormwater drainage system. The Plan Area is located in the
Alameda County Water Conservation District. Most of the stormwater flows into the San
Lorenzo Creek. Some stormwater in the Plan Area is drained by the Estudillio Canal. The
Final EIR concluded that the impacts would be less than significant.

The project site is mostly hardscaped and is served by the municipal storm drainage system.
The proposed project consists of the development of 57 dwelling units and 7,495 square feet
of non-residentlal uses. The project would be required to comply with adopted storm
drainage standards, including those that require no net increase in surface runoff leaving the
site. Thus, the project would not alter any conclusions set forth in the Final EIR.

: pr—— D
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d)

The Final EIR indicated that water supply Is provided by EBMUD within the Plan Area,
Demand for water supply would increase when full bulidout of developments under the
Specific Plan are constructed. EBMUD anticipstes 2020 annual system-wide demand to be
242,960 acre-feet and 2040 annual system-wide demand to be 257,508 acre-feet. Projected
water supply would be adequate to serve the Plan Area through the Year 2040. 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
and Is served by EBMUD. Using water demand rates published In the Final EIR, the proposed
project would generate 12,255 gallons per day (13.7 acre-feet annually). (it should be noted
that this value does not “net out” existing usage and, therefore, proviies a conservative
estimate of future water demand.) EBMUD anticipates 2020 annual system-wide demand to
be 242,960 acre-feet and 2040 annual system-wide demand to be 257,508 acre-feet. Thus,
the proposed project’s annual water demand of 13.7 acre-feet would represent less than
0.01 percent of annual demand under 2020 and 2040 conditions. Furthermore, these
estimates overstate the actual net increase in water consumption that wili occur at the
project site, as water use associated with the existing uses was not factored Iin. For these
reasons, the project would not alter any conclusions set forth in the Final EIR.

The Final EfR indicated that a fuil bulidout of the proposed Specific Plan would generate up
to 12.1 tons of solid waste per day, due to an estimated increase of 2,798 new residents and
additional commerdial activities. The Final EIR noted that the Altamont Landfill and
Resource Recovery Facliity has 45.7 million cubic yards of remaining capacity and the Vasco
Road Sanitary Landfill has 7.9 milfion cubk yards of remaining capacity. Solid waste
generated by bulldout of the Specific Plan would represent 0.16 percent of the combined
remaining capacity at the two fadliitles. The Final EIR concluded that Impacts would be less
than significant.

The proposed project consists of the development of 57 dwelling units and 7,495 square feet
of non-residentlal uses. Standard waste generation rate for residential uses is 4.38 pounds
per square foot. Using an average dwelling unit size of 1,500 square feet, the construction
activities are expected 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. Total construction
waste generated would be 187.8 cubic yards. This value would represent less than 0.001
percent of the remaining capacity at the Altamont and Vasco Road landfilis.

Using standard residential waste generation rate of 1.5 pounds per resident per day and
10.53 pounds per employee per day, the proposed project’s residential and commercial uses
would generate 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 Vasco Road
landfills. The proposed project would not alter any conclusions set forth in the Final EIR.

Mitigation Measures

None.

FirstCarbon Solutions a
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Condusion

The conclusions from the EIR remain unchanged when considering the development of the proposed
project.
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New New
Do the Propased  Clraswitencas Information
Changes inwolve  (nvolving Newor  Requiring New
Emvironmental Issue Comdusionin  New or More More Severe Analysis or EIR Mitigation
Area EIR Sevare impacts? Impacts? Verification? Meassures

19. Mandatory Findings of Significance
Would the project:

8) Doesthe project lessthan  No. The No. Thereare  No. No new Mitigation
have the potentlal to significant  proposed no new Information of Measures
degrade the quality Iimpactwith project does drcumstances  substantial BIO-1a, BIO-
of the environment, mitigation  notinvolve that would importance 1g, and BIO-
substantially reduce changes that resultinnew  indicates the 1h
the habitat of a fish would resultin  or more severe need for
or wildiife species, new or more impacts additional
cause a fish or severe impacts  assodated analysis of
wildiife population assodated with degrading the  degrading the
to drop below self- -degradingthe qualityofthe  quality of the
sustaining levels, qualityofthe - environment, environment,
threaten to environment,  substantially substantially
eliminate a plant or substantially reducing the reducing the
animal community, reducingthe  habitat of a habitat of
reduce the number habitat of 2 fish or wiidiife  fish or wildlife
or restrict the range fish or wildlife  species, species,
of arare or species, causing a fish  causing a fish
endangered plant or casingafish  or wildlife or wildlife
animal, or eliminate or wildiife populationto  population to
important examples populationto  drop below drop below
of the major periods drop below self-sustalning  self-sustaining
of Californla history self-sustaining  levels, levels,
or prehistory? levels, threateningto  threstening to

threateningto eliminate a eliminate a
eliminate a plant or animal plant or animal
plant or animal community, community,

: community, reducing the reducing the
reducing the number or number or
number or restrict the restrict the
restrict the rangeofarare range of a rare
rangeof arare or endangered or endangered
or endangered plant or plant or
plant or animal, or animal, or
animal, or elimiinating efiminating
efiminating important Important
Important oamplesof  examples of
examples of the major the major
the major periods of periods of
periods of California California
California history or history or
history or prehistory. prehistory.
prehistory.
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) New New
DotheProposad  Clrcumstances Infornsation
Changes invoive Involving Newor  Raquiting New
Environsmental issue Conclusionin  New or More Move Severi Anglysis or £ iitigation
Ares Em Savere impacts? impacts? Verificstion? Messures
b) Does the project Lessthan  No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
have impacts that significent  proposed no new information of
are individually impact project does circumstances  substantial
limited, but not involve that would ; Importance
cumulatively changesthat  resuitinnew | indicates the
considerable? would resultin  or more sevare = need for
(“Cumulatively new ar move 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 with the
effects of past
projects, the effects
of other current
projects, and the
effects of probable
future projects.)
¢} Does the project Less than No. The No. Thereare No. No new None
have environmental significant proposed no new information of
effects which will impact project does circumstances  substantial
cause substantial not invoive that would importance
adverse effects on changes that result in new indicates the
human beings? would resultin  or more severe need for
new or more Impacts additional
severe impacts  associated with analysis of
assoclated with environmental environmental
environmental effects that will effects that will
effectsthat will cause cause
cause substantial substantial
substantial adverse effects adverse effects
adverse effects on human on human
on human ! beings. beings.
beings.
Discussion
a) As discussed In Section 3, Blological Resources, the proposed project would have a less than
significant impact on listed species, migratory species, or riparian habitat. The proposed
project would iImplement Mitigation Measures B-1a, B-1g, and 8-1h, which requires that
precautions be taken prior to construction to ensure that protected bird and bat specles
would not be disturbed. As discussed in Section 4, Cultural Resources, construction activities
] FirstCarbon Solutions
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would not involve deep excavations and would be outside the area of high paleontological
resource sensitivity; therefore, Mitigation Measure CR-3 would not apply.

b) As discussed in the preceding sections, many of the potential impacts of the proposed
project’s impacts would occur during construction, with a few lasting operational effects.
With regard to remaining areas of analysis, cumulatively, the proposed project would not
result in significant long-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 preceding sections of this addendum discuss various types of impacts that could have
adverse effects on human beings, including:

o Dust and air pollutants during project construction activities (Section 3, Alr Quality)
» Operational emissions (Section 3, Alr Quality)

Each type of impact with the potential to cause substantial adverse effects on human beings
has been evaluated, and this addendum concludes 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 significant Impact on environmental effects.

Mitigation Measures
Implement Mitigation Measure B-1a, BIO-1g, and BIO-1h.

Concdlusion

The conclusions from the EIR remain unchanged when considering the development of the proposed
project.

(PRINTVASHGY VS-Addunduiv) Mission & Metten Addendum. docx



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK



County af Alomeda—Mission & Mottox Project
Initial Shudy/Addenchm

C

Appendix A:

Biological Preliminary Screening

et [PO-N) ddonch Mlision & Watto I5-Addandum. docu



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK



FIRSTCARBON

Memo
Date: February 7, 2018
To: County of Alameda
y Community Development Agency

From: Robert Carroll, Associate Biologist

Subject: Preliminary Bilological Screening Memo for the Redevelopment of 20478 Mission
Boulevard In Alameda County, California

introduction

ArstCarbon Solutions (FCS) conducted a preliminary blological screening on February 1, 2018 to
document the existing biological conditions and analyze potential impacts to biological resources within
the project site. This memo report evaluates the existing blological resources found on-site.

Project Location and Description

The project site is located within the Ashland and Cherryland Business District Specific Plan (ACBD SP).
The ACBD SP Is designed to guide Initiatives to support regional and local commercial, retail, and
entertainment uses, as well as urban housing.

The project site is located at 20478 Mission Boulevard in the unincorporated community of Cherryland,
Alameda Couinty, California (Exhibit 1). The property is approximately 2.6 acres and contains a vacant
commerdal buliding with large amounts of impervious surfaces and chain link fencing surrounding the

.site. The applicant proposes to redevelop the project site with 45 residential units and 6,000 square feet
of non-residential uses.

Methodology

Prior to conducting a fleld survey, a literature and database review was conducted. Also reviewed were
the project site plans and project description; aertal phétos and topographic maps; the Californla
Department of Fish and Wildiife’s (CDFW's) California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) (CDFW 2018;
the Callfornia Native Plant Soclety’s (CNPS's) Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (CNPS 2018); the
Hayward USGS 7.5-minute quadrangie map (1980); the National Wetland Inventory (NW1; USFWS 2018);
and-other technicai databases and resource agency reports, in order to assess the current distribution of
special-status species and habitats in the vicinity of the proposed project site (e.g., streams, riparian
habitat, ponds).

C
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On February 1, 2018, FCS biologist Robert Carroll conducted a preliminary biological screening of the
project site, the purpose of which was to obtain an overview of the existing habitat conditions within the
project site and the site’s potential to support special-status wildlife and plant species, wetlands, critical
habitat, wildiife movement, and other potentially jurisdictional features. The survey area for this review
included the proposed development area.

Site Assessment

On-site Conditions

The project site is a developed area with impervious surfaces containing a vacant building (formerly
occupied by Peterson Metal Fabrication) and parking lot. The project site is located in a developed
urbanized area within Alameda County and Is surrounded by residential and commerdal developments.
High levels of human activity have been present on-site, resuiting in significant disturbance.

Vegetation

The entire site is composed of urban/developed land that is classified as areas that have been
constructed upon or otherwise physically altered to an extent that native vegetation Is no longer
supported and retains no soll substrate. On-site vegetation entalls non-native grasses, weeds, mature
trees, and landscaped vegetation.

Wildlife activity during the survey was low and observations included American crow (Corvus
brachyrhynchos).

Special-Status Species Database Search

FFCS Biologist Robert Carrolft complied a list of threatened, endangered, and otherwise special-status
species previously recorded within the general project vicinity. The list was based on a search of the
CDFW's CNDDB (2018), special-status species and plant communities account database, and the CNPS’s
Electronic Inventory (CNPSEI) for the Heyward quadrangle for Alameda County.

Results of the CNDDB search returned 26 special-status species that have been previously recorded to
oceur in the Hayward quadrangle. Results of the CNPS search returned one special-status species that
have been previously recorded to occur in the Hayward quadrangle. No sensitive plant or wildlife
species were observed during the preliminary blological screening.

Special-status Wildlife

The habitat requirements for each special-status species were reviewed and considered in the context of
the project area and its vicinity. Five special-status specles—the pallid bat (Antrozous paliidus), Crotch
bumble bee (Bombus crotchi), western bumble bee (Bombus occidentulis), western mastiff bat (Eumops
perotis californicus), and hoary bat (Las/urus cinereus)—have had known recorded occurrences within

1 mile of the project site, although these species are unlikely to be found on-site.
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Because of the lack of suitable habitats observed on-site, no special-status wildlife species are expected
to occur, However, the trees on the site and vicinity of the project contain marginal nesting habitat for
raptors and birds. In addition, the currently vacant building may contain potentlal roosting habitat for
special-status bat species.

Special-status Plants

No sultable habitat occurs for special-status plant species within the project site, due to lack of proper
soils and hydraulkc features. No native species were observed on-site during the fleld survey. There are
no known recorded occurrences of special-status plants within 1 mile of the site.

Conclusion and Recommendations

As a resuit of the site survey, [terature review, and speclal-status species search, FCS concludes that no
special-status species, habltat, or wildlife corridors are expected to occur at the project site. However,
the project site provides marginal habitat for raptors and birds. Removal of trees or shrubs could disrupt
'or destroy bird nests if development occurs during the nesting season. Most native, breeding 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
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) prohibit the killing, possession, or trading of migratory birds. Sectlon
3800 of the FGC prohibits the taking of nongame birds and state Fully Protected species. In addition, the
demolition of the vacant bulkiing on-site may have potential impacts to special-status resident bat
populations. The following recommendations shall mitigate any impacts to avian species and/or special- )
status bat species potentlially utilizing the site.

Removal of trees and shrubs shall be conducted outside of the avian nesting season
(February through August). If construction must occur during the avian nesting season,
a pre-construction bird survey shall be conducted no more than 14 days prior to any
ground-disturbing activities. If at any time birds are found to be nesting inside or within
250 feet (500 feet for raptors) of the impact area, construction activities within 250 feet
of the nest shall cease until It is determined by a qualified biologist that the nest Is no
longer active (MBTA; FGC).

Not more than 2 weeks prior to building demolition, the County shall ensure that a
_qualified biologist (I.e., one famillar with the identification of bats and signs of bats)

- survey bulldings proposed for demolition for the presence of roosting bats or evidence
of bats. Survey methodology may include visual surveys of bats (e.g., observation of
bats during foraging period), inspection for suitable habitat, bat sign (e.g., guano), or use
of ultrasonic detectors (Anabat, etc.). if no roosting bats or evidence of bats are found in
the structure, demolition may proceed. If the biologist determines or presumes bats are
present, the biologist shall exclude the bats from sultable spaces by installing one-way
exclusion devices. After the bats vacate the space, the blologist shall dose off the space
to prevent recolonization. Bullding demolition shall commence only after the biologist
verifles 7 to 10 days later that the exclusion methods have successfully prevented bats
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from returning. To avold impacts on non-volant (non-flying) bats, the blologist shall only
conduct bat exclusion and eviction from May 1 through October 1. - Exclusion efforts may
be restricted during periods of sensitive activity (e.g., during hibernation or while
females in matemity colonles are nursing young).

Trees

The project will necessitate the removal of trees and other omamental vegetation found on-site. As
noted above, trees observed on-site are within the project boundaries and are not located within the
County right-of-way; as such, they would not conflict with Alameda County Code of Ordinances Chapter
12.11. Adherence to Alameda County Code of Ordinances Chapter 12.11 and ACBD SP policies and
guldelines would not result in alternative conclusions set forth in the ACBD SP EIR.

Summary

FCS determined that no biological resources that would be considered sensitive under CEQA, other than
potential impacts to nesting birds and special-status bat species, were found on the project site.
Furthermore, no jurisdictional waters, habitats, or wildlife movement corridors were observed or are
expected to occur on-site. Trees observed on-site are within the project boundaries and are not located
within the County right-of-way and, as such, would not conflict with Alameda County Code of
Ordinances Chapter 12.11.
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Photograph 1: Looking south on Mission Bivd Photograph 2: Looking north on Mission Bhvd
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Selected Eilements by Scientific Name
California Department of Fish and Wiidlife
Callfornia Natural Diversity Database -

Query Criteria:  Quad<span style="color:-Red’> 1S </span>{Hayward (3712281))

Rare Plant
RanlJCDFW
Species Element Code Federsl Status State Status GlobalRank State Rank  88C or FP
Acclpiter stristus ABNKC12020 None None Gs S4 WL
sharp-shinned hawk
Antrozous pafiidus AMACC10010  None None G5 83 S$SC
pelid bat
Aguila chrysssios ABNKC22010  None None G5 83 FP
golden eagle
Ardsa herodias ABNGAO4010  None None G5 S4
great biue heron
Astragalus tener var. tener PDFABOF8R1  None Nane G2T2 82 18.2
akall milk-vetch
Balsamorhiza macrolepis PDAST11081  None None G2 82 1B.2
big-scale balsamroot
Bombus crotchii 1IHYM24480 None None G364 8182
Crotch bumble bee
Bombus occidentails IHYM24250 None Nane G2G3 1]
westem bumble bee
Centromadia parryl ssp. congdoni! PDAST4ROP1  None None G312 82 1B.1
Congdon's tarplent J
Denaus plexippus pop. 1 ILEPP2012 None None G4T2T3 §283
monarch - Callfornia overwintering popuiation
Erynglum jepsonil PDAPI0Z130 None None G2 82 1B.2
Jepson's coyote-thistle .
Eumops perotis cafifornicus AMACD02011  None None G5T4 §354 88C
western mastiff bat
Fritillaria iiacee PMLILOVOCO  None None G2 Ss2 18.2
fragrant fritilary
Helianthelis castanse PDAST4M020  None None G2 82 18.2
Disblo hellanthelia
Holta strobifine PDFABSZ030 None Noneo G2 82 18.1
Loma Prieta hokta
Holocarpha mecradenia PDAST4X020  Threetened Endengered  G1 81 1B8.1°
Santa Cruz tarpiant
Lasiurus cinereus AMACCO5030 None None GS5 S4
hosry bat
Masticophis iaterslis suryxanthus ARADB21031  Threatensad Threataned G4T2 82
Alameda whipanake
Microcina lumi ILARA47050 None None G1 81
Lum's micro-biind harvestman .
Monolopla gracilens PDAST6G010  None None G3 83 1B.2
woodiand woollythreeds
Commercial Version - Dated December, 31 2017 -- Biogeographic Deta Branch Page1u)_

Report Printed on Friday, February 02, 2018 information Expires 6/30/2018



Selected Elements by Sclentific Name
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
California Natural Diversity Database

Rare Plant
. Rani/CDFW
Species Element Code Federal Status Stats Status Global Rank State Rank  88C or FP
Neotoma fuscipss annectens AMAFF08082  None None G5T2T3 $283 SSC
San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat
Piagiobothrys giaber PDBOROVOBO None Nons GH SH 1A
halriess popcomfiower
Rana dreytoni! AAABHO1022  Threstened None G263 8283 $8C
Calfomia red-egged frog
Setophegs petechis ABPBX03010 None None G5 8354 S§8C
yeflow warbler
Streptanthus albidus ssp. peramoenus PDBRA2G012 None None G2T2 S2 182
most beautiful jewelfiower
Valley Needlegrass Grassiand CTT42110CA  None None 63 83.1
Valley Naadiegrass Grassiand
Record Count: 26
cCanmlrchlVenbn-MDownber.ﬂ 2017 — Biogeographic Data Branch Page 2 of 2

Report Printed on Friday, February 02, 2018 information Explves 6/30/2018




Plant List

1 matches found, Click on sclentific name for detells

LE A CPRI | W I

Search Criterla

Califomia Rare Plant Rank is one of [1A, 1B, 2A, 2B], FESA is one of [Endangered, Threatened],
CESA is one of [Endangered, Threatened], Found in Contra Costa County, Found in Quad 3712281

@, todify Search Criteria¥Export to Excel  Modify Columns $2 Modify Sort & Remove Photos
Blooming CA Rare PlantState Global

Common
Scientific Name Name Famlly Lifeform Pertod Rank Rank Rank Photo
Holocarpha Sants Cnz annual
ieni tamplant Asteracese herb Jun-Oct B.1 S1 G1

«

2000 Zoya Akulova

Suggested Citatlon

California Native Plant Society, Rare Plant Program. 2018. Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California
(oniine edition, v8-03 0.38). Website hitp://www.rareplants.cnps.org [accessed 02 February 2018].

Questions and Comments
apolants@cnoes ofg

© Copyrigit 2010-2018 Cakfornia Native Plant Society. All rights reserved.
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MEMORANDUM

Date: February 22, 2018 ’ Project #: 21122

To: Jason Brandman, FirstCarbon Solutlons

from: Damian Stefanakis and Michael Sahimi

Projact: Mission & Mattox Residential Development

Subject: Transportation Impact Memo — Draft -

This memorandum summarizes the transportation assessment for the proposed Mission & Mattox
Residential Development (“Project”) at Tract 8405 and APN 414-0046-058-02 In unincorporated Alameda
County. The purpose of this memorandum is to:

o Assess Impacts to traffic operations at the intersection of Mission Boulevard & Mattox Road

« Evaluate potential access and circulation impacts to people driving, bicycling, walking, or taking
transit to, from, or near the Project

® Provide Project VMT for informational purposes

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION

MLC Holdings, Inc. Is proposing to entitle 57 multifamily housing units and 7,200 square feet of non-
residential uses (split between speciaity retall and high-turnover restaurant) on a 2.6-acre site at the
northeast corner of Mission Boulevard & Mattox Road in unincorporated Alameda County north of the
city of Hayward, CA. Project site access will be provided by two right-in/right-out driveways, one located
on Mission Boulevard and one on Mattox Road. The Project also includes the installation of a bicycle lane
northbound along Misslon Boulevard. The Project site pian is shown on Figure 1.

The Project site is located along the east side of Mission Boulevard and north of Mattox Road. Mission
Boulevard, also known as State Route 185, Is a California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) facility
and runs in the north-south direction west of the Project site. SR 185 connects this part of Alameda
County to San Leandro and Oakland 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 San
Lorenzo communities of Alameda County in the west.

The project Is located less than a quarter mile from the 1-238 and 1-580 freeways, the primary routes
leading to the Bay Area’s major. employment centers in San Francisco, Silicon Valley, the Peninsula, and

FILENAME: H:\21\21122 - MISSION AND MATTOX TRAFFIC STUDYIREPORTIDRAFT\21122_TRANSPORTATION
MEMO_022218 DRAFT.DOCX
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the Tri-Valley. The site currently has several vacant light 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 single-family homes and apartment
complexes. The Cherryland Business District is in the midst of a slgnificant redevelopment effort that
will, when complete, include nearly $10 million in streetscape improvements and a number of residential
and commercial projects that are currently in the planning process.

The Property Is currently zoned District Mixed-Use under the County’s Ashland and Cherryland Business
District Specific Plan (*ACBD Specific Plan”}, which emphasizes a mix of residential and commercial uses.
Consistent with the ACBD Specific Plan, MLC's initial project concept includes a combination of 45 three-
story townhomes and a single commerciai/residential mixed use building located along the site frontage
at Mission Boulevard.

The Project location is shown on Figure 2.

Figure 1 Project Site Plan
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c Figure 2 Project Location and Study Area
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INTERSECTION OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS

The intersection of Mission Boulevard & Mattox Road was analyzed using Synchro intersection analysis
software. The intersection was assessed using the Highway Capacity (HCM) methodology®. The HCM
methodology assigns a level of service (LOS) grade (from A to F) to an intersection based on the average
control delay for vehicles 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 vaiues under the HCM methodology are provided in Table 1.

1The HOM mmoblymsmadform;: controlied driveways in this study. For the intersection of Mission Boulevard & Mattox
Road, the HOM 2000 methodology wes used due that methodology’s more accurate estimate of delsy at signaltzed Intersections with
shared turn-through lanes.

Kittelson & Assoclotes, inc. Ovkiand, Colifornia
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In addition, 95" 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 95t percentile queue lengths
determine the theoretical “maximum” queue.

Table 1 intersection Level of Service and Delay Thresholds (HCM Metho&ology)

fiverage Control Delay Per Vehitle{Scconds)

Signahzed Unsignalized
A <10.0 <100
B >10.0 and <20.0 >10.0 and <15.0
(of - >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 <50.0
F . >800 >50.0

Source: Highwey Capacity Manual

Existing Conditions

This section documents the results of the analysis during Existing Conditions (No Project). )

Existing Traffic Volumes

Turning movement counts were collected on Tuesday, November 14, 2017, 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 6:00 PM). The AM and PM peak hour volumes, lane configurations, and
intersection control are shown on Figure 3. The detailed intersection count sheets are attached to this
memorandum. '

Kittelson & Associates, inc. Ookiond, Callfornia J
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Figure 3 Existing Traffic Volumes
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Source: Kittelson and Assoclates, inc, 2018

Existing Level 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
hour and an acceptable level of service (LOS D) in the PM peak hour.

Table 2 Level of Service - Existing Conditions

Intersection Peak How

1.Mission Blvd. & HamptonRd./Mattox Rd.
PM 40.1 D

Source: Kittelson & Associates, Inc., 2018
Bold indicates unacceptable LOS.

Existing Queuing

The '95* 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-turn
lane and a shared right-turn/bicycle lane) is approximately 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

Kitteison & Associotes, inc. Ookiand, California
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right-turn queue length is not anticipated to exceed the storage on a typica) day and traffic does not back
up onto Mattox Road.

Table 3 Queuing — Existing Conditions

Interscction - Wovement Peak Hour
AM 147*
1. Mission Bivd. & Hampton Rd./MattoxRd, | F2stoound
Right o "

Notes:

All gueues are 95' percentile lengths and are presented in feet.

Asterisk {*) denotes that 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be tonger.
Source: Kittelson & Associates, Inc., 2018

Project Trips

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
s 7,200 square feet of retail, spiit into:
o 3,600 square feet of specialty retail
o 3,600 square feet of high-turnover restaurant
¢ |nstallation of a bicycle lane northbound along Mission Boulevard

Trip Generation

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 9" and 10t Editions.
In order to accurately estimate the net vehicle trips that would be generated by this Project, a reduction
was applied to the #roject 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 diverslon. Thus, pass-by trips are not new
traffic that is added to the roadway network and should be reduced from the trip generation estimate
accordingly. 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).

Kittelson & Associotes, inc. Oakiond, Colffornia
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Table 4 Project Trip Generation Estimates

Frip C:r)ct‘ﬂxiii}i‘ﬂ ates

Specialty Retatl Center (ITE . _ _ 6
Code 826) per 1,000 sf 44.32 31% 9% [a]
High-Tumover (Sit-Down) . 9.77
Restaurant {ITE Code 932) per 1,000 sf 112.18 77% 23% 5.94 31% 69% A
Multifamily Housing (Mid-
Rise) (ITE Code 221)
TripGeny
Us Sire AM Peok Hour PM Peak Hour
Lond Use Dall ,
: in Out Total in Out Totad
Speclaity Retall Center (ITE _ _ _
Code 826) 3,600 | sf 160 A 9 21 30
High-Tumover {Sit-Down) :
Restaurant {ITE Code 932) 3,600 | sf 404 _ 28 8 36 1 24 35
Multamily Housing (Mid- : :
Rise) {ITE Code 221) 57 | bV 310 5 16 2 15 10 25
| TOTAL - PROPOSED USES | 874 33 24 57 35 55 %
INTERNALIZATION REDUCTION {-10%) -87 -3 -3 -6 4 -5 9
PASS-BY REDUCTION [b] - - - - -6 -15 -21
) TOTAL PROJECT TRIPS 787 30 21 51 25 a5 60
Source: ITE Trip Generation Manual, 9th and 10th Editions ’
Notes:
sf ~ square feet
du — dwelling unhts -

{a] PM peak hour trip generation for Specialty Retail Center is calculated using the equation T»2.40(X}+21.48
[b] The following pesk hour pass-by reductions were applied after applying internalization reductions:
Speclaity Retall Center: -34%
High-Tumover (Sit-Down) Restaurant: -38%
Kittelson and Associates, 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 Plan (2015) and finetuned 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:

s 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

Kttetson & Associotes, inc. Ootiand, Colifornia
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o 5% from the west on Hampton Road _)
e Outbound '

o 65% to the north on Mission Boulevard

o 20% to the south on Mission Boulevard

o 0% to the east on Mission Road

o 15% to the west on Hampton Road

It should be noted that inbound and outbound distribution differs due to a number of factor such as
right-in/right-out restrictions at Project driveways, U-tumn restrictions at surrounding intersections, and
the locations of freeway on- and off-ramps around the Project site.

JH
A Projet

Y e W e

The trip distribution was applied to the Project trip generation from Table 4. The resulting Project-only
trips at the driveways and study intersection are presented on Figure 5. Detailed Project trip assignment
paths for inbound and outbound and for AM and PM peaks, are provided in the appendices.

Kittelson & Associates, inc. Ogkland, Colifornia \)
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c Figure 5 Project-Only Traffic Volumes
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Existing Plus Project Conditions
This section documents the resuits of the analysis during Existing Plus Project Conditions.

C Existing Plus Project Traffic Volumes

The Project-only traffic volumes from Figure 5 and pass-by trip ad)ustments in the PM peak hour were
added to the Existing traffic volumes In Figure 3. The resulting Existing Plus Project traffic volumes, lane
configurations, and intersection controls are shown on Figure 6.

C Kitteison & Associotes, Inc. Ouaklond, Colifornia



Mission & Muattox Residentiol Develfopment
Februory 22, 2018

Project #:21122
Page 10

J

Figure 6 Existing Plus Project Traffic Volumes
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Existing Plus Project Level of Service

Existing Plus Project LOS for the intersection of Mission Boulevard & Mattox Road and the two proposed
Project driveways are shown in Table 5. As 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
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.

As 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

o Projeat

. elis Projent
\3
intersection 20"" Change
our Dolay Los Oelay (o5
1. Mission Bivd. & AM 69.0 3 71.0 E +2.0
Hampton Rd/MattoxRd. {5, 40.1 D 412 D +11
Xtteison & Assoclates, Inc. Oaldand, Cafifornia
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PlusProject

intersection ' . - Change
Delay 1.0%
2. Mission Blvd. & AM - - 11.0 B -
North Project Dwy. PM _ — 119 " -
3, Mission Bivd. & AM ~ - 12.9 B -
East Project Dwy. M — — 119 B ~

Source: Kittelson & Associates, Inc., 2018
Bold indicates unacceptable LOS.
Shading indicates a significant impact

Existing Plus Project Queuing

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-turn queues at Mission Boulevard
& Mattox Road since Project trips are not expected to make a westbound right-turn lane at the
intersection nor add any volumes to that movement.

The 95t percentile queue lengths 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 site; due to
a lack of spillover onto Mission Boulevard or Mattox Road, an impact on surrounding roadways is not
expected.

Table 6 Queuing ~ Existing Plus Project Conditions

tntersection Movomenl Pesh Hour fio Projeat Plus Project
Quieue Queue

1. Mission Bivd. & Eastbound AM 147* . 147¢
Hampton Rd./Mattox Rd. Right PM 89 a0

2. Mission Bivd. & Eastbound AM - <25
North Project Dwy. Right PM - <25

3. MattoxRd. & Southbound AM - <25
East Project Dwy. Right PM - <25

Notes:

All queues are 95t percentile lengths and are presented in feet.

Asterisk {*) denotes that 95th percentiie volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Source: Kittelson & Associstes, Inc., 2018

Kittelson & Assoclotes, inc. Oakland, California
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SITE ACCESS, CIRCULATION, AND MULTIMODAL ANALYSIS

This section documents access and circulation at the Project site and conditions for people driving, biking,
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 servicé. Both
driveways are expected to operate at an acceptable LOS B in both the AM and PM peak periods. In
addition, Table 6 shows expected outbound right-turn 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,

Table 6 aiso displays the 95% percentile queue lengths with project implementation for the westbound
right turn lane at the intersection of Mission Boulevard and Mattox Road. As shown in the table, the
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 sight distances are provided for vehicles to see both pedestrians in sidewalk areas and vehicles
approaching the driveways. Line 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 triangle 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 case, between the bicycle lane and the outer
vehicle lane}. However, where practical, AASHTO recommends Increasing the distance to 18 feet. Given
the presence of sidewalks and pedestrians around the Project site, this analysis assumed a decision point
of 18 feet from the major road traveled way.

Kitteison & Assockates, inc. Ookiand, Callfornia
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The following formula was used to calculate the necessary intersection sight distance along the major
road for each driveway:

ISD=1.47 * Vimapr * t;
where:
ISD = intersection sight distance (length of the ieg of sight distance
triangle along the major road) (f)
Vmajor = design speed of major road (mph)
t, = time gap for minor road vehicle to enter the major road (s)

Assuming a passenger car time gap of 6.5 seconds (based on AASHTO) and utilizing the posted speed
limits (35 mph on Mission Boulevard and 30 mph on Mattox Road) resuited in the following
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 Figure 7. As shown,
the sight triangles are free of obstructions and adequate sight distance Is provided.

Figure 7 Project Driveway Sight Triangles
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Source; MLC Holdings, October 2017 & Kittelson ond Associates, inc, 2018

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Oakland, Colifornia
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On-Site Truck Circulation )

A fire truck turning 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 dimenslons for the véhicle are as follows:

» Ovenal! 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 sne‘plén 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 accommodated and would require backing up. it should be noted that the template used for
this analysis is a conservative measurement since other trucks {eg. garbage trucks) and passenger
vehicles would have shorter wheelbases and tighter tum radii.

Figure 8 Are Truck Turning Analysis

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

Source: MLC Holdings, October 2017

Bicycle Access

Low levels of bicycle activity were observed during weekday data collection at the intersection of Mission
Boulevard and Mattox Road. Two bicycles were observed during the AM peak hour and three bicycles
were observed during 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 Installing northbound bicycle lanes on Misslon
Boulevard fronting the project site which would also facilitate access to the site. Blcycle 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 vehicles. 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 Boulevard & Mattox Road also presents a
potential conflict between bicyclists and vehicles. Specifically, bicyclists and right-tuming vehicles must
cross paths. Currently, the intersection consists of a channelized right turn lane in which the bicycle lane
is-carried through the right tumn 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 Existing Pedestrian Counts (Mission Bivd. & Mattox Rd.)

tntersection beg AN Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

West Leg 8 5
East Leg ‘ 7 3
South Leg 4 3
North Leg 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 paraliel
potentlal issues between bicyclists and vehicles at the driveways. Vehicles making a right turn 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

Kitteison & Associates, Inc. Oakiend, Californio
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warning drivers to be aware of pedestrians. In addition, it is important to ensure {with signage and stop J
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 801 (Fremont BART to Oakland 12 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
boardings and alightings at bus stops on Mission Boulevard.

VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED

Daily vehicle miles traveled (VMT) for the Project was estimated using the daily trip generation and the
Alameda County Transportation Commission (CTC) Countywide Travel Demand Model. The dally trip
generation {787 trips) was muktiplied 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-tumover 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 significant impact at the intersection of Mission Boulevard &
Mattox Road. The intersection operates at LOS E 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.

Kottelson & Assotiotes, Inc. Oakiand, Colifornia )
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c * The project would not substantially increase westbound right-turning queues at the intersection
of Misslon Boulevard & Mattox Road. In addition, the Project’s Mattox Road driveway location
does not conflict with the Intersection’s westbound right-turning queue.

s Both Project driveways operate at acceptable LOS in the AM and PM peak hours. Queving is
expected to be minimal and limited to the project site with no spillover onto Mission Boulevard
or Mattox Road.

e The Project site plan provides appropriate driveway sight distance.

s The Project site plan provides the necessary intermal 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 treatments.

¢ The Project is estimated to generate 4,832 daily VMT.

Attachments:

A. Traffic Counts

B. Existing Conditions Synchro Output Sheets

C. Trip Assignment Paths

D. Existing Plus Project Conditions Synchro Output Sheets

" Kitteison & Associates, Inc. Ockiand, Cafonia
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Attachment A: Traffic Counts
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Attachment B: Existing Conditions Synchro Output Sheets

c Kittelson & Assoclates, Inc. Oakiand, Coifornia



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
1. Mission Bivd. & Hampton Rd./Mattox Rd. 0212172018
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1 Sum i ot o)
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Queues
1: Mission Bivd. & Hampton Rd./Mattox Rd. _ 02/21/2018

46
119 08 085
1622 148 58.8
6 00 60
Total 577 1498 1522 148 495 211 5086 238
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Reduced we Refio 082 119 119 063 011 046 058 050
Queue shown s nmdnm sfter two cycles.
# 58 percaniie volume exceeds capaoily, queus may be longer.
Queue shown ls maximam afisr two cycles,
12/18/2017 Existing (AM) Synchro 10 Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
1: Mission Bivd. & Hampton Rd./Mattox Rd. 022112018
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Quseues
1: Mission Bivd. & Hampton Rd./Mattox Rd. 4 02721/2018

330 190

072 07 078 055 011 088 082 048
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Queue Deley 00 O 00D 00 00 00 OO0 00
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Storage Cap Reducin 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Muwom 046 070 078 056 000 088 077 048

%

# mmmmm quouomlybohw
Queve shown is maximum afier two cycles
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Attachment C: Trip Assignment Paths

Kittelson & Associutes, inc. Ouakiand, Callfornia )



AM Inbound Trips

#Ht (#4#) = Trips (Percent of Total)



AM Outbound Trips

## (###) = Trips (Percent of Total)



PM Inbound Trips

= Trips (Percent of Total)

#H# (#H¢)




PM Outbound Trips

## (##) = Trips (Percent of Total)
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Attachment D: Existing Plus Project Conditions Synchro Output Sheets

c Kittelson & Associotes, inc. Oakland, California




HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
1 Mlssiqn Bivd. & Hampton Rd./Mattox Rd.

02/21/2018
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HCM 2010 TWSC
2: Mission Bivd, 0212172018

Traffic Vol, vehh C M ™ 15 0 m
Future Vol, velvh 0 4 74 15 0 8m
Conficing Peds, ihr 6 ¢ 0 0o o0 O
Sign Control Stp Stop Free Free Fres Free
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HCM 2010 TWSC \
3: Mattox Rd. , 02/21/2018
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Queues
1: Mission Bivd. & Hampton Rd./Mattox Rd. ‘ 0212172018

Intomel Link Diet (1) 317 188 721 st
Tum Bay Length (%) 0 200
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# 950 percentile volume exceeds capacity, queus may be longes.
Queue shown is maximum afer two cycles.
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
1: Mission Bivd, & Hampton Rd./Mattox Rd. _ 02/21/2018
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HCM 2010 TWSC
2: Mission Bivd. 0212172018
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HCM 2010 TWSC ,
3: Mattox Rd. . 02/21/2018
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Queues
1: Mission Blivd. & Hampton Rd./Mattox Rd.

022172018
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Vesting Tentative Tract Map 8405 and SDR / PLN2017-0014
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Verification
: tatio
Commitments and Mitigation Measures Timing l?:;mbﬂityn Monitoring Monitoring D ials
Action Responsibility )

Biological Resources

Mitigation Measure B-1a; Biological Resources | During project- Project Verify study was | County Planning

Screening and Assessment. For projects associated with specific | Applicant performed and | Department staff

| the proposed Specific Plan, the project applicant shall hire a | eavironmental o mﬂhm _agnr'elawdaction
County-approved biologist to perform a preliminary traction. piologist formed

biological resource screening as part of the environmental
review process to determine whether the project has any
potential to impact biological resources. If it is determined
that the project has no poteatial to impact biological
resources, no further action is required. If the project would
have the potential to impact biological resources, prior to
construction, a County-approved biologist shall conduct a
biological resources assessment (BRA) or similar type of
study to document the existing biological 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 biological resources |

including, but not limited to special status species, nesting
birds, wildlife movement, sensitive plant communities,
critical habitats, and other resources judged to be sensitive
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 the
USFWS, NMFS, CDFW and/or other local, state, and
federal agencies may be required. The following mitigation
measures [B-1(b) through B-1{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 surveys described in the

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MaP 8143 / PLN2013-00104 — MMRP

PAGE 1




~ Vesting Tentative Tract Map 8405 and SDR / PLN2017-0014
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Verification
- e Impl tat
Commitments and Mitigation Measures Timing Rgs;:;nn:bﬂit;n Monitoring Monitoring D ials
Action Responsibllity
mitigation measures below may be completed as part of the '
BRA where suitable habitat is present.
Mitigation Measure B-1g: Non-Listed Special Status Pre-construction  [Project Applicant | Verify study was | County Planning
Species Avoidance and Minimization. Several State species | and during [through consultant | performed and, if | Department Staff,
| of Special Concern may be impacted by development construction, as  |biologist applicable, verify | the Building
fucilitated by the Specific Plan. The ecological requirements | 2Pplicable that me:ew hsgww;md Y |
and potential for impacts is highly variable among these mimp“l ures i b:oI !°Jlo° mcf pplicant

species. Depending on the species identified in the BRA,
the measures identified under B-1¢h) shall be-applicable to
the project. In addition, the County shall select measures
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 terrestrial amphibians and
reptiles, coverboard surveys shall be completed within three
months of the start of construction. The coverboards shall
be at least four feet by four feet and constructed of untreated
plywood placed flat on the ground. The coverboards shall

1 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 coverboards shall be
captured and placed 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 shall be as close to the capture site as
possible but far enough away to ensure the animal(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

"V ESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP 8143 / PLN2013-00104 — MMRP
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Vesting Tentative Tract Map 8405 and SDR / PLN2017-0014
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Verification
Commitments and Mitigation Measures . Timing lm;ﬁl&n Monitoring Monitoring Date/Initials
Action Responsibility .

animal species observed.

* Pre-construction clearance surveys shall be conducted
within 14 days of the start of construction (including staging
and mobilization). The surveys shall cover the entire
disturbance footprint plus a minimum 200-foot buffer, if
feasible, and shall identify all special status animal species
that may occur on-site. All non-listed special status species
shall be relocated from the site either through direct capture
or through passive exclusion (e.g., burrowing owl). A report
of the preconstruction survey shall 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 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 present and impacted
by the project, a County-approved biologist shall 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.

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP 8143 / PLN2013-00104 ~ MMRP PAGE 3




Vesting Tentative Tract Map 8405 and SDR / PLN2017-0014
- Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Verification
Commitments and Mitigation Measures Timing lﬁ&';::;n Monitoring Monitoring
Action Responsibility | D*t*/Initials
Mitigation Measure B-1h: Pre-construction Surveys for | Prior to ject Applicant | Verify survey County Planning
Nesting Birds for Construction Occurring within construction wough consultant | was performed | Department staff,
Nesting Season. For projects that may result in tree felling | activities, if logist. and, nests are the Building
or removal of trees or vegetation that may contain a nesting | construction is reported, and that | Inspector and ,
 bird, if feasible, construction activities should occur between February Wop:;‘:: m:cf i\pphcant 8
generally between September 16 to January 31 (thus outside | 1 to September m"""“" oo L
of the nesting season). However, if construction activities 15, and no more fmplemented.
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 construction work shall be conducted outside
a buffer zone from the nest to be determined 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 species. Large buffers may be required depending
upon the status of the nest and the construction activities
occurring in the vicinity of the nest. The buffer area(s) shall
be closed to all construction 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
nest prior to removal of the buffer. A report of these

preconstruction nesting bird surveys shall be submitted by
the project apphoam to the County to document compliance.

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP 8143 / PLN2013-00104 - MMRP
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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 Courity Planning Commission did receive application 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 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 Adshland and Cherryland 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%
commercial/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 6:00 p.m. on Monday, June 4, 2018; and

WHEREAS the Commission does find that the addendum to the to the 4shland and Cherryland
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
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 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 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 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
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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), 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:
AYES: 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
P1.N2017-00164
1. Approval of PLN2017-00164 authorizes the Site Development Review and Tentative Tract Map

10.

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.

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.

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

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

A state issued Construction general Permit is required.

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
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

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.

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 by the Planning Director.

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.

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

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

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

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.

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.

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

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

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

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 PWA 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.

Prior to final 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 1-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.

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.

i. 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.

24. Phasing of the Mixed-Use Building: The mixed-use building shall be developed concurrently

25.

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;
¢. 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.

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

5
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26.

27.

28.

29.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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:

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.
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Common landscaped areas, project entry, and parking areas shall be maintained
consistent with the approved Landscape Plan for the project.

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.

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.

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: 5:00 p.m.
Place: Planning Department Conference Room
224 W. Winton Avenue, Room 111, Hayward

REGULAR MEETING

CALL TO ORDER: The Chair called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.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 Orduiia; Christina Horrisberger,
Senior Planner; Heather Littlejohn, County Counsel’s Office; Nilma Singh, Recording Secretary.

There were approximately fifty-three people in the audience.
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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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 ~ April 16, 2018

Commissioner Ratto made the motion to approve the April 16® 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 J

Bruce Jensen, with a powerpoint, discussed the following: Background — County Policy; South
Livermore Policies — SLVAP/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.,/SERRA 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 +28300 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.
Staff Planner: Christina Horrisberger :
Action Item J
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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 of labor 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 4™
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.

p—
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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 concermns 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 corner 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.

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).
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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-ef...”; 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, 7/0.

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 18"
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 8:47 p.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. / 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 1, 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 Cherryland 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
Cherryland 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)

e The subdivision application was presented to decision makers within 50 days of its being deemed
complete.

e 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.

o 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

e 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.

e The proposed project is respectful of the physical and environmental characteristics of the site
because it is in proportion with its surroundings.

e 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.

e The project implements high quality design and building materials.
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e 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

e 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.

e The residential use is located above and behind the commercial component, and would be the
secondary land use.

e 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. 2015042047), dated May 1, 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

1. 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 of non-residential space, at the property located at 20478 Mission
Boulevard, 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 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.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

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.

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.

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.

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.

A state issued Construction general Permit is required.

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.

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.

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.

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

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

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

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.
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

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.

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

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

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

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 PWA 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.

Prior to final building inspection approvals, the applicant shall provide the following security
measures for the project, to the satisfaction of the Alameda County Sheriff’s Office:

Wide angle viewers (180-190 degree “Peep holes™) in all residential unit front doors
Deadbolts with cylinder guard and 1-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 lighting.

Clearly visible unit and building numbers, five inches or larger 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.

e op

= @oo

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.

i. 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 (1*") 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 41st 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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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”.

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 crossmg more than one parcel.

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.

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.

Parking within the development shall be permitted in designated locations only, and the
Association shall enforce parking restrictions.

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.

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.

Common landscaped areas, project entry, and parking areas shall be maintained consistent
with the approved Landscape Plan for the project.

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.

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.

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:

-NOES:

Supervisors Miley, Valle & President Chan -3

None

EXCUSED: Supervisors Haggerty & Carson -2

Flien 72—

PRESIDENT, BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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ATTEST:

Anika Campbell-Belton, Clerk
Board of Supervisors

Deputy

File: 30167
Agenda No; 80
Document No;_R-2018259

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

Bo f Superv1sors

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DONNA R. ZIEGLER, COUNTY COUNSEL

By: /% e, //%__

Andrea L. Weddle
Chief Assistant County Counsel




Holdings, Inc.

July 27, 2018

Albert Lopez

Planning Director

County of Alameda

224 W. Winton Ave., Rm. 111
Hayward, CA 94544

Re: Mixed-Use Project at Mission & Mattox (PLN2017-00164)
Dear Mr. Lopez:

As you know, MLC Holdings has been working to resolve various issues and concerns raised by Carpenters
Union Local 713 in connection with the Planning Commission’s approval of the Mission and Mattox
project. Over the past few days we have come to an agreement with the Carpenters that will result in
MLC employing sub-contractors who are signatory to the Carpenters Union for the construction of the
project. While we are pleased to have resolved the Union’s concerns, the additional cost of building with
union labor could threaten the economic viability of the project if not mitigated in some fashion. We are
writing to seek the County’s assistance in mitigating a small portion of the significant cost burden we now
face by way of modifying certain Conditions of Approval that accompanied the County’s original approval
of the project. Specifically, we are requesting modification the following Conditions:

Condition of Approval # 23: Condition # 23 requires that developer complete a series of public
improvements at the intersection of Mission and Mattox (including realignment of the so-called
“Porkchop” pedestrian island) that were previously identified and included in a capital improvement plan
adopted by the County long before MLC sought to develop the Mission/Mattox project. During
discussions with County Staff in the months leading up to project approval, MLC agreed to install the
improvements identified in Condition 23, provided the County would provide reimbursement (or traffic
fee credits) to the extent the improvements were part of the original capital improvement plan. At the
time, Staff was disinclined to work with us on a reimbursement or credit. We now renew that request
and look forward to discussing this with the Board of Supervisors at the upcoming appeal hearing.

Condition of Approval # 24: Condition # 24 imposes a phasing regime that makes it extremely difficult to
finance the development and construction of the project. This was a significant issue for MLC prior to the
original approval of the project. The severity of the phasing program has grown exponentially with the
addition of union labor. In its current form, Condition # 24 requires completion of the mixed-use portion
of the project prior seeking final inspection of the 26™ townhome unit in the project. The challenge we
face is that a significant portion of the capital needed to finance the construction of the mixed-use building
(which is the more speculative and costly of the two project features) will be generated by the sale and
closing of the townhome units. If we are allowed to close the sale of only 25 townhomes prior to
completing the mixed-use building, then we face a very serious problem because we will not have
generated sufficient free cash flow to support the cost of building the mixed-use structure. That problem




has now grown more severe with the addition of union labor because the cost of developing both
components has gone up dramatically, which means even more up-front capital will be required to get
the project built. To help mitigate this problem and ensure that the project is economicaily viable, we
strongly urge Staff to consider modifying Condition # 24 to read as follows:

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 1 townhome unit, the developer shall
complete all rough grading necessary to prepare a building pad for the mixed-use building;
b) Priorto seeking final building inspection for the 35" townhome unit, the developer shall obtain
building permit issuance for the mixed-use building;
¢} Prior to seeking final building inspection for the 41% townhome unit, 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 45™ townhome unit.

The proposed modification will allow much-need flexibility in the implementation of the two project
components, while still ensuring that the mixed-use building comes to fruition along with the townhomes.

Condition of Approal # 25: Condition # 25 mandates Planning Commission review and approval of any
substantial deviations from the phasing schedule set forth in Condition # 24. While we appreciate the
County’s desire to ensure the construction of both project components, we believe it isimportant to allow
the developer and Staff reasonable latitude to work together to implement the project in the most
efficient manner possible. This is a modest but complex project that (as with most development projects)
may encounter any number of unforeseen challenges during the financing and construction process. We
feel confident that County Staff has the expertise to work with us efficiently and effectively to ensure that
the project is delivered as envisioned. Should we encounter difficulties along the way, it seems
unnecessarily burdensome on both the project and the Planning Commission to impose the additional
oversight reflected in Condition # 25. For that reason, we respectfully request that Condition # 25 be
modified to allow the Planning Director full authority to consider and act on any necessary changes to the
schedule described in Condition # 24.

We greatly appreciate Staff’'s willingness to consider the foregoing requests. Please do not hesitate to
contact us should you have any questions or concerns so that we may address them prior to the appeal
hearing on August 7.

Respectfully submitted,

Charles H. McKeag
President
MLC Holdings, Inc.

Cc Supervisor Nate Miley (vig electronic maii)
Eileen Dalton (via electronic mail)
Daniel Woldesenbet (via electronic maif)



Mailing Address Union Meetings:
1050 Mattox Road Second and Fourth
Hayward, California 94541-1298 Thursdays
Phone; 510-581-7817

Fax: 510-581-1267 ¢« E-Mail: carp?13@carpenters713.org = Dispatch Fax: 510-733-2509 » www.carpenters? 13.0rg

June 4, 2018

Afttn: Planning Commission
County of Alameda

224 W, Winton Avenue, Room 111
Hayward, California 84544

RE: Asbestos or lead-based paint at 20478 Mission Boulevard
Dear Planning Commissioners:

Carpenters Local Union 713 (“Local 713") appreciates the opportunity to submit this addendum to our
prior letter regarding the above-referenced property & related development application.

Local 713’s union hall is iocated on Mattox Road immediately adjacent to the subject property
associated with this deveiopment. The soie environmental review document that the project relies upon
is the Initial Study prepared May 1, 2018. The Initial Study does not comply with the Eden Area General
Plat’s Policy PG, Goal SAF-4 {“Minimize Eden Area residents’ exposure to the harmful effects of
hazardous materials and waste”). Specifically, the project must, as a pre-condition for recelving planning
approvals, conduct envircnmental Investigation “to ensure that soil, groundwater and buildings affected
by hazardous material releases from prior land uses and fead or asbestos in buliding materials will not
have a negative Impact on the natural environment or health and safety of future property owners or
users.” Pupllc review documents for this project should summarize and qttach any investigative reports,
including, but not limited to, a Phase | Environmental Site Assessment. Local 713 urges Planning
Commissioners to direct the applicant and staff to prepare and circulate a Mitigated Negative
Pedearation document for the project.

The developer proposes to demolish buildings used during its past at various points for industrial uses.
The buildings’ floor areas total approximately 60,000 square feet. Building construction at the project
site occurred in 1948. Commercial real estate market intelligence company CoStar reports that the
effective year bulit of the property was 1952. Phasa | Environmental Site Assessments typically note that
on-site structures constructed prior to 1980 may Include asbestos-containing buillding materials, Lead-
based paint may be present both on painted surfaced and on exposed soll surrounding painted
structures that are the age of those at 20478 Mission Boulevard.

Please see the following reference material and summary points below.

The Ashiand and Cherryland Business District Specific Plan final EIR’s review of patential impact HAZ-2
(at page 4.7-10) relies in part upon Eden Area General Plan Public Safety Element Policy P6 of Goal
SAF-4 with respect to addressing hazards from ashestos-containing materials and lead-based paint.

The Initial Study/Addendum for the Project fails to address the requirements of the referenced policy.




The 2010 £den Area General Pian Public Safety Element Policy P6 is excerpted below:

Goal SAF-4 Minimize Eden Area residents’ exposure to the
harmful cffects of hazardons materials and waste.

P6. Developers shall be required to conduct the necessary level
¢f environmental investipation to ensure that soil, ground-
worrer aaped wilding. artested oo hazardous mazzesinl reieases
from prior land uses and -ad o1 ibeoito in buil diig nrazer
ale will not have 2 negarive ampact cn the natural environ-
ment or heakth and safery of future property owners or us
ers. This shall sccur as 1 peo o sntition 13 receiving build-
ing permits o1 puauning pprwc als fon de elopraent on his-

torically commercial or industrial pareels.

Local 713 notes that no reference is made in any document included with the Staff Report for the
project at 20478 Mission Boulevard that substantiates compliance with Eden Area General Plan Goal
SAF-4 Policy P6. In fact, neither the word “lead” nor the word “asbestos” appear in the Initlal
study/Addendum that accompanies the packet for the June 4™, 2018 approval hearing before the
Planning Commission.

The sole references to hazardous materials in the Initial Study/Addendum document pertains to an
underground storage tank that was removed in 1990 {see page 44). The Initial Study/Addendum does
not include any information that can be reviewed by the Planning Commission, the Board of Supervisors
or the public regarding the age of the buildings that the project would demolish, nor does it include any
information on the exposure risks to hazardous lead-based or asbestos-containing materlals faced by
construction workers, project neighbors, or future project occupants. Local 713 believes that these
omissions render the environmental review for the project inadequate.

Local 713 notes that walls of the existing buildings that likely contain lead-based paint and/or asbestos-
containing bullding materials are on top of or immediately next to the existing lot line that separates the
Project from the union hall property at 1050 Mattox Road {See figure 1 on page 3 below). Local 713 is
concerned that demolition at 20478 Mission Boulevard could entail encroachment onto the union’s
property by demolished building materials, workers, or equipment. As a result of these aforementioned
issues, Local 713 is troubled by the lack of plans to mitigate any hazards posed to the property,
members, and users of the abutting Carpenters Local Union 713 union hall on Mattox Road.



Figure 1. Satellite aerfal view of the Project property and Local 713’s property

In closing, we urge the Planning Commission to (a) postpone approvals at tonight’s meeting tonight in
order to permit the Applicant and Local 713 time to discuss and negotlate Condltions of Approval that
will ensure that the praperty rights and health and safety of Local 713, its members and visftors are
protected; (b} direct staff to recirculate environmental review documents to the Commission and the
public. If you have any questions or require additional information please contact Carpenters Local 713
Research Analyst Lorena Guadiana by emailing |suadiana@nccrc.ors.

Carpenters Local Unlon 713
1050 Mattox Rd
Hayward, CA 4541

e-mall: eluna@ncerc.org





