
  City of Alameda, California 
April 12, 2017 
 

TO:  PROSPECTIVE BIDDERS 
 

CROSS ALAMEDA TRAIL 
JEAN SWEENEY IMPROVEMENTS 

ALONG ATLANTIC AVENUE BETWEEN 

WEBSTER STREET AND SHERMAN STREET 

 

FEDERAL-AID PROJECT NUMBER ATPL-5014(042) 
 

PROJECT NUMBER P.W. 05-16-11 
 

ADDENDUM NO. 04 
 

All Addenda – including this and Addendum No. 04 - reside on BPXpress’ (Richmond) ‘Current 

Projects Out To Bid’ website portal. See BPXpress, Central Avenue, Richmond, CA website; 

“http://www.blueprintexpress.com“, Online Planroom, “Find Jobs to Bid”, City of Alameda; Cross 

Alameda Trail, “View project details”. 

 

Addendum No. 04, with attachments, is hereby issued in addition to or in response to the following 

Bidders’ Requests for Information and/or Questions: 

 

1) (Public Works/ARPD):  All Bidders to incorporate into their bids, bid documents, scope, and   

schedules the attached Final “JEAN SWEENEY OPEN SPACE PARK Initial Study / Mitigated 

Negative Declaration” (by ESA, dated June 2014), including but not limited to the Mitigation 

Measures Identified in this Initial Study … which include the potential procurement (by others / 

City) of “a qualified biologist” to “conduct pre-construction surveys“ for Nesting Birds and for 

Bat Roosting Sites. 

 

2) (Public Works/ARPD):  All Bidders to incorporate into the bids, bid documents, scope, and   

schedules the attached memorandum by ESA, dated April 3, 2015, for “Jean Sweeney Open Space 

Park Wetland Delineation Results”, including but not limited to the statement “The results of this 

wetland delineation survey indicate that no state or federal jurisdictional wetlands are present with 

the project area.” 

 

3) Bidder asks: 

a) “Sheet L-14 speaks to a two-wire irrigation system, however, specification section 10.63 

refers to a conventional system. Please clarify the type of system to be installed.” 

(BKF/Placeworks):  The system is two wire per the legend and notes.   

 

b) “Confirm that the 200 station Rainmaster Eagle Plus controller is desired. 

Rainmaster has cheaper 36 and 48 station two-wire controllers that could satisfy the needs 

for phase one and phase two of the project.” 

(BKF/Placeworks):  Controller A is also operating valves in the future park.  The total station count 

will be 111 stations. 

 

c) “Sheet L-11 calls for 1120 schedule 40 2” mainline pipe, however, the specifications call 

out schedule 40 class 315 for mainline pipe 2” and larger. Clarify the grade of pipe to 
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be installed.” 

(BKF/Placeworks):  Irrigation Mainline pipe 2 ½” or larger should be Class 200 ring-tite.  All pipe 

2” and smaller should be Schedule 40. 

 

4) Bidder asks:  “Please provide hydroseeding component application rates for: 

a) Mulches; 

b) Composts;  

c) Tackifiers; 

d) Fiber; 

e) Fertilizer, if applicable; 

f) Mycorrhizal Inoculum, if applicable; 

g) Straw, if applicable (and specify type); 

     The 10.44 specifications only call out the seed rates.” 

(BKF/Placeworks):  In addition to compost and seed mix specified in Section 10.45 Hydroseeding, 

Contractor to provide Wood Mulch (Mulch/Fiber) and M-Binder (Tackifier), as described on attached 

product sheets. Application rate for Wood Mulch is 2000 Lbs/Acre and M-Binder is 100-120 

Lbs/Acre. Note that per Addendum #3, surface application of compost in all areas to receive 

hydroseed has been increased to 4 cubic yards/1000 square feet (approximately 1.3” layer).  

Contractor to provide delivery tags of all compost installed on site to verify quantity and quality of 

material is per the specification. Fertilizer, Mycorrhizal Inoculum, and Straw, are not applicable. 

 

5) Bidder asks: 

a) Special Provisions section 10.21 EXCAVATE IMPACTED SOIL states “If the total 

quantity of “Excavate Impacted Soil” exceeds the bid quantity by more than 25%, the 

Contractor will be paid for all the Aggregate Base using the bid unit price …”.  Should 

this say the Contractor shall be paid for all the Excavated Impacted Soil using the bid unit 

price? 

(BKF): Yes; 10.21 should read “the Contractor shall be paid for all the Excavated Impacted Soil 

using the bid unit price.” 

 

b) Special Provisions sections 10.22 and 10.23 have the same issue as above. 

(BKF): 10.22 should read “the contractor will be paid for all the Place Impacted Soil”.  10.23 should 

read “the contractor will be paid for all the Export Impacted Soil”. 

 

c) Special Provision section 10.20 FINE GRADING states “The import soil placed within 

the top four (4) inches shall be topsoil conforming to … .”  Is it anticipated that any 

imported topsoil will be required? 

(BKF): Top soil may be necessary for landscape/planting purposes. 

 

6) Bidder asks: “There are four numbers; 1, 5, 6 and 2 above each lighting fixture symbol, on project 

plan E1.01, 1.02, and 1.03. Could you explain what these numbers mean?“ 

(BKF/The Engineering Enterprise):  Those numbers represent the panel branch circuits that 

energize the light fixtures.  Also refer to the panel schedules on the drawings. 

 

7) Bidder asks:  “Can you confirm that per section 10.25 Class III Aggregate Base is to be 100% 

recycled material, but per section 10.36 Class 2 Aggregate Base is to be 100% virgin rock?“. 

(BKF): Confirmed; Class III shall be 100% recycled, class II shall be 100% virgin rock. 

 

8) Bidder asks:  “Per Bid item #20 Geomembrane; Is there a minimum (mil) thickness required? 

(BKF): Geomembrane shall be 30 mil thickness HDPE. 
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9) Bidder asks:  “Can you please confirm that per the irrigation legend on sheet L-11 you want 1 ea. 

hose swivel and valve key per quick coupler?” 

(BKF/Placeworks):  Contractor to only provide one hose swivel and valve key for every 5 quick 

couplers. 

 

10)  Bidder asks: 

a) Enlarged demolition sheets C1.01 and C1.10 show fence removal, however, the fence 

line is cut off by the match sheet lines. Please clearly identify the limits of fence removal 

on sheets C1.11 and C1.12. 

(BKF): Demolition of fencing has been clarified in attached exhibit. Highlighted areas of fence shall 

be removed. Please see attached sheets. 

 

b) The bicycle path and walking path structural sections are broken down into separate line 

items (in Base Bid Schedule list) for each component shown on detail 3/C6.00. Please 

clarify if the jogging path and shoulder decomposed granite section should have a 

separate line item for Class II AB in the Base Bid Schedule list? 

(BKF): There is not to be separate line item. Class II and Class III AB quantities were combined into 

line item 21. 

 

11)  Bidder asks:  “Can you confirm what permits may be required for this contract?“. 

(BKF):  Other than the Building Permit (fees of which are paid by ARPD) the only other permits that 

may be necessary, if applicable, are: 

Marsh Crust Ordinance excavation permits, IF/WHEN applicable, 

Special Permit IF/WHEN construction noise levels exceed 60 dBA, 

Hauling Permit IF/WHEN applicable, 

Encroachment / ROW Permit IF/WHEN applicable, 
EBMUD discharge permit IF/WHEN applicable, (for short-term discharge of wastewater, 

groundwater in san. Sew. System). 
 

12)  (Public Works/ARPD):  All Bidders to submit with their bids a completed “Buy America 

Certification”, per SECTION 13 -  FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION CONTRACT 

CLAUSES. (See attached updated BID FORM CHECKLIST.) 

 

13)  (Public Works/ARPD):  All Bidders to refer to corrected BASE BID SCHEDULE, attached, 

which mistakenly indicated two 19.1 items (in Addendum No. 2). 

 

14)  Bidder asks: 

a) Please clarify; Item #77 shows 1 EA signal push button in schedule, while you find 3 new 

push button on plan Sheet C3.00? 

(BKF): For this Caltrans-funded project the bids are to be “quantity-based”. The quantity of items 

shall be bid per the Base Bid Schedule. 

 

b) Please clarify; Item #79 shows 5 EA pull box in schedule, while you find 14 secondary 

boxes on Sheet on E1.01, 1.02 and 1.03? 

(BKF/TEE):  For this Caltrans-funded project the bids are to be “quantity-based”. The quantity of 

items shall be bid per the Base Bid Schedule. 

 

c) Plan sheet E1.01, 1.02, and 1.03 indicate the conductor shall be #10 THWN, while item 

#81 indicates the conductor is #12 AWG. Shall bidders quote #12 or #10 wire? 



 City of Alameda, California  

Page 4 of 211 total 
City of Alameda, Public Works Department 
950 W. Mall Square, Room 110 
Alameda, California  94501 

(BKF/TEE):  Note that the drawings indicate #10 wire unless otherwise noted.  There are other wire 

sizes indicated if different than #10 and those wire sizes should be larger. 

 

d) Item 80 shows (2)-1.25" conduit run 4500 LF. But the plan sheets indicate there are other 

2", 4" and 1.5" conduit to be run on the trail. Total length of conduit will exceed 4500 LF 

if considering other conduits. Shall bidders quote 2" 4" and 1.5" conduit also in bid item 

80? 

(BKF/TEE):  For this Caltrans-funded project the bids are to be “quantity-based”. The quantity of 

items shall be bid per the Base Bid Schedule. 

 

15)  (ARPD/Placeworks):  All Bidders shall incorporate the following change into their bids and 

project scope regarding the use of recycled water: 
RECYCLED WATER MAY BE USED IN THE IRRIGATION SYSTEM IN THE FUTURE. ALL 

IRRIGATION PIPING, VALVES, BUBBLERS, AND OTHER COMPONENTS SHALL HAVE 

PURPLE NON-POTABLE MARKINGS AND SIGNAGE. ALL IRRIGATION VALVE BOXES 

SHALL HAVE PURPLE LIDS WITH TEXT FOR “RECYCLED WATER - DO NOT DRINK” OR 

APPROVED SIMILAR. 
 

 

This Addendum No. 04, in its entirety, is hereby incorporated into the Bidding Documents. 

 

APPROVED:             Date:  April 12, 2017 

            

 
Receipt is hereby acknowledged of Addendum No. 04, Cross Alameda Trail, No. P.W. 05-16-11 

 

_________________________________________  Date:  __________________ 

Company Name / Contractor 

 

By:  _____________________________________________ 

 
NOTE: THIS COMPLETE ADDENDUM, SIGNED AND DATED, MUST BE RETURNED 

WITH YOUR BID. 



 

 

 

Final 

JEAN SWEENEY OPEN SPACE PARK  
Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration 
 

Prepared for June 2014
City of Alameda 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

jdybas
Text Box
ADDENDUM NO. 4



 

 

Final 

JEAN SWEENEY OPEN SPACE PARK  
Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration 
 

Prepared for June 2014
City of Alameda 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

550 Kearny Street 
Suite 800 
San Francisco, CA  94108 
415.896.5900 
www.esassoc.com 

Los Angeles 

Oakland 

Orlando 

Palm Springs 

Petaluma 

Portland 

Sacramento 

San Diego 

Santa Cruz 

Seattle 

Tampa 

Woodland Hills 

140118 

jdybas
Text Box
ADDENDUM NO. 4



 

Jean Sweeney Open Space Park i ESA / 140118 

Final Initial Study June 2014 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Jean Sweeney Open Space Park Initial Study 

Page 

 
 1.  Introduction 1 

 2.   Project Description 3 

 3.   Environmental Factors Potentially Affected and City’s  
  Mitigation Determination 13 

 4.   Environmental Checklist, Discussion, and Mitigation Measures 14 
Aesthetics 14 
Agricultural and Forest Resources 20 
Air Quality 21 
Biological Resources 27 
Cultural Resources 44 
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 49 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 53 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials 55 
Hydrology and Water 60 
Land Use and Land Use Planning 64 
Mineral Resources 66 
Noise 67 
Population and Housing 71 
Public Services 72 
Transportation and Traffic 76 
Utilities and Service Systems 79 
Mandatory Findings of Significance 85 

 5.  Mitigation Measures Identified in this Initial Study 87 

 
Appendices 
A. Air Quality Appendix 
B. Biology Appendix 

List of Tables 

3-1 Average Daily Construction-related Pollutant Emissions 23 
3-2 Average Daily Operation-related Pollutant Emissions 24 
12-1 Sound-Level Measurements at the Proposed Project 68 
12-2 Typical Construction Noise Levels 68 
12-3 Typical Noise Levels from Construction Equipment 69 
 

jdybas
Text Box
ADDENDUM NO. 4



Jean Sweeney Open Space Park 

Jean Sweeney Open Space Park ii ESA / 140118 

Final Initial Study June 2014 

Page 
List of Figures 
2-1 Regional Location 4 
2-2 Existing Setting 5 
2-3  Masterplan 7 
2-4  Cross Section Future Transit Right of Way Diagram 9 
2-5  Circulation Diagram 10 
4-1  Existing View into Project Site from the West 15 
4-2  Existing View Towards Project Site from the East 15 
4-3  View from Sherman Street of Existing Yard House Building 17 
4-4  View Looking Southwest from Marina Village Business Park Parking Lot 17 
4-5  Looking North from Eighth Street at Stewart Court 18 
4-6  View from Adjacent Parking Lot, South of Project Site 18 
 
 

 

jdybas
Text Box
ADDENDUM NO. 4



 

Jean Sweeney Open Space Park 1 ESA / 140118 

Final Initial Study June 2014 

CITY OF ALAMEDA 

Draft Initial Study / Mitigated Negative 
Declaration 

1. Introduction 

This draft Initial Study /Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) evaluates the potential 
environmental effects of the Jean Sweeney Open Space Park (Sweeney Park) project. The project 
would develop 22 acres of land with six primary uses: walking and bike trails, a community 
garden, natural playgrounds, open lawn, picnic areas, and natural open space. A more detailed 
description of the proposed project is provided in the Project Description below. 

The environmental approval process, which is regulated by California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Statutes and Guidelines, includes circulation of this IS/MND for public and agency 
review for a 20-day period. Written comments received during this review period will then be 
reviewed. The Planning Board and City Council, at regularly scheduled meetings, will review all 
of the related material and make a determination as to adequacy of this analysis prior to making a 
decision on whether to approve the project. A Notice of Determination, if made, will then be filed 
with the Alameda County Recorder. The proposed project would proceed after filing the Notice 
of Determination. 

The organization and format of this document is stipulated by the CEQA Guidelines. Section 4 of 
this IS/MND, the “Environmental Checklist,” includes 17 specific factors (e.g., Air Quality, 
Cultural Resources, Transportation and Traffic, etc.) which must be addressed, as well as a 
section entitled, Mandatory Findings of Significance. The four levels of impact are: “Potentially 
Significant Impact,” “Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation,” “Less than Significant 
Impact,” and “No Impact.” A discussion relating the anticipated impacts to each of the CEQA 
issues then follows. If a significant impact is identified, mitigation is presented to offset any 
potentially significant impacts. Each checklist item includes a reference section, which lists 
technical studies, agencies, and other resources consulted in this evaluation. 

jdybas
Text Box
ADDENDUM NO. 4



Jean Sweeney Open Space Park 

Jean Sweeney Open Space Park 2 ESA / 140118 

Final Initial Study June 2014 

Project Specifics 

A. Project Address and Title: 

Address:  1925 Sherman Street, Alameda, CA, 94501 
APN 074-906-32-05, 074-906-32-12, 074-906-32-15 

Title: Jean Sweeney Open Space Park  

B. Lead Agency Name and Address: 

City of Alameda 
Recreation and Park Department 
2226 Santa Clara Avenue   
Alameda, California 94501-4417 

C. Contact Person and Phone Number: 

Amy Wooldridge, Recreation and Park Director 
City of Alameda 
Recreation and Park Department 
2226 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, California 94501-4417 
510-747-7529 

D. Project Sponsor’s Names and Addresses:  

City of Alameda 
Recreation and Park Department 
2226 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, California 94501-4417 

E. Existing General Plan Designation and Zoning: 

General Plan:  Parks and Public Open Space 

Zoning:  Open Space 

F. Project Description: 

See page 3. 

G. Location of Project: 

See page 3. 
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2.  Project Description 

The City of Alameda, Recreation and Park Department (the City), is proposing to develop a new 
22-acre community park on the former Alameda Beltline Railroad property, which is owned by 
the City. The proposed project would include removal of remnant building foundations and 
infrastructure, and require remediation activities for known instances of soil contamination. Park 
construction would include landscaping, benches, hardscape walkways, lighting, playground 
structures, parking spaces, a seasonal water feature, walking and biking trails, and a community 
garden.  

Project and Site Vicinity 

The project site is located at 1925 Sherman Street in the City of Alameda, south of Atlantic 
Avenue, as illustrated in Figure 2-1. The project site is approximately 2 miles south and west of 
Oakland and approximately 12 miles from San Francisco (10 miles by ferry). Regional vehicular 
access to the project area is provided by Interstate 880 (I-880) from Oakland through the Webster 
Street (State Route [SR] 260) Tunnel to Alameda Island. Access to the project site is provided by 
Atlantic Avenue (running east-west), Constitution Way, running north-south on the west, 
Sherman Street, running north-south on the east, and multiple residential streets along the 
southern boundary. 

The 22-acre project site consists of three parcels that are zoned Open Space and designated in the 
General Plan as Parks and Public Open Space, respectively. The project site in an unpaved 
roughly rectangular property with a single remaining building located at the eastern end of the rail 
yard that served as the former yard house. The site has remnant concrete foundations from several 
other structures, including a former maintenance building, and concrete pits. Much of the site is 
covered with ballast rock. The topography of the site is defined by soil stockpiles and elongated 
east-west oriented areas of higher ground about three to four feet higher than the central rail yard 
area, along the northern and southern margins of the project site; asphalt and concrete rubble 
protrudes from the soil stockpiles and elevated areas in many places.  

The project site and existing setting is shown in Figure 2-2. The project site is directly adjacent to 
single family and multi-family residential units to the south, as well as the Marina Village 
Business Park to the north. To the west of the project site is the Webster Square Shopping Center. 
The Bay Eagle Community Garden is located southeast of the site. A parking lot is located 
adjacent to the eastern boundary, beyond which the Northern Waterfront General Plan 
Amendment planning area is located, including the site of the former Del Monte warehouse 
which is planned for redevelopment as future residential units and retail space.  
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Project Characteristics 

The proposed project would construct a new community park and open space in northern 
Alameda which would primarily support passive recreation, with some active recreation uses. 
Community and open space parks are generally intended to serve residents across multiple 
neighborhoods throughout the city. 

The conceptual park master plan is illustrated in Figure 2-3. The design features six recreation 
use types, including: walking and bike trails, natural open space, picnic areas, community garden, 
natural playgrounds, and open lawn areas. Active uses would generally be located towards the 
perimeter of the park, surrounding passive uses in the central area. The park would incorporate 
sustainable design and water management policies. 

Park Development Project  

The overall project construction schedule is expected to begin in fall 2015. In addition to the 
construction phases outlined here, the actual development of the park may be completed in stages 
as funding is available: 

 Soil remediation constituents would remain in areas planned for hardscape or greenscape 
installation, which would serve as a cap.  

 Grading and drainage improvements as necessary to prepare the site. The proposed 
project would require trenching, and minor cut and fill as part of construction. 

 Park construction would be completed in stages as funding is identified and would 
include a 90-day plant establishment. The general park features are described below. 

Park Features 

The new park would include six recreation use types for Sweeney Park following an extensive 
community input process. These include: 

1. Walking and bike trails; 

2. Natural open space; 

3. Picnic areas; 

4. Community garden; 

5. Natural playgrounds; and 

6. Open lawn areas. 

Access and Circulation 

The design of the proposed project would construct the more active uses on the outside edges of 
the property, with the quieter, more serene areas constructed the main central area. The Cross 
Alameda Trail (CAT), a City Council-approved pedestrian and bicycle trail running the length of 
Alameda Island, would be located on the northern edge of the property, away from the existing 
residential neighborhoods. There would also be a tree buffer along the southern edge, to act as a  
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natural visual and sound barrier for the residential area. New parking lots would be located on the 
northwest and east sides of the property, with 120 total spaces, in order to provide enough 
available space to draw all parking away from residential areas. 

Figure 2-4 is a cross-section, running from north to south, which illustrates proposed circulation 
along the northern portion of the property. The primary route through the park for pedestrians and 
bicyclists would be from east to west along the CAT, described in further detail below. The site 
may be served by transit in the future, which would occupy a 30-foot wide corridor running east 
to west, parallel to the northern boundary of the site. Running south of the CAT, a bicycle skills 
loop would feature hilly terrain and obstacles that provide a unique recreational opportunity for 
youth and adults to improve their bicycling skills. Beyond the bicycle skills loop would be 
additional trails that would be restricted to pedestrian use (shown in Figure 2-5). 

The CAT would be constructed as a wide, paved trail that would be lit around the clock for 
commuters and safety. The proposed CAT would be designed to accommodate multiple user 
types and would provide a transportation link between the segment of the CAT east of the park 
and the CAT segment along Ralph Appezzato Memorial Parkway to the west. The cross-section 
would be constructed as follows:  

 Bicycles: 2 lanes that are 6 feet each, totaling 12 feet across for bicycles. This assumes a 
standard width of 3 feet per bicycle and allows bicycles to ride side-by-side in both 
directions. This complies with the City's approved Alameda Bicycle Facility Design 
Standards. 

 Pedestrians: 8 feet across. This assumes 5 feet for two pedestrians to walk side-by-side 
and allows for additional space for movement and passing in both directions. 

 Jogging: 4 feet across. Due to the recreational nature of this portion of the CAT, a distinct 
jogging lane is proposed to separate the faster moving joggers from the adjacent pedestrian 
pathway. The jogging lane would be decomposed granite or other hard-packed dirt surface 
and not a paved surface. 

As illustrated in Figure 2-5, the CAT would connect to a smaller walking/biking trail on the 
south side of the property. These two trails would combine to offer a one-mile loop for bikers and 
walkers. Adjacent to this one-mile loop and separated by a 3-foot buffer, would be a bike skills 
track. In addition, there are several pedestrian-only trails located in passive recreation areas. 

Pedestrians and bicyclists would access the park from two primary entrances, which would be 
distinguished by decorative paving and art features. These entrances would be located to the west 
at Constitution Way and Atlantic Avenue, and the east at Sherman Street. The intersection of 
Sherman Street with its future intersection with the Clement Avenue extension would be 
signalized to facilitate pedestrian movement between the future residential land uses and the 
proposed park. There would be approximately 120 parking spaces split between two parking 
areas near each entrance: one parking area would be located to the east off Sherman Street, and 
the other entrance would be located to the west off Atlantic Avenue.  
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There would also be two primary walkways running north/south that connect to Atlantic Avenue 
at Challenger Drive and Triumph Drive, along existing pathways in the Marina Village Business 
Park, linking residents to the Bay Trail and the Marina Village Shopping Center. Additionally, a 
main axis provides a connection between Eighth Street and the parking lot off Atlantic Avenue. 

Secondary entrances would provide intermediate pedestrian and bicycle points of entry, and 
would be blocked to vehicular traffic by bollards. A secondary entrance would connect to the 
CAT along the north from the Marina Village Business Park. Secondary access from the south 
would be provided at five locations via walkways that would connect to the walking/biking trail 
at each of the adjacent residential streets.  

Park Design and Amenities 

The park would include features and amenities that support passive recreation, as well as 
education opportunities. Existing oak trees and other vegetation would be retained along the 
perimeter of the park, providing a natural vegetated buffer, and in clustered areas in the center of 
the park throughout the walking/biking paths and in surrounding natural landscape areas. A water 
feature would be located in the center of the park running from east to west intersecting the 
walking trails. The water feature would be seasonal for storm water detention and include a frog 
pond, dry creek beds, and five bridge crossings.  

Both the east and west ends would feature restrooms and natural playgrounds. Educational 
opportunity areas would be offered on the west side of the park, including an outdoor classroom 
near a demonstration garden, fruit tree orchard, and butterfly garden. The east side would feature 
the “great lawn” area, a gazebo, covered picnic pavilion, main plaza with trellis feature, and a 
grassy hill. This area would be offered to the community as rental space; amplified sound would 
not be permitted. Other amenities would include plaza areas with art, a demonstration garden, and 
various lawn areas. Picnic tables and benches would be scattered throughout the property and 
along trails. 

A two-acre community garden is proposed for the far western side of the property. The garden 
would follow the recommendation of the Alameda Point Collaborative’s feasibility study, and 
could include up to 250 plots, a central gathering area, common tool sheds and compost areas.  

The project would also include the restoration of the historic yard house on the eastern edge of 
the project site. The yard house may be restored and would be operated as a concession stand and 
model railroad museum. The park would include a small maintenance building and yard behind 
the yard house that would be used to store equipment and materials needed to care for the 
proposed park. 

Environmental Preservation and Protection 

The design of the proposed park is intended to provide environmental protection, minimize 
greenhouse gases, and improve environmental quality on the site and within the area. These goals 
will be accomplished through the inclusion of the following features: 



Jean Sweeney Open Space Park 

Jean Sweeney Open Space Park 12 ESA / 140118 

Final Initial Study June 2014 

 Retain existing live oak trees and use Oak Tree Fund to plant additional live oak trees. 

 Goal to reuse all existing concrete onsite, or as much as is reasonably feasible. 

 Park and trail lighting will utilize LED and/or solar lighting technology. 

 Plantings throughout the park will consist predominantly of California native plants. 

 Landscaping will follow “Bay-Friendly” planting guidelines. 

 Solar powered trash compactors will be installed. 

 All storm water will be filtered onsite through the use of bioswales and a seasonal creek. 

 Adds critical connection points to the Cross Alameda Trail for bicyclists and pedestrians. 

 Will include educational and historic signage. 

 Possible preservation and adaptive reuse of the Alameda Rail Yard House. 

Approvals Required 

The project would require the following approvals and discretionary actions from the City of 
Alameda: 

 Adoption of the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration  

 Adoption of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

 Building Permits  

 Award of construction contracts 
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3.  Environmental Factors Potentially Affected and 
City’s Mitigation Determination 

The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The 
following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor. 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forestry Resources  Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Geology, Soils and Seismicity 

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hazards and Hazardous Materials  Hydrology and Water Quality  

 Land Use and Land Use Planning  Mineral Resources  Noise 

 Population and Housing  Public Services  Recreation 

 Transportation and Traffic  Utilities and Service Systems  Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 
 

DETERMINATION:  
On the basis of this initial study: 
 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, 
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the 
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.  

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or 
“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 
1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal 
standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis 
as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, 
but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.  

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately 
in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and 
(b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the 
proposed project, no further environmental documentation is required.  

 
 
              
Signature  Date 
 
   
Printed Name  

AWooldridge
Stamp

AWooldridge
Typewritten Text
01/23/15

AWooldridge
Typewritten Text

AWooldridge
Typewritten Text
Amy Wooldridge

AWooldridge
Typewritten Text

AWooldridge
Typewritten Text
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4.  Environmental Checklist, Discussion, and 
Mitigation Measures 

Aesthetics 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

1. AESTHETICS — Would the project:     

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?     

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

    

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings? 

    

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare 
which would adversely affect daytime or nighttime 
views in the area? 

    

 

Discussion 

a-c) Less than Significant. The proposed Sweeney Park site is located on three vacant parcels 
bounded by Atlantic Avenue to the north, Constitution Way to the west, and Sherman 
Street on the east. None of these roadways have been designated or are considered 
eligible to be state scenic highways, nor is the project site visible from a state scenic 
highway (Caltrans, 2011).  

The project site is directly adjacent to single family and multi-family residential units to 
the south, as well as the Marina Village Business Park to the north. To the west of the 
project site is the Webster Square Shopping Center. The Bay Eagle Community Garden is 
located southeast of the site. A parking lot is located adjacent to the eastern boundary, 
beyond which the Northern Waterfront General Plan Amendment planning area is 
located, including the site of the former Del Monte warehouse which is planned for 
redevelopment as future residential units and retail space. Views onto the site from the 
west are visible at the intersection of Atlantic Avenue and Constitution Way, through 
existing chain link fencing, and largely consists of open space filled with non-native 
vegetation (Figure 4-1). Evidence of industrial activity is visible on the east side, where 
East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) is using a portion of the proposed project 
area as a yard for staging equipment and materials (Figure 4-2). 
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Figure 4-1 

Existing View into Project Site from the West 

 
Figure 4-2 

Existing View Towards Project Site from the East 
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The project boundary is enclosed by fencing on all sides. There are several mature trees 
and large shrubs along the perimeter and within the interior of the site. Many of the 
existing mature trees and beneficial shrubs would be retained as a natural vegetated 
buffer. Additional trees and plants would be planted internally along pathways and near 
future park structures. 

Short-range publicly available views through the project site are of the fencing that 
surrounds the project site, mature trees that are visible above the fence line, and 
predominantly non-native grassland vegetation in some locations where views are 
afforded through existing chain link fencing. The former yard house building is visible 
from Sherman Street (Figure 4-3). Other existing structures, including remnant concrete 
pads, are obscured from view by the existing fencing and vegetation. 

Views onto and through the site from the Marina Village Business Park to the north are 
entirely obscured by the existing fencing and vegetation (see Figure 4-4). Along the 
southern boundary, lower fencing allows for views into the site in some areas, 
particularly looking north up the residential streets that dead end at the property line 
(Figure 4-5), and the parking lots adjacent to the site that serve each multi-family 
residential development (Figure 4-6).  

With implementation of the proposed project, much of the existing non-native vegetation 
would be cleared and replaced with natural landscaping, open lawn areas, gardens, and 
urban agricultural areas. The park would also include concrete sidewalks, unpaved 
walkways, picnic areas, a seasonal water feature, trees, plants, groundcover, parking 
areas, and lighting. Clearing of existing non-native vegetation and renovation of the yard 
house building would not change the visual character of the project site in a negative 
way. Demolition of the remnant structures would not have a substantial adverse effect on 
views of the project site. 

Short-range public views would be intermittent, as new trees would obstruct some views 
through the interior of the park. The proposed project would complement existing land 
uses and development in the vicinity in terms of scale, use, and location, particularly with 
respect to the transition of the Northern Waterfront area from industrial to residential 
uses. The project would not adversely affect long-range views, nor would the project 
result in a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. Therefore, the project would result 
in a less than significant impact on scenic resources and scenic vistas. 
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Figure 4-3 

View from Sherman Street of Existing Yard House Building 

 
Figure 4-4 

View Looking Southwest from Marina Village Business Park Parking Lot 
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Figure 4-5 
Looking North from Eighth Street at Stewart Court 

 
Figure 4-6 

View from Adjacent Parking Lot, South of Project Site 
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d) Less than Significant. The park’s facilities would include low-level solar lighting and 
light-emitting diode (LED) lighting fixtures serving as safety lighting that would be 
contained onsite. The Cross Alameda Trail (CAT) running along the north side of the site 
would be lit up to 10:00 p.m. for safety and commuting purposes. The CAT would be 
located from around 175 to 200 feet away from the nearest residences and would use 
LED lights with minimal spread to reduce the potential for glare. Other lighting fixtures 
within the park would stay on from dusk to dawn and would include cut-off fixtures; 
these lighting fixtures would also use the lowest feasible lighting levels to reduce 
potential impacts from glare.  

The residents on the southern property boundary would be protected from all potential 
light and glare sources by an approximately 10-foot wide landscaping buffer and 
perimeter wall/fence that would run the length of the project site. Project plans, including 
lighting plans, will be reviewed to reduce light and glare impacts to surrounding 
properties in accordance with City code. The proposed project would have a less-than-
significant impact on light and glare. 

References 

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), California Scenic Highway Mapping System 
website, http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/scenic_highways/index.htm, accessed 
September 9, 2013. 
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Agricultural and Forest Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

2. AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES — 
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer 
to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California 
Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In 
determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the 
state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy 
Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the 
California Air Resources Board.  
Would the project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use?  

    

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? 

    

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning 
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by Government 
Code section 51104(g))? 

    

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? 

    

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

    

Discussion 

a-b) No Impact. The project site is not designated by either the General Plan or the Zoning 
Ordinance as agricultural (Alameda, 1991). It is not designated as important farmland by 
the state (DOC, 2012). Thus, no significant agricultural resources or operations would be 
affected as a result of the proposed project. 

c-d) No Impact. The project site is not zoned or designated for forestry or timberland uses 
(Alameda, 1991). The site is currently vacant and was previously used as a rail yard. 
There would be no impacts. 

References 

City of Alameda, 1991. City of Alameda General Plan, with 2009 and 2012 updates.  

California Department of Conservation (DOC), 2012. Important Farmland of Santa Clara County 
(Map). Division of Land Resource Protection. Accessed May 6, 2014. 



Draft Initial Study 

 

Jean Sweeney Open Space Park 21 ESA / 140118 

Final Initial Study June 2014 

Air Quality 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

3. AIR QUALITY —  
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control 
district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. 
Would the project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

    

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

    

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing 
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 

    

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

    

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people? 

    

 

Discussion 

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) is the regional air quality authority 
in the proposed project area. The BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines were adopted in 2010 
and amended in 2011 to assist in the evaluation of air quality impacts of projects and plans 
proposed within the Bay Area. The guidelines provide recommended procedures for evaluating 
potential air impacts during the environmental review process, consistent with CEQA 
requirements, and include recommended thresholds of significance, mitigation measures, and 
background air quality information. They also include recommended assessment methodologies 
for air toxics, odors, and greenhouse gas emissions. In 2012, the Alameda County Superior Court 
ruled that the BAAQMD had failed to comply with CEQA when it adopted the thresholds of 
significance in the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. In August 2013, the First District 
Court of Appeal reversed the trial court’s judgment and upheld the BAAQMD’s CEQA 
Guidelines. The case is currently before the California Supreme Court. Although reliance on the 
2011 thresholds is in a state of flux, local agencies still have a duty to evaluate impacts related to 
air quality and GHG emissions. In addition, CEQA grants local agencies broad discretion to 
develop their own thresholds of significance, or to rely on thresholds previously adopted or 
recommended by other public agencies or experts so long as they are supported by substantial 
evidence. Accordingly, this analysis is based on the BAAQMD’s 2011 thresholds to evaluate 
project impacts in order to protectively evaluate the potential effects of the project on air quality. 
The science and reasoning contained in the BAAQMD 2011 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, 
supported by the BAAQMD’s 2009 Options and Justifications report, provide the latest state-of-



Jean Sweeney Open Space Park 

Jean Sweeney Open Space Park 22 ESA / 140118 

Final Initial Study June 2014 

the-art guidance available. For that reason, substantial evidence supports continued use of the 
BAAQMD 2011 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. 

a) Less than Significant. The project site is within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin 
(Bay Area), which is currently designated as a nonattainment area for state and national 
ozone standards, state particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) standards, and federal PM2.5 
(24-hour) standard. The BAAQMD Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan (2010 CAP) updates 
the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy, in accordance with the requirements of the California 
Clean Air Act, to implement feasible measures to reduce ozone and provide a control 
strategy to reduce ozone, particulate matter, air toxics, and greenhouse gases throughout 
the region. 

The BAAQMD Guidelines identify a three-step methodology for determining a project’s 
consistency with the current CAP. If the responses to these three questions can be 
concluded in the affirmative and those conclusions are supported by substantial evidence, 
then BAAQMD considers the project to be consistent with air quality plans prepared for 
the Bay Area. 

The first question to be assessed in this methodology is “does the project support the 
goals of the Air Quality Plan” (currently the 2010 CAP)? The BAAQMD-recommended 
measure for determining project support for these goals is consistency with BAAQMD 
thresholds of significance. If a project would not result in significant and unavoidable air 
quality impacts, after the application of all feasible mitigation measures, the project 
would be consistent with the goals of the 2010 CAP. As indicated in the following 
discussion with regard to air quality impact questions b) and c), the project would result 
in less than significant construction emissions with implementation of Mitigation 
Measure AIR-1, and would not result in long-term adverse air quality impacts. 
Therefore, the project would be considered to support the primary goals of the 2010 CAP 
and, therefore, would be consistent with the 2010 CAP.  

The second question to be assessed in this consistency methodology is “does the project 
include applicable control measures from the CAP?” The 2010 CAP contains 55 control 
measures aimed at reducing air pollution in the Bay Area. Projects that incorporate all 
feasible air quality plan control measures are considered consistent with the CAP. The 
proposed project would include the development of a park, and there are no measures in 
the CAP that appear to apply directly to this type and size of project. However, the 
project would facilitate cross-town bicycle travel and pedestrian travel through 
improvements to the Cross Alameda Trail, and would therefore appear to be consistent 
with Transportation Control Measure (TCM) D‐1,	Bicycle Access and Facilities 
Improvements, and TCM D-2, Pedestrian Access and Facilities Improvements. The 
project would also appear to be consistent with Energy and Climate Measure (ECM) 3, 
Urban Heat Island Mitigation, and ECM 4, Shade Tree Planting. Therefore, no 
inconsistency with the 2010 CAP is identified, and the project would appear to include all 
applicable control measures from the CAP. 
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The third question to be assessed in this consistency methodology is “does the project 
disrupt or hinder implementation of any control measures from the CAP?”1 The proposed 
project would not create any barriers or impediments to planned or future improvements 
to transit or bicycle facilities in the area and therefore would not hinder implementation 
of CAP control measures.  

In summary, the responses to all three of the questions with regard to CAP consistency 
are either affirmative or not applicable, and the proposed project would not conflict with 
or obstruct implementation of the 2010 CAP. This is a less than significant impact. 

b) Less than Significant with Mitigation. The Bay Area Air Basin experiences occasional 
violations of ozone and particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) standards. Thus, during the 
construction phase of any given project basin wide violations can occur. The proposed 
demolition of the building remnants and infrastructure and the subsequent redevelopment 
of the area into a neighborhood park would result in emissions primarily from 
construction vehicles. Demolition and construction would involve use of equipment and 
materials that would emit ozone precursor emissions (i.e., reactive organic gases or ROG, 
and nitrogen oxides, or NOx). Demolition, remediation, and construction activities would 
also result in the emission of other criteria pollutants from equipment exhaust, 
construction-related vehicular activity, and construction worker automobile trips. 
Emission levels for these activities would vary depending on the number and type of 
equipment, duration of use, operation schedules, and the number of construction workers. 
Criteria pollutant emissions of ROG and NOx from these emission sources would 
incrementally add to the regional atmospheric loading of ozone precursors during project 
development. Emissions were estimated using the latest CalEEMod (version 2013.2.2) 
model and are depicted below in Table 3-1. Additional assumptions and information are 
included in Appendix A. 

TABLE 3-1 
AVERAGE DAILY CONSTRUCTION-RELATED POLLUTANT EMISSIONS (Pounds/Day)

a
 

Year ROG NOx 
Exhaust 
PM10b 

Exhaust 
PM2.5b 

2015 (Unmitigated Emissions) 4 43 2 2 

2016 (Unmitigated Emissions) 3 19 1 1 

BAAQMD Construction Threshold 54 54 82 54 

Significant Impact? No No No No 
 

a  Emissions were modeled using CalEEMod and assume demolition of 1,500 SF of buildings remnants. It 
was also assumed that approximately 1,000 CY of  topsoil would be exported and equivalent clean soil 
imported during the grading phase. Construction activities were assumed to occur for a duration of 16 
months for the total park development, which is a conservative assessment since the project would likely 
be built out in three phases. Additional information is included in Appendix A. 

b  BAAQMD’s proposed construction-related significance thresholds for PM10 and PM2.5 apply to exhaust 
emissions only and not to fugitive dust. 

 

                                                      
1 Examples of how a project may cause the disruption or delay of control measures include a project that precludes 

an extension of a transit line or bike path, or proposes excessive parking beyond parking requirements. 
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Notably, if soil remediation is required for the project, air quality concerns related to soil 
remediation capping are addressed by compliance with DTSC requirements, which 
includes control measures where appropriate. In addition, compliance with all applicable 
BAAQMD Rules and Regulations, such as Regulation 11 (Hazardous Pollutants) Rule 2 
(Asbestos Demolition, Renovation, and Manufacturing), would be required by law.  

Although the proposed project would not generate emissions during construction that 
would exceed the BAAQMD thresholds, due the potential for localized impacts on the 
adjacent sensitive land uses, implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1 would 
ensure that impacts are reduced to a less-than-significant level.  

In regards to operations, the proposed project would develop the site into a community 
park. The proposed community park would generate approximately 110 daily vehicle 
trips. Overall project emissions were estimated using the CalEEMod software and are 
depicted below in Table 3-2. Additional assumptions and information are included in 
Appendix A. 

As shown in Table 3-2, long-term operational emissions of the project would be less than 
significant. 

TABLE 3-2 
AVERAGE DAILY OPERATION-RELATED POLLUTANT EMISSIONS (Pounds/Day)

a
 

Year ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 

Area Sources 20.6 0 0 0 

On-road Vehicles 0.5 1.5 0.5 0.2 

Total Operational Emissions 21.1 1.5 0.5 0.2 

BAAQMD Operational Threshold 54 54 82 54 

Significant Impact? No No No No 

 
a Emissions were modeled using CalEEMod. Additional information is included in Appendix A. 

 

 Mitigation Measure AIR-1: During active construction, the City shall require 
construction contractors to implement all the BAAQMD’s Basic Construction 
Mitigation Measures, listed below: 

1. All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded 
areas, and unpaved access roads) shall be watered two times per day.  

2. All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off-site shall 
be covered. 

3. All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be 
removed using wet power vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. 
The use of dry power sweeping is prohibited. 

4. All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 mph. 
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5. All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be completed as 
soon as possible. Building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after 
grading unless seeding or soil binders are used. 

6. Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not 
in use or reducing the maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by 
the California airborne toxics control measure Title 13, Section 2485 of 
California Code of Regulations [CCR]). Clear signage shall be provided 
for construction workers at all access points. 

7. All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in 
accordance with manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be 
checked by a certified mechanic and determined to be running in proper 
condition prior to operation. 

8. Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to 
contact at the Lead Agency regarding dust complaints. This person shall 
respond and take corrective action within 48 hours. The Air District’s 
phone number shall also be visible to ensure compliance with applicable 
regulations. 

c) Less than Significant with Mitigation. According to the BAAQMD, no single project is 
sufficient in size to, by itself, result in nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. 
Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulatively significant 
adverse air quality impacts. In addition, according to the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality 
Guidelines, if a project exceeds the identified significance thresholds, its emissions would 
be cumulatively considerable, resulting in significant adverse air quality impacts to the 
region’s existing air quality conditions (BAAQMD, 2011). As discussed for criteria “b” 
above, the project would result in less than significant construction emissions with 
mitigation incorporation, and less than significant operational emissions. The project’s 
emissions from both construction and operation would be so minimal as to not contribute 
considerably to any cumulative significant air quality impacts. 

Mitigation Measure: Implement Mitigation Measure AIR-1. 

d) Less than Significant. BAAQMD defines sensitive receptors as children, adults, and 
seniors occupying or residing in residential dwellings, schools, colleges and universities, 
daycares, hospitals, and senior-care facilities. Sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the 
project include residences immediately south of the project site.  

Construction of the project would result in short-term diesel exhaust emissions (DPM), 
which are toxic air contaminants (TACs), from on-site heavy-duty equipment. Project 
construction would generate DPM emissions from the use of off-road diesel equipment 
required for construction activities. Exposure of sensitive receptors—such as the nearby 
residences—is the primary factor used to determine health risk. Exposure is a function of 
the concentration of a substance or substances in the environment and the extent of 
exposure that person has with the substance. A longer exposure period would result in a 
higher exposure level. Thus, the risks estimated for a maximally exposed individual are 
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higher if a fixed exposure occurs over a longer period of time. According to the Office of 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), health risk assessments, which 
determine the exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic emissions, should be based on a 70-
year exposure period; however, such assessments should be limited to the period/duration 
of activities associated with the project. Construction of the project would likely occur 
over three phases. The assumed total duration of the proposed construction of 16 months 
would only constitute a small percentage of the total 70-year exposure period. OEHHA 
recommends that a minimum exposure duration of two years be assumed for health risk 
assessment of short-term projects, such as construction. However, in this case, the 
assumption of a two-year exposure would overstate potential health risks. In addition, 
development would occur at different areas across the 22 acre site and would not result in 
TAC exposure at any one residence over the full construction period. DPM from 
construction activities is not anticipated to result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to 
levels that exceed applicable standards. However, implementation of Mitigation 
Measure AIR-1 (BAAQMD’s Basic Construction Mitigation Measures) would also 
reduce potential DPM emissions. 

The long-term operation of the project would not result in any sources of toxic air 
emissions. The proposed project would not expose visitors to increased TACs from any 
nearby sources. This impact would be less than significant. 

e) Less than Significant. As a general matter, the types of land use development that pose 
potential odor problems include wastewater treatment plants, refineries, landfills, 
composting facilities and transfer stations. No such uses would occupy the project site. 
Therefore the project would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial 
number of people.  
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Biological Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES — Would the project:     

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

    

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

    

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or 
with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? 

    

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

    

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state 
habitat conservation plan? 

    

 

Discussion 

The proposed project has the potential to adversely affect biological on the project site. The 
approach to analysis for this project is as follows: (1) review available biological resource studies 
of the project area and relevant surrounding vicinity; (2) review special-status species lists 
derived from the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS), California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW),2 and California Native 
Plant Society (CNPS); and (3) perform a field reconnaissance the project site to record current 
site conditions.  

The findings of these previous biological resources analysis were used in conjunction with lists 
derived from the CNDDB, USFWS, and CNPS for the Oakland West, Oakland East, Richmond, 

                                                      
2 The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) changed its name on January 1, 2013 to the California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). In this document, references to literature published by CDFW prior to 
Jan. 1, 2013 are cited as ‘CDFG, [year]’. The agency is otherwise referred to by its new name, CDFW.” 
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and San Leandro, California U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute topographic quadrangles in order 
to compile the list of special-status species that may occur at the project site (Appendix B). 

Reconnaissance Survey 

An ESA biologist conducted a reconnaissance-level field survey of the project site on April 25, 
2014, to verify existing biological conditions, assess vegetation and wildlife habitats, and identify 
potential for special-status plant and animal species3 to occur onsite. The 22-acre project site was 
formerly owned by the Alameda Beltline Railroad and includes a single remaining building on 
the east end of the site, abandoned rail tracks, remnant concrete foundations, ballast rock, rubble 
piles, and extensive elongated soil stockpiles running east to west along the otherwise flat site. 
East Bay Municipal Utility District is currently using the east end of the proposed project area as 
a yard for staging equipment and materials.  

Much of the site consists of non-native grassland with a thriving population of pampas grass 
(Cortaderia jubata) hummocks throughout the property with acacia (Acacia sp.) trees scattered 
along the north boundary and lining the south boundary. Grassland species that characterize the 
proposed project site include non-native slender oat (Avena barbata), rip-gut brome (Bromus 
diandrus), foxtail barley (Hordeum murinum), rat-tail fescue (Festuca myuros), cheeseweed 
mallow (Malva parviflora), storks beak (Erodium sp.), perennial sweet-pea (Lathyrus latifolius), 
stinkwort (Dittrichia graveolens), and curly dock (Rumex crispus). An extensive bramble of 
Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus) occurs at the site midpoint along the abandoned rail 
tracks which run along the south side of the site. Native saltgrass (Distichlis spicata), coyote bush 
(Baccharis pilularis), and coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) trees occur sporadically amongst the 
non-native vegetation. Wildlife observed during the survey included house finch (Haemorhous 
mexicanus) and lesser goldfinch (Spinus psaltria) using the onsite vegetation, and American crow 
(Corvus brachyrhynchos) and various gull species (Larus sp.) flying over the proposed project 
site.  

Environmental Setting 

Regional Setting 

The project site is located in the Bay Area-Delta Bioregion, as defined by the State’s Natural 
Communities Conservation Program. This bioregion consists of a variety of natural communities 
that range from the open waters of the Bay and Delta, to salt and brackish marshes, to chaparral 
and oak woodlands. The temperate climate is Mediterranean in nature, with relatively mild, generally 
wet winters and warm, dry summers. The high diversity of vegetation and wildlife found in Alameda 
County, which reflects that of the region as a whole, is a result of soils, topography, and micro-

                                                      
3 The term “special-status” species includes those species that are listed and receive specific protection defined in 

federal or state endangered species legislation, as well as species not formally listed as Threatened or Endangered, 
but designated as “Rare” or “Sensitive” on the basis of adopted policies and expertise of state resource agencies or 
organizations, or local agencies such as counties, cities, and special districts. A principle source for this designation 
is the California “Special Animals List” (CDFG, 2009B).state endangered species legislation, as well as species not 
formally listed as Threatened or Endangered, but designated as “Rare” or “Sensitive” on the basis of adopted 
policies and expertise of state resource agencies or organizations, or local agencies such as counties, cities, and 
special districts. A principle source for this designation is the California “Special Animals List” (CDFG, 2011). 
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climate diversity that combine to promote relatively high levels of endemism.4 This, in combination 
with the rapid pace of development in the region, has resulted in a relatively high degree of 
endangerment for local flora and fauna.  

The project area is located on the north east side of Alameda Island, adjacent to the Oakland-Alameda 
Estuary, which is part of the larger San Francisco Bay Estuary. The San Francisco Estuary is 
designated as a Western Hemisphere Shorebird Reserve Network of international importance, 
with more than one million shorebirds using regional wetlands each winter. Between 300,000 and 
900,000 shorebirds pass through San Francisco Bay during spring and fall migration periods, 
more than 50 percent of the diving ducks in the Pacific Flyway winter in the shallow wetlands of 
the Bay, and several species breed in regional wetlands during the summer (Goals Project 1999).  

Vegetation Communities and Habitat Types 

Developed 

The proposed project site occurs in a highly urbanized context on Alameda Island and is 
surrounded by urban infill comprised of residential neighborhoods, commercial office parks, 
and light industry. Wildlife species utilizing urban areas must be able to tolerate the presence of 
humans and their activities and are typically generalists, capable of utilizing the limited food 
sources available, such as garbage and horticultural plants and their fruit. Urban wildlife species 
found in the Alameda area include common raven (Corvus corax), northern mockingbird (Mimus 
polyglottos), raccoon (Procyon lotor), striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), Norway rat (Rattus 
norvegicus), Virginia opossum (Didelphis virginiana), and feral cats. Several exceptions to the 
generalist rule are red-tailed hawk, which prey on rodents, and Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter 
cooperii) and peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum), which prey almost exclusively on 
small to medium sized birds. Bats may also colonize unoccupied buildings on the property and in 
the project vicinity. 

Non-native grassland 

As described above, the majority of the proposed project site is non-native grassland comprised 
of slender wild oat, ripgut brome, and foxtail barley with prolific pampas grass hummocks 
throughout the entire property.  This vegetation community can provide cover, foraging, and 
nesting habitat for a variety of bird species as well as reptiles and small mammals, especially 
those that are tolerant of disturbance and human presence. Birds commonly found in such areas 
include non-native species such as English sparrow (Passer domesticus) and European starling 
(Sturnus vulgaris) as well as birds native to the area, including American robin (Turdus 
migratorius), house finch, and western scrub jay (Aphelocoma californica). This habitat within 
the project site also provides foraging and nesting habitat for California horned lark (Eremophila 
alpestris actia), a species included on the CDFW Watch List, and loggerhead shrike (Lanius 
ludovicianus), a California Species of Special Concern.  

                                                      
4 Endemism refers to the degree to which organisms or taxa are restricted to a geographical region or locality and are 

thus individually characterized as endemic to that area. 
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Wetlands and Other Waters of the United States 

Wetlands are ecologically complex habitats that support a variety of both plant and animal life. 
The federal government defines and regulates wetlands and other waters in Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act as “areas that are inundated or saturated by surface water or groundwater at a 
frequency and duration sufficient to support (and do support, under normal circumstances) a 
prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions” (33 CFR 328.3[b] 
and 40 CFR 230.3).  

Under normal circumstances, the federal definition of wetlands requires the presence of three 
identification parameters: wetland hydrology, hydric soils, and hydrophytic vegetation. Examples 
of wetlands include freshwater marsh, seasonal wetlands, and vernal pool complexes that have a 
hydrologic link to other waters of the United States. Other waters of the U.S. include unvegetated 
waters of streams, lakes and ponds.   

The Porter‐Cologne Water Quality Control Act Section 13260 of the California Water Code 
requires “any person discharging waste, or proposing to discharge waste, in any region that could 
affect the waters of the state to file a report of discharge (an application for waste discharge 
requirements).” Under the Porter‐Cologne Water Quality Control Act definition, the term “waters 
of the state” is defined as “any surface water or groundwater, including saline waters, within the 
boundaries of the state.” Although all waters of the United States that are within the borders of 
California are also waters of the state, the converse is not true—in California, waters of the 
United States represent a subset of waters of the state. Therefore, the State of California through 
each of nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards retains authority to regulate discharges of 
waste into any waters of the state, regardless of whether USACE has concurrent jurisdiction 
under Clean Water Act Section 404. 

Jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the United States and waters of the State occur to the 
north and northeast project site in Alaska Basin and the Oakland Estuary. Project activities are not 
planned to occur within these jurisdictional features. Isolated areas of plants species that are tolerant 
of seasonally inundated or saturated soils, including native saltgrass (Distichlis spicata) and non-
native Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus), occur on the proposed project site, and may 
indicate the presence of isolated wetland features. Highly compacted soils, which also are present, 
can restrict drainage and concentrate soil moisture from precipitation, resulting in isolated wetted 
areas. These can foster obligate5 and facultative6 wetland indicator plant species as observed during 
the 2014 reconnaissance site visit (Corps 2012). Although the federal definition of jurisdictional 
wetlands excludes features that are isolated, lacking connection to waters that are navigable in fact, 
the state wetland definition is more inclusive of such features.  Further investigation of the property 
will be necessary to determine if isolated jurisdictional wetlands occur on the project site.      

                                                      
5 Obligate plant species always occur in standing water or saturated soils. 
6 Facultative plant species are tolerant of both wet and dry conditions, are equally likely to occur in wetlands or non-

wetlands. 
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Regulatory Framework 

Federal Endangered Species Act 

The federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) protects the fish and wildlife species and their 
habitats that the USFWS or NMFS has identified as threatened or endangered. The term 
endangered refers to species, subspecies, or distinct population segments that are in danger of 
extinction through all or a significant portion of their range. The term threatened refers to species, 
subspecies, or distinct population segments that are likely to become endangered in the near 
future. 

The USFWS and NMFS administer the ESA. In general, the NMFS is responsible for protecting 
ESA-listed marine species and anadromous fishes (those that live in the sea but migrate upstream 
to spawn); listed, proposed, and candidate wildlife, plant species, and fish species are under 
USFWS jurisdiction. “Take”7 of listed species can be authorized through either the Section 78 
consultation process (for actions by federal agencies) or the Section 10 permit process (for actions 
by non-federal agencies). Federal agency actions include activities on federal land or that are 
conducted by, funded by, or authorized by a federal agency (including issuance of federal permits 
and licenses). 

Under the ESA, the Secretary of the Interior (or the Secretary of Commerce, as appropriate) 
formally designates critical habitat for certain federally listed species and publishes these 
designations in the Federal Register. Critical habitat is defined as the specific areas that are 
essential to the conservation of a federally listed species and that may require special 
management consideration or protection. However, there is no federally designated critical 
habitat within the project site. 

Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

The federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA; United States Code, Title 16, Section 703, 
Supplement I, 1989) prohibits taking, killing, possessing, or trading in migratory birds, except in 
accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Interior. This act encompasses whole 
birds, parts of birds, and bird nests and eggs. The ESA defines take as “…harass, harm, pursue, 
hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect any threatened or endangered species.” Harm may 
include significant habitat modification where it actually kills or injures a listed species through 
impairment of essential behavior (e.g., nesting or reproduction). Therefore, for projects that would 
not result in the direct mortality of birds, the MBTA is generally also interpreted in CEQA analyses 
as protecting active nests of all species of birds that are on the List of Migratory Birds, published in 
the Federal Register in 1995. With respect to nesting birds, while the MBTA itself does not provide 

                                                      
7 The ESA defines the term “take” as “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to 

attempt to engage in any such conduct.” 
8 Under Section 7, the federal lead agency must consult with the USFWS to ensure that the proposed action would 

not jeopardize endangered or threatened species or destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat. If a 
project “may affect” a listed species or designated critical habitat, the lead agency is required to prepare a biological 
assessment evaluating the nature and severity of the expected effect. The USFWS then issues a biological opinion 
determining whether (1) the proposed action may either jeopardize the continued existence of one or more listed 
species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat or (2) that the proposed action would 
not jeopardize the continued existence of any listed species or result in adverse modification of critical habitat. 
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specific take avoidance measures, the USFWS and CDFW over time have developed a set of 
measures sufficient to demonstrate take avoidance. Since these measures are typically required as 
permitting conditions by these agencies, they are often incorporated as mitigation measures for 
projects during the environmental review process. These requirements include avoiding tree 
removal during nesting season, preconstruction nesting bird surveys and establishment of 
appropriate buffers from construction if active nests are found.  

California Endangered Species Act 

Under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), the CDFW has the responsibility for 
maintaining a list of threatened and endangered species (California Fish and Game Code, 
Section 2070). The CDFW also maintains a list of candidate species,” which are those formally 
under review for addition to either the list of endangered species or the list of threatened species. 
In addition, the CDFW maintains a list of “species of special concern,” which serves as a watch 
list.  

The CESA prohibits the take of plant and animal species that the California Fish and Game 
Commission has designated as either threatened or endangered in California. “Take” in the 
context of the CESA means to hunt, pursue, kill, or capture a listed species, as well as any other 
actions that may result in adverse impacts when a person is attempting to take individuals of a 
listed species. The take prohibitions also apply to candidates for listing under the CESA. 
However, Section 2081 of the CESA allows the CDFW to authorize exceptions to the State’s take 
prohibition for educational, scientific, or management purposes.  

In accordance with the requirements of the CESA, an agency reviewing a project within its 
jurisdiction must determine if any State-listed endangered or threatened species could be present 
in the project area. The agency also must determine if the project could have a potentially 
significant impact on such species. In addition, the CDFW encourages informal consultation on 
any project that could affect a candidate species. 

California Native Plant Protection Act 

State listing of plant species began in 1977 with the passage of the California Native Plant 
Protection Act (CNPPA), which directed the CDFW to carry out the legislature’s intent to 
“preserve, protect, and enhance endangered plants in this state.” The CNPPA gave the California 
Fish and Game Commission the power to designate native plants as endangered or rare and to 
require permits for collecting, transporting, or selling such plants. The CESA expanded on the 
original CNPPA and enhanced legal protection for plants. The CESA established threatened and 
endangered species categories and grandfathered all rare animals—but not rare plants—into the act 
as threatened species. Thus, three listing categories for plants are employed in California: rare, 
threatened, and endangered. 

Special-Status Natural Communities 

The CDFW’s Natural Heritage Division identifies special-status natural communities, which are 
those that are naturally rare and those whose extent has been greatly diminished through changes 
in land use. The CNDDB tracks 135 such natural communities in the same way that it tracks 
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occurrences of special-status species: Information is maintained on each site for the natural 
community’s location, extent, habitat quality, level of disturbance, and current protection 
measures. The CDFW is mandated to seek the long-term perpetuation of the areas in which these 
communities occur. While there is no statewide law that requires protection of all special-status 
natural communities, CEQA requires consideration of the potential impacts of a project on 
biological resources of statewide or regional significance. 

California Fish and Game Code 

Under Section 3503 of the California Fish and Game Code, it is unlawful to take, possess, or 
needlessly destroy the nest or eggs of any bird, except as otherwise provided by this code or any 
regulation under it. Section 3503.5 prohibits the take, possession, or destruction of any birds in 
the orders Falconiformes (hawks) or Strigiformes (owls), or of their nests and eggs. Code 
Sections 3511 (birds), 4700 (mammals), 5050 (reptiles and amphibians), and 5515 (fish) allow 
the designation of a species as fully protected. This is a greater level of protection than that 
afforded by CESA. Except for take related to scientific research, all take of fully protected 
species is prohibited.  

Local Plans and Policies 

City Of Alameda General Plan 

The City of Alameda General Plan identifies several Guiding Policies, as well as several 
implementing policies, that pertain to Open Space for the preservation of natural resources. In 
relation to the proposed project, it is important to consider the following policies: 

Guiding Policies 
Policy 5.1.a Preserve and enhance all wetlands and water-related habitat. 

Policy 5.1 i Encourage the use of drought-resistant landscaping. 

Implementing Policies 
Policy 5.1.x Prevent migration runoff off-site or into wetlands areas and water-related habitat 

by requiring that proposed projects include design features ensuring detention of 
sediment and contaminants. 

 Project design should specify techniques to be used to detain runoff. On-site 
inspection during construction may be necessary to ensure that designs are 
realized. 

Policy 5.1.bb Require a biological assessment of any proposed project site where species or the 
habitat of species defined as sensitive or special status by the California Department 
of Fish and Game or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service might be present. 

Policy 5.1.dd Develop and implement planting and herbicide, pesticide, and fertilizer 
application plans, including a pesticide drift control plan, for the golf course and 
public open space areas.  
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City of Alameda Master Street Tree Plan 

The City of Alameda Master Street Tree Plan protects palm trees within the public right-of-way 
on Burbank Street and Portola Avenue, any street tree on Thompson and Central Avenues, and 
any coast live oak greater than 10 inches diameter at breast height (DBH). In addition, 
Chapter 23-3.2 of the City’s municipal code applies to street trees in general and requires that the 
Public Works Director permit any planting, removal, trimming, pruning, or cutting of street trees. 
City tree permits may specify the number, kind, and spacing for planting trees and shrubs and 
may limit the number of trees or shrubs to be removed or pruned and prescribe the methods to be 
used in any street tree or shrub removal. 

Special-Status Species  

The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) and USFWS database searches found 86 
special status plant and animals species within the Oakland West, Oakland East, Richmond, and 
San Leandro U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangles, which surround the project site 
(CDFW 2014; USFWS 2014). Of these 86 species identified within the four quadrangles, 36 
plants 40 animals are associated with specific habitat types and vegetation communities such as 
cismontane woodland, valley and foothill grassland, chaparral, coastal scrub, riparian woodland, 
and alkali playa, none of which are found on the project site. Appendix B lists special-status 
plants and animals, their preferred habitats and plant blooming periods, and their potential to 
occur in the project area. Conclusions regarding habitat suitability and species occurrence are 
based on the results described in previous studies, the reconnaissance survey conducted by ESA, 
as well as the analysis of existing literature and database queries described above. It was then 
determined whether there is a low, moderate, or high potential for species occurrence at the 
project site based on previous special-status species record locations and current site conditions. 
Only species with a moderate or high potential for occurrence are discussed further in this 
section. Species unlikely to occur within the project area due to lack of suitable habitat or range 
were eliminated from the discussion. 

Special-Status Plants 

The CNDDB documents two occurrences of special-status plant species within the City of 
Alameda, which include the robust spineflower (Chorizanthe robusta var. robusta) and Kellogg’s 
horkelia (Horkelia cuneata ssp. sericea). These species occur on sandy soils in coastal dunes and 
coastal scrub communities, neither of which is present within the project site. All Alameda 
County records for the latter species are quite old, none more recent than the 1890’s. The other 34 
special-status plants listed in the CNDDB and USFWS database searches also require specialized 
supportive vegetation communities or geological substrates which are not present within the 
project site.  

Special-Status Animals  

The project will not occur in aquatic environments and thus special-status fish and marine 
mammals are not considered in this analysis. The following special-status animal species were 
determined to have a moderate to high potential to occur at or in the vicinity of the project site: 



Draft Initial Study 

 

Jean Sweeney Open Space Park 35 ESA / 140118 

Final Initial Study June 2014 

 Special-status and Migratory Birds 

 Special-status Bats 

Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperi). Cooper’s hawks range over most of North America and may be 
seen throughout California, most commonly as a winter migrant. Nesting pairs have declined 
throughout the lower-elevation, more populated parts of the state. Cooper’s hawk generally 
forage in open woodlands and wooded margins and nests in tall trees, often in riparian areas. 
Cooper’s hawk is known to nest locally in Bay Area urban neighborhoods and five occupied nests 
were documented in the April 2013 in Alameda (City of Alameda 2013a and b). This species 
likely forages for avian prey in and around the project area and may nest in mature trees in the 
project area as well. Cooper’s hawks are on the CDFW Watchlist and are protected under 
Section 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game Code.  

White-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus). The white-tailed kite is listed as Fully Protected9 species under 
the CDFG Code. This species forages in wetlands and open brushlands, usually near water and 
streams. Oak woodlands, valley oak or live oak, or trees along marsh edges are used for nesting 
sites. The nest made by this species is a frail platform of sticks, leaves, weed stalks, and similar 
materials located in tree or bush. A combination of habitats is essential, including open 
grasslands, meadows or marshes for foraging, and isolated dense topped trees for perching and 
nesting. The destruction of wetlands is a primary threat to this species. The Alameda County 
Breeding Bird Atlas shows few breeding locations for this species near San Francisco Bay. 
However, white-tailed kites have successfully nested in a light industrial neighborhood near 
Arrowhead Marsh in Oakland and they could nest in mature trees within the project area. 

California horned lark (Eremophila alpestris actia). California horned lark was, until recently, listed 
by the State of California as a Species of Special Concern but is currently on the CDFW Watch List 
due to a perceived reduction in threat to the species. However, this passerine is still protected under 
California Fish and Game Code Section 3503, which prohibits the taking or destroying of nests or 
eggs of nearly all birds. This species is a permanent resident in most of California except the Sierra 
during winter. It is usually found in open habitat, such as grassland and agricultural areas, where 
trees and shrubs are absent. This species has been observed from sea level to above treeline in 
grasslands, deserts and alpine dwarf-scrub habitat. Horned lark uses grasses, shrubs, forbs, rocks, 
litter, clods of soil, and other surface irregularities for cover from predators. The California horned 
lark typically nests in dry grasslands and rangelands that provide low, sparse cover (e.g., grazed, 
mowed, or barren areas without trees and shrubs) between March and July. Foraging habitat includes 
open grasslands where insects and seeds are abundant. The species has been documented as nesting 
in the Northwest Territories and the adjacent Federal Property on Alameda Island (City of Alameda 
2002).  

Peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus). Listed as Fully Protected under the California Fish and Game 
Code, the peregrine falcon was removed from the federal list of threatened and endangered 
species in 1999 and the State list of threatened and endangered species in 2008 due to recovery. 

                                                      
9 A California fully protected species cannot be taken at any time, except, under certain circumstances, in association 

with a species recovery plan. 
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Peregrines are known throughout California and is a year-around resident along the Pacific coast. 
The peregrine is a specialist, preying primarily on mid-sized birds, such as pigeons and doves, in 
flight. Occasionally these birds will take insects and bats. Although typical nesting sites for the 
species are tall cliffs, preferably over or near water, peregrines are also known to use urban sites, 
including the Bay Bridge and tall buildings in San Francisco and San Jose, and throughout the 
Bay Area. Peregrine falcons nest annually on the Fruitvale Bridge between Oakland and Alameda 
and in other urban sites throughout the Bay Area. Peregrines are also known to use structures at 
the Port of Oakland for roosting (but are not known to nest there). In recent years, peregrines 
have been one of the top predators at the California least tern colony during the breeding season 
(DVA, 2013). 

Loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus). Loggerhead shrike is a California Species of Special 
Concern that is found throughout California in open habitats, such as grasslands or, occasionally, 
agricultural fields, using shrubs, trees, posts, fences, and utility lines for perching. Habitats with 
little to no human disturbance are preferred and edges of denser habitats are sometimes used. 
Insecticides and habitat loss have caused population decreases for this species. Suitable foraging 
and nesting habitat is present in the project area for this species. 

Osprey (Pandion haliaetus). The osprey is a former California Species of Special Concern and 
nesting osprey are currently on the CDFW Watchlist. Ospreys are also protected under 
Section 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game Code. These large fish-eating raptors can be 
found around nearly any water body, including salt marshes, rivers, ponds, reservoirs, estuaries, 
and oceans. Historically, ospreys nested throughout much of California but by the 1960’s much of 
the osprey population declined in central and southern California area. This decline was attributed 
to human persecution, habitat alteration, and DDT use. The osprey prefers to nest within sight of 
permanent water and readily builds its nest on manmade structures, such as telephone poles, 
channel markers, duck blinds, and nest platforms designed especially for it. A nesting pair has 
bred successfully within the project area at the end of Breakwater Island and, more recently, on 
one of the MARAD ships moored in Seaplane Lagoon (City of Alameda 2013a and b). The nest 
failed in 2013 (City of Alameda 2013b) 

Double-crested cormorant (Phalacrocorax auritus). The double-crested cormorant is a former 
Species of Special Concern in California and its nesting colonies are still considered a resource of 
conservation concern by the CDFW. A yearlong resident along the entire coast of California, the 
species is fairly common to locally very common along the coast and in estuaries and salt ponds. 
The species forages mainly on fish, crustaceans, and amphibians. It sometimes feeds 
cooperatively in flocks of up to 600, often with pelicans, and nests in colonies of a few to 
hundreds of pairs (Zeiner et al., 1990). There are known breeding colonies within the Bay on 
Yerba Buena and Alcatraz Islands, as well as the Richmond-San Rafael and Bay Bridges. The 
species forages and roosts within the project area. 

Caspian tern (Sterna caspia). These terns, whose nesting colonies are listed as a sensitive resource 
on the California Special Animals List, are common to very common along the California coast 
and at scattered locations inland, from April through early August. They nest in colonies on sandy 
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estuarine shores, on levees in salt ponds, and on islands in alkali and freshwater lakes. Breeding 
adults often fly substantial distances to forage in lakes, rivers, and fresh and saline emergent 
wetland habitats. Caspian terns nest west of the project area in the West Wetland of the 
Northwest Territories but may and forage in the surrounding waters of the project area.  

California least tern (Sternula antillarum browni). California least tern is federally and State-listed 
as endangered and is also a state Fully Protected species under the CDFG Code. The California 
least tern is the smallest tern in North America and it forages over open water or protected bays, 
skimming low over the water or diving for small fish. The California least tern breeds on sandy 
beaches along the coast of California south to Mexico, and winters in Mexico, Central America, 
and south to South America. The majority of current nesting colonies and the population are 
found in southern California, with smaller populations in the San Francisco Bay Area and in Baja 
California (DVA, 2013). The California least tern was first documented nesting at the former 
NAS Alameda in 1976, while the air station and its runways were still active. Since that time and 
the closure of NAS Alameda, the colony has grown to be the largest in the San Francisco Bay 
Area (DVA, 2013). The majority of least terns typically arrive at Alameda by late April. Least 
terns nest almost entirely within the fenced tern colony on the Federal Property with the 
exception of occasional instances of terns attempting to nest outside of the fenced area. Terns also 
fledge to and roost outside of the fenced colony. Least terns use the adjacent open waters of San 
Francisco Bay, nearby Seaplane Lagoon, and the Oakland-Alameda Estuary for foraging. Tern 
foraging primarily occurs in the waters south and west of the colony (DVA, 2013). The colony at 
Alameda is the largest in the Bay, with the second largest occurring at Hayward Regional 
Shoreline, about 14 miles southeast of the project area (Reinsche et al., 2012). 

Other breeding and migratory birds. Alameda Island and surrounding Bay waters provide habitat 
for over a diversity of birds, with some species as year-round residents, other species as winter 
residents, and still others passing through along the Pacific Flyway during spring and fall migrations. 
Avian diversity in urbanized areas is highest where relatively large sized, diverse patches of habitat 
remain. Trees, shrubs, grasslands, and buildings within the project area provide foraging and 
nesting habitat for a variety of birds as well as patches of habitat for potential use by migrants as 
stop-over sites. As discussed above in the Regulatory Framework, most migratory birds are 
protected from harm by the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and nearly all breeding birds in 
California are protected under the California Fish and Game Code (Section 3503). 

American kestrel (Falco sparverius), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), red-shouldered hawk 
(Buteo lineatus), and great horned owl (Bubo virginianus) may forage and nest in the mature trees 
south of the project site in Little John Park. California gull (Larus californicus) may occur in the 
project area on a transient basis. 

Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii). Townsend’s big-eared bat is distributed 
along the Pacific coast British Columbia south to central Mexico and east into the Great Plains, 
with isolated populations occurring in the central and eastern United States. It has been reported 
in a wide variety of habitat types ranging from sea level to over 7,000 feet elevation. Habitat 
associations include coniferous forests, mixed mesophytic forests, deserts, native prairies, riparian 
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communities, active agricultural areas, and coastal habitat types. While its distribution is strongly 
correlated with the availability of caves and cave-like roosting habitat, including abandoned 
mines, the species has also been reported to utilize buildings, bridges, rock crevices and hollow 
trees as roost sites. Over 90 percent of the species’ diet consists of moths. The species has been 
reported from the northern Alameda Island shoreline roosting in buildings (City of Alameda 
2010) and may occur in the project area, most likely only on a transient basis. 

a) Less than Significant with Mitigation. Special-status and migratory bird and bat species 
have the potential to occur in the vicinity of the proposed project site and associated 
construction activities including the removal of existing vegetation and renovation of the 
yard house could disrupt occupied nests/roosts on or in the vicinity of the project site. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1a and BIO-1b would reduce potential 
project-related impacts on these species to a less-than-significant level.  

Nesting Birds. Breeding birds are protected under Section 3503 of the California Fish and 
Game Code (Code), and raptors are protected under Section 3503.5. In addition, both 
Section 3513 of the Code and the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 USC, Sec. 703 
Supp. I, 1989) prohibit the killing, possession, or trading of migratory birds. Finally, 
Section 3800 of the Code prohibits the taking of non-game birds, which are defined as 
birds occurring naturally in California that are neither game birds nor fully protected 
species.  

In general, CDFW recommends a 250-foot construction exclusion zone around the nests 
of active passerine songbirds during the breeding season, and a 500-foot buffer for 
nesting raptors. These buffer distances are considered initial starting distances once a nest 
has been identified, and are sometimes revised downward to 100 feet and 250 feet, 
respectively, based on site conditions and the nature of the work being performed. These 
buffer distances may also be modified if obstacles such as buildings or trees obscure the 
construction area from active bird nests, or existing disturbances (i.e. an adjacent, heavily 
trafficked thoroughfare) create an ambient background disturbance similar to the 
proposed disturbance.  

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

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

 If active nests are found on either the project site or within the 500-foot survey 
buffer surrounding the project site, no-work buffer zones shall be established 
around the nests. Buffer distances will consider physical and visual barriers 
between the active nest and project activities, existing noise sources and 
disturbance, as well as sensitivity of the bird species to disturbance. Modification 
of standard buffer distances, 250 feet for active passerine nests and 500 feet for 
active raptor nests, will be determined by a qualified biologist in coordination with 
CDFW. No building renovation, vegetation removal, or ground-disturbing 
activities including remediation or grading shall occur within a buffer zone until 
young have fledged or the nest is otherwise abandoned as determined by the 
qualified biologist. If work during the nesting season stops for 14 days or more and 
then resumes, then nesting bird surveys shall be repeated, to ensure that no new 
birds have begun nesting in the area. 

Roosting Bats. The proposed project has the potential to affect special-status and 
common roosting bat species, including the Townsend’s bid-eared bat, during renovation 
of the yard house. Bats have the potential to roost in existing vacant or underutilized 
buildings, other man-made structures, and trees within or near the project site. Bats and 
other non-game mammals are protected in California under the State Fish and Game 
Code.  

Maternity roosts are those that are occupied by pregnant females or females with non-
flying young. Non-breeding roosts are day roosts without pregnant females or non-flying 
young. Destruction of an occupied, non-breeding bat roost, resulting in the death of bats; 
disturbance that causes the loss of a maternity colony of bats (resulting in the death of 
young); or destruction of hibernacula10 are prohibited under the Fish and Game Code and 
would be considered a significant impact (although hibernacula are generally not formed 
by bat species in the Bay Area due to sufficiently high temperatures year round). This 
may occur due to direct or indirect disturbances. Direct disturbance includes tree 
removal, building removal, or roost destruction by any other means. Indirect disturbance 
to bat species could result in behavioral alterations due to construction-associated noise 
or vibration, or increased human activity in area. The proposed project would involve site 
remediation and grading, renovation of the yard house, and tree and vegetation removal 
prior to construction of the new park and associated facilities. Prior to the issuance of 
construction permits the City shall ensure the project applicant for development 
facilitated under the proposed project implements the following measures protective of 
protected bats which would reduce the impacts to a less-than-significant level: 

 Mitigation Measure BIO-1b: Preconstruction Surveys for Bat Roosting Sites. 
Potential direct and indirect disturbances to bats shall be identified by locating 
colonies and instituting protective measures prior to construction. No more than 
two weeks in advance of initiation of building renovation activities onsite or 
initiation of construction within 100 feet of trees or structures providing potential 

                                                      
10 Hibernaculum refers to the winter quarters of a hibernating animal. 
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bat roosting sites, a qualified biologist shall conduct pre-construction surveys for 
bat roosts. No activities that could disturb active roosts shall proceed prior to the 
completed surveys.  

 If a maternity colony is located within the project site during pre-construction 
surveys, the project shall be redesigned to avoid impacts if feasible, and a no-
disturbance buffer acceptable in size to the CDFW shall be created around the 
roost. Bat roosts (maternity or otherwise) initiated during construction are 
generally presumed to be unaffected by increased noise, vibration, or human 
activity, and no buffer is necessary as long as roost sites are not directly altered or 
destroyed. However, the “take” of individuals is still prohibited at any time.  

 If there is a maternity colony present and the project cannot be redesigned to avoid 
removal of the tree or structure inhabited by the bats, removal of that tree or 
renovation of that structure shall not commence until after young are flying (i.e., 
after July 31, confirmed by a qualified bat biologist) or before maternity colonies 
form the following year (i.e. prior to March 1).  

 If a non-maternity roost must be removed as part of the project, the non-maternity 
roost shall be evicted prior to building renovation by a qualified biologist, using 
methods such as making holes in the roost to alter the air-flow or creating one-way 
funnel exits for the bats.  

 If significant (e.g., maternity roosts or large non-maternity roost sites) bat roosting 
habitat is destroyed during building renovation/tree removal, artificial bat roosts shall 
be constructed in an undisturbed area in the project site vicinity away from human 
activity and at least 200 feet from project demolition/construction activities. The 
design and location of the artificial bat roost(s) shall be determined by a qualified 
bat biologist. 

b) No Impact. There is no riparian habitat present onsite. Potential for the project to 
adversely affect sensitive natural communities, i.e. wetlands which may occur onsite, are 
discussed under criterion c). 

c) Less than Significant with Mitigation. During ESA’s 2014 reconnaissance survey, 
areas of blackberries and saltgrass that might indicate the presence of isolated wetlands 
were observed throughout the property. The presence of such vegetation alone is not 
conclusive of wetland presence and further investigation of the site by a qualified wetland 
ecologist is necessary. If wetlands are found on the property, they have the potential to be 
adversely affected by development of the proposed project. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2a, BIO-2b, and BIO-2c would reduce these project-related 
impacts to a less-than-significant level by requiring a wetland delineation be performed 
of the proposed project site to identify any jurisdictional features. If wetlands are 
confirmed on the project site, Mitigation Measure BIO-2b would ensure they are 
protected from project-related impacts. Should avoidance of jurisdictional features not be 
feasible under the proposed project, Mitigation Measure BIO-2c would compensate for 
wetland impacts.  

 Mitigation Measure BIO-2a: Wetland Delineation. In coordination with the 
City, a qualified wetland ecologist shall conduct a wetland delineation of the 22-
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acre proposed project site to identify potential waters of the state which may be 
present. If no waters of the state are identified onsite, no further action is required. 
Should waters of the state be determined present within the project site, features 
shall be mapped and documented in a report for submission to the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) which retains authority over isolated wetland 
features.  

 Mitigation Measure BIO-2b: Wetland Protection. At the project site, the 
following measures shall be applied to protect state jurisdictional wetlands:  

 A protective barrier (such as silt fencing) shall be erected around 
jurisdictional features identified on the project site to isolate and protect 
from impact during construction of the park features (e.g. vegetation 
removal and site grading).  

 Signs that read “Environmentally Sensitive Area–Keep Out” shall be 
installed on the fencing to identify sensitive habitat. 

 No equipment mobilization, grading, clearing, or storage of equipment or 
machinery, or similar activity shall occur at the project site until wetland 
protection fencing has been inspected and approved by a qualified 
biologist. 

 Temporary fencing shall be continuously maintained until all project 
construction is completed. 

 Mitigation Measure BIO-2c: Wetland Mitigation. If avoidance of state 
jurisdictional features found on the property is not feasible under the proposed 
project, impacts to these features shall be mitigated through one of the following 
options: 

 Onsite mitigation, consisting of creation, restoration, enhancement or 
preservation, or combination thereof; 

 Payment into an approved in-lieu fee program to preserve or restore 
wetlands in the same watershed; 

 Purchase of appropriate amount of credits at an approved wetlands 
mitigation bank; or 

 Off-site mitigation. 

 d) Less than Significant with Mitigation. The proposed project has the potential to 
interfere substantially with the movement of native resident or migratory avian and bat 
species within the project vicinity. Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1a and 
BIO-1b under criterion a) would reduce these potential project-related impacts to a less-
than-significant level. 

e) Less than Significant with Mitigation. Tree ordinances for the City of Alameda that 
apply to the proposed project protect palm trees within the public right-of-way on 
Burbank Street and Portola Avenue, any street tree on Thompson and Central Avenues, 
and any coast live oak greater than 10 inches diameter at breast height (dbh). Coast live 
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oak trees protected under this ordinance are present on the project site and could be 
impacted by project construction. All other trees within the project site, mainly a variety 
of acacia species are not protected by this ordinance. Removal or damage to protected 
trees resulting from the proposed project would be considered a significant impact. 
Project design intends to preserve all coast live oak trees protected under the ordinance 
and identified on the project site and implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-3 
would ensure possible project-related impacts on protected trees are reduced to a less-
than-significant level. 

 Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Coast Live Oak Tree Protection. The City shall 
ensure that prior to project development and throughout each phase of project 
activities that have the potential to result in impacts on coast live oak trees, 
protected under the City ordinance and located within the project area, the project 
applicant shall take the following steps to avoid direct and indirect impacts to 
protected trees: 

 A Tree Protection Zone shall be established around each tree to be 
preserved prior to construction. No grading, excavation, construction or 
storage of materials shall occur within that zone. Tree Protection Zones 
shall be established with fencing at the tree dripline in all directions, and 
remain until construction is complete. Street trees will not be fenced to 
allow continued vehicle and pedestrian access as necessary. The lower 8-
10’ of protected street tree trunks shall be wrapped with straw wattles (or a 
similar material). Should excavation be necessary around street tree roots 
in support of street and sidewalk improvements, or should root pruning be 
necessary, excavation and root pruning shall be monitored by a certified 
arborist.   

 Street tree canopy shall be pruned to allow construction and access 
clearance, under the supervision of a certified arborist, and prior to 
demolition of existing buildings. Demolition adjacent protected street trees 
shall be monitored by a certified arborist.   

 Should protected trees become damaged during construction, tree condition 
shall be evaluated by a certified arborist and appropriate treatments shall be 
applied. 

 Where feasible, underground utilities, drain lines or irrigation lines shall be 
routed outside tree protection zones to avoid root damage. 

f) No Impact. There are no habitat conservation plans or natural communities conservation 
plans that apply to the project. 
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Cultural Resources 
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5. CULTURAL RESOURCES — Would the project:     

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in 
§15064.5? 

    

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
§15064.5? 

    

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

    

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries? 

    

Discussion 

a) Less than Significant with Mitigation. A significant impact would occur if the project 
would cause a substantial adverse change to a historical resource, herein referring to 
historic-period architectural resources or the built environment, including buildings, 
structures, and objects. A substantial adverse change includes the physical demolition, 
destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource. 

ESA completed a records search at the Northwest Information Center (NWIC) of the 
California Historical Resources Information System on May 6, 2014 (File No. 13-1693). 
The review included the project area and a ½-mile radius. Previous surveys, studies, and 
site records were accessed. Records were also reviewed in the Historic Property Data 
(HPD) for Alameda County, which contains information on places of recognized 
historical significance including those evaluated for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places, the California Register of Historical Resources, the California Inventory 
of Historical Resources, California Historical Landmarks, and California Points of 
Historical Interest. The purpose of the records search was to (1) determine whether 
known cultural resources have been previously recorded within the project vicinity; 
(2) assess the likelihood for unrecorded cultural resources to be present based on 
historical references and the distribution of nearby sites; and (3) develop a context for the 
identification and preliminary evaluation of cultural resources.  

The project area is the location of the former Alameda Belt Line Railroad and Union 
Pacific Railroad yards. Most of the site was formerly occupied by parallel standard gauge 
spur tracks. The yard house is on Sherman Street in the southeast corner of the parcel. 
Concrete foundations remain from a former above ground fuel tank and the former 
maintenance buildings are on the west end of the parcel. Concrete foundations are also 
present on the northeast corner of the parcel.  
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The Alameda Belt Line Railway was initially known as the Industrial Railway or the 
Municipal Railway. The City of Alameda constructed the Belt Line in 1918. The City’s 
Board of Public Utilities was to be the operator; however, from the beginning the 
Southern Pacific Railroad maintained operations. In January of 1925, the City proposed 
to extend the Belt Line west of Grand Street to Encinal Terminal. Western Pacific and 
Santa Fe Railroad bought the existing tracks, and acquired additional land for the 
expansion. The Belt Line served local customers with spurs between Grand Avenue and 
Constitution Way. The maintenance building, located at the western end of the project 
area near Constitution Way, burned to the ground in 1980. The only principal building 
remaining is the yard house at 1925 Sherman Street (URS, 1999).  

The Alameda Belt Line Railway has been previously evaluated as part of a historic 
district eligible for local listing [Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) status code 5S2]. 
The Yard House was assigned an OHP status code 7N (OHP, 2012). Status Code 7N 
indicates that a property needs to be reevaluated for eligibility for listing on the California 
Register because that property was previously assigned a status code 4, which indicated 
that a property could be eligible for listing, pending either further research, restoration, or 
the passage of time such that a relatively newer property would reach the age threshold 
for listing.11 Although the formal designation of the yard house with respect to eligibility 
for listing on the California register is thus not currently known, the yard house is listed 
on the City of Alameda’s Historic Buildings Study List. Moreover, the entirety of the 
Alameda Belt Line is considered a historical resource by the City. As such, the Alameda 
Belt Line Railway and its contributors, including the existing yard house, are considered 
historical resources for purposes of CEQA. However, with the exception of the yard 
house, the integrity of the project site, in terms of its ability to convey the historic 
importance of the Belt Line, is low: the tracks on and adjacent to the site have been 
removed, as have other structures. Moreover, under the proposed project, the yard 
house—the only remaining structure—would be retained and rehabilitated. 
Implementation of the proposed project would result in the rehabilitation of the yard 
house. Implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would reduce potential impacts to 
the yard house to a less-than-significant level, by requiring rehabilitation consistent with 
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. 

 Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Rehabilitation of Belt Line Yard House. 

 Rehabilitation of the Alameda Belt Line yard house shall conform to the Secretary 
of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and Guidelines 
for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings. 
The Standards require the preservation of character defining features that convey a 
building’s historical significance, and offers guidance about appropriate and 
compatible alterations to historical resources.  

                                                      
11  The California Office of Historic Preservation revised the status codes in 2003 to change status code 4 to indicate 

that a resource “appears eligible for listing”; resources formerly assigned status code 4—which had typically been 
presumed to be historical resources for purposes of CEQA—were reassigned to status code 7N or 7N1, indicating 
that they needed to be reevaluated. 
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b) Less than Significant with Mitigation. A significant impact would occur if the proposed 
project would cause a substantial adverse change to an archaeological resource through 
physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource. 

The project area is within the traditional territory of the Costanoan or Ohlone people 
(Levy, 1978: 485–495). The people collectively referred to by ethnographers as 
Costanoan were actually distinct sociopolitical groups that spoke at least eight languages 
of the same Penutian language group. The Ohlone occupied a large territory from San 
Francisco Bay in the north to the Big Sur and Salinas Rivers in the south. The primary 
sociopolitical unit was the tribelet, or village community, which was overseen by one or 
more chiefs. The project area is in the greater Chochenyo tribal area (Milliken, 1995). 
After European contact, Ohlone society was severely disrupted by missionization, 
disease, and displacement. Today, the Ohlone still have a strong presence in the San 
Francisco Bay Area, and are highly interested in their historic and prehistoric past. 

No prehistoric archaeological sites have been recorded in the central part of Alameda or 
within a 0.5-mile radius of the project area. The nearest prehistoric sites are 
approximately 1 mile to the southeast and consist of shell middens with burials on land 
that was historically bordering the Oakland marshland. 

The project area is underlain by artificial fill over Holocene-age San Francisco Bay Mud 
(Witter, et al) and is in an area that has been highly disturbed from previous impacts 
related to the construction of the rail yard and associated facilities. Based on nearby site 
distribution, the geologic context, and previous disturbance in the project area it does not 
appear that the proposed project has the potential to uncover prehistoric archaeological 
resources. 

No prehistoric archaeological resources have been recorded in the project vicinity. Based 
on the geologic conditions and site history including previous disturbance, the project 
area has a low potential to contain buried prehistoric sites. However, the possibility of 
inadvertent discovery cannot be entirely discounted, and would result in a potentially 
significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-2 would ensure that 
inadvertent discovery of archaeological resources would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level. 

 Mitigation Measure CUL-2: Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological Resources. 

 If prehistoric or historic-period archaeological resources are encountered, all 
ground disturbing activities within 100 feet shall halt and the City of Alameda shall 
be notified. A Secretary of the Interior-qualified archaeologist shall inspect the 
findings within 24 hours of discovery. If it is determined that the project could 
damage a historical resource or a unique archaeological resource (as defined 
pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines), mitigation shall be implemented in accordance 
with PRC Section 21083.2 and Section 15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines, with a 
preference for preservation in place. Consistent with Section 15126.4(b)(3), this 
may be accomplished through planning construction to avoid the resource; 
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incorporating the resource within open space; capping and covering the resource; 
or deeding the site into a permanent conservation easement. If avoidance is not 
feasible, a qualified archaeologist shall prepare and implement a detailed treatment 
plan in consultation with the City of Alameda and a Native American 
representative. Treatment of unique archaeological resources shall follow the 
applicable requirements of PRC Section 21083.2. Treatment for most resources 
would consist of (but would not be not limited to) sample excavation, artifact 
collection, site documentation, and historical research, with the aim to target the 
recovery of important scientific data contained in the portion(s) of the significant 
resource to be impacted by the project. The treatment plan shall include provisions 
for analysis of data in a regional context, reporting of results within a timely 
manner, curation of artifacts and data at an approved facility, and dissemination of 
reports to local and state repositories, libraries, and interested professionals. 

c) No Impact. A significant impact would occur if the project would destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site, or a unique geologic feature. Paleontological resources 
are the fossilized evidence of past life found in the geologic record. Despite the 
tremendous volume of sedimentary rock deposits preserved worldwide, and the enormous 
number of organisms that have lived through time, preservation of plant or animal 
remains as fossils is an extremely rare occurrence. Because of the infrequency of fossil 
preservation, fossils—particularly vertebrate fossils—are considered to be nonrenewable 
resources. Because of their rarity, and the scientific information they can provide, fossils 
are highly significant records of ancient life. 

Rock formations that are considered of paleontological sensitivity are those rock units 
that have yielded significant vertebrate or invertebrate fossil remains. This includes, but 
is not limited to, sedimentary rock units that contain significant paleontological resources 
anywhere within its geographic extent. The project area is underlain by artificial fill over 
San Francisco Bay Mud, and is not likely yield significant paleontological remains 
because they are surface deposits that are not considered fossil-bearing rock units. In 
addition, construction of the proposed project would not require substantial excavation to 
depths at which paleontological resources could be encountered. The project would 
therefore have no impact on paleontological resources. 

d) Less than Significant with Mitigation. There is no indication from the archival research 
that any part of the project area has been used for human burial purposes in the recent or 
distant past. Therefore, it is unlikely that human remains would be encountered during the 
proposed project. However, the possibility of inadvertent discovery cannot be entirely 
discounted, and would result in a potentially significant impact. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure CUL-3 would ensure that inadvertent discovery impacts to human 
remains would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

 Mitigation Measure CULT-3: Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains. 

 If human remains are encountered, all ground disturbing activities within 100 feet 
of the find shall halt and the Alameda County Coroner shall be notified 
immediately. A qualified archaeologist shall also be contacted to evaluate the 
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situation. If the human remains are of Native American origin, the Coroner must 
notify the Native American Heritage Commission within 24 hours of this 
identification. Pursuant to Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code, the 
Native American Heritage Commission will identify a Native American Most 
Likely Descendent to inspect the site and provide recommendations for the proper 
treatment of the remains and associated grave goods. Section 7050.5 of the 
California Health and Safety Code states that in the event of discovery or 
recognition of any human remains in any location other than a dedicated cemetery, 
there shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area 
reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains until the coroner of the county in 
which the human remains are discovered has determined whether or not the 
remains are subject to the coroner’s authority. 
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Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

6. GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND SEISMICITY —  
Would the project: 

    

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

    

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42.) 

    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

    

iv) Landslides?     

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?     

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, 
or that would become unstable as a result of the 
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, 
or collapse? 

    

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial risks to life or property? 

    

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use 
of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal 
systems where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of wastewater? 

    

 

Discussion 

a.i) Less than Significant. The project site is not located in an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zone nor is it located on or immediately adjacent to an active or potentially active 
fault.12 The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act requires the delineation of zones 
by the California Department of Conservation, Geological Survey (CGS, formerly known 
as the California Division of Mines and Geology [CDMG]) along sufficiently active and 
well-defined faults. The purpose of the Act is to restrict construction of structures 
intended for human occupancy along traces of known active faults. Alquist-Priolo Zones 

                                                      
12 An active fault is defined by the State of California is a fault that has had surface displacement within Holocene 

time (approximately the last 10,000 years). A potentially active fault is defined as a fault that has shown evidence 
of surface displacement during the Quaternary (last 1.6 million years), unless direct geologic evidence demonstrates 
inactivity for all of the Holocene or longer. This definition does not, of course, mean that faults lacking evidence of 
surface displacement are necessarily inactive. Sufficiently active is also used to describe a fault if there is some 
evidence that Holocene displacement occurred on one or more of its segments or branches (Hart, 1997). 
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are designated areas most likely to experience surface fault rupture, although fault rupture 
is not necessarily restricted to those specifically zoned areas The nearest active faults to 
the project site are the Hayward Fault (approximately 5 miles northeast), the San Andreas 
Fault (approximately 14 miles southwest), the Calaveras Fault (approximately 17 miles 
east), and the Concord-Green Valley Fault (approximately 19 miles northeast). Because 
the site is not located on or relatively close to an active or potentially active fault, the 
potential for surface fault rupture is low and the impact is considered less than 
significant. 

a.ii, iii) Less than Significant. The City of Alameda is located in a seismically active region. 
Recent studies by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) indicate there is a 
63 percent likelihood of a Richter magnitude 6.7 or higher earthquake occurring in the 
Bay Area in the next 30 years (USGS, 2008a; 2008b). The project site could experience a 
range of ground shaking effects during an earthquake on one of the aforementioned Bay 
Area faults. An earthquake on the San Andreas Fault could result in very strong 
(Modified Mercalli Index VII) ground shaking intensities.13 Ground shaking of this 
intensity could result in moderate damage of above ground improvements (ABAG, 
2014a). Seismic shaking of this intensity can also trigger ground failures caused by 
liquefaction, potentially resulting in foundation damage, disruption of utility service and 
roadway damage.14 The project site is underlain by alluvial materials that can cause 
moderate to very high shaking amplification, and is within an area designated by the CGS 
as a liquefaction Seismic Hazard Zone (ABAG, 2014b, ABAG, 2014c). 

The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act (SHMA) was enacted in 1990 to protect the public 
from the effects of strong ground shaking, liquefaction, landslides, or other ground 
failures caused by earthquakes. SHMA requires the State Geologist to delineate various 
seismic hazard zones and requires cities, counties, and other local permitting agencies to 
regulate certain development projects within these zones. Before a development permit is 
granted for a site within a Seismic Hazard Zone, a geotechnical investigation must be 
conducted and appropriate mitigation measures incorporated into the project design. The 
CGS Special Publication 117A, first adopted in 1997 (and updated in 2008) by the CGS 
in accordance with the SHMS, provides guidelines for evaluating seismic hazards other 
than surface faulting, and for recommending mitigation measures as required by Public 
Resources Code Section 2695(a). 

Although the proposed project would include few above-ground structures, the park 
design would be required to comply with all applicable City of Alameda regulations and 
standards to address potential geologic impacts associated with the minor development 
(e.g., walkways, parking spaces, etc.) of the project site, including ground shaking and 

                                                      
13  Shaking intensity is a measure of ground shaking effects at a particular location, and can vary depending on the 

overall magnitude of the earthquake, distance to the fault, focus of earthquake energy, and type of underlying 
geologic material. The Modified Mercalli (MM) intensity scale is commonly used to measure earthquake effects 
due to ground shaking. The MM values for intensity range from I (earthquake not felt) to XII (damage nearly total). 

14  Liquefaction is the process by which saturated, loose, fine-grained, granular, soil, like sand, behaves like a dense 
fluid when subjected to prolonged shaking during an earthquake. 
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liquefaction. Geotechnical and seismic design criteria must also conform to engineering 
recommendations in accordance with the seismic requirements of the 2013 California 
Building Code (Title 24). As the project site is located within a liquefaction Seismic 
Hazard Zone according to the CGS, the City would be required to comply with the 
guidelines set by CGS Special Publication 117A to minimize the potential for 
liquefaction to adversely affect these park improvements.  

a.iv) No Impact. The project site is relatively level, and is not located on or adjacent to a 
hillside. Improvements resulting from the proposed project would therefore not be 
affected by potential impacts associated with landslides or mudslides. 

b) Less than Significant. Redevelopment of the project site would involve earthwork 
activities such as grading and trenching. These activities could expose soils to the effects 
of erosion. The proposed project site is greater than one acre in size, and therefore is 
subject to the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements 
for construction. Project construction would be required to comply with the NPDES 
General Construction Activities Stormwater Permit which requires preparation of a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP would include a description of 
appropriate Best Management Practices (BMPs) that include erosion control measures. 
Construction contractor(s) are responsible for implementation of the SWPPP, which 
includes maintenance, inspection, and repair of erosion and sediment control measures 
and water quality BMPs throughout the construction period. Once constructed, disturbed 
areas would be protected by coverings such as structures, pavement, concrete, or 
vegetation such the potential for erosion or loss of topsoil is very low. Therefore, with 
implementation of the required BMPs as part of a SWPPP, the potential for soil erosion 
or loss of topsoil is less than significant. 

c) Less than Significant. In general, the proposed improvements represent very limited 
loading but would nonetheless be constructed in accordance with CBC and City grading 
requirements. As a result, potential impacts associated with unstable units would be less 
than significant. Potential impacts related to liquefaction are discussed under a.ii, above. 

d) Less than Significant. The presence of expansive soils can only be determined through 
laboratory analysis of soil samples obtained from the site. The completion of a site-
specific geotechnical investigation and incorporation of geotechnical recommendations, 
as required by the City’s Building Division and the California Building Code prior to 
issuance of a building permit, would ensure that site-specific information on shrink-swell 
capabilities of onsite soils is obtained. The site-specific geotechnical investigation would 
include measures to minimize hazards associated with expansive soils, if present. 

e) No Impact. The proposed improvements at the project site would not require septic or 
other alternative wastewater disposal; therefore the project would have no impact related 
to the support of septic systems. 
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS —  
Would the project: 

    

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

    

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? 

    

 

Discussion 

a,b) Less than Significant. Greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts are considered to be exclusively 
cumulative impacts; there are no non-cumulative GHG emission impacts from a climate 
change perspective (CAPCOA, 2008). GHG emissions associated with project 
construction and operations were modeled with CalEEMod (version 2013.2.2) and are 
described below.  

The project would consist of demolition of building foundation remnants, potential soil 
remediation, and the subsequent redevelopment of the project site into a neighborhood 
park. Greenhouse gases (GHGs) associated with demolition, remediation, and 
construction would be generated by construction equipment, haul trucks, and worker 
vehicles. As shown in Appendix A, maximum annual GHGs of 467 metric tons of CO2 
would be emitted during the year 2015. 

In regards to long-term operations, in accordance with the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality 
Guidelines (BAAQMD, 2011), this project would have a significant impact if the project 
emits GHGs greater than 1,100 metric tons per year CO2e from sources other than 
permitted stationary sources. In regards to operations, on-road vehicles, landscaping 
maintenance activities, and water/wastewater conveyance would be the primary sources 
of GHGs associated with the project. The proposed neighborhood park would generate 
approximately 110 daily vehicle trips. Overall project emissions were estimated using the 
CalEEMod software. As shown in Appendix A, GHG emissions generated by the project 
would equate to 130 metric tons of CO2 per year. Thus, the proposed project would not 
exceed the BAAQMD GHG threshold and would be considered less than significant.  

The City of Alameda has established a Local Action Plan for Climate Protection (City of 
Alameda, 2008) GHG reduction plan that outlined multiple initiatives that would help 
Alameda achieve its overall goal of reducing community-wide emissions by 25 percent 
below 2005 levels by 2020. Notably, the proposed project would not conflict with any of 
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the initiatives included in the plan or other regulations adopted for the purpose of 
reducing GHG emissions. This would be a less than significant impact. 
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS —  
Would the project: 

    

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

    

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment? 

    

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

    

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

    

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

    

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with 
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

    

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where 
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

    

 

Discussion 

a,d) Less than Significant with Mitigation. The construction of the proposed project would 
require demolition, soil remediation, and minor grading activities. If not addressed 
beforehand, construction activities could potentially expose construction workers and the 
public to hazardous conditions through disturbance of hazardous materials present in 
subsurface soils or building materials.  

Demolition 

Restoration of the existing yard house buildings may expose construction workers, the 
public, or the environment to hazardous materials such as lead-based paint, asbestos, 
and/or polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). The buildings were constructed in a time 
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period which indicates that any of the aforementioned hazardous building materials could 
be present. If asbestos containing materials (ACMs) are present and disturbed, it could 
expose workers and the public to potentially hazardous airborne fibers during demolition. 
Any ACMs, if present, would need appropriate abatement of identified asbestos prior to 
demolition.  

ACMs are regulated both as a hazardous air pollutant under the Clean Air Act and as a 
potential worker safety hazard under the authority of Cal-OSHA. Cal-OSHA also 
regulates worker exposure to lead-based paint. Potential exposure to these hazardous 
building materials can be reduced through appropriate identification, removal and 
disposal according to applicable regulations.  

Structures slated for restoration or demolishing under the project must be assessed for 
ACMs, and if present, abatement carried out in accordance with state and federal 
regulations prior to the start of demolition or renovation activities. 

Section 19827.5 of the California Health and Safety Code requires that local agencies not 
issue demolition or alteration permits until an applicant has demonstrated compliance 
with notification requirements under applicable federal regulations regarding hazardous 
air pollutants, including asbestos. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(BAAQMD) is vested by the California legislature with authority to regulate airborne 
pollutants, including asbestos, through both inspection and law enforcement, and is to be 
notified 10 days in advance of any proposed demolition or abatement work. 

Notification must include the names and addresses of operations and persons responsible; 
description and location of the structure to be demolished/altered including size, age, and 
prior use, and the approximate amount of friable asbestos; scheduled starting and 
completion dates of demolition or abatement; nature of planned work and methods to be 
employed; procedures to be employed to meet BAAQMD requirements; and the name 
and location of the waste disposal site to be used. The BAAQMD randomly inspects 
asbestos removal operations and would inspect any removal operation about which a 
complaint has been received. 

Asbestos abatement contractors must follow state regulations contained in 8 CCR 1529 
and 8 CCR 341.6 through 341.14 where there is asbestos related work involving 
100 square feet or more of asbestos-containing material. Asbestos removal contractors 
must be certified as such by the Contractors Licensing Board of the State of California. 
The owner of the property where abatement is to occur must have a hazardous waste 
generator number assigned by and registered with the Department of Toxic Substances 
Control (DTSC) in Sacramento. The site owner or responsible party and the transporter of 
the waste are required to file a hazardous waste manifest that details the transportation of 
the material from the site and its disposal. 

Both the federal OSHA and Cal-OSHA regulate worker exposure during construction 
activities that disturb lead-based paint. The Interim Final Rule found in 29 CFR 1926.62 
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covers construction work in which employees may be exposed to lead during such 
activities as demolition, removal, surface preparation for repainting, renovation, cleanup, 
and routine maintenance. The OSHA-specified compliance includes respiratory 
protection, protective clothing, housekeeping, special high-efficiency filtered vacuums, 
hygiene facilities, medical surveillance, and training. No minimum level of lead is 
specified to activate the provisions of this regulation. 

Fluorescent lighting ballasts manufactured prior to 1978, and electrical transformers, 
capacitors, and generators manufactured prior to 1977, may contain PCBs and/or 
mercury. To prevent unintentional release, these lighting fixtures are required to be 
removed intact and transported to a regulated facility. In accordance with the Toxic 
Substances Control Act and other federal and state regulations, the proposed project 
would be required to properly handle and dispose of electrical equipment and lighting 
ballasts that contain PCBs and/or mercury, reducing potential impacts to a less-than-
significant level. 

Compliance with these regulations and procedures would ensure that any potential 
impacts due to hazardous building materials are less than significant. 

Subsurface Contamination 

The project site was formerly used as a rail yard with a history of hazardous materials use 
including petroleum products associated with underground storage tanks (USTs). A 
number of previous subsurface investigations have occurred on the site to determine the 
presence of contaminants associated with historical uses. Potential unresolved 
contamination issues at the site appear to include (but may not be limited to, based on the 
opinion of the Alameda County Environmental Health Department (ACEHD)) further 
characterization of the extent and source of elevated lead concentrations, evaluation of 
the elevated oil concentrations remaining in soil in the vicinity of a spill excavation, 
evaluation of soil quality in the vicinity of the maintenance and other pits on the parcels, 
evaluation of the source and quality of fill materials placed into the excavation and pits, 
evaluation of soil quality in areas where fill from off-site sources was placed on the 
parcels, presence of heavy metals in blast grit observed on the parcels, possible presence 
of contaminants in soil resulting from the burning of the maintenance building, 
evaluation of soil quality along previous railroad tracks, evaluation of soil quality in 
bare/gravel patch on one of the parcels (APN 74-906-32-05), and investigation into the 
location of a potential historic UST, confirmation of their removal, and possible 
evaluation of soil and ground water quality in the previous location of the tank(s) 
(Blackie, 2010).  However, a more recent Targeted Site Investigation has been completed 
for the site, which addresses many of these issues (SGI, 2014). According to this 
investigation, however, there still remains areas that require some level of remediation to 
protect human health and the environment prior to any new site uses. 

Although the proposed project would only require limited earthwork activities, minor cut 
and fill, soil sampling as required by Mitigation Measures HAZ-1, and any required 
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follow up remediation, if necessary, would ensure that any contaminated site soils would 
be removed from the project site and thus would not be a potential health threat to 
proposed future users. 

Otherwise, during operation of the proposed project, there would be no routine transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Landscaping maintenance may require the use of 
limited quantities of industry standard hazardous materials such as herbicides or 
pesticides but not in such a manner as to represent a significant threat to human health 
and the environment. Such materials are stored in cabinets onsite in accordance with all 
laws and regulations and with proper permits, where applicable. 

 Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Prior to obtaining a grading or building permit, the 
City shall obtain a qualified environmental professional to complete any remaining 
Phase II and remediation actions consistent with the findings and recommendations 
of the 2014 Targeted Site Investigation by the Source Group in accordance with 
regulatory oversight from the Alameda County Environmental Health Department 
(ACEHD).  Prior to receiving a building or grading permit, project applicant shall 
provide documentation from ACEHD that all identified contamination has been 
remediated to levels where no threat to human health or the environment remains 
based on the proposed future use of the project site.  

b) Less than Significant. Construction at the site could involve minor quantities of paints, 
solvents, oil and grease, and petroleum hydrocarbons as discussed in Section 9, Hydrology 
and Water Quality. Compliance with hazardous materials BMPs, as identified in a 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would reduce potential impacts from 
spills or leaks associated with construction hazardous materials to a less-than-significant 
level. Following construction, no substantial hazardous materials storage, use, or disposal 
would be likely. Therefore potential impacts from upset or accidental releases during or 
after project construction would be considered less than significant. 

c) Less than Significant. The project site is not located within a quarter mile of any school. 
Even so, as discussed above, the proposed project would not handle or disturb significant 
hazardous materials; therefore this is a less-than-significant impact. 

e,f) No Impact. The project site is not located within two miles of any airport or airstrip nor 
is it included in an existing airport land use plan. The nearest airport is the Oakland 
International Airport which is over 5 miles from the project site. Therefore, there would 
be no impact related to proximity to airports or private airstrips. 

g) No Impact. The proposed project would alter a formerly developed site to expand into a 
recreational area. Construction and operation of the proposed project would not involve 
the temporary or permanent closure of roads, and would not interfere with emergency 
response or evacuation plans. There would be no impact. 

h) Less than Significant. The project site is located in an urban setting. The project site is 
not located in a designated wildland area that would contain substantial forest fire risks or 
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hazards. The risk of increased fire hazards from implementation of the proposed 
improvements at the project site is considered less than significant. 
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Hydrology and Water  

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY —  
Would the project: 

    

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

    

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such 
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would 
drop to a level which would not support existing land 
uses or planned uses for which permits have been 
granted)? 

    

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of a 
site or area through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, or by other means, in a manner that 
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or 
off-site? 

    

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of a site 
or area through the alteration of the course of a stream 
or river, or by other means, substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would 
result in flooding on- or off-site? 

    

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff? 

    

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map? 

    

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
that would impede or redirect flood flows? 

    

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including 
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

    

j) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche, 
tsunami, or mudflow?  

    

 

Discussion 

a) Less than Significant. Stormwater runoff generated from the project site currently 
occurs as overland flow.  

The project site is more than one acre and is required to apply for coverage under the 
State General Construction Permit to comply with federal National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) regulations. As such, construction activities would be 
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required to adhere to appropriate construction Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
contained in a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) in order to minimize 
potential sedimentation or contamination of stormwater runoff generated from the project 
site. The BMPs would be implemented before, during, and after construction as part of 
the project in accordance with the grading permit. These erosion and sedimentation 
control measures would therefore reduce potential degradation of water quality associated 
with future project construction to a less-than-significant level. 

The City of Alameda is a co-permittee agency listed in the regional Municipal NPDES 
Stormwater Permit. Operational stormwater discharges from new development at the 
project site, though limited, would be regulated by the City’s regional municipal 
stormwater permits, under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit. Development projects in the City of Alameda, must comply with the 
NPDES Permit No. CAS612008, which is issued to the Clean Water Program Alameda 
County (CWPAC) (formerly the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program) and other 
Bay Area jurisdictions by the RWQCB (NPDES Order No. R2-2009-0074). The 
Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit (MRP) was issued on October 14, 2009 and 
revised November 28, 2011, replacing the previous permit originally issued in February 
2003 with additional requirements for development and redevelopment projects. 

Hazardous materials associated with construction activities would likely involve minor 
quantities of paint, solvents, oil and grease, and petroleum hydrocarbons. Storage and use 
of hazardous materials at the project site during construction activities would comply 
with BMPs as required by the local grading permit. Adherence to BMPs would 
effectively reduce potential impacts to groundwater quality associated with spills or leaks 
of hazardous materials and stormwater quality during construction to a less-than-
significant level. 

Following the completion of construction activities, application of pesticides and 
herbicides related to landscape maintenance could be potential sources of polluted 
stormwater runoff. In addition, the creation of 120 new parking spaces could become a 
source of polluted runoff associated with automobile use. However, the number of spaces 
would be above the 5,000 square foot threshold and therefore would require treatment 
controls to prevent offsite transport of pollutants. Otherwise, there would be no sources 
that would significantly impact stormwater runoff quality, and the proposed project 
would not adversely affect ground water quality. Regardless, as previously discussed, the 
proposed project would be required to comply with City of Alameda and CWPAC 
stormwater quality protection requirements where applicable. Therefore, potential 
groundwater quality impacts associated with potential development would be considered 
less than significant.  

b,c) Less than Significant. Development of the site would not involve groundwater 
extraction, nor the alteration of a stream or river. After removal of existing structures and 
former building foundations, the proposed improvements at the project site would create 
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a limited amount of new impervious surfaces, but overall no substantive increased offsite 
runoff would occur. Therefore, the proposed project would not lower the groundwater 
table as a result of groundwater extraction or reduction in groundwater recharge and 
would not otherwise cause offsite sedimentation or erosion to occur. 

d,e) Less than Significant. As discussed above, the proposed project would not alter any 
stream or river. The decrease in impervious surfaces with the proposed improvements, 
albeit relatively minor, would nonetheless not increase flows to receiving waters. 
Therefore, the potential impact of altered drainage causing offsite or onsite flooding 
would be less than significant. 

f) Less than Significant. Operation of the proposed project would not result in any 
substantial changes to onsite water quality associated with stormwater runoff. As 
discussed under a), above, implementation of BMPs and compliance with any City 
requirements where applicable would reduce potential impacts to water quality to a less-
than-significant level. 

g,h,i) Less than Significant. The project site is not located near levees or dams and would not 
be exposed to flooding from failure of these structures. According to maps compiled by 
the Association of Bay Area Governments and National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA), even sea level rise of 6 feet would not inundate the project site 
though areas immediately south of the site would be (ABAG, 2014). The proposed 
project site is otherwise not currently located within a 100 year flood hazard zone 
according to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate 
Map (FEMA, 2009).  

 In addition, the proposed project does not include the construction of any residential 
units, and proposes no substantial above ground improvements. Therefore, flooding 
hazards related to the proposed project would be less than significant. 

j) Less than Significant. The project site is not located immediately adjacent to the Bay 
and is on the Inner Harbor side of the Alameda island. Tsunami waves would have to 
travel from the Pacific Ocean through the Golden Gate and then through the Oakland 
Inner Harbor to finally reach the shoreline nearest the project site. Due to natural 
attenuation, the probability of significant tsunami waves impacting the project site are 
very low. Seiches are large waves on an enclosed or semi-enclosed body of water that can 
be caused by seismic activity. San Francisco Bay is partially enclosed, with outlets to San 
Pablo Bay, as well as the Pacific Ocean via the Golden Gate, and is relatively shallow, 
with a mean depth of approximately 27.6 feet. Geologic-induced seiche events have not 
been documented in the San Francisco Bay. The proposed project site is relatively flat 
and not subject to mudflows. Therefore, the potential impact of seiche, tsunamis and 
mudflows is less than significant. 
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Land Use and Land Use Planning 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

10. LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING —  
Would the project: 

    

a) Physically divide an established community?     

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 
project (including, but not limited to the general plan, 
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

    

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan 
or natural community conservation plan? 

    

 

Discussion 

a) Less than Significant. The project site is located within an urban area, surrounded by 
residential, commercial and industrial land uses. The project site is directly adjacent to 
single family and multi-family residential units to the south, as well as the Marina Village 
Business Park to the north. To the west of the project site is the Webster Square Shopping 
Center. The Bay Eagle Community Garden is located southeast of the site. A parking lot 
is located adjacent to the eastern boundary, beyond which the Northern Waterfront 
General Plan Amendment planning area is located, including the site of the former Del 
Monte warehouse which is planned for redevelopment as future residential units and 
retail space. The project would include remediation of contaminated soil sites, demolition 
of remnant infrastructure, and construction of various recreational amenities. 

The site consists of several connected parcels zoned Open Space (OS). The land along 
the northern boundary of the site is zoned Mixed Use Planned Development (M-X) while 
the area along the southern boundary is zoned Two Family Residential (R-2). To the west 
is a General Residential Planned Development (R-5-PD) and several lots zoned 
Commercial Manufacturing (C-M). To the east is land zoned Commercial Manufacturing 
Planned Development (C-M-PD). The site falls within the Northern Waterfront General 
Plan Amendment planning area, near land planned for future commercial, residential and 
recreational uses.. 

The proposed recreational uses on the site would be consistent with the existing 
neighboring residential and commercial uses, as well as the Grand and Fortman Marinas 
to the north of the project site. Developing a community park on the site would improve 
connectivity between surrounding land uses by granting access through the site, which is 
currently not available to pedestrians or bicyclists. A new park would not change the 
character of the neighborhood in a negative way; rather, it would provide additional 
recreational opportunities and a gathering place for the adjacent community which would 
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enhance the character of the existing neighborhood. Further, the proposed open space 
park would be consistent with Policy 2.4.n of the General Plan which states: 

“Give priority for public open space and other public improvements to 
neighborhoods determined to have a shortage relative to the rest of the city.” 

The project would have a less than significant impact on the surrounding land uses. 

b) Less than Significant. The project site is not located in an area governed by any adopted 
environmental plans or policies by agencies, outside of the City of Alameda, with 
jurisdiction over the project. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with 
environmental plans or policies adopted by agencies with jurisdiction over the project. 

c) No Impact. There are no habitat conservation plan or natural communities conservation 
plans that apply to the project; therefore,  the proposed project would not conflict with 
any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan 
affecting the area. 
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Mineral Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

11. MINERAL RESOURCES — Would the project:     

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 

    

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

    

 

Discussion 

a,b) No Impact. There are no known mineral resources within the project site, and no 
operational mineral resource recovery sites at the project site or in the vicinity. Therefore, 
the project would not result in any impacts to mineral resources since it would not result 
in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region or the state, or result in the loss of a locally-important mineral resource. Therefore, 
the proposed project would not affect mineral resources. 
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Noise 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

12. NOISE — Would the project:     

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

    

b) Result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, 
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels? 

    

c) Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Discussion 

a) Less than Significant. The nearest noise-sensitive receptors to the project site are 
directly south of the project. The project would involve the use of heavy equipment and 
on-road vehicles (trucks and workers) for construction. Noise from project operations 
would primarily be associated with landscape maintenance and on-road vehicles.   

The project area contains sensitive residential land uses, the nearest of which are adjacent 
to the southern project boundary. The distance to the nearest receptors will be used for 
the purpose of citing distance from construction equipment that would occur during the 
park construction.  

Existing Noise Environment 

The noise environment surrounding the project site is influenced primarily by aircraft and 
surface traffic noise, as well as industrial uses on both sides of the Oakland Estuary. The 
highest surface street noise levels in the vicinity of the project site occur on Buena Vista 
Avenue, Clement Avenue, Entrance Road, Grand Street, and Sherman Street. As 
indicated in the Northern Waterfront General Plan Amendment EIR, Charles M. Salter 
Associates conducted a noise study in 2004. One of the noise measurement sites was 
located in close proximity to the proposed project, at Buena Vista Avenue and Sherman 



Jean Sweeney Open Space Park 

Jean Sweeney Open Space Park 68 ESA / 140118 

Final Initial Study June 2014 

Street. An additional short-term measurement was taken by ESA in 2013, at Entrance 
Road and Buena Vista Avenue. Results of these noise monitoring studies are summarized 
in Table 12-1. 

TABLE 12-1 
SOUND-LEVEL MEASUREMENTS AT THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Location Time Period Result Noise Sources 

Long-Term: Buena Vista Ave 
and Sherman Street. About 
50’ north of Buena Vista 
centerline, 40’ east of 
Sherman St centerline, 12’ 
elevation 

October 16-17, 2003 
2:00 p.m. to 2:00 p.m. 

71 dBA CNEL  Unattended long-term 
measurement  

Short-Term: Buena Vista Ave 
and Sherman Street. About 
65’ north of Buena Vista 
centerline, 170’ east of 
Sherman centerline, 5’ 
elevation 

October 17, 2003 
2:45 p.m. to 3:00 p.m. 

15-minute result: 
Leq = 62 dBA 

 None specifically listed 

Short-Term: Buena Vista Ave 
and Entrance Road. About 50’ 
north of Buena Vista Ave 
centerline, 25’ west of 
Entrance Rd centerline, 5’ 
elevation 

April 19, 2013 
4:42 p.m. to 4:47 p.m. 

5-minute result: 
Leq = 62.5 dBA 
Lmax = 70.6  dBA 

 Traffic on Buena Vista Ave and 
Entrance Rd (primarily Buena 
Vista Ave) 

 Pedestrians talking 

 Birds chirping 

 
SOURCES: ESA, 2013 

 

Construction 

Construction activity noise levels at and near the project site would fluctuate depending on 
the particular type, number, and duration of uses of various pieces of construction equipment.  

Construction-related trips would raise ambient noise levels along haul routes, depending 
on the number of haul trips made and types of vehicles used. Table 12-2 shows typical 
noise levels during different construction stages. Table 12-3 shows typical noise levels 
produced by various types of construction equipment. 

TABLE 12-2 
TYPICAL CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS 

Construction Activity Noise Level (dB, Leq)a 

Ground Clearing 84 

Excavation 89 

Foundations 78 

Erection 85 

Finishing 89 

 
a  Average noise levels correspond to a distance of 50 feet from the noisiest piece of 

equipment associated with a given phase of construction and 200 feet from the rest of 
the equipment associated with that phase. 

 
SOURCE: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Noise from Construction Equipment 

and Operations, Building Equipment, and Home Appliances, 1971. 
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TABLE 12-3 
TYPICAL NOISE LEVELS FROM CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

Construction Equipment 
Noise Level  

(dB, Leq at 50 feet ) 

Dump Truck 88 

Portable Air Compressor 81 

Concrete Mixer (Truck) 85 

Scraper 88 

Jack Hammer 88 

Dozer 87 

Paver 89 

Generator 76 

Backhoe 85 

 
SOURCE: Cunniff, Environmental Noise Pollution, 1977.  

 

The closest sensitive receptors to the proposed project would be the adjacent residences 
along the southern boundary. Noise impacts from construction generally result when 
construction activities occur during the noise-sensitive times of the day (early morning, 
evening, or nighttime hours), in areas immediately adjacent to construction activities, or 
when construction noise lasts over extended periods of time. The City of Alameda 
Municipal Code, section 4-10.7(e), states that construction noise is exempted from the 
noise standards provided it is limited to between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. 
Monday through Friday and 8:00 am to 5:00 pm on Saturdays.  

Assuming an attenuation rate of 6 dB per doubling of distance, the adjacent residences to 
proposed park would experience exterior noise levels of up to 89 dBA and maximum 
interior noise levels of approximately 69 dBA, which takes into account an approximate 
20 dBA of exterior-to-interior noise level reduction provided by the receiving building 
structure. Construction activities associated with the project would be temporary in nature 
and the maximum noise levels discussed above would be short-term. Adherence to the 
Municipal Code would ensure that construction impact would be less than significant. 

Park Operations 

An increase in traffic noise of 3 dB or more (a level perceivable to most individuals 
(Caltrans, 1998) at a sensitive receptor location would be considered a significant impact. 
The proposed neighborhood park would generate approximately 110 daily vehicle trips 
on the roadway network, which would be a minimal increase in traffic on the access 
arterials. Project traffic noise would not be noticeable; therefore, project traffic noise 
would be at less-than-significant levels. 

The only other sources of noise would be from maintenance equipment such as 
lawnmowers, leaf blowers, and any pumps or compressors used. These sources would be 
required to comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance standards at off-site receptors. 
Notably, the City of Alameda Municipal Code, section 4-10.7(i), states that recreational 
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programs or activities conducted within City parks are exempted from the noise standards 
provided the activities are limited to between the hours of 9:00 am and 10:15 pm. As a 
result, the project would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to local noise 
standards. 

b)  Less than Significant. The construction of the project would not require the use of 
equipment that could result in substantial vibration (such as pile drivers) on nearby 
receptors. In addition, project operations would not introduce any new sources of 
groundborne noise or vibration. This impact would be less than significant. 

c) Less than Significant. Noise impacts from the project would be primarily during the 
construction phase of the project. As described for criterion “a” above, the project would 
be consistent with the exempted hours of construction and City park operations included 
in the City municipal code and would not contribute significantly to the ambient noise 
environment. In addition, the project would not result in a substantial increase in vehicle 
trips during long-term operations. Therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative 
roadside noise levels would also be less than significant.  

d) Less than Significant. As discussed in the “Construction” sub-section of criterion “a” 
above, the resulting impact would be less than significant.  

e-f) No Impact. Because there are no public airports or private airstrips within two miles of 
the project, aircraft related noise would not be a significant impact for park uses to be 
developed under the proposed project, and these significance criteria are not discussed 
further. 
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Population and Housing 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

13. POPULATION AND HOUSING — Would the project:     

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either 
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

    

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing 
units, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

    

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

    

 

Discussion 

a) No Impact. The proposed project would not result in any new residential land uses on the 
site. While the project may include infrastructure connections to proposed on-site 
structures, the project would not extend any new infrastructure to undeveloped areas 
located off of the project site that could indirectly induce population growth. The 
proposed park would not increase employment at the site, although park maintenance 
would require a relatively small increase in the amount of Park and Recreation staff time 
devoted to the site. Therefore, the project would not induce substantial population 
growth, and would result in no impact. 

b,c) No Impact. The project site is currently a vacant property that formerly served industrial 
and commercial uses. There are no residences on the site and no people who currently 
reside on the site. The project would not result in a substantial displacement of existing 
housing or people and would therefore not necessitate the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere.   
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Public Services 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

14. PUBLIC SERVICES — Would the project:     

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

    

i) Fire protection?     

ii) Police protection?     

iii) Schools?     

iv) Parks?     

v) Other public facilities?     

 

Discussion 

a.i) Less than Significant. The Alameda Fire Department (AFD) delivers fire suppression 
services out of four stations throughout the city, with a total of 98 sworn firefighters and 
7 non-sworn personnel. The AFD is also equipped to provide emergency medical 
services with three full-time advanced life support (ALS) ambulances. A response for a 
first alarm assignment consists of three fire engines, two fire trucks, one ambulance and 
the Division Chief vehicle. The response team for a first alarm call includes, at minimum, 
eighteen fire personnel accompanied by at least one paramedic. The AFD also provides 
non-emergency ambulance transport for patients to or from medical facilities through the 
Basic Life Support (BLS) Transport Program, including inter-facility transportation, 
doctors appointments, dialysis appointments, and medical event standbys. 

The project site is 0.4 mile from Station Number 2, at 635 Pacific Avenue, which would 
be the first to provide fire and emergency response services. In 2013, Station No. 2 
responded to 2,036 calls, 1,470 of which were emergency response calls, 40 of which 
were fire-related calls, and 526 of which were other calls (City of Alameda, 2014). There 
were no calls for service to the project site during this time.  According to the Northern 
Waterfront General Plan Amendment EIR, the AFD meets it goal of responding to calls 
within 3.5 minutes for 90 percent of calls (City of Alameda, 2006).  The average response 
time in 2013 was 4 minutes, 27 seconds. The AFD does not have an official staffing ratio, 
but currently, there are 24 firefighters and one fire chief on duty every day.  

Development that occurs within the project site would comply with standard fire code 
requirements administered by the City of Alameda Community Development 
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Department’s Permit Center and specified by the California Building Code and California 
Fire Code (CFC). The implementation of the proposed project would result in the 
development of a recreation area on the project site, which is currently served by the 
Alameda Fire Department. The recreational uses on the project site would not be 
anticipated to lead to a substantial increase in calls for emergency medical services and 
fire suppression services. The Fire Department would review all project designs at the 
time building permits are issued to ensure that adequate fire and life safety measures are 
incorporated into the project in compliance with all applicable state and city fire safety 
requirements and to ensure that Fire Department personnel would have adequate access 
to the site.  

The proposed project would not create a need for new or altered facilities to maintain 
adequate service ratios, response times and other objective standards, and would not, 
therefore, result in significant environmental impacts to fire protection and emergency 
medical response provisions. 

a.ii) Less than Significant. Police protection would be provided to the project by the 
Alameda Police Department (APD). The Department operates out of one station located 
at 1555 Oak Street, which is approximately 1.5 miles from the project site. The APD 
currently has a total of 88 sworn officers and 33 non-sworn personnel (Lopez, 2014). 

 The APD's patrol is based on a five-sector system. Seven days a week, 24 hours a day, 
officers are assigned to patrol the five sectors during which, there are typically one to 
four officers assigned to each sector. The project site is located in Police Sector 2. The 
APD has 30 patrol vehicles, but only eight are used during each shift.  With a target 
response time of 3 minutes, the APD’s average response time is 3 minutes, 15 seconds 
for priority 1 calls and 6 minutes, 10 seconds for priority 2 calls (Lopez, 2014). 

 In 2012, the Alameda Police Department received approximately 28,960 emergency 
(911) calls and 87,160 non-emergency calls (Lopez, 2014). The project could result in an 
incremental increase in calls for police services for a variety of property- and traffic-
related incidents but the increase would not be sufficient to require construction of new 
fire stations in order to maintain adequate response times. Therefore, the project would 
have a less-than-significant impact on police services. 

a.iii) No Impact. The project site is located within the service boundaries of the AUSD. 
AUSD operates a childhood development center, 10 elementary schools, two middle 
schools, two comprehensive high schools, an Early College High School, and an adult 
continuation school. 

As stated in Section 13, Population and Housing, no residential units would be 
constructed as part of the proposed project. The project would not increase the number of 
residents or school-aged children in the area. In addition, although the project would 
expand a recreational resource that could attract residents to the park on a temporary 
basis, this is not the type of development that could indirectly allow for future residential 
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development. Therefore, the project would not increase the student population in the City 
of Alameda, and it would have no impact on schools. 

a.iv, v) No Impact. The discussion of project effects on parks is addressed in Section 15, 
Recreation. 
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Recreation 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
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Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
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Impact No Impact 

15. RECREATION — Would the project:     

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

    

b) Include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities that 
might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

    

 

Discussion 

a) Less than Significant. The project would include demolition of remnant building 
foundations and infrastructure, and include capping of existing soil in areas of known soil 
contamination. This area would be replaced with landscaping, benches, hardscape 
walkways, lighting, playground structures, parking spaces, water features, and an above-
ground community garden. The creation of a new recreational facility would not result in 
an adverse affect to the City’s current park performance standard.  

b) Less than Significant with Mitigation. The proposed project would result in the 
construction of a new park. Physical effects that could result from the proposed project 
are discussed in the other sections of this IS/MND and all impacts have been determined 
to be less than significant with implementation of measures identified in this IS/MND. 

References 

Project description and plans. 
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Transportation and Traffic 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

16. TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC —  
Would the project: 

    

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

    

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management 
program, including, but not limited to, level of service 
standards and travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or highways? 

    

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location, that results in substantial safety risks? 

    

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature 
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

    

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, 
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of 
such facilities? 

    

 

Discussion 

a,b) Less than Significant with Mitigation. Operation. The proposed project would alter the 
use of the project site by constructing a city park on a vacant 22-acre parcel. Vehicle trip 
generation for the proposed project was estimated using rates found in San Diego Trip 
Generators (SANDAG, 2002), for neighborhood parks. The proposed open space park 
would generate approximately 110 one-way vehicle trips on a weekday (55 inbound and 
55 outbound). 

The construction of the open space park would increase the traffic at the project site as 
the site is vacant under existing conditions. On weekends with ideal weather, an increase 
in persons accessing the site would be expected. Traffic generated by the recreational 
land use would be spread out throughout the day, and the increased traffic volume in any 
one hour on any one roadway is not expected to be high. In addition, trips to recreational 
facilities tend not to occur during peak commute periods when there is more traffic on 
roadways. Roadways in the project vicinity have sufficient capacity to carry the increase 
in vehicle trips to the park. Although the proposed project would include 60 parking 
spaces on either end of the park, as an open space park, it is expected that many users 
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would walk or bicycle to the site, especially as the park would provide most passive 
recreational opportunities, including walking and bicycle trails.  

Additionally, the proposed Park Master Plan includes a 24-foot wide Cross Alameda 
Trail (CAT) on the northern edge that travels east and west. The cross-section is 
illustrated in Figure 2-4. The proposed CAT would be designed to accommodate 
multiple user types and would provide a transportation link between the Northern 
Waterfront Area and Ralph Appezzato Memorial Parkway.  

The park open space is a community park and it is intended for residents of Alameda, and 
specifically for those in the immediate vicinity, which would be able to access the park 
without vehicular travel. As such, park generate traffic would not be using the tubes or 
bridges that are operating at capacity. Therefore, the project would have a less than 
significant impact on the roadway system in the project vicinity, individually and 
cumulatively. 

Construction. The proposed project would be constructed over a period anticipated to last 
approximately 16 months. Construction activities would include daily vehicle trips 
generated by the arrival and departure of construction workers, as well as haul trucks 
carrying demolition debris, soil, and building materials. Construction of the proposed 
project would not require any lane closures. 

Trucks would haul materials away from and to the site. The proposed project would be 
completed in three phases- with two sub-phases according under each phase- the 
demolition phase of the project and the construction of the  park.  

The impact of construction truck traffic would be a temporary lessening of the capacities 
of local streets due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks, which 
could affect both traffic and transit operations. However, this level of truck activity 
would not be sufficient to result in significant impacts to intersection operations or to 
transit service. Throughout the remainder of the construction period, there would be a 
reduced flow of construction related trucks into and out of the site, generally limited to 
trucks making occasional deliveries of material.  

As discussed, project construction would result in short-term and intermittent 
construction traffic impacts associated with the delivery of materials and equipment, 
removal of debris, hauling of fill material to the site, and parking for construction 
workers. Any construction traffic occurring on weekdays between 7:00 a.m. and 
9:00 a.m., or between 4:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m., would coincide with peak hour traffic and 
could impede traffic flow. Construction activities could impede pedestrian access near the 
site or block traffic. Thus, Mitigation Measures TRAN-1a and TRAN-1b are provided 
to reduce the significance of this potentially significant impact to a less-than-significant 
level.  
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 Mitigation Measure TRAN-1a: As part of pre-construction submittals, the 
contractor(s) shall submit a truck route plan to the City of Alameda Public Works 
Department for review and approval to help minimize impacts to adjacent 
neighborhoods. 

 Mitigation Measure TRAN-1b: To the extent possible, heavy truck movements 
should be limited to the hours between 9:00 a.m. and 3:30 p.m. (or other times, if 
approved by the Public Works Department). 

c) No Impact. The proposed project would not change air traffic patterns, increase air 
traffic levels or result in a change in location that would result in substantial safety risks. 
Therefore, the project would result in no impact in this area. 

d) Less than Significant. The proposed project would involve physical changes to the site 
that would affect the existing pedestrian or bicycle circulation. However, the 
development of the recreational land use would not impede or obstruct bicycles or 
pedestrians if the circulation within the site maintained clear visibility. The design of the 
bicycle and walking trails, and parking areas would be reviewed and approved by the 
City’s traffic engineer and fire department ensuring the project would have a less than 
significant impact and would not generate an hazardous designs. The development at the 
park would increase demand for bicycle parking and secure bicycle parking would be 
provided as part of the project.  

e) Less than Significant. The proposed project would revitalize the 22-acre site by 
constructing a park, thus it would involve physical changes to the site that could affect 
emergency access. The design of the parking areas and emergency access would be 
reviewed and approved by the City’s traffic engineer and fire department and therefore, 
the project would have a less than significant impact on emergency access. 

f) Less than Significant. Altering the use of the project site from underutilized industrial 
land to recreational use would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportation. Therefore, there would be a less than significant 
impact related to alternative transportation. 

References 

ESA, Field Reconnaissance Survey, May 9, 2014. 

SANDAG (San Diego Regional Planning Agency), San Diego Traffic Generators, April 2002. 

Project description and plans. 
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Utilities and Service Systems 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS —  
Would the project: 

    

a) Conflict with wastewater treatment requirements of 
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider that would serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

    

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

    

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

    

 

Discussion 

a,b,e) Less than Significant. Wastewater from the project would be treated by the East Bay 
Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) at the Main Wastewater Treatment Plant 
(MWWTP), located at the foot of the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge in the City of 
Oakland. The wastewater treatment plant is permitted by the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB) and effluent from the plant is regularly monitored to ensure 
that water quality standards are not violated. There have been no violation of water 
quality standards by the treatment plant in the last couple years (August 1, 2010 through 
March 1, 2013), and there are no RWQCB enforcement actions pending against EBMUD 
(SWRCB, 2013). EBMUD’s MWWTP has excess dry weather flow capacity of 66 mgd. 

Wastewater associated with the project would be generated from bathroom facilities, 
drinking fountains, and the yard house building. These facilities would be connected to 
sanitary sewer infrastructure, but are not expected to generate a substantial amount of 
new wastewater. Wastewater generated by the project would not contain any unusual 
pollutants that would be within the existing dry weather capacity and permitted discharge 
volume of the treatment plant. 
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In January 2009, EBMUD entered into a Stipulated Order for Preliminary Relief 
(Stipulated Order) from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB), and San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB), which contains measures that EBMUD is required to implement in 
order to address inadequately treated sewage to San Francisco Bay during wet weather 
conditions (Alameda, 2013). The intent of the stipulated order is to formulate long-term 
solutions to minimize the high level of infiltration to the East Bay collection systems and 
eliminate the discharge of the excess flows from the EBMUD’s wet weather facilities. 
Subsequently, in March 2011, the East Bay wastewater collection agencies (referred to as 
“Satellites”), including the City of Alameda, entered into a Stipulated Order with the 
EPA, SWRCB, and the RWQCB. This particular Stipulated Order obligates Satellites to 
improve management of their wastewater collection systems, to address sanitary sewer 
overflows, and to reduce inflow and infiltration (I&I) in their collection systems.   

Consistent with the Stipulated Order, the proposed project would construct new 
wastewater infrastructure to connect facilities onsite to nearby collection and conveyance 
pipelines. The City would work with EBMUD to ensure any new sewer infrastructure 
would reduce I&I flows entering the system in wet weather conditions and thereby 
reduce wet weather flows to the MWWTP. Such improvements would be expected to 
further ensure that the project does not contribute to exceedances of RWQCB treatment 
standards for water discharged to the Bay; therefore, this impact would be less than 
significant.  

b) Less than Significant. EBMUD provides potable water service to the City of Alameda 
and other communities within Contra Costa and Alameda Counties. EBMUD also owns 
and maintains the distribution pipeline facilities within public streets throughout its 
service area. Raw water is treated at EBMUD’s Orinda filter plant and conveyed to 
Alameda via pipeline. EBMUD owns and operates a 24-inch water transmission line that 
crosses the Oakland/Alameda Estuary near the Webster/Posey Tubes. This facility 
supplies water to the majority of the west end of Alameda (City of Alameda, 2013).  

The proposed project would generate a minimal increased demand of domestic water, as 
it would only have a restrooms and drinking fountains. The current total District-wide 
consumption is approximately 220 mgd (EBMUD, 2012), and the project’s incremental 
water demand would be less than significant. With a current treatment capacity of 375 
mgd, EBMUD can accommodate projected future demand with the available treatment 
capacity. The proposed project’s incremental increase in demand would not be 
significant, and would not require the construction of new water treatment facilities or the 
expansion of such facilities. 

The project would include construction of water conveyance pipelines to connect to 
EBMUD’s main distribution system, at existing connection points on Sherman Street and 
Atlantic Avenue. Construction of these pipelines could result in potentially significant 
environmental impacts but implementation of mitigation measures described throughout this 
IS/MND would reduce construction-related impacts to a less-than-significant level (i.e, 



Draft Initial Study 

 

Jean Sweeney Open Space Park 81 ESA / 140118 

Final Initial Study June 2014 

construction mitigation measures related to air quality, noise, hydrology, and 
transportation). 

As described above, the proposed project’s incremental increase in demand would not be 
significant. EBMUD’s MWWTP has a current average dry weather flow capacity of 
approximately 54 mgd and a permitted dry weather flow of 120 mgd; therefore, the 
excess dry weather flow capacity is 66 mgd (Alameda, 2013). EBMUD would have 
adequate dry weather capacity at the MWWTP for the project’s anticipated wastewater 
flows. 

The proposed project would require the construction of new pipelines to connect on site 
facilities to wastewater collection and conveyance pipes. As described for criterion a.) 
above, as part of EBMUD’s Stipulated Order, the City will work with EBMUD to reduce 
the amount of I&I entering the wastewater collection system. Since the MWWTP and the 
EBMUD interceptor are expected to have adequate capacity to serve projected new 
demand generated by the proposed project, the project would not require the construction 
of any new wastewater treatment facilities or the expansion of such facilities. Therefore, 
impacts on existing wastewater treatment facilities would be less than significant 

c) Less than Significant. The City storm collection drain system provides for storm water 
runoff from City streets along gutters and through underground pipes to discharge into 
waterways that drain to San Francisco Bay. The system is designed for the control of 
flooding only and does not provide any treatment to the storm water runoff. As part of the 
project, a new stormwater collection and drainage system would be installed which 
would include new inlets and pipelines appropriately sized to convey the site run-off. 
These pipelines would connect to the City’s existing storm drainage system and 
eventually discharge to the Arbor Street Pump Station. In addition, a seasonal water 
feature and bioswales would detain storm water onsite. 

Construction activities associated with the new storm water drainage facilities would 
include in-street trenching and excavation work. Such activities would be temporary and, 
as described in Section 9, Hydrology and Water Quality, would be required to comply 
with the requirements of the RWQCB concerning discharges of stormwater during 
project construction, the project applicant would be required to obtain a NPDES permit 
for construction activities and prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
that would outline construction stormwater quality management practices based on the 
Alameda County Clean Water Program (ACCWP) Stormwater Quality Management 
Plan. The SWPPP would describe erosion control measures similar to those 
recommended by the ACCWP which are designed to reduce the potential for pollutants to 
contact stormwater and eliminate or reduce discharge of materials to stormwater during 
on-land construction.  For a detailed discussion of impacts, mitigation measures, and 
permits regarding construction and operation of the proposed improvements to the project 
site’s stormwater system, please refer to Hydrology and Water Quality Section. Through 
compliance with the requirements of necessary permits, standard construction 
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specifications incorporated as part of the project, and mitigation measures identified in 
the abovementioned sections, environmental impacts would be less than significant.  

The proposed project would be required to adhere to the C.3. provision in the NPDES by 
including specific site design features that minimize land features and impervious 
surfaces and providing for implementation of Low Impact Development (LID) measures, 
which would include bio-treatment areas to treat stormwater runoff from impervious 
areas on the project site prior to discharging into the stormwater system. These bio-
treatment areas would be integrated in areas with excess landscaping adjacent to parking 
areas or buildings. With implementation of LID measures and compliance with C.3 
provisions, operation impacts of the new storm drainage system would be considered less 
than significant. 

d) Less than Significant. See the discussion under criterion b.), above, for discussion of the 
incremental increase in water demand that would be generated by the proposed project. 
Site landscaping would be sustained with potable water, including lawn areas, natural 
landscape areas, and existing vegetated areas.  Water would be needed for irrigation to 
support the community garden, demonstration garden, entry garden, fruit orchard, and 
butterfly garden. Water would also be required for onsite drinking fountains, and two 
restroom facilities. 

EBMUD is expected to have the capacity to meet the projected increase in potable water 
supplies. In addition, according to EBMUD’s Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) 
2010, EBMUD’s water supply is adequate to meet existing and projected demand 
through 2030 under normal conditions and up to two years of drought. EBMUD also 
implements numerous water conservation and recycling programs to reduce demand and 
develops projects to manage future water supply needs. The water demand projections 
used by EBMUD are derived from a land-use based demand forecast that reflects the 
City’s plans and policies, and assumes an amount of future development permitted under 
the General Plan’s growth management ordinance and additional growth. For these 
reasons, the proposed project would be adequately served by the existing water supply 
and the impact would be less than significant.  

e) Less than Significant. See the discussion under criterion b.), above, for discussion of the 
incremental increase in wastewater that would be generated by the proposed project. As 
described above, by improving the wastewater collection system within the project site, 
EBMUD’s MWWTP would have adequate capacity to serve the project’s estimated 
wastewater flows in addition to the plant’s existing average wastewater flows. The 
Estuary siphon facility and the EBMUD interceptor would also have adequate capacity 
for proposed wastewater flows generated by full buildout of the proposed project. 
Because this would be a very small increase over current average flow rates and because 
the plant has adequate dry weather capacity, the project would not substantially increase 
wastewater service demands. For these reasons, impacts related to wastewater treatment 
capacity would be less than significant.  
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f,g) Less than Significant. The City of Alameda delivers its solid waste to the Davis Street 
Resource Recovery Complex located in San Leandro, where it is sorted and recyclable 
materials are recovered. Residual solid waste is disposed at the Altamont Landfill, which 
accepts the following types of waste: ash, construction/demolition, contaminated soil, 
green materials, industrial, mixed municipal, other designated waste, tires, shreds. This 
landfill has an estimated permitted capacity of 62,000,000 cubic yards, a daily permitted 
capacity of 11,500 tons per day (CalRecycle, 2013), and an estimated remaining capacity 
of 47,220,000 cubic yards as of 2012 (Alameda County Environmental Health 
Department, 2013). The City has a diversion rate of 72 percent (as of 2011), which is 
above Assembly Bill 939 diversion goals (Stopwaste.Org, 2013). Measure D (the 
Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling Initiative Charter Amendment), 
requires the County to divert 75 percent of solid waste from the landfill by 2010. 

Construction Impacts  

Solid waste generated by buildout of the proposed project (from construction debris) 
would largely consist of the removal of the concrete pads. When structures are 
“deconstructed,” rather than demolished, wood and fixtures could be retained for resale 
or other reuse rather than disposed, and the majority of such materials can be diverted 
from the waste stream (City of Alameda, 2002). Deconstructed materials can be diverted 
from landfills to recycling and reuse markets. Solid waste generated from demolition of 
existing utility systems would also require disposal. Because the portions of existing 
utility systems within development areas may either be abandoned in place or removed 
and disposed, the amount of solid waste generated from demolition of existing utility 
systems is unknown at this time.  

In addition, the project would be required to comply with Chapter XXI, Section 21 of the 
City of Alameda Municipal Code, which requires that new developments submit plans 
for managing construction debris to promote separation of waste types and recycling. 
These plans would need to be prepared in coordination with City staff, the project 
sponsor(s), and demolition subcontractors, and must be approved by City staff prior to 
issuance of a demolition permit. Compliance with the City’s Municipal Code regarding 
management of construction debris, project construction would result in less-than-
significant impacts on landfill capacity.    

Operation Impacts 

The proposed project would create a public recreational facility, the use of which could 
incrementally generate solid waste. The Department of Public Works would be 
responsible for trash pickups and waste would be collected by Alameda County 
Industries. Whenever feasible, solid waste would be recycled to help the city comply with 
AB 939. The proposed project would not conflict with or interfere with the City’s ability 
to implement its adopted solid waste management programs and policies, including the 
Citywide integrated waste management plan and Chapter XXI, Section 21 of the City of 
Alameda Municipal Code, or Alameda County’s Measure D. The project would be served 
by weekly curbside pickup of recyclable materials by ACI. Waste generated by the 
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proposed project would enter the same stream as other area waste collected by ACI, and 
would be subject to the same stream as other area waste collected by ACI, and would be 
subject to the same existing requirements regarding recycling and solid waste disposal. 
Because existing solid waste collection and disposal in Alameda complies with current 
federal, State and local requirements, and because the project’s solid waste would enter 
the same existing disposal stream, the proposed project would not violate any federal, 
State, or local statutes or regulations related to solid waste. 
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Mandatory Findings of Significance 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE —  
Would the project: 

    

a) Have the potential to degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish 
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population 
to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to 
eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the 
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered 
plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the 
major periods of California history or prehistory? 

    

b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects)? 

    

c) Have environmental effects that would cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 

    

 

Discussion 

a) Less than Significant with Mitigation. Based upon background research and site visits, 
with implementation of mitigation measures identified in this Initial Study, the project 
does not have the potential to substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, 
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to 
eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare 
or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory. Any potential short-term increases in potential effects to 
the environment during construction are mitigated to a less-than-significant level, as 
described throughout the Initial Study. 

b) Less than Significant with Mitigation. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15183, the environmental analysis in this Initial Study was conducted to 
determine if there were any project-specific effects from the proposed project. The 
proposed park project would not have a cumulatively significant impact, either 
individually or combined with other projects in the vicinity, which could not be mitigated 
to a less-than-significant level. The proposed project would contribute to environmental 
effects in the areas of biological resources, air quality, temporary increases in 
construction-generated dust and noise, a temporary increase in sedimentation and water 
quality effects during construction, potential hazardous materials considerations with new 
development, and short-term traffic impacts during demolition and construction. 
Mitigation measures incorporated herein mitigate any potential contribution to 
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cumulative impacts associated with these environmental issues to a less-than-significant 
level, and would preclude the project from making a substantial contribution to 
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the proposed project does not have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively considerable. 

c) Less than Significant with Mitigation. The project may have significant adverse effects 
on human beings in the areas of air quality, noise, and traffic during construction, and 
with hazardous materials considerations with redevelopment of the site. Mitigation 
measures identified in this Initial Study would reduce the effects to less-than-significant 
level. 
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5. Mitigation Measures Identified in this Initial Study 

1. Mitigation Measure AIR-1: During active construction, the City shall require construction 
contractors to implement all the BAAQMD’s Basic Construction Mitigation Measures, 
listed below: 

1. All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded areas, and 
unpaved access roads) shall be watered two times per day.  

2. All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off-site shall be 
covered. 

3. All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed using 
wet power vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power 
sweeping is prohibited. 

4. All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 mph. 

5. All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be completed as soon as 
possible. Building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading unless 
seeding or soil binders are used. 

6. Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or 
reducing the maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California 
airborne toxics control measure Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of 
Regulations [CCR]). Clear signage shall be provided for construction workers at all 
access points. 

7. All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance 
with manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified 
mechanic and determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation. 

8. Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact at the 
Lead Agency regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond and take 
corrective action within 48 hours. The Air District’s phone number shall also be 
visible to ensure compliance with applicable regulations. 

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

In coordination with the City, surveys shall be performed during breeding bird season 
(February 1 – August 31) no more than 14 days prior to construction activities listed above 
in order to locate any active passerine nests within 250 feet of the project site and any 
active raptor nests within 500 feet of the project site. Surveys shall be performed in 
accessible areas within 500 feet of the project site and include suitable habitat within line of 
sight as access is available.  Building renovation, tree and vegetation removal, and new 
construction activities performed between September 1 and January 31 avoid the general 
nesting period for birds and therefore would not require pre-construction surveys.  
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If active nests are found on either the project site or within the 500-foot survey buffer 
surrounding the project site, no-work buffer zones shall be established around the nests. 
Buffer distances will consider physical and visual barriers between the active nest and 
project activities, existing noise sources and disturbance, as well as sensitivity of the bird 
species to disturbance. Modification of standard buffer distances, 250 feet for active 
passerine nests and 500 feet for active raptor nests, will be determined by a qualified 
biologist in coordination with CDFW. No building renovation, vegetation removal, or 
ground-disturbing activities including remediation or grading shall occur within a buffer 
zone until young have fledged or the nest is otherwise abandoned as determined by the 
qualified biologist. If work during the nesting season stops for 14 days or more and then 
resumes, then nesting bird surveys shall be repeated, to ensure that no new birds have 
begun nesting in the area. 

3. Mitigation Measure BIO-1b: Preconstruction Surveys for Bat Roosting Sites. Potential 
direct and indirect disturbances to bats shall be identified by locating colonies and 
instituting protective measures prior to construction. No more than two weeks in advance 
of initiation of building renovation activities onsite or initiation of construction within 100 
feet of trees or structures providing potential bat roosting sites, a qualified biologist shall 
conduct pre-construction surveys for bat roosts. No activities that could disturb active 
roosts shall proceed prior to the completed surveys.  

If a maternity colony is located within the project site during pre-construction surveys, the 
project shall be redesigned to avoid impacts if feasible, and a no-disturbance buffer 
acceptable in size to the CDFW shall be created around the roost. Bat roosts (maternity or 
otherwise) initiated during construction are generally presumed to be unaffected by 
increased noise, vibration, or human activity, and no buffer is necessary as long as roost 
sites are not directly altered or destroyed. However, the “take” of individuals is still 
prohibited at any time.  

If there is a maternity colony present and the project cannot be redesigned to avoid removal 
of the tree or structure inhabited by the bats, removal of that tree or renovation of that 
structure shall not commence until after young are flying (i.e., after July 31, confirmed by a 
qualified bat biologist) or before maternity colonies form the following year (i.e. prior to 
March 1).  

If a non-maternity roost must be removed as part of the project, the non-maternity roost 
shall be evicted prior to building renovation by a qualified biologist, using methods such as 
making holes in the roost to alter the air-flow or creating one-way funnel exits for the bats.  

If significant (e.g., maternity roosts or large non-maternity roost sites) bat roosting habitat 
is destroyed during building renovation/tree removal, artificial bat roosts shall be 
constructed in an undisturbed area in the project site vicinity away from human activity and 
at least 200 feet from project demolition/construction activities. The design and location of 
the artificial bat roost(s) shall be determined by a qualified bat biologist. 

4. Mitigation Measure BIO-2a: Wetland Delineation. In coordination with the City, a 
qualified wetland ecologist shall conduct a wetland delineation of the 22-acre proposed 
project site to identify potential waters of the state which may be present. If no waters of 
the state are identified onsite, no further action is required. Should waters of the state be 
determined present within the project site, features shall be mapped and documented in a 
report for submission to the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) which 
retains authority over isolated wetland features. 

jdybas
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5. Mitigation Measure BIO-2b: Wetland Protection. At the project site, the following 
measures shall be applied to protect state and/or federal jurisdictional wetlands: 

 A protective barrier (such as silt fencing) shall be erected around jurisdictional 
features identified on the project site to isolate and protect from impact under 
project activities.  

 Signs that read “Environmentally Sensitive Area–Keep Out” shall be installed on 
the fencing to identify sensitive habitat. 

 No equipment mobilization, grading, clearing, or storage of equipment or 
machinery, or similar activity shall occur at the project site until wetland protection 
fencing has been inspected and approved by a qualified biologist. 

 Temporary fencing shall be continuously maintained until all project construction 
is completed. 

6. Mitigation Measure BIO-2c: Wetland Mitigation. Wetland Mitigation. If avoidance of 
state jurisdictional features found on the property is not feasible under the proposed project, 
impacts to these features shall be mitigated through one of the following options: 

 Purchase of appropriate amount of credits at an approved wetlands mitigation 
bank; 

 Payment into an approved in-lieu fee program to preserve or restore wetlands in 
the same watershed; 

 Onsite mitigation, consisting of creation, restoration, enhancement or 
preservation, or combination thereof; or 

 Off-site mitigation. 

7. Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Coast Live Oak Tree Protection. The City shall ensure that 
prior to project development and throughout each phase of project activities that have the 
potential to result in impacts on coast live oak trees, protected under the City ordinance and 
located within the project area, the project applicant shall take the following steps to avoid 
direct and indirect impacts to protected trees: 

 A Tree Protection Zone shall be established around each tree to be preserved prior to 
construction. No grading, excavation, construction or storage of materials shall occur 
within that zone. Tree Protection Zones shall be established with fencing at the tree 
dripline in all directions, and remain until construction is complete. Street trees will 
not be fenced to allow continued vehicle and pedestrian access as necessary. The 
lower 8-10’ of protected street tree trunks shall be wrapped with straw wattles (or a 
similar material). Should excavation be necessary around street tree roots in support 
of street and sidewalk improvements, or should root pruning be necessary, excavation 
and root pruning shall be monitored by a certified arborist.   

 Street tree canopy shall be pruned to allow construction and access clearance, under 
the supervision of a certified arborist, and prior to demolition of existing buildings. 
Demolition adjacent protected street trees shall be monitored by a certified arborist.   

 Should protected trees become damaged during construction, tree condition shall be 
evaluated by a certified arborist and appropriate treatments shall be applied. 
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 Where feasible, underground utilities, drain lines or irrigation lines shall be routed 
outside tree protection zones to avoid root damage. 

8. Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Rehabilitation of Belt Line Yard House. Rehabilitation of 
the Alameda Belt Line yard house shall conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
for the Treatment of Historic Properties and Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, 
Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings. The Standards require the preservation 
of character defining features that convey a building’s historical significance, and offers 
guidance about appropriate and compatible alterations to historical resources. 

9. Mitigation Measure CUL-2: Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological Resources. If 
prehistoric or historic-period archaeological resources are encountered, all ground 
disturbing activities within 100 feet shall halt and the City of Alameda shall be notified. A 
Secretary of the Interior-qualified archaeologist shall inspect the findings within 24 hours 
of discovery. If it is determined that the project could damage a historical resource or a 
unique archaeological resource (as defined pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines), mitigation 
shall be implemented in accordance with PRC Section 21083.2 and Section 15126.4 of the 
CEQA Guidelines, with a preference for preservation in place. Consistent with Section 
15126.4(b)(3), this may be accomplished through planning construction to avoid the 
resource; incorporating the resource within open space; capping and covering the resource; 
or deeding the site into a permanent conservation easement. If avoidance is not feasible, a 
qualified archaeologist shall prepare and implement a detailed treatment plan in 
consultation with the City of Alameda and a Native American representative. Treatment of 
unique archaeological resources shall follow the applicable requirements of PRC Section 
21083.2. Treatment for most resources would consist of (but would not be not limited to) 
sample excavation, artifact collection, site documentation, and historical research, with the 
aim to target the recovery of important scientific data contained in the portion(s) of the 
significant resource to be impacted by the project. The treatment plan shall include 
provisions for analysis of data in a regional context, reporting of results within a timely 
manner, curation of artifacts and data at an approved facility, and dissemination of reports 
to local and state repositories, libraries, and interested professionals.  

10. Mitigation Measure CULT-3: Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains. If human 
remains are encountered, all ground disturbing activities within 100 feet of the find shall 
halt and the Alameda County Coroner shall be notified immediately. A qualified 
archaeologist shall also be contacted to evaluate the situation. If the human remains are of 
Native American origin, the Coroner must notify the Native American Heritage 
Commission within 24 hours of this identification. Pursuant to Section 5097.98 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Native American Heritage Commission will identify a Native 
American Most Likely Descendent to inspect the site and provide recommendations for the 
proper treatment of the remains and associated grave goods. Section 7050.5 of the 
California Health and Safety Code states that in the event of discovery or recognition of 
any human remains in any location other than a dedicated cemetery, there shall be no 
further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to 
overlie adjacent remains until the coroner of the county in which the human remains are 
discovered has determined whether or not the remains are subject to the coroner’s 
authority.  

11. Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Prior to obtaining a grading or building permit, the City shall 
obtain a qualified environmental professional to complete any remaining Phase II and 
remediation actions consistent with the findings and recommendations of the 2014 
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Targeted Site Investigation by the Source Group in accordance with regulatory oversight 
from the Alameda County Environmental Health Department (ACEHD).  Prior to receiving 
a building or grading permit, project applicant shall provide documentation from ACEHD 
that all identified contamination has been remediated to levels where no threat to human 
health or the environment remains based on the proposed future use of the project site. 

12. Mitigation Measure TRAN-1a: As part of pre-construction submittals, the contractor(s) 
shall submit a truck route plan to the City of Alameda Public Works Department for review 
and approval to help minimize impacts to adjacent neighborhoods.  

13. Mitigation Measure TRAN-1b: To the extent possible, heavy truck movements should be 
limited to the hours between 9:00 a.m. and 3:30 p.m. (or other times, if approved by the 
Public Works Department). 
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Alameda County, Annual
Sweeney Park - Alameda

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Parking Lot 180.00 Space 1.62 72,000.00 0

City Park 20.38 Acre 20.38 887,752.80 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

5

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 63

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company User Defined

2016Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

239.4 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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Project Characteristics - Utility GHG intensity factor for CO2 based on info provided by AMP (0.10859 MT CO2e/MWh), and CH4 and N2O factors for statewide
average included as a conservative assessment.
Land Use - 22 acre park, including 180 space parking lot

Construction Phase - As a conservative estimate, modeled as if whole project would be developed within about 1.5 years

Off-road Equipment - 

Off-road Equipment - 

Off-road Equipment - 

Trips and VMT - Basic building construction for project

Demolition - Assumes demo of remnant building foundations

Grading - Assumes some soil remediation will be required - export/import

Architectural Coating - Assumes small interior/exterior area for restrooms etc

Vehicle Trips - Adjusted trip rate to match 110 daily trip gen

Area Coating - Assumes small interior/exterior area for restrooms etc

Energy Use - 

Off-road Equipment - Basic buildings proposed (i.e, restrooms)

Off-road Equipment - Minimal demo

Vechicle Emission Factors - 

Vechicle Emission Factors - 

Vechicle Emission Factors - 
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Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Nonresidential_Exterior 444,956.00 2,000.00

tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Nonresidential_Interior 1,334,869.00 6,000.00

tblAreaCoating Area_Nonresidential_Exterior 444957 4000

tblAreaCoating Area_Nonresidential_Interior 1334870 6000

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 22.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 22.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 35.00 85.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 44.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 370.00 196.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 212.50 22.00

tblGrading MaterialExported 0.00 1,000.00

tblGrading MaterialImported 0.00 1,000.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 2.00

tblProjectCharacteristics CH4IntensityFactor 0 0.029

tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 0 239.4

tblProjectCharacteristics N2OIntensityFactor 0 0.006

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2016

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 157.00 4.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 81.00 2.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 403.00 20.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 1.59 5.40

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 1.59 5.40

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 1.59 5.40
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2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2015 0.5714 5.6440 3.7763 5.0300e-
003

0.2951 0.3088 0.6039 0.1492 0.2878 0.4370 0.0000 464.4684 464.4684 0.1190 0.0000 466.9666

2016 0.1375 1.0293 0.7187 1.1000e-
003

7.5500e-
003

0.0634 0.0709 2.0200e-
003

0.0593 0.0613 0.0000 99.6764 99.6764 0.0247 0.0000 100.1956

Total 0.7089 6.6732 4.4950 6.1300e-
003

0.3027 0.3722 0.6749 0.1512 0.3471 0.4983 0.0000 564.1448 564.1448 0.1437 0.0000 567.1622

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2015 0.5714 5.6440 3.7763 5.0300e-
003

0.2951 0.3088 0.6039 0.1492 0.2878 0.4370 0.0000 464.4679 464.4679 0.1190 0.0000 466.9661

2016 0.1375 1.0293 0.7187 1.1000e-
003

7.5500e-
003

0.0634 0.0709 2.0200e-
003

0.0593 0.0613 0.0000 99.6763 99.6763 0.0247 0.0000 100.1955

Total 0.7089 6.6732 4.4950 6.1300e-
003

0.3027 0.3722 0.6749 0.1512 0.3471 0.4983 0.0000 564.1442 564.1442 0.1437 0.0000 567.1615

Mitigated Construction
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 3.7513 2.0000e-
005

1.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.5800e-
003

3.5800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.7900e-
003

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 6.8803 6.8803 8.3000e-
004

1.7000e-
004

6.9512

Mobile 0.0910 0.2592 0.9392 1.3400e-
003

0.0878 3.9200e-
003

0.0917 0.0236 3.5900e-
003

0.0272 0.0000 113.1525 113.1525 5.4400e-
003

0.0000 113.2667

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.3552 0.0000 0.3552 0.0210 0.0000 0.7961

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 9.2289 9.2289 1.1200e-
003

2.3000e-
004

9.3241

Total 3.8422 0.2592 0.9411 1.3400e-
003

0.0878 3.9300e-
003

0.0917 0.0236 3.6000e-
003

0.0272 0.3552 129.2652 129.6205 0.0284 4.0000e-
004

130.3419

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 3.7513 2.0000e-
005

1.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.5800e-
003

3.5800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.7900e-
003

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 6.8803 6.8803 8.3000e-
004

1.7000e-
004

6.9512

Mobile 0.0910 0.2592 0.9392 1.3400e-
003

0.0878 3.9200e-
003

0.0917 0.0236 3.5900e-
003

0.0272 0.0000 113.1525 113.1525 5.4400e-
003

0.0000 113.2667

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.3552 0.0000 0.3552 0.0210 0.0000 0.7961

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 9.2289 9.2289 1.1200e-
003

2.3000e-
004

9.3241

Total 3.8422 0.2592 0.9411 1.3400e-
003

0.0878 3.9300e-
003

0.0917 0.0236 3.6000e-
003

0.0272 0.3552 129.2652 129.6205 0.0284 4.0000e-
004

130.3419

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Phase
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 1/1/2015 1/30/2015 5 22

2 Grading Grading 1/31/2015 5/29/2015 5 85

3 Building Construction Building Construction 5/30/2015 2/29/2016 5 196 Park landscaping, infrastructure, 
bldgs, etc

4 Paving Paving 3/1/2016 4/29/2016 5 44

5 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 4/30/2016 5/31/2016 5 22

OffRoad Equipment

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 6,000; Non-Residential Outdoor: 2,000 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 22

Acres of Paving: 0
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Excavators 1 8.00 162 0.38

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40

Grading Excavators 2 8.00 162 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 361 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 125 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 130 0.36

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 226 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 2 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor
Vehicle Class

Hauling
Vehicle Class

Demolition 3 8.00 0.00 7.00 12.40 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 8 20.00 0.00 250.00 12.40 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 12.40 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 2.00 0.00 0.00 12.40 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 7 20.00 4.00 0.00 12.40 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Demolition - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 7.4000e-
004

0.0000 7.4000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0264 0.2667 0.2004 2.2000e-
004

0.0143 0.0143 0.0135 0.0135 0.0000 20.7779 20.7779 5.0700e-
003

0.0000 20.8844

Total 0.0264 0.2667 0.2004 2.2000e-
004

7.4000e-
004

0.0143 0.0150 1.1000e-
004

0.0135 0.0136 0.0000 20.7779 20.7779 5.0700e-
003

0.0000 20.8844

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 9.0000e-
005

1.2200e-
003

9.3000e-
004

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2445 0.2445 0.0000 0.0000 0.2445

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.8000e-
004

5.6000e-
004

5.3900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

8.1000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.7524 0.7524 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.7534

Total 4.7000e-
004

1.7800e-
003

6.3200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

8.6000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

8.9000e-
004

2.3000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

2.5000e-
004

0.0000 0.9969 0.9969 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9979

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Demolition - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 7.4000e-
004

0.0000 7.4000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0264 0.2667 0.2004 2.2000e-
004

0.0143 0.0143 0.0135 0.0135 0.0000 20.7778 20.7778 5.0700e-
003

0.0000 20.8844

Total 0.0264 0.2667 0.2004 2.2000e-
004

7.4000e-
004

0.0143 0.0150 1.1000e-
004

0.0135 0.0136 0.0000 20.7778 20.7778 5.0700e-
003

0.0000 20.8844

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 9.0000e-
005

1.2200e-
003

9.3000e-
004

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2445 0.2445 0.0000 0.0000 0.2445

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.8000e-
004

5.6000e-
004

5.3900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

8.1000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.7524 0.7524 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.7534

Total 4.7000e-
004

1.7800e-
003

6.3200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

8.6000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

8.9000e-
004

2.3000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

2.5000e-
004

0.0000 0.9969 0.9969 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9979

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.2677 0.0000 0.2677 0.1420 0.0000 0.1420 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.2879 3.3595 2.1607 2.6200e-
003

0.1616 0.1616 0.1487 0.1487 0.0000 250.0794 250.0794 0.0747 0.0000 251.6472

Total 0.2879 3.3595 2.1607 2.6200e-
003

0.2677 0.1616 0.4293 0.1420 0.1487 0.2906 0.0000 250.0794 250.0794 0.0747 0.0000 251.6472

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 3.2100e-
003

0.0436 0.0332 9.0000e-
005

2.1100e-
003

6.5000e-
004

2.7600e-
003

5.8000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

1.1800e-
003

0.0000 8.7305 8.7305 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.7321

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.6500e-
003

5.3800e-
003

0.0521 9.0000e-
005

7.7200e-
003

7.0000e-
005

7.7900e-
003

2.0500e-
003

6.0000e-
005

2.1200e-
003

0.0000 7.2676 7.2676 4.4000e-
004

0.0000 7.2767

Total 6.8600e-
003

0.0490 0.0853 1.8000e-
004

9.8300e-
003

7.2000e-
004

0.0106 2.6300e-
003

6.6000e-
004

3.3000e-
003

0.0000 15.9981 15.9981 5.1000e-
004

0.0000 16.0088

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.2677 0.0000 0.2677 0.1420 0.0000 0.1420 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.2879 3.3595 2.1607 2.6200e-
003

0.1616 0.1616 0.1487 0.1487 0.0000 250.0791 250.0791 0.0747 0.0000 251.6469

Total 0.2879 3.3595 2.1607 2.6200e-
003

0.2677 0.1616 0.4293 0.1420 0.1487 0.2906 0.0000 250.0791 250.0791 0.0747 0.0000 251.6469

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 3.2100e-
003

0.0436 0.0332 9.0000e-
005

2.1100e-
003

6.5000e-
004

2.7600e-
003

5.8000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

1.1800e-
003

0.0000 8.7305 8.7305 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.7321

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.6500e-
003

5.3800e-
003

0.0521 9.0000e-
005

7.7200e-
003

7.0000e-
005

7.7900e-
003

2.0500e-
003

6.0000e-
005

2.1200e-
003

0.0000 7.2676 7.2676 4.4000e-
004

0.0000 7.2767

Total 6.8600e-
003

0.0490 0.0853 1.8000e-
004

9.8300e-
003

7.2000e-
004

0.0106 2.6300e-
003

6.6000e-
004

3.3000e-
003

0.0000 15.9981 15.9981 5.1000e-
004

0.0000 16.0088

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 5/8/2014 1:04 PMPage 12 of 29



3.4 Building Construction - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.2389 1.9215 1.1817 1.7400e-
003

0.1315 0.1315 0.1243 0.1243 0.0000 156.6569 156.6569 0.0378 0.0000 157.4511

Total 0.2389 1.9215 1.1817 1.7400e-
003

0.1315 0.1315 0.1243 0.1243 0.0000 156.6569 156.6569 0.0378 0.0000 157.4511

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 4.2000e-
003

0.0358 0.0475 7.0000e-
005

1.9900e-
003

5.9000e-
004

2.5800e-
003

5.7000e-
004

5.4000e-
004

1.1100e-
003

0.0000 6.7922 6.7922 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.7935

Worker 6.6200e-
003

9.7400e-
003

0.0944 1.7000e-
004

0.0140 1.3000e-
004

0.0141 3.7200e-
003

1.2000e-
004

3.8300e-
003

0.0000 13.1671 13.1671 7.9000e-
004

0.0000 13.1837

Total 0.0108 0.0456 0.1419 2.4000e-
004

0.0160 7.2000e-
004

0.0167 4.2900e-
003

6.6000e-
004

4.9400e-
003

0.0000 19.9593 19.9593 8.5000e-
004

0.0000 19.9772

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.2389 1.9215 1.1817 1.7400e-
003

0.1315 0.1315 0.1243 0.1243 0.0000 156.6568 156.6568 0.0378 0.0000 157.4509

Total 0.2389 1.9215 1.1817 1.7400e-
003

0.1315 0.1315 0.1243 0.1243 0.0000 156.6568 156.6568 0.0378 0.0000 157.4509

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 4.2000e-
003

0.0358 0.0475 7.0000e-
005

1.9900e-
003

5.9000e-
004

2.5800e-
003

5.7000e-
004

5.4000e-
004

1.1100e-
003

0.0000 6.7922 6.7922 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.7935

Worker 6.6200e-
003

9.7400e-
003

0.0944 1.7000e-
004

0.0140 1.3000e-
004

0.0141 3.7200e-
003

1.2000e-
004

3.8300e-
003

0.0000 13.1671 13.1671 7.9000e-
004

0.0000 13.1837

Total 0.0108 0.0456 0.1419 2.4000e-
004

0.0160 7.2000e-
004

0.0167 4.2900e-
003

6.6000e-
004

4.9400e-
003

0.0000 19.9593 19.9593 8.5000e-
004

0.0000 19.9772

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0605 0.4978 0.3178 4.7000e-
004

0.0333 0.0333 0.0314 0.0314 0.0000 42.4329 42.4329 0.0101 0.0000 42.6444

Total 0.0605 0.4978 0.3178 4.7000e-
004

0.0333 0.0333 0.0314 0.0314 0.0000 42.4329 42.4329 0.0101 0.0000 42.6444

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 1.0100e-
003

8.4900e-
003

0.0120 2.0000e-
005

5.4000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

6.7000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

0.0000 1.8306 1.8306 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.8309

Worker 1.6100e-
003

2.3800e-
003

0.0229 5.0000e-
005

3.8100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.8400e-
003

1.0100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.0400e-
003

0.0000 3.4677 3.4677 2.0000e-
004

0.0000 3.4718

Total 2.6200e-
003

0.0109 0.0350 7.0000e-
005

4.3500e-
003

1.6000e-
004

4.5100e-
003

1.1700e-
003

1.5000e-
004

1.3100e-
003

0.0000 5.2982 5.2982 2.1000e-
004

0.0000 5.3027

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0605 0.4978 0.3178 4.7000e-
004

0.0333 0.0333 0.0314 0.0314 0.0000 42.4329 42.4329 0.0101 0.0000 42.6444

Total 0.0605 0.4978 0.3178 4.7000e-
004

0.0333 0.0333 0.0314 0.0314 0.0000 42.4329 42.4329 0.0101 0.0000 42.6444

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 1.0100e-
003

8.4900e-
003

0.0120 2.0000e-
005

5.4000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

6.7000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

0.0000 1.8306 1.8306 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.8309

Worker 1.6100e-
003

2.3800e-
003

0.0229 5.0000e-
005

3.8100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.8400e-
003

1.0100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.0400e-
003

0.0000 3.4677 3.4677 2.0000e-
004

0.0000 3.4718

Total 2.6200e-
003

0.0109 0.0350 7.0000e-
005

4.3500e-
003

1.6000e-
004

4.5100e-
003

1.1700e-
003

1.5000e-
004

1.3100e-
003

0.0000 5.2982 5.2982 2.1000e-
004

0.0000 5.3027

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Paving - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0460 0.4925 0.3260 4.9000e-
004

0.0277 0.0277 0.0255 0.0255 0.0000 46.2304 46.2304 0.0139 0.0000 46.5232

Paving 2.1200e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0481 0.4925 0.3260 4.9000e-
004

0.0277 0.0277 0.0255 0.0255 0.0000 46.2304 46.2304 0.0139 0.0000 46.5232

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.2600e-
003

1.8700e-
003

0.0180 4.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.0200e-
003

8.0000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

8.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.7246 2.7246 1.5000e-
004

0.0000 2.7278

Total 1.2600e-
003

1.8700e-
003

0.0180 4.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.0200e-
003

8.0000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

8.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.7246 2.7246 1.5000e-
004

0.0000 2.7278

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Paving - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0460 0.4925 0.3260 4.9000e-
004

0.0277 0.0277 0.0255 0.0255 0.0000 46.2303 46.2303 0.0139 0.0000 46.5232

Paving 2.1200e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0481 0.4925 0.3260 4.9000e-
004

0.0277 0.0277 0.0255 0.0255 0.0000 46.2303 46.2303 0.0139 0.0000 46.5232

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.2600e-
003

1.8700e-
003

0.0180 4.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.0200e-
003

8.0000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

8.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.7246 2.7246 1.5000e-
004

0.0000 2.7278

Total 1.2600e-
003

1.8700e-
003

0.0180 4.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.0200e-
003

8.0000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

8.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.7246 2.7246 1.5000e-
004

0.0000 2.7278

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Architectural Coating - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 0.0209 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.0500e-
003

0.0261 0.0207 3.0000e-
005

2.1600e-
003

2.1600e-
003

2.1600e-
003

2.1600e-
003

0.0000 2.8086 2.8086 3.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.8155

Total 0.0249 0.0261 0.0207 3.0000e-
005

2.1600e-
003

2.1600e-
003

2.1600e-
003

2.1600e-
003

0.0000 2.8086 2.8086 3.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.8155

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 8.0000e-
005

1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
003

0.0000 2.0000e-
004

0.0000 2.0000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1816 0.1816 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1819

Total 8.0000e-
005

1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
003

0.0000 2.0000e-
004

0.0000 2.0000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1816 0.1816 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1819

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.6 Architectural Coating - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 0.0209 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.0500e-
003

0.0261 0.0207 3.0000e-
005

2.1600e-
003

2.1600e-
003

2.1600e-
003

2.1600e-
003

0.0000 2.8086 2.8086 3.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.8155

Total 0.0249 0.0261 0.0207 3.0000e-
005

2.1600e-
003

2.1600e-
003

2.1600e-
003

2.1600e-
003

0.0000 2.8086 2.8086 3.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.8155

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 8.0000e-
005

1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
003

0.0000 2.0000e-
004

0.0000 2.0000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1816 0.1816 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1819

Total 8.0000e-
005

1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
003

0.0000 2.0000e-
004

0.0000 2.0000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1816 0.1816 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1819

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0910 0.2592 0.9392 1.3400e-
003

0.0878 3.9200e-
003

0.0917 0.0236 3.5900e-
003

0.0272 0.0000 113.1525 113.1525 5.4400e-
003

0.0000 113.2667

Unmitigated 0.0910 0.2592 0.9392 1.3400e-
003

0.0878 3.9200e-
003

0.0917 0.0236 3.5900e-
003

0.0272 0.0000 113.1525 113.1525 5.4400e-
003

0.0000 113.2667

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

City Park 110.05 110.05 110.05 234,945 234,945
Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 110.05 110.05 110.05 234,945 234,945

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

City Park 9.50 7.30 7.30 33.00 48.00 19.00 66 28 6

Parking Lot 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.542757 0.062006 0.168650 0.114572 0.031552 0.004717 0.018583 0.044562 0.001747 0.003723 0.005493 0.000211 0.001428
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5.0 Energy Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 6.8803 6.8803 8.3000e-
004

1.7000e-
004

6.9512

Electricity
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 6.8803 6.8803 8.3000e-
004

1.7000e-
004

6.9512

NaturalGas
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

Historical Energy Use: N
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Parking Lot 63360 6.8803 8.3000e-
004

1.7000e-
004

6.9512

Total 6.8803 8.3000e-
004

1.7000e-
004

6.9512

Unmitigated

Electricity
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Parking Lot 63360 6.8803 8.3000e-
004

1.7000e-
004

6.9512

City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 6.8803 8.3000e-
004

1.7000e-
004

6.9512

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 3.7513 2.0000e-
005

1.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.5800e-
003

3.5800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.7900e-
003

Unmitigated 3.7513 2.0000e-
005

1.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.5800e-
003

3.5800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.7900e-
003

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural
Coating

2.7800e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer
Products

3.7483 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.8000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

1.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.5800e-
003

3.5800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.7900e-
003

Total 3.7513 2.0000e-
005

1.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.5800e-
003

3.5800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.7900e-
003

Unmitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 9.2289 1.1200e-
003

2.3000e-
004

9.3241

Unmitigated 9.2289 1.1200e-
003

2.3000e-
004

9.3241

7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural
Coating

2.7800e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer
Products

3.7483 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.8000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

1.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.5800e-
003

3.5800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.7900e-
003

Total 3.7513 2.0000e-
005

1.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.5800e-
003

3.5800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.7900e-
003

Mitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

City Park 0 / 
24.2824

9.2289 1.1200e-
003

2.3000e-
004

9.3241

Parking Lot 0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 9.2289 1.1200e-
003

2.3000e-
004

9.3241

Unmitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

City Park 0 / 
24.2824

9.2289 1.1200e-
003

2.3000e-
004

9.3241

Parking Lot 0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 9.2289 1.1200e-
003

2.3000e-
004

9.3241

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Mitigated 0.3552 0.0210 0.0000 0.7961

 Unmitigated 0.3552 0.0210 0.0000 0.7961

Category/Year

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

City Park 1.75 0.3552 0.0210 0.0000 0.7961

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.3552 0.0210 0.0000 0.7961

Unmitigated
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10.0 Vegetation

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

City Park 1.75 0.3552 0.0210 0.0000 0.7961

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.3552 0.0210 0.0000 0.7961

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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Alameda County, Summer
Sweeney Park - Alameda

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Parking Lot 180.00 Space 1.62 72,000.00 0

City Park 20.38 Acre 20.38 887,752.80 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

5

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 63

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company User Defined

2016Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

239.4 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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Project Characteristics - Utility GHG intensity factor for CO2 based on info provided by AMP (0.10859 MT CO2e/MWh), and CH4 and N2O factors for statewide
average included as a conservative assessment.
Land Use - 22 acre park, including 180 space parking lot

Construction Phase - As a conservative estimate, modeled as if whole project would be developed within about 1.5 years

Off-road Equipment - 

Off-road Equipment - 

Off-road Equipment - 

Trips and VMT - Basic building construction for project

Demolition - Assumes demo of remnant building foundations

Grading - Assumes some soil remediation will be required - export/import

Architectural Coating - Assumes small interior/exterior area for restrooms etc

Vehicle Trips - Adjusted trip rate to match 110 daily trip gen

Area Coating - Assumes small interior/exterior area for restrooms etc

Energy Use - 

Off-road Equipment - Basic buildings proposed (i.e, restrooms)

Off-road Equipment - Minimal demo

Vechicle Emission Factors - 

Vechicle Emission Factors - 

Vechicle Emission Factors - 
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Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Nonresidential_Exterior 444,956.00 2,000.00

tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Nonresidential_Interior 1,334,869.00 6,000.00

tblAreaCoating Area_Nonresidential_Exterior 444957 4000

tblAreaCoating Area_Nonresidential_Interior 1334870 6000

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 22.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 22.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 35.00 85.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 44.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 370.00 196.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 212.50 22.00

tblGrading MaterialExported 0.00 1,000.00

tblGrading MaterialImported 0.00 1,000.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 2.00

tblProjectCharacteristics CH4IntensityFactor 0 0.029

tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 0 239.4

tblProjectCharacteristics N2OIntensityFactor 0 0.006

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2016

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 157.00 4.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 81.00 2.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 403.00 20.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 1.59 5.40

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 1.59 5.40

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 1.59 5.40
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2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2015 6.9357 80.1465 52.7570 0.0663 6.5391 3.8192 10.3583 3.4043 3.5136 6.9180 0.0000 6,915.977
2

6,915.977
2

1.9496 0.0000 6,956.919
6

2016 3.0059 24.1956 16.7226 0.0259 0.2153 1.5924 1.8077 0.0577 1.5034 1.5611 0.0000 2,519.861
4

2,519.861
4

0.7064 0.0000 2,534.696
4

Total 9.9416 104.3421 69.4796 0.0922 6.7544 5.4115 12.1660 3.4620 5.0171 8.4791 0.0000 9,435.838
6

9,435.838
6

2.6561 0.0000 9,491.616
0

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2015 6.9357 80.1465 52.7570 0.0663 6.5391 3.8192 10.3583 3.4043 3.5136 6.9180 0.0000 6,915.977
2

6,915.977
2

1.9496 0.0000 6,956.919
6

2016 3.0059 24.1956 16.7226 0.0259 0.2153 1.5924 1.8077 0.0577 1.5034 1.5611 0.0000 2,519.861
4

2,519.861
4

0.7064 0.0000 2,534.696
4

Total 9.9416 104.3421 69.4796 0.0922 6.7544 5.4115 12.1660 3.4620 5.0171 8.4791 0.0000 9,435.838
6

9,435.838
6

2.6561 0.0000 9,491.616
0

Mitigated Construction
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 5/8/2014 1:11 PMPage 5 of 25



2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 20.5560 2.0000e-
004

0.0210 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0439 0.0439 1.2000e-
004

0.0465

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.5069 1.3452 4.8171 7.7600e-
003

0.5009 0.0215 0.5223 0.1342 0.0197 0.1538 723.0227 723.0227 0.0330 723.7147

Total 21.0628 1.3454 4.8381 7.7600e-
003

0.5009 0.0215 0.5224 0.1342 0.0198 0.1539 723.0666 723.0666 0.0331 0.0000 723.7612

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 20.5560 2.0000e-
004

0.0210 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0439 0.0439 1.2000e-
004

0.0465

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.5069 1.3452 4.8171 7.7600e-
003

0.5009 0.0215 0.5223 0.1342 0.0197 0.1538 723.0227 723.0227 0.0330 723.7147

Total 21.0628 1.3454 4.8381 7.7600e-
003

0.5009 0.0215 0.5224 0.1342 0.0198 0.1539 723.0666 723.0666 0.0331 0.0000 723.7612

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 1/1/2015 1/30/2015 5 22

2 Grading Grading 1/31/2015 5/29/2015 5 85

3 Building Construction Building Construction 5/30/2015 2/29/2016 5 196 Park landscaping, infrastructure, 
bldgs, etc

4 Paving Paving 3/1/2016 4/29/2016 5 44

5 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 4/30/2016 5/31/2016 5 22

OffRoad Equipment

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 6,000; Non-Residential Outdoor: 2,000 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 22

Acres of Paving: 0
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Excavators 1 8.00 162 0.38

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40

Grading Excavators 2 8.00 162 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 361 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 125 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 130 0.36

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 226 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 2 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor
Vehicle Class

Hauling
Vehicle Class

Demolition 3 8.00 0.00 7.00 12.40 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 8 20.00 0.00 250.00 12.40 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 12.40 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 2.00 0.00 0.00 12.40 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 7 20.00 4.00 0.00 12.40 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Demolition - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.0671 0.0000 0.0671 0.0102 0.0000 0.0102 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.4020 24.2462 18.2190 0.0204 1.2993 1.2993 1.2264 1.2264 2,082.152
0

2,082.152
0

0.5083 2,092.826
1

Total 2.4020 24.2462 18.2190 0.0204 0.0671 1.2993 1.3664 0.0102 1.2264 1.2366 2,082.152
0

2,082.152
0

0.5083 2,092.826
1

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 7.4500e-
003

0.1069 0.0666 2.4000e-
004

5.5500e-
003

1.6600e-
003

7.2100e-
003

1.5200e-
003

1.5300e-
003

3.0500e-
003

24.5206 24.5206 2.1000e-
004

24.5249

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0367 0.0445 0.5207 9.4000e-
004

0.0754 6.6000e-
004

0.0761 0.0200 6.0000e-
004

0.0206 81.2293 81.2293 4.5300e-
003

81.3244

Total 0.0441 0.1515 0.5873 1.1800e-
003

0.0810 2.3200e-
003

0.0833 0.0215 2.1300e-
003

0.0237 105.7498 105.7498 4.7400e-
003

105.8493

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Demolition - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.0671 0.0000 0.0671 0.0102 0.0000 0.0102 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.4020 24.2462 18.2190 0.0204 1.2993 1.2993 1.2264 1.2264 0.0000 2,082.152
0

2,082.152
0

0.5083 2,092.826
1

Total 2.4020 24.2462 18.2190 0.0204 0.0671 1.2993 1.3664 0.0102 1.2264 1.2366 0.0000 2,082.152
0

2,082.152
0

0.5083 2,092.826
1

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 7.4500e-
003

0.1069 0.0666 2.4000e-
004

5.5500e-
003

1.6600e-
003

7.2100e-
003

1.5200e-
003

1.5300e-
003

3.0500e-
003

24.5206 24.5206 2.1000e-
004

24.5249

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0367 0.0445 0.5207 9.4000e-
004

0.0754 6.6000e-
004

0.0761 0.0200 6.0000e-
004

0.0206 81.2293 81.2293 4.5300e-
003

81.3244

Total 0.0441 0.1515 0.5873 1.1800e-
003

0.0810 2.3200e-
003

0.0833 0.0215 2.1300e-
003

0.0237 105.7498 105.7498 4.7400e-
003

105.8493

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.2992 0.0000 6.2992 3.3403 0.0000 3.3403 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 6.7751 79.0467 50.8400 0.0618 3.8022 3.8022 3.4980 3.4980 6,486.243
3

6,486.243
3

1.9364 6,526.908
0

Total 6.7751 79.0467 50.8400 0.0618 6.2992 3.8022 10.1014 3.3403 3.4980 6.8383 6,486.243
3

6,486.243
3

1.9364 6,526.908
0

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0689 0.9885 0.6151 2.2300e-
003

0.0513 0.0153 0.0666 0.0141 0.0141 0.0282 226.6607 226.6607 1.9000e-
003

226.7007

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0917 0.1113 1.3019 2.3400e-
003

0.1886 1.6500e-
003

0.1903 0.0500 1.5100e-
003

0.0515 203.0732 203.0732 0.0113 203.3109

Total 0.1606 1.0998 1.9170 4.5700e-
003

0.2399 0.0170 0.2569 0.0641 0.0156 0.0797 429.7339 429.7339 0.0132 430.0116

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.2992 0.0000 6.2992 3.3403 0.0000 3.3403 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 6.7751 79.0467 50.8400 0.0618 3.8022 3.8022 3.4980 3.4980 0.0000 6,486.243
3

6,486.243
3

1.9364 6,526.908
0

Total 6.7751 79.0467 50.8400 0.0618 6.2992 3.8022 10.1014 3.3403 3.4980 6.8383 0.0000 6,486.243
3

6,486.243
3

1.9364 6,526.908
0

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0689 0.9885 0.6151 2.2300e-
003

0.0513 0.0153 0.0666 0.0141 0.0141 0.0282 226.6607 226.6607 1.9000e-
003

226.7007

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0917 0.1113 1.3019 2.3400e-
003

0.1886 1.6500e-
003

0.1903 0.0500 1.5100e-
003

0.0515 203.0732 203.0732 0.0113 203.3109

Total 0.1606 1.0998 1.9170 4.5700e-
003

0.2399 0.0170 0.2569 0.0641 0.0156 0.0797 429.7339 429.7339 0.0132 430.0116

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 3.1025 24.9545 15.3465 0.0226 1.7076 1.7076 1.6140 1.6140 2,242.658
7

2,242.658
7

0.5414 2,254.028
0

Total 3.1025 24.9545 15.3465 0.0226 1.7076 1.7076 1.6140 1.6140 2,242.658
7

2,242.658
7

0.5414 2,254.028
0

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0483 0.4498 0.4672 9.6000e-
004

0.0267 7.5700e-
003

0.0343 7.6300e-
003

6.9600e-
003

0.0146 97.5451 97.5451 8.7000e-
004

97.5634

Worker 0.0917 0.1113 1.3019 2.3400e-
003

0.1886 1.6500e-
003

0.1903 0.0500 1.5100e-
003

0.0515 203.0732 203.0732 0.0113 203.3109

Total 0.1400 0.5612 1.7691 3.3000e-
003

0.2153 9.2200e-
003

0.2245 0.0577 8.4700e-
003

0.0661 300.6183 300.6183 0.0122 300.8743

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 3.1025 24.9545 15.3465 0.0226 1.7076 1.7076 1.6140 1.6140 0.0000 2,242.658
7

2,242.658
7

0.5414 2,254.028
0

Total 3.1025 24.9545 15.3465 0.0226 1.7076 1.7076 1.6140 1.6140 0.0000 2,242.658
7

2,242.658
7

0.5414 2,254.028
0

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0483 0.4498 0.4672 9.6000e-
004

0.0267 7.5700e-
003

0.0343 7.6300e-
003

6.9600e-
003

0.0146 97.5451 97.5451 8.7000e-
004

97.5634

Worker 0.0917 0.1113 1.3019 2.3400e-
003

0.1886 1.6500e-
003

0.1903 0.0500 1.5100e-
003

0.0515 203.0732 203.0732 0.0113 203.3109

Total 0.1400 0.5612 1.7691 3.3000e-
003

0.2153 9.2200e-
003

0.2245 0.0577 8.4700e-
003

0.0661 300.6183 300.6183 0.0122 300.8743

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 2.8813 23.7049 15.1326 0.0226 1.5848 1.5848 1.4965 1.4965 2,227.346
8

2,227.346
8

0.5287 2,238.450
1

Total 2.8813 23.7049 15.1326 0.0226 1.5848 1.5848 1.4965 1.4965 2,227.346
8

2,227.346
8

0.5287 2,238.450
1

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0425 0.3912 0.4249 9.6000e-
004

0.0267 6.0600e-
003

0.0328 7.6300e-
003

5.5700e-
003

0.0132 96.3959 96.3959 7.7000e-
004

96.4120

Worker 0.0822 0.0996 1.1651 2.3400e-
003

0.1886 1.5500e-
003

0.1902 0.0500 1.4200e-
003

0.0515 196.1187 196.1187 0.0103 196.3351

Total 0.1246 0.4908 1.5901 3.3000e-
003

0.2153 7.6100e-
003

0.2229 0.0577 6.9900e-
003

0.0647 292.5146 292.5146 0.0111 292.7471

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 5/8/2014 1:11 PMPage 15 of 25



3.4 Building Construction - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 2.8813 23.7049 15.1326 0.0226 1.5848 1.5848 1.4965 1.4965 0.0000 2,227.346
8

2,227.346
8

0.5287 2,238.450
1

Total 2.8813 23.7049 15.1326 0.0226 1.5848 1.5848 1.4965 1.4965 0.0000 2,227.346
8

2,227.346
8

0.5287 2,238.450
1

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0425 0.3912 0.4249 9.6000e-
004

0.0267 6.0600e-
003

0.0328 7.6300e-
003

5.5700e-
003

0.0132 96.3959 96.3959 7.7000e-
004

96.4120

Worker 0.0822 0.0996 1.1651 2.3400e-
003

0.1886 1.5500e-
003

0.1902 0.0500 1.4200e-
003

0.0515 196.1187 196.1187 0.0103 196.3351

Total 0.1246 0.4908 1.5901 3.3000e-
003

0.2153 7.6100e-
003

0.2229 0.0577 6.9900e-
003

0.0647 292.5146 292.5146 0.0111 292.7471

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Paving - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 2.0898 22.3859 14.8176 0.0223 1.2610 1.2610 1.1601 1.1601 2,316.376
7

2,316.376
7

0.6987 2,331.049
5

Paving 0.0965 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 2.1862 22.3859 14.8176 0.0223 1.2610 1.2610 1.1601 1.1601 2,316.376
7

2,316.376
7

0.6987 2,331.049
5

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0616 0.0747 0.8738 1.7500e-
003

0.1415 1.1600e-
003

0.1426 0.0375 1.0700e-
003

0.0386 147.0890 147.0890 7.7300e-
003

147.2513

Total 0.0616 0.0747 0.8738 1.7500e-
003

0.1415 1.1600e-
003

0.1426 0.0375 1.0700e-
003

0.0386 147.0890 147.0890 7.7300e-
003

147.2513

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Paving - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 2.0898 22.3859 14.8176 0.0223 1.2610 1.2610 1.1601 1.1601 0.0000 2,316.376
7

2,316.376
7

0.6987 2,331.049
5

Paving 0.0965 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 2.1862 22.3859 14.8176 0.0223 1.2610 1.2610 1.1601 1.1601 0.0000 2,316.376
7

2,316.376
7

0.6987 2,331.049
5

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0616 0.0747 0.8738 1.7500e-
003

0.1415 1.1600e-
003

0.1426 0.0375 1.0700e-
003

0.0386 147.0890 147.0890 7.7300e-
003

147.2513

Total 0.0616 0.0747 0.8738 1.7500e-
003

0.1415 1.1600e-
003

0.1426 0.0375 1.0700e-
003

0.0386 147.0890 147.0890 7.7300e-
003

147.2513

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Architectural Coating - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 1.8961 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.3685 2.3722 1.8839 2.9700e-
003

0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 281.4481 281.4481 0.0332 282.1449

Total 2.2646 2.3722 1.8839 2.9700e-
003

0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 281.4481 281.4481 0.0332 282.1449

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 8.2100e-
003

9.9600e-
003

0.1165 2.3000e-
004

0.0189 1.6000e-
004

0.0190 5.0000e-
003

1.4000e-
004

5.1400e-
003

19.6119 19.6119 1.0300e-
003

19.6335

Total 8.2100e-
003

9.9600e-
003

0.1165 2.3000e-
004

0.0189 1.6000e-
004

0.0190 5.0000e-
003

1.4000e-
004

5.1400e-
003

19.6119 19.6119 1.0300e-
003

19.6335

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 5/8/2014 1:11 PMPage 19 of 25



4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.6 Architectural Coating - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 1.8961 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.3685 2.3722 1.8839 2.9700e-
003

0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0332 282.1449

Total 2.2646 2.3722 1.8839 2.9700e-
003

0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0332 282.1449

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 8.2100e-
003

9.9600e-
003

0.1165 2.3000e-
004

0.0189 1.6000e-
004

0.0190 5.0000e-
003

1.4000e-
004

5.1400e-
003

19.6119 19.6119 1.0300e-
003

19.6335

Total 8.2100e-
003

9.9600e-
003

0.1165 2.3000e-
004

0.0189 1.6000e-
004

0.0190 5.0000e-
003

1.4000e-
004

5.1400e-
003

19.6119 19.6119 1.0300e-
003

19.6335

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 0.5069 1.3452 4.8171 7.7600e-
003

0.5009 0.0215 0.5223 0.1342 0.0197 0.1538 723.0227 723.0227 0.0330 723.7147

Unmitigated 0.5069 1.3452 4.8171 7.7600e-
003

0.5009 0.0215 0.5223 0.1342 0.0197 0.1538 723.0227 723.0227 0.0330 723.7147

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

City Park 110.05 110.05 110.05 234,945 234,945
Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 110.05 110.05 110.05 234,945 234,945

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

City Park 9.50 7.30 7.30 33.00 48.00 19.00 66 28 6

Parking Lot 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.542757 0.062006 0.168650 0.114572 0.031552 0.004717 0.018583 0.044562 0.001747 0.003723 0.005493 0.000211 0.001428
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5.0 Energy Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

Historical Energy Use: N
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 20.5560 2.0000e-
004

0.0210 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0439 0.0439 1.2000e-
004

0.0465

Unmitigated 20.5560 2.0000e-
004

0.0210 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0439 0.0439 1.2000e-
004

0.0465

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural
Coating

0.0152 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer
Products

20.5387 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 2.0500e-
003

2.0000e-
004

0.0210 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0439 0.0439 1.2000e-
004

0.0465

Total 20.5560 2.0000e-
004

0.0210 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0439 0.0439 1.2000e-
004

0.0465

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural
Coating

0.0152 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer
Products

20.5387 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 2.0500e-
003

2.0000e-
004

0.0210 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0439 0.0439 1.2000e-
004

0.0465

Total 20.5560 2.0000e-
004

0.0210 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0439 0.0439 1.2000e-
004

0.0465

Mitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

10.0 Vegetation

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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Alameda County, Winter
Sweeney Park - Alameda

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Parking Lot 180.00 Space 1.62 72,000.00 0

City Park 20.38 Acre 20.38 887,752.80 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

5

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 63

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company User Defined

2016Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

239.4 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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Project Characteristics - Utility GHG intensity factor for CO2 based on info provided by AMP (0.10859 MT CO2e/MWh), and CH4 and N2O factors for statewide
average included as a conservative assessment.
Land Use - 22 acre park, including 180 space parking lot

Construction Phase - As a conservative estimate, modeled as if whole project would be developed within about 1.5 years

Off-road Equipment - 

Off-road Equipment - 

Off-road Equipment - 

Trips and VMT - Basic building construction for project

Demolition - Assumes demo of remnant building foundations

Grading - Assumes some soil remediation will be required - export/import

Architectural Coating - Assumes small interior/exterior area for restrooms etc

Vehicle Trips - Adjusted trip rate to match 110 daily trip gen

Area Coating - Assumes small interior/exterior area for restrooms etc

Energy Use - 

Off-road Equipment - Basic buildings proposed (i.e, restrooms)

Off-road Equipment - Minimal demo

Vechicle Emission Factors - 

Vechicle Emission Factors - 

Vechicle Emission Factors - 
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Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Nonresidential_Exterior 444,956.00 2,000.00

tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Nonresidential_Interior 1,334,869.00 6,000.00

tblAreaCoating Area_Nonresidential_Exterior 444957 4000

tblAreaCoating Area_Nonresidential_Interior 1334870 6000

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 22.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 22.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 35.00 85.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 44.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 370.00 196.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 212.50 22.00

tblGrading MaterialExported 0.00 1,000.00

tblGrading MaterialImported 0.00 1,000.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 2.00

tblProjectCharacteristics CH4IntensityFactor 0 0.029

tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 0 239.4

tblProjectCharacteristics N2OIntensityFactor 0 0.006

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2016

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 157.00 4.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 81.00 2.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 403.00 20.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 1.59 5.40

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 1.59 5.40

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 1.59 5.40
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2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2015 6.9502 80.2264 53.0620 0.0661 6.5391 3.8192 10.3584 3.4043 3.5137 6.9180 0.0000 6,899.419
5

6,899.419
5

1.9497 0.0000 6,940.362
4

2016 3.0172 24.2383 16.9839 0.0257 0.2153 1.5924 1.8077 0.0577 1.5035 1.5612 0.0000 2,503.623
7

2,503.623
7

0.7064 0.0000 2,518.458
7

Total 9.9674 104.4647 70.0459 0.0918 6.7544 5.4117 12.1661 3.4620 5.0172 8.4792 0.0000 9,403.043
2

9,403.043
2

2.6561 0.0000 9,458.821
1

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2015 6.9502 80.2264 53.0620 0.0661 6.5391 3.8192 10.3584 3.4043 3.5137 6.9180 0.0000 6,899.419
5

6,899.419
5

1.9497 0.0000 6,940.362
4

2016 3.0172 24.2383 16.9839 0.0257 0.2153 1.5924 1.8077 0.0577 1.5035 1.5612 0.0000 2,503.623
7

2,503.623
7

0.7064 0.0000 2,518.458
7

Total 9.9674 104.4647 70.0459 0.0918 6.7544 5.4117 12.1661 3.4620 5.0172 8.4792 0.0000 9,403.043
2

9,403.043
2

2.6561 0.0000 9,458.821
1

Mitigated Construction
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 20.5560 2.0000e-
004

0.0210 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0439 0.0439 1.2000e-
004

0.0465

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.5441 1.4745 5.7690 7.3300e-
003

0.5009 0.0217 0.5225 0.1342 0.0199 0.1540 681.7524 681.7524 0.0330 682.4453

Total 21.1001 1.4747 5.7900 7.3300e-
003

0.5009 0.0218 0.5226 0.1342 0.0200 0.1541 681.7962 681.7962 0.0331 0.0000 682.4918

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 20.5560 2.0000e-
004

0.0210 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0439 0.0439 1.2000e-
004

0.0465

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.5441 1.4745 5.7690 7.3300e-
003

0.5009 0.0217 0.5225 0.1342 0.0199 0.1540 681.7524 681.7524 0.0330 682.4453

Total 21.1001 1.4747 5.7900 7.3300e-
003

0.5009 0.0218 0.5226 0.1342 0.0200 0.1541 681.7962 681.7962 0.0331 0.0000 682.4918

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 1/1/2015 1/30/2015 5 22

2 Grading Grading 1/31/2015 5/29/2015 5 85

3 Building Construction Building Construction 5/30/2015 2/29/2016 5 196 Park landscaping, infrastructure, 
bldgs, etc

4 Paving Paving 3/1/2016 4/29/2016 5 44

5 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 4/30/2016 5/31/2016 5 22

OffRoad Equipment

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 6,000; Non-Residential Outdoor: 2,000 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 22

Acres of Paving: 0
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Excavators 1 8.00 162 0.38

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40

Grading Excavators 2 8.00 162 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 361 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 125 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 130 0.36

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 226 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 2 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor
Vehicle Class

Hauling
Vehicle Class

Demolition 3 8.00 0.00 7.00 12.40 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 8 20.00 0.00 250.00 12.40 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 12.40 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 2.00 0.00 0.00 12.40 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 7 20.00 4.00 0.00 12.40 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Demolition - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.0671 0.0000 0.0671 0.0102 0.0000 0.0102 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.4020 24.2462 18.2190 0.0204 1.2993 1.2993 1.2264 1.2264 2,082.152
0

2,082.152
0

0.5083 2,092.826
1

Total 2.4020 24.2462 18.2190 0.0204 0.0671 1.2993 1.3664 0.0102 1.2264 1.2366 2,082.152
0

2,082.152
0

0.5083 2,092.826
1

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 8.9400e-
003

0.1126 0.1015 2.4000e-
004

5.5500e-
003

1.6600e-
003

7.2200e-
003

1.5200e-
003

1.5300e-
003

3.0500e-
003

24.4639 24.4639 2.1000e-
004

24.4683

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0370 0.0554 0.5137 8.6000e-
004

0.0754 6.6000e-
004

0.0761 0.0200 6.0000e-
004

0.0206 74.8158 74.8158 4.5300e-
003

74.9109

Total 0.0459 0.1680 0.6151 1.1000e-
003

0.0810 2.3200e-
003

0.0833 0.0215 2.1300e-
003

0.0237 99.2797 99.2797 4.7400e-
003

99.3791

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Demolition - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.0671 0.0000 0.0671 0.0102 0.0000 0.0102 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.4020 24.2462 18.2190 0.0204 1.2993 1.2993 1.2264 1.2264 0.0000 2,082.152
0

2,082.152
0

0.5083 2,092.826
1

Total 2.4020 24.2462 18.2190 0.0204 0.0671 1.2993 1.3664 0.0102 1.2264 1.2366 0.0000 2,082.152
0

2,082.152
0

0.5083 2,092.826
1

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 8.9400e-
003

0.1126 0.1015 2.4000e-
004

5.5500e-
003

1.6600e-
003

7.2200e-
003

1.5200e-
003

1.5300e-
003

3.0500e-
003

24.4639 24.4639 2.1000e-
004

24.4683

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0370 0.0554 0.5137 8.6000e-
004

0.0754 6.6000e-
004

0.0761 0.0200 6.0000e-
004

0.0206 74.8158 74.8158 4.5300e-
003

74.9109

Total 0.0459 0.1680 0.6151 1.1000e-
003

0.0810 2.3200e-
003

0.0833 0.0215 2.1300e-
003

0.0237 99.2797 99.2797 4.7400e-
003

99.3791

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.2992 0.0000 6.2992 3.3403 0.0000 3.3403 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 6.7751 79.0467 50.8400 0.0618 3.8022 3.8022 3.4980 3.4980 6,486.243
3

6,486.243
3

1.9364 6,526.908
0

Total 6.7751 79.0467 50.8400 0.0618 6.2992 3.8022 10.1014 3.3403 3.4980 6.8383 6,486.243
3

6,486.243
3

1.9364 6,526.908
0

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0827 1.0412 0.9378 2.2300e-
003

0.0513 0.0154 0.0667 0.0141 0.0142 0.0282 226.1368 226.1368 1.9200e-
003

226.1772

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0924 0.1385 1.2842 2.1500e-
003

0.1886 1.6500e-
003

0.1903 0.0500 1.5100e-
003

0.0515 187.0394 187.0394 0.0113 187.2771

Total 0.1751 1.1797 2.2220 4.3800e-
003

0.2399 0.0170 0.2570 0.0641 0.0157 0.0797 413.1762 413.1762 0.0132 413.4544

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.2992 0.0000 6.2992 3.3403 0.0000 3.3403 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 6.7751 79.0467 50.8400 0.0618 3.8022 3.8022 3.4980 3.4980 0.0000 6,486.243
3

6,486.243
3

1.9364 6,526.908
0

Total 6.7751 79.0467 50.8400 0.0618 6.2992 3.8022 10.1014 3.3403 3.4980 6.8383 0.0000 6,486.243
3

6,486.243
3

1.9364 6,526.908
0

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0827 1.0412 0.9378 2.2300e-
003

0.0513 0.0154 0.0667 0.0141 0.0142 0.0282 226.1368 226.1368 1.9200e-
003

226.1772

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0924 0.1385 1.2842 2.1500e-
003

0.1886 1.6500e-
003

0.1903 0.0500 1.5100e-
003

0.0515 187.0394 187.0394 0.0113 187.2771

Total 0.1751 1.1797 2.2220 4.3800e-
003

0.2399 0.0170 0.2570 0.0641 0.0157 0.0797 413.1762 413.1762 0.0132 413.4544

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 3.1025 24.9545 15.3465 0.0226 1.7076 1.7076 1.6140 1.6140 2,242.658
7

2,242.658
7

0.5414 2,254.028
0

Total 3.1025 24.9545 15.3465 0.0226 1.7076 1.7076 1.6140 1.6140 2,242.658
7

2,242.658
7

0.5414 2,254.028
0

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0614 0.4711 0.7582 9.6000e-
004

0.0267 7.6600e-
003

0.0344 7.6300e-
003

7.0400e-
003

0.0147 96.8090 96.8090 8.9000e-
004

96.8277

Worker 0.0924 0.1385 1.2842 2.1500e-
003

0.1886 1.6500e-
003

0.1903 0.0500 1.5100e-
003

0.0515 187.0394 187.0394 0.0113 187.2771

Total 0.1538 0.6096 2.0424 3.1100e-
003

0.2153 9.3100e-
003

0.2246 0.0577 8.5500e-
003

0.0662 283.8484 283.8484 0.0122 284.1049

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 3.1025 24.9545 15.3465 0.0226 1.7076 1.7076 1.6140 1.6140 0.0000 2,242.658
7

2,242.658
7

0.5414 2,254.028
0

Total 3.1025 24.9545 15.3465 0.0226 1.7076 1.7076 1.6140 1.6140 0.0000 2,242.658
7

2,242.658
7

0.5414 2,254.028
0

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0614 0.4711 0.7582 9.6000e-
004

0.0267 7.6600e-
003

0.0344 7.6300e-
003

7.0400e-
003

0.0147 96.8090 96.8090 8.9000e-
004

96.8277

Worker 0.0924 0.1385 1.2842 2.1500e-
003

0.1886 1.6500e-
003

0.1903 0.0500 1.5100e-
003

0.0515 187.0394 187.0394 0.0113 187.2771

Total 0.1538 0.6096 2.0424 3.1100e-
003

0.2153 9.3100e-
003

0.2246 0.0577 8.5500e-
003

0.0662 283.8484 283.8484 0.0122 284.1049

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 2.8813 23.7049 15.1326 0.0226 1.5848 1.5848 1.4965 1.4965 2,227.346
8

2,227.346
8

0.5287 2,238.450
1

Total 2.8813 23.7049 15.1326 0.0226 1.5848 1.5848 1.4965 1.4965 2,227.346
8

2,227.346
8

0.5287 2,238.450
1

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0538 0.4095 0.7104 9.6000e-
004

0.0267 6.1200e-
003

0.0328 7.6300e-
003

5.6300e-
003

0.0133 95.6644 95.6644 7.9000e-
004

95.6809

Worker 0.0821 0.1239 1.1409 2.1500e-
003

0.1886 1.5500e-
003

0.1902 0.0500 1.4200e-
003

0.0515 180.6125 180.6125 0.0103 180.8289

Total 0.1359 0.5334 1.8513 3.1100e-
003

0.2153 7.6700e-
003

0.2230 0.0577 7.0500e-
003

0.0647 276.2769 276.2769 0.0111 276.5098

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 2.8813 23.7049 15.1326 0.0226 1.5848 1.5848 1.4965 1.4965 0.0000 2,227.346
8

2,227.346
8

0.5287 2,238.450
1

Total 2.8813 23.7049 15.1326 0.0226 1.5848 1.5848 1.4965 1.4965 0.0000 2,227.346
8

2,227.346
8

0.5287 2,238.450
1

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0538 0.4095 0.7104 9.6000e-
004

0.0267 6.1200e-
003

0.0328 7.6300e-
003

5.6300e-
003

0.0133 95.6644 95.6644 7.9000e-
004

95.6809

Worker 0.0821 0.1239 1.1409 2.1500e-
003

0.1886 1.5500e-
003

0.1902 0.0500 1.4200e-
003

0.0515 180.6125 180.6125 0.0103 180.8289

Total 0.1359 0.5334 1.8513 3.1100e-
003

0.2153 7.6700e-
003

0.2230 0.0577 7.0500e-
003

0.0647 276.2769 276.2769 0.0111 276.5098

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Paving - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 2.0898 22.3859 14.8176 0.0223 1.2610 1.2610 1.1601 1.1601 2,316.376
7

2,316.376
7

0.6987 2,331.049
5

Paving 0.0965 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 2.1862 22.3859 14.8176 0.0223 1.2610 1.2610 1.1601 1.1601 2,316.376
7

2,316.376
7

0.6987 2,331.049
5

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0616 0.0929 0.8557 1.6100e-
003

0.1415 1.1600e-
003

0.1426 0.0375 1.0700e-
003

0.0386 135.4594 135.4594 7.7300e-
003

135.6217

Total 0.0616 0.0929 0.8557 1.6100e-
003

0.1415 1.1600e-
003

0.1426 0.0375 1.0700e-
003

0.0386 135.4594 135.4594 7.7300e-
003

135.6217

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 5/8/2014 1:12 PMPage 17 of 25



3.5 Paving - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 2.0898 22.3859 14.8176 0.0223 1.2610 1.2610 1.1601 1.1601 0.0000 2,316.376
7

2,316.376
7

0.6987 2,331.049
5

Paving 0.0965 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 2.1862 22.3859 14.8176 0.0223 1.2610 1.2610 1.1601 1.1601 0.0000 2,316.376
7

2,316.376
7

0.6987 2,331.049
5

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0616 0.0929 0.8557 1.6100e-
003

0.1415 1.1600e-
003

0.1426 0.0375 1.0700e-
003

0.0386 135.4594 135.4594 7.7300e-
003

135.6217

Total 0.0616 0.0929 0.8557 1.6100e-
003

0.1415 1.1600e-
003

0.1426 0.0375 1.0700e-
003

0.0386 135.4594 135.4594 7.7300e-
003

135.6217

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Architectural Coating - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 1.8961 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.3685 2.3722 1.8839 2.9700e-
003

0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 281.4481 281.4481 0.0332 282.1449

Total 2.2646 2.3722 1.8839 2.9700e-
003

0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 281.4481 281.4481 0.0332 282.1449

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 8.2100e-
003

0.0124 0.1141 2.2000e-
004

0.0189 1.6000e-
004

0.0190 5.0000e-
003

1.4000e-
004

5.1400e-
003

18.0613 18.0613 1.0300e-
003

18.0829

Total 8.2100e-
003

0.0124 0.1141 2.2000e-
004

0.0189 1.6000e-
004

0.0190 5.0000e-
003

1.4000e-
004

5.1400e-
003

18.0613 18.0613 1.0300e-
003

18.0829

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.6 Architectural Coating - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 1.8961 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.3685 2.3722 1.8839 2.9700e-
003

0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0332 282.1449

Total 2.2646 2.3722 1.8839 2.9700e-
003

0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0332 282.1449

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 8.2100e-
003

0.0124 0.1141 2.2000e-
004

0.0189 1.6000e-
004

0.0190 5.0000e-
003

1.4000e-
004

5.1400e-
003

18.0613 18.0613 1.0300e-
003

18.0829

Total 8.2100e-
003

0.0124 0.1141 2.2000e-
004

0.0189 1.6000e-
004

0.0190 5.0000e-
003

1.4000e-
004

5.1400e-
003

18.0613 18.0613 1.0300e-
003

18.0829

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 0.5441 1.4745 5.7690 7.3300e-
003

0.5009 0.0217 0.5225 0.1342 0.0199 0.1540 681.7524 681.7524 0.0330 682.4453

Unmitigated 0.5441 1.4745 5.7690 7.3300e-
003

0.5009 0.0217 0.5225 0.1342 0.0199 0.1540 681.7524 681.7524 0.0330 682.4453

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

City Park 110.05 110.05 110.05 234,945 234,945
Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 110.05 110.05 110.05 234,945 234,945

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

City Park 9.50 7.30 7.30 33.00 48.00 19.00 66 28 6

Parking Lot 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.542757 0.062006 0.168650 0.114572 0.031552 0.004717 0.018583 0.044562 0.001747 0.003723 0.005493 0.000211 0.001428

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 5/8/2014 1:12 PMPage 21 of 25



5.0 Energy Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

Historical Energy Use: N
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 20.5560 2.0000e-
004

0.0210 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0439 0.0439 1.2000e-
004

0.0465

Unmitigated 20.5560 2.0000e-
004

0.0210 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0439 0.0439 1.2000e-
004

0.0465

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural
Coating

0.0152 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer
Products

20.5387 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 2.0500e-
003

2.0000e-
004

0.0210 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0439 0.0439 1.2000e-
004

0.0465

Total 20.5560 2.0000e-
004

0.0210 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0439 0.0439 1.2000e-
004

0.0465

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural
Coating

0.0152 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer
Products

20.5387 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 2.0500e-
003

2.0000e-
004

0.0210 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0439 0.0439 1.2000e-
004

0.0465

Total 20.5560 2.0000e-
004

0.0210 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0439 0.0439 1.2000e-
004

0.0465

Mitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

10.0 Vegetation

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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AVERAGE ANNUAL DAILY CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS 

Unmitigated Construction tpy Unmitigated Construction average lbs/day 

Year ROG Nox PM10 exh PM2.5 exh Year ROG Nox 
PM10 
exh 

PM2.5 
exh 

2015 0.5714 5.644 0.3088 0.2878  2015 4.378544 43.24904 2.366284 2.205364 

2016 0.1375 1.0293 0.0634 0.0613  2016 2.546296 19.06111 1.174074 1.135185 

 
Construction Duration: 2015 261 days 
 2016 108 days 
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Species Element Code Federal Status State Status Global Rank State Rank

Rare Plant 
Rank/CDFW
SSC or FP

Accipiter cooperii
Cooper's hawk

ABNKC12040 None None G5 S3 WL

Ambystoma californiense
California tiger salamander

AAAAA01180 Threatened Threatened G2G3 S2S3 SSC

Amsinckia lunaris
bent-flowered fiddleneck

PDBOR01070 None None G2? S2? 1B.2

Antrozous pallidus
pallid bat

AMACC10010 None None G5 S3 SSC

Aquila chrysaetos
golden eagle

ABNKC22010 None None G5 S3 FP

Archoplites interruptus
Sacramento perch

AFCQB07010 None None G2G3 S1 SSC

Arctostaphylos pallida
pallid manzanita

PDERI04110 Threatened Endangered G1 S1 1B.1

Astragalus tener var. tener
alkali milk-vetch

PDFAB0F8R1 None None G2T2 S2 1B.2

Athene cunicularia
burrowing owl

ABNSB10010 None None G4 S2 SSC

Atriplex joaquinana
San Joaquin spearscale

PDCHE041F3 None None G2 S2 1B.2

California macrophylla
round-leaved filaree

PDGER01070 None None G2 S2 1B.1

Calystegia purpurata ssp. saxicola
coastal bluff morning-glory

PDCON040D2 None None G4T2T3 S2S3 1B.2

Carex comosa
bristly sedge

PMCYP032Y0 None None G5 S2 2B.1

Centromadia parryi ssp. congdonii
Congdon's tarplant

PDAST4R0P1 None None G3T2 S2 1B.1

Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus
western snowy plover

ABNNB03031 Threatened None G3T3 S2 SSC

Chloropyron maritimum ssp. palustre
Point Reyes salty bird's-beak

PDSCR0J0C3 None None G4?T2 S2 1B.2

Chorizanthe cuspidata var. cuspidata
San Francisco Bay spineflower

PDPGN04081 None None G2T1 S1 1B.2

Chorizanthe robusta var. robusta
robust spineflower

PDPGN040Q2 Endangered None G2T1 S1 1B.1

Cicindela hirticollis gravida
sandy beach tiger beetle

IICOL02101 None None G5T2 S1

Circus cyaneus
northern harrier

ABNKC11010 None None G5 S3 SSC

Clarkia concinna ssp. automixa
Santa Clara red ribbons

PDONA050A1 None None G5?T3 S3.3 4.3
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Species Element Code Federal Status State Status Global Rank State Rank

Rare Plant 
Rank/CDFW
SSC or FP

Clarkia franciscana
Presidio clarkia

PDONA050H0 Endangered Endangered G1 S1 1B.1

Danaus plexippus
monarch butterfly

IILEPP2010 None None G5 S3

Dipodomys heermanni berkeleyensis
Berkeley kangaroo rat

AMAFD03061 None None G3G4T1 S1

Dirca occidentalis
western leatherwood

PDTHY03010 None None G2G3 S2S3 1B.2

Egretta thula
snowy egret

ABNGA06030 None None G5 S4

Elanus leucurus
white-tailed kite

ABNKC06010 None None G5 S3 FP

Emys marmorata
western pond turtle

ARAAD02030 None None G3G4 S3 SSC

Eriogonum luteolum var. caninum
Tiburon buckwheat

PDPGN083S1 None None G5T2 S2 1B.2

Eucyclogobius newberryi
tidewater goby

AFCQN04010 Endangered None G3 S2S3 SSC

Euphydryas editha bayensis
Bay checkerspot butterfly

IILEPK4055 Threatened None G5T1 S1

Fritillaria liliacea
fragrant fritillary

PMLIL0V0C0 None None G2 S2 1B.2

Geothlypis trichas sinuosa
saltmarsh common yellowthroat

ABPBX1201A None None G5T2 S2 SSC

Gilia capitata ssp. chamissonis
blue coast gilia

PDPLM040B3 None None G5T2 S2.1 1B.1

Helianthella castanea
Diablo helianthella

PDAST4M020 None None G2 S2 1B.2

Helminthoglypta nickliniana bridgesi
Bridges' coast range shoulderband

IMGASC2362 None None G3T1 S1

Hemizonia congesta ssp. congesta
white seaside tarplant

PDAST4R065 None None G5T2T3 S2S3 1B.2

Heteranthera dubia
water star-grass

PMPON03010 None None G5 S1 2B.2

Hoita strobilina
Loma Prieta hoita

PDFAB5Z030 None None G2 S2 1B.1

Holocarpha macradenia
Santa Cruz tarplant

PDAST4X020 Threatened Endangered G1 S1 1B.1

Horkelia cuneata var. sericea
Kellogg's horkelia

PDROS0W043 None None G4T2 S2? 1B.1

Hydroprogne caspia
Caspian tern

ABNNM08020 None None G5 S4
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Species Element Code Federal Status State Status Global Rank State Rank

Rare Plant 
Rank/CDFW 
SSC or FP

Lasionycteris noctivagans

silver-haired bat

AMACC02010 None None G5 S3S4

Lasiurus cinereus

hoary bat

AMACC05030 None None G5 S4?

Lasthenia conjugens

Contra Costa goldfields

PDAST5L040 Endangered None G1 S1 1B.1

Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus

California black rail

ABNME03041 None Threatened G4T1 S1 FP

Layia carnosa

beach layia

PDAST5N010 Endangered Endangered G2 S2 1B.1

Leptosiphon rosaceus

rose leptosiphon

PDPLM09180 None None G1 S1 1B.1

Masticophis lateralis euryxanthus

Alameda whipsnake

ARADB21031 Threatened Threatened G4T2 S2

Meconella oregana

Oregon meconella

PDPAP0G030 None None G2G3 S1 1B.1

Melospiza melodia pusillula

Alameda song sparrow

ABPBXA301S None None G5T2? S2? SSC

Melospiza melodia samuelis

San Pablo song sparrow

ABPBXA301W None None G5T2? S2? SSC

Microcina leei

Lee's micro-blind harvestman

ILARA47040 None None G1 S1

Microtus californicus sanpabloensis

San Pablo vole

AMAFF11034 None None G5T1T2 S1S2 SSC

Monolopia gracilens

woodland woollythreads

PDAST6G010 None None G2G3 S2S3 1B.2

Northern Coastal Salt Marsh

Northern Coastal Salt Marsh

CTT52110CA None None G3 S3.2

Northern Maritime Chaparral

Northern Maritime Chaparral

CTT37C10CA None None G1 S1.2

Nycticorax nycticorax

black-crowned night heron

ABNGA11010 None None G5 S3

Nyctinomops macrotis

big free-tailed bat

AMACD04020 None None G5 S2 SSC

Phalacrocorax auritus

double-crested cormorant

ABNFD01020 None None G5 S3 WL

Plagiobothrys chorisianus var. chorisianus

Choris' popcornflower

PDBOR0V061 None None G3T2Q S2.2 1B.2

Plagiobothrys diffusus

San Francisco popcornflower

PDBOR0V080 None Endangered G1Q S1 1B.1

Polygonum marinense

Marin knotweed

PDPGN0L1C0 None None G2Q S2 3.1
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Species Element Code Federal Status State Status Global Rank State Rank

Rare Plant 
Rank/CDFW 
SSC or FP

Rallus longirostris obsoletus

California clapper rail

ABNME05016 Endangered Endangered G5T1 S1 FP

Rana boylii

foothill yellow-legged frog

AAABH01050 None None G3 S2S3 SSC

Rana draytonii

California red-legged frog

AAABH01022 Threatened None G2G3 S2S3 SSC

Reithrodontomys raviventris

salt-marsh harvest mouse

AMAFF02040 Endangered Endangered G1G2 S1S2 FP

Rynchops niger

black skimmer

ABNNM14010 None None G5 S1S3 SSC

Sanicula maritima

adobe sanicle

PDAPI1Z0D0 None Rare G2 S2.2 1B.1

Scapanus latimanus parvus

Alameda Island mole

AMABB02031 None None G5T1Q S1 SSC

Serpentine Bunchgrass

Serpentine Bunchgrass

CTT42130CA None None G2 S2.2

Sorex vagrans halicoetes

salt-marsh wandering shrew

AMABA01071 None None G5T1 S1 SSC

Spirinchus thaleichthys

longfin smelt

AFCHB03010 Candidate Threatened G5 S1 SSC

Sternula antillarum browni

California least tern

ABNNM08103 Endangered Endangered G4T2T3Q S2S3 FP

Streptanthus albidus ssp. peramoenus

most beautiful jewelflower

PDBRA2G012 None None G2T2 S2.2 1B.2

Stuckenia filiformis ssp. alpina

slender-leaved pondweed

PMPOT03091 None None G5T5 S3 2B.2

Suaeda californica

California seablite

PDCHE0P020 Endangered None G1 S1 1B.1

Taxidea taxus

American badger

AMAJF04010 None None G5 S4 SSC

Trachusa gummifera

San Francisco Bay Area leaf-cutter bee

IIHYM80010 None None G1 S1

Trifolium hydrophilum

saline clover

PDFAB400R5 None None G2 S2 1B.2

Tryonia imitator

mimic tryonia (=California brackishwater snail)

IMGASJ7040 None None G2G3 S2S3

Valley Needlegrass Grassland

Valley Needlegrass Grassland

CTT42110CA None None G3 S3.1

Xanthocephalus xanthocephalus

yellow-headed blackbird

ABPBXB3010 None None G5 S3S4 SSC

Record Count: 83
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550 Kearny Street 

Suite 800 

San Francisco, CA  94108 

415.896.5900 phone 

415.896.0332 fax 

www.esassoc.com 

 

memorandum 

date April 3, 2015 

 

to Amy Wooldridge, City of Alameda Recreation and Parks Director 

 

from Chris Rogers and Rachel Danielson 

 

subject Jean Sweeney Open Space Park Wetland Delineation Results 

 

Introduction 

On March 17, 2015, ESA biologists Chris Rogers and Rachel Danielson conducted a wetland delineation of the 

proposed Jean Sweeney Open Space Park Project (project) site to identify the extent of wetlands that may be 

regulated as jurisdictional waters of the State. This memorandum summarizes the findings of wetland delineation.  

The proposed project site was previously evaluated during a biological reconnaissance survey performed in support 

of the project’s Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration by ESA on April 25, 2014. The reconnaissance survey 

documented areas of non-native Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus) and native saltgrass (Distichlis spicata) 

which could indicate the presence of potential isolated wetlands within the 22-acre project site. While such 

vegetation alone is not conclusive of wetland presence, a formal delineation of the project site was necessary to 

confirm if jurisdictional wetlands of the State were present and if they would be impacted by project 

implementation.  

Prior to conducting wetland delineation, and based on our understanding of the surface water hydrology of the site, 

we determined that federally jurisdictional wetlands or other waters of the U.S are not present within the project 

site because the site does not have a significant nexus with navigable waters of the U.S., such as a demonstrable 

and regularly occurring surface water connection directly with or via an intervening channel to San Francisco Bay. 

Any wetlands within the proposed project site would therefore be considered isolated and would not be subject to 

federal regulation, but could be subject to the regulatory authority of the Regional Water Quality Control Board 

(RWQCB) as waters of the state under the Porter-Cologne Water Pollution Control Act.   

The results of this wetland delineation survey indicate that no state or federal jurisdictional wetlands are present 

with the project area.  

http://www.esassoc.com/
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Setting 

The proposed project site occurs in a highly urbanized context on Alameda Island and is surrounded by urban 

infill comprised of residential neighborhoods, commercial office parks, and light industry. The 22-acre project 

site was formerly owned by the Alameda Beltline Railroad and includes a single remaining building on the east end 

of the site, abandoned rail tracks, remnant concrete foundations, ballast rock, rubble piles, and extensive elongated 

soil stockpiles running east to west along the otherwise flat site. East Bay Municipal Utility District is currently 

using the east end of the proposed project site as a yard for staging equipment and materials.  

Vegetation 

Much of the site consists of non-native grassland with a thriving population of pampas grass (Cortaderia jubata) 

hummocks throughout the property with acacia (Acacia sp.) trees scattered along the north boundary and lining the 

south boundary. Grassland species that characterize the proposed project site include non-native slender oat (Avena 

barbata), rip-gut brome (Bromus diandrus), foxtail barley (Hordeum murinum), rat-tail fescue (Festuca myuros), 

cheeseweed mallow (Malva parviflora), storks beak (Erodium sp.), perennial sweet-pea (Lathyrus latifolius), 

stinkwort (Dittrichia graveolens), and curly dock (Rumex crispus). An extensive bramble of Himalayan blackberry 

(Rubus armeniacus) occurs at the site midpoint along the abandoned rail tracks which run along the south side of 

the site. Native saltgrass (Distichlis spicata), coyote bush (Baccharis pilularis), and coast live oak (Quercus 

agrifolia) trees occur sporadically amongst the non-native vegetation. 

Soils 

The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Naturals Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) Web Soil 

Survey (USDA NRCS, 2015) was consulted to determine the soil types occurring within the delineation study area 

(project site). Three soil types occur in the study area: Urban land, Urban land-Baywood complex (mapped as covering 

0.9% of the project study area), and Xerorthents (98.6%), clayey (0.6%). All three soil types are indicative of relatively 

recent fill with non-native material, likely placed when this portion of Alameda Island was originall developed.  

Hydrology 

The proposed project site contains no apparent hydrologic features such as ponds, streams, drainages, storm drain 

inlets or culverts. Topographic depressions occur in several locations along the southern border of the site, and these 

were the focus of the delineation survey. However, there were no indicators of persistent or recurring ponding or 

soil saturation in these locations. There are no existing connections from these low-lying areas to the Brooklyn 

Basin / Oakland-Alameda Estuary that is located approximately 0.13 miles to the east and 0.25 miles to the north, 

which is connected to San Francisco Bay.  

Definitions 

Wetlands: The USACE and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) define wetlands as, “Those areas that 

are saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal 

circumstances do support a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for the life in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands 

generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas.” USACE wetlands must typically exhibit three 

parameters: 1) wetland hydrology, 2) hydrophytic vegetation, and 3) hydric soils in order to meet the federal definition. 

 Wetland Hydrology: This term encompasses all hydrologic characteristics of areas that are periodically 

inundated or have soils saturated to the surface at some time during the growing season. These include both 
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riverine and non-riverine hydrology indicators, such as sediment deposits, drift lines, and oxidized 

rhizospheres along living roots in the upper 12 inches of the soil. In the Arid West, hydrologic indicators may 

be absent in any given year due to annual variability in precipitation and in times of drought. The Arid West 

Supplement (USACE, 2008) cites a technical standard that can be used for disturbed or problematic sites that 

support wetland vegetation and soils but where wetland hydrology is not apparent. ‘This standard calls for 14 

or more consecutive days of flooding, ponding, or a water table 12 inches or less below the soil surface during 

the growing season at a minimum frequency of 5 years in 10’. 

 Hydrophytic Vegetation: Hydrophytic vegetation is defined as plant life that occurs in areas where the 

frequency and duration of inundation or soil saturation produce permanently or periodically saturated soils 

of sufficient duration to exert a controlling influence on the plant species present. Emphasis is placed on the 

assemblage of plant species that exert a controlling influence on the character of the plant community, rather 

than on a single indicator species, i.e., there must be a prevalence of hydrophytic vegetation present in order 

to satisfy this wetland parameter.  

 Wetland Indicator Status: Refers to the probability that a plant will occur in a wetland or not. 

Indicator status categories are as follows: 

 Obligate (OBL): almost always occurs in wetlands  

 Facultative wetland (FACW): usually occurs in wetlands, sometimes may occur in uplands 

 Facultative (FAC): equally likely to occur in wetlands or uplands 

 Facultative upland (FACU): usually occurs in uplands but may occasionally occur in 

wetlands 

 Obligate upland (UPL): almost never occurs in wetlands 

 No indicator (NI): no indicator assigned due to lack of information 

 Hydric Soil: A soil that is saturated, flooded, or ponded long enough during the growing season to develop 

anaerobic conditions in the upper part is considered a hydric soil. Hydric soils are often characterized by 

redoximorphic features (such as redox concentrations, formerly known as mottles), which form by the reduction, 

translocation, and/or oxidation of iron and manganese oxides. Hydric soils may lack hydric indicators for a 

number of reasons. In such cases the same standard used to determine wetland hydrology when indicators are 

lacking can be used.  

Office Preparation and Literature Review 

Prior to the field delineation, ESA reviewed the following information relevant to the delineation: 

 Google Earth aerial photographs of the project site for the period 1993-2012 (Google Earth, 2013) 

 USDA NRCS, Web Soil Survey online application (USDA NRCS, 2015) 

 National Wetland Plant List (Lichvar, 2014)  

 National Hydric Soils List for California, Alameda County (NRCS, 2014) 

 National Wetlands Inventory (U.S. Department of the Interior, 2015). 
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Field Delineation Methods 

ESA traversed the entire 22-acre project site on foot to ensure any potential wetland features were identified. 

Following the federal method for identifying and delineating jurisdictional wetlands (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

(Corps) 2008, Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region 

(Version 2.0), December 2008, Final Report, [ERDC/EL TR-08-28], U.S. Army Engineer Research and 

Development Center, Vicksburg, MS), ESA assessed vegetation, soils and hydrology at a series of three sample 

points within the project site, at locations where vegetation suggested potential wetland conditions might exist. 

These are shown as Sample Points 1A, 2A, and 3A on the attached Figure 1. 

Determination of Hydrophytic Vegetation 

At each sample point herbaceous vegetation was analyzed within a three meter radius; woody vines were analyzed 

within a five meter radius; and trees were analyzed in a ten meter radius where present. All species noted within the 

study plots were recorded on the data sheets. The indicator status of each species was confirmed in the field, to the 

extent feasible, with the National Wetland Plant List – 2014 Wetland Ratings (Lichvar, 2014) for the Arid West 

Region. Dominant species were assessed using the recommended “50/20” rule per the 1987 Manual. Dominance 

and/or prevalence calculations were generally performed in the field as well. When the vegetation passed either the 

dominance or prevalence test the point was considered to have hydrophytic vegetation.  

Determination of Hydric Soils 

Soils were analyzed in accordance with the USACE’s Arid West Manual (2008). Soil pits were excavated to the 

depth needed to document the presence or absence of hydric indicators and soil color was matched against a standard 

color chart (Kollmorgen Instruments Corporation, 1990). Soils were also inspected for redoximorphic features and 

soil texture was determined. It was then possible to determine if the soils met any of the hydric soils criteria listed 

on the Arid West data sheets. Where soils did not exhibit hydric soil criteria consideration was given as to whether 

the sample point in question had the potential to be saturated, ponded or have a water table within 12 inches of the 

surface for 14 or more consecutive days during the growing season. With the presence of wetland vegetation and 

hydrology, this technical standard can be used to characterize a soil as hydric (USACE, 2008).  

Determination of Wetland Hydrology 

Presence of wetland hydrology was determined at each data point by presence of one or more of the following 

primary and/or secondary indicators, per guidance of the Arid West Supplement; visual observation of inundation, 

observation of soil saturation within 12 inches of the surface, oxidized root channels, algal matting, sediment 

deposits, flow or drift accumulations at channel margins, channel flow marks in beds, scouring, surface cracking, 

water staining, and topography (“wetland drainage patterns”).  

Results 

No potentially jurisdictional waters of the State, including wetlands, occur within the proposed Jean Sweeney Open 

Space Park project site. In the absence of indicators of wetland vegetation, soil or hydrology, all three sample points 

fail to meet the minimum criteria to be considered a wetland or other waters of the state or of the U.S. 
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Sample Point 1A 

Sample Point 1A is located in a slight depression along the south edge of the property in a low area that may receive 

runoff from the adjacent non-native grassland and Himalayan blackberry thickets to the north. 

Plant species included slender oat (Avena barbata; UPL), Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon; FACU), cut-leaf 

geranium (Geranium dissectum; UPL), wild radish (Raphanus sativa; UPL), and garden vetch (Vicia sativa; 

FACU); hydrophytic vegetation is not present.  

 

Soil samples at point 1A had dark matrix colors (chroma of 1), but an insufficient amount (<1%) of redoximorphic 

features and no other hydric soil indicators. 

 

Indicators of wetland hydrology were limited to the low topographic depression, which on its own is insufficient to 

meet the hydrology criterion.  

Sample Point 2A 

Sample Point 2A is located in a depression between high ground to the north and an abandoned railroad line along 

the southern site boundary. Vegetation consists of dense Himalayan blackberry thicket with annual non-native grass 

and an overstory of coast live oak and acacia. None of these plant species are hydrophytic.  

The soil consisted of unconsolidated sandy fill with no redoximorphic features, and no other hydric soil indicators.  

Wetland hydrology indicators are not evident. The sandy soil is assumed to be highly permeable, and there is no 

evidence of surface water inundation or saturation. 

Sample Point 3A 

 Sample Point 3A is located in a depression between high ground to the north and an abandoned railroad line along 

the southern site boundary. Vegetation consists of and encroaching Himalayan blackberry thicket with annual non-

native weeds. None of these plant species are hydrophytic.  

 

The soil consisted of gravelly loam that appears to be pea gravel fill or railroad ballast, fill with no redoximorphic 

features, and no other hydric soil indicators.  

Wetland hydrology indicators are not evident. The sandy soil is assumed to be highly permeable, and there is no 

evidence of surface water inundation or saturation. 

Conclusion 

The results of this wetland delineation survey indicate that no state or federal jurisdictional wetlands are present 

with the project area. While some vegetation suggests some areas may be seasonally wetter than others, indicators 

of vegetation, soils and hydrology were either absent or insufficient to meet wetland criteria. Although the Regional 

Board has exerted jurisdiction over features as waters of the state where only one of the three paramaters (vegetation, 

soils or hydrology) were present, the sampled sites did not meet even this one-parameter criterion. Therefore, 

development of the site is not subject to regulation by state or federal agencies (Regional Water Quality Control 

Board or U.S. Army Corp of Engineers, respectively) with regard to wetlands or other waters, and consultation, 

verification, or application for permits is not required of the City.  
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ECOLOGY CONTROLS PO BOX 1275 (805) 684-0436 

 Carpinteria, CA  93014-1275 

Ecology Controls    PO BOX 1275 

 Carpinteria,CA  93014-1275 

Certificate Of  Compliance 
 
Re:  Ecology Control M-Binder – Stabilizing Emulsion       
 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
We are providing the following information as a part of the Certificate of 
Compliance requirements. 
   

1. Material Safety Data Sheet for the tackifier. 

2. Product label describing the tackifier as an erosion control product. 

3. List of pollutant indicators and potential pollutants for the use of temporary soil 

binders. Pollutant indicators are described under "Sampling and Analysis Plan for 

Non-Visible Pollutants" in the Preparation Manual. 

4. Determination of acute and chronic toxicity for aquatic organisms conforming to 

EPA methods for the tackifier. 

5. Composition of ingredients including chemical formulation. 

Item 1 – Material Safety Data Sheet for the tackifier 

An MSDS is attached as Exhibit 1. This product is manufactured with a plantago/psyllium based 

tackifier for erosion control and soil stabilization. 

Item 2 – Product label/literature describing the tackifier as an erosion control product 

A product label/literature is attached as Exhibit 2. The label is for the Ecology Controls M-

Binder product and clearly indicates that the product is intended for use as an erosion control 

product. 

Item 3 – List of pollutant indicators and potential pollutants for the use of 

temporary soil binders 

The ecology controls m binder is not visually observable.   

The pollutant indicators under the Sampling and Analysis Plan are COD, and TOC.  

The suggested field analyses and laboratory tests include EPA 410.4(COD),  and EPA 415.1 (TOC)   

Item 4 – Determination of acute and chronic toxicity for aquatic organisms 

conforming to EPA methods for the tackifier 

Determination of acute and chronic toxicity for plantago/psyllium has not been 

established by various Federal Agencies. 

The following information serves as evidence that the use of plantago/psyllium as a 

tackifier to not be an environmental concern. 

• Plantago/psyllium seed husk is used as a dietary aid for digestive purposes and is 

directly consumed by humans without toxic affects. Plantago/psyllium is considered by 

the EPA to pose little or no risk to humans or the environment.  A1993 report from the 

Federation of American Societies for Experimental Biology's (FASEB) Life Sciences 

Research Office determined that psyllium is safe at levels up to 25 g per day. 

Plantago/psyllium is listed as an acceptable stabilizer and food additive on the Generally 

Recognized as Safe (GRAS) list by the Food and Drug Administration. 
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 Carpinteria,CA  93014-1275 

 

 

 

Item 5- Composition of ingredients including chemical formulation. 

 Ecology Controls M-Binder-   100% Psyllium husk 

 Protein Content: ~1.62% 

  Ash Content:  ~2.70% 

  Fiber Content:  ~4.00% 

  PH of 1% solution: ~6.8% 

  Settleable solids: ~5.00% 

 

 

 

Ecology Control M-Binder is a 100% organic biodegradable dry muciloid powder concentrate 

that is non-toxic, non-corrosive, and non-crystalline. 

 

Ecology Control M-Binder conforms to the requirements of the State of California Department of 

Transportation Standard Specifications for “Stabilizing Emulsion” Section 20-2.07 and 20-2.11, 

and is registered and licensed by the CDFA as an organic input material. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sincerely yours, 

Ecology Controls/ S&S SEEDS 
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Ecology Controls M-Binder 

Material Safety Data Sheet 
I Product Identification 

1. Trade Name:  Ecology Control M-Binder 

2. Chemical Name, Common Names:  Organic Plant and seed concentrate 

3. Manufacturer or Distributor Name:  Ecology Controls c/o S&S SEEDS 

4. Address:  P.O. Box 1275, Carpinteria, CA  93013 

5. Business Phone:  805/684-0436 

6. Date this Materials Safety Data Sheet was prepared 11/1/13 

 

II Hazardous Ingredients: Chemical Name, Cas No,. ACGIH. (TLV)  OSHA (PEL) 

No toxic chemicals subject to reporting requirements of the OSHA Hazard Communication Standard are 

present. 

 

III Physical Properties 

1. Vapor Density (air = 1): N/A 

2. Specific Gravity: > 1 

3. Solubility in Water:  Negligible 

4. Vapor Pressure, mmHg at 20
o 
C:  N/A 

5. Evaporation Rate (Butyl Acetate = 1):  N/A 

6. Melting Point or Range, 
o 
F:  Not Established 

7. Boiling Point or Range, 
o 
F:  N/A 

8. Appearance and Odor:  Tan, powdered material.  No odor. 

9. How to detect this substance (warning properties of substance as a gas, vapor, dust, or mist):  

Airborne dust may be irritating to eyes and respiratory tract. 

IV Fire and Explosion Hazard Data 

1. Flash Point, 
o 
F (method):  N/A 

2. Autoignition  Temperature, 
o 
F:  Not established 

3. Flammable Limits in Air, volume %: Lower: N/A Upper:  N/A 

4. Fire Extinguishing Materials:  Water and carbon dioxide 

5. Special Fire Fighting Procedures:  None 

6. Unusual Fire and Explosion Hazards:  This material is combustible.  Airborne dust may 

explode when in contact with an ignition source. 

 

V Health Hazard Information 

1. Symptoms of Overexposure for Each Potential Route of Exposure: 

 

pP.O. Box 1275 

Carpinteria, CA  93014-1275 

Ph:  805/684-0436 Fax: 805/684-

2798 

Ecology Controls 

c/o S&S SEEDS 
EXHIBIT 1 
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a. Inhaled: Inhalation of this product’s dust may cause irritation of upper 

respiratory tract 

b. Contact with Skin and Eyes:  None Known 

c. Absorbed Through Skin:  No 

d. Swallowed:  No available data 

 

2. Health Effects or Risks from Exposure: 

a. Acute:  Irritation of upper respiratory tract 

b. Chronic:  Irritation of upper respiratory tract 

3. First Aid:  Emergency Procedures 

a. Eye Contact:  If product’s dust gets into the eyes, flush with water for at least 15 

minutes.  If irritation persists, contact a physician. 

b. Skin Contact:  Wash and soap and water 

c. Inhaled: Move exposed person to fresh air and perform artificial respiration.  Call 

physician. 

d. Swallowed:  If symptoms arise, call physician. 

4. Suspected Cancer Agent? X  No:This product’s ingredients are not found in the lists. 

Federal OSHA NTP IARC CAL/OSHA 

5. Medical Conditions Aggravated by Exposure:  Respiratory conditions and eye 

conditions 

 

VI Reactivity Data 

1. Stability:  Stable 

2. Conditions to avoid:  heat, flame, sparks, and other ignition sources.  This product is combustible. 

3. Incompatibility (Materials to Avoid):  Strong oxidizing agents. 

4. Hazardous Decomposition Products (Including combustion products): Carbon monoxide and 

partially oxygenated hydrocarbons. 

5. Hazardous Polymerization:  Will not occur. 

6. Conditions to avoid:  None 

VIII. Spill, Leak and Disposal Procedures 

1. Spill Response Procedures (Including Employee Protection Measures):  Sweep up dust.  

Keep away from sources of heat, flame, sparks or other ignition sources. 

2. Preparing Wastes for Disposal:  Can be disposed with normal domestic waste. 

 

IX. Special Handling Information 

1. Ventilation and Engineering Controls:  General ventilation should be adequate under 

normal use conditions. 

2. Respiratory Protection:  If airborne dust concentration causes irritation or discomfort, use a 

NIOSH approved respirator. 

3. Eye Protection:  Goggles 

4. Gloves:  Normal work gloves should be adequate 

5. Other Clothing and Equipment:  Normal work attire 

6. Work Practices, Hygienic Practices:  Avoid inhalation of dust. 
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7. Other Handling and Storage Requirement:  Store in sealed containers.  Keep 

away from sources of ignition. 

8. Protective Measures During Maintenance of Contaminated Equipment:  N/A 

N/A = Not Applicable 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ECOLOGY CONTROLS 
M-BINDER 

MULCH TACKIFIER-SOIL STABILIZER 
 WHAT IS ECOLOGY CONTROLS M-BINDER? 

Ecology controls M-Binder is composed of the finely ground outer coating of a seed. Nature has designed this protective 
coating to perpetuate this particular species. The plant produces a seed head which eventually drops to the ground. 
Moisture dampens the muciloid outer coating enough to fasten or stick the seed to the ground until germination starts. 
 
Ecology Controls has selected this particular material for use as a tackifier in hydroseeding after many years of research. 
Ecology Controls M-Binder utilizes the natural property of the muciloid coating for the exact purpose nature intended: to 
bind seed and soil together until germination and growth begin. 
 

FEATURES: 
o • COST EFFECTIVE-increases plant density and seed retention                        
o  IMPROVES-slurry suspension and slurry flow 
o . DURABLE-forms a firm, resilient, rewettable  membrane which fastens seed to soil surface 
o EASY-to handle, easy to apply and easy to   cleanup                                        
o SAFE-all organic-non-toxic, non-corrosive for animals and plant material 
o VERSATILE-used for Dust Abatement, Hydroseeding, Straw and Fiber Tackifying 

        
USAGE: 
Ecology Controls M-Binder may be applied as a dry powder or as a wet slurry to dry or wet surfaces. It does not require set-
up or drying time because when wet it is a heavy muciloid material and when dry it is a firm but rewettable membrane. It 
may even be applied during rain. 
Ecology Controls M-Binder, whether used alone as a dust control product, or in combination with straw, fibers, seed and 
fertilizers in hydroseeding keeps materials where you want them.  
 
PROVEN RESULTS: 
In a test of seven stabilizers by University of California at Davis (Agronomy progress report #49, Ag Experiment Station) 
Ecology Controls M-Binder proved to be superior in seed retention, promoting germination and controlling 
erosion. 
 

1.62 
2.70 
4.00 
6.80 
5.00 
 

EXHIBIT 2 
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GENERAL APPLICATION RATES:*                             TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS: 
M-Binder: ............................................. 80-200 Ibs.        Protein content .......................... 
Water: ......................... as required for slurry flow           Ash content ............................... 
Wood or Paper Fiber: ........................ as specified          Fiber ............................................ 
Seed: ..................................................... as specified        PH of 1% solution .................... 
*Rates vary depending on job site-consult your Ecology Controls           Settleable SolidS 
........................ 
 

ECOLOGY 
CONTROLS 
 

P.O. Box 1275, Carpinteria, California 93014 
Phone 805/684-0436 ' FAX 805/684-2798 

SHIPPING INFORMATION: 
Packed in 50 Ib. polywoven-lined paper bags with loading instructions on the bag. All palletized shipments shrink wrapped 
and banded (2000 lbs./pallet). 
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Conwed Fibers
®

  

Hydro Mulch
®

 1000 

Conwed Fibers
®
 Hydro Mulch

®
 1000 is a fully biodegradable, Hydraulic Mulch (HM) 

composed of Thermally Refined
®
 virgin wood fibers derived from clean whole wood chips 

obtained from 100% post industrial recycled sources. The HM is phyto-sanitized, free from 
weed seeds, and upon application forms an intimate bond with the soil surface to create a 
porous and absorbent layer that enhances germination and plant growth. 

 

 Erosion control and revegetation for moderate slopes  

 Rough graded slopes 

 Enhancement of vegetation establishment 

 

 

Profile Products 
750 Lake Cook Road, Ste. 440 
Buffalo Grove, IL  60089 
800-508-8681 or +1-847-215-3464 

www.profileproducts.com 

Physical Properties* Test Method Units Minimum Value 

 Water Holding Capacity 
CA-DOT-TL-
2176-1-76-36  

% 1200 

 Material Color Observed n/a Green 

Performance Properties* Test Method Units Value 

 Cover Factor
1
 Large Scale

2
 n/a 0.55 maximum 

 Percent Effectiveness
3
 Large Scale

2
 % 45 minimum 

Environmental Properties* Test Method Units Typical Value 

 Functional Longevity
4
 ASTM D5338 n/a Up to 3 months 

 Ecotoxicity EPA 2021.0 % 48-hr LC50 > 100%  

 Biodegradability ASTM D5338 % 100 

Product Composition   Typical Value 

 Thermally Refined Wood Fiber
5
  100% 

 TriFlo - Proprietary performance enhancing additive package  < 1% 
* When uniformly applied at a rate of 2000 pounds per acre (2250 kilograms/hectare) under laboratory conditions. 1. Cover Factor is calculated as soil 
loss ratio of treated surface versus an untreated control surface.  2. Large scale testing conducted at Utah Water Research Laboratory. For specific 
testing information please contact a Profile technical service representative at 800-508-8681 or +1-847-215-3464.  3. % Effectiveness = One minus 
Cover Factor multiplied by 100%.  4. Functional Longevity is the estimated time period, based upon ASTM D5338 testing and field observations, that a 
material can be anticipated to provide erosion control and agronomic benefits as influenced by composition, as well as site-specific conditions, includ-
ing; but not limited to – temperature, moisture, light conditions, soils, biological activity, vegetative establishment and other environmental factors.  5.  
Heated within a pressurized vessel to a temperature greater than 380 degrees Fahrenheit (193 degrees Celsius) for 5 minutes at a pressure greater 
than 50 psi (345 kPa) in order to be Thermally Refined™/Processed and to achieve phyto-sanitization. 

Properties Test Method Units Nominal Value 

 Bag Weight Scale kg (lb) 22.7 (50) 

 Bags per Pallet Observed # 40 

 UV and weather-resistant plastic bags. Pallets are weather-proof stretch wrapped with UV resistant pallet cover.  

 Conwed Fibers Hydro Mulch 1000 with TriFlo CalTrans DS 02/2015 

To the best of our knowledge, the information contained herein is accurate.  However, Profile Products cannot assume any liability whatsoever for the 
accuracy or completeness thereof.  Final determination of the suitability of any information or material for the use contemplated, of its manner of use 
and whether the suggested use infringes any patents is the sole responsibility of the user.                                                                               
Profile Products 2015©    

http://www.profileproducts.com/
http://www.profileproducts.com/
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CROSS ALAMEDA TRAIL 

JEAN SWEENEY IMPROVEMENTS 
 

 

BID  FORM     CHECKLIST 
TO BE INCLUDED IN BID SUBMITTAL 

 
      PROPOSAL 

 
      BASE BID SCHEDULE 

 
      BID FORM CHECKLIST 

 
      DESIGNATION OF SUBCONTRACTORS 

 
      NONCOLLUSION DECLARATION FORM 

 
      EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY CERTIFICATION 

 
      DEBARMENT AND SUSPENSION CERTIFICATION 

 
      SUBCONTRACTOR DEBARMENT AND SUSPENSION CERTIFICATION 

 
      CONTRACTOR’S LICENSE 

 
      NONLOBBYING CERTIFICATION 

 
      DISCLOSURE OF LOBBYING ACTIVITIES 

 
      AGREEMENT TO BE BOUND TO THE PROJECT STABILIZATION AGREEMENT (PSA) 

 
      EXHIBIT 15-G CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT DBE COMMITMENT (See Addendum No. 3) 

 
      EXHIBIT 15-H GOOD FAITH EFFORT (See Addendum No. 3) 

 
      BIDDER’S LIST OF SUBCONTRACTORS (DBE AND NON-DBE)- PART I (See Addendum No. 3) 

 
      BIDDER’S LIST OF SUBCONTRACTORS (DBE AND NON-DBE)- PART II (See Addendum No. 3) 

 

     COMPLETED “BUY AMERICA CERTIFICATION” (SECTION 13 –   FEDERAL TRANSIT       

ADMINISTRATION CONTRACT CLAUSES) 
 

 

LIST OF UPCOMING SUBMITTALS 
 

 

Item 

 
CONTRACTOR AGREEMENT 

Due Date / Frequency 

 
Within 10 days of award 

Reference 

 
Attachment A 

CONTRACT BONDS 

INSURANCE 

SECTION 3 CERTIFICATION 

Within 10 days of award 

Within 10 days of award 

Within 10 days of award 

Attachment B 

--- 

Attachment C-F 
 

EMERGENCY FORM TRAFFIC 

CONTROL PLAN PEDESTRIAN 

HANDLING PLAN HAULING 

APPLICATION 

PEST MANAGEMENT 

 

Preconstruction meeting 

Preconstruction Meeting 

Preconstruction Meeting 

Preconstruction Meeting 

Preconstruction Meeting 

 

Attachment G 

--- 

--- 

Attachment H 

Attachment I 
 

CERTIFIED PAYROLL 
 

Submitted Weekly 
 

--- 
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CITY OF ALAMEDA 
JEAN SWEENEY OPEN SPACE PARK 

BASE BID SCHEDULE 
ADDENDUM NO. 4 

 

ITEM 
 

DESCRIPTION 
 

SPEC. REF. 
 

UNIT COST 
 

QTY. 
 

UNIT 
 

AMOUNT 

 

1 
 

MOBILIZATION (2.5% OF BASE BID) 
 

10.04  
 

1 
 

LS 
 

$ 

 

2 
 

TRAFFIC CONTROL 
 

10.11  
 

1 
 

LS 
 

$ 

 

3 
 

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION FENCING 
 

10.05  
 

4,900 
 

LF 
 

$ 

 

4 
 

INSTALL PROJECT SIGNS 
 

10.06  
 

2 
 

EA 
 

$ 

 

5 
 

CONSTRUCTION STAKING 
 

10.27  
 

1 
 

LS 
 

$ 

 

6 
 

SWPPP/EROSION CONTROL 
 

10.08  
 

1 
 

LS 
 

$ 

 

7 
 

HYDROSEEDING 
 

10.44  
 

293,000 
 

SF 
 

$ 

 

8 
 

CLEARING AND GRUBBING 
 

10.16  
 

470,000 
 

SF 
 

$ 

 

9 
 

REMOVE CONCRETE CURB AND GUTTER 
 

10.18  
 

175 
 

LF 
 

$ 

 

10 
 

REMOVE CONCRETE PAVING 
 

10.18  
 

8,750 
 

SF 
 

$ 

 

11 
 

REMOVE ASPHALT CONCRETE PAVING 
 

10.18  
 

1,500 
 

SF 
 

$ 

 

12 
 

REMOVE SIGNS 
 

10.18  
 

2 
 

EA 
 

$ 

 

13 
 

TREE PROTECTION 
 

10.17  
 

1 
 

LS 
 

$ 

 

14 
 

TREE REMOVAL 
 

10.17  
 

1 
 

LS 
 

$ 

 

15 
 

EARTHWORK - EXCAVATION (CUT TO FILL) 
 

10.19  
 

6,250 
 

CY 
 

$ 

 

16 
 

FINE GRADING 
 

10.20  
 

100,900 
 

SF 
 

$ 

 

17 
 

EXCAVATE IMPACTED SOIL 
 

10.21  
 

2,350 
 

CY 
 

$ 

 

18 
 

PLACE IMPACTED SOIL 
 

10.22  
 

1,900 
 

CY 
 

$ 

 

19.1 

 

EXPORT IMPACTED SOIL (CLASS I; 50% OF TOTAL)  
See Note below 

 

10.23 
  

225 
 

CY 
 

$ 

 

19.2 

 

EXPORT IMPACTED SOIL (CLASS II; 50% OF TOTAL) 
See Note below 

 

10.23 
  

225 
 

CY 
 

$ 

 

19.3 

 

PROFILED EXPORT of IMPACTED SOIL See Note 
below 

 

10.23 
  

1 
 

LS 
 

$ 

 

20 
 

GEOMEMBRANE 
 

10.24  
 

35,500 
 

SF 
 

$ 

 

21 
 

AGGREGATE BASE (CLASS III) 
 

10.25  
 

6,250 
 

TON 
 

$ 

 

22 
 

3" ASPHALT FOR WALKING PATH 
 

10.38  
 

390 
 

TON 
 

$ 

 

23 
 

JOGGING PATH AND SHOULDERS (QUARRY FINES) 
 

10.40  
 

655 
 

TON 
 

$ 

 

24 
 

ASPHALT AT INTERSECTIONS 
 

10.38  
 

25 
 

TON 
 

$ 

 

25 
 

3" ASPHALT FOR BICYCLE PATH 
 

10.38  
 

740 
 

TON 
 

$ 

 

26 
 

3" GRAVEL INTERIM PATH 
 

10.41  
 

20 
 

TON 
 

$ 

 

27 
SUBGRADE ENHANCEMENT GEOTEXTILE - CLASS 

B1 

 

10.42  
 

62,264 
 

SF 
 

$ 

 

28 
 

PEDESTRIAN CURB RAMPS 
 

10.35  
 

160 
 

SF 
 

$ 

 

29 
 

BICYCLE CURB RAMP 
 

10.35  
 

240 
 

SF 
 

$ 

 

30 
 

CONCRETE CURB AND GUTTER 
 

10.35  
 

175 
 

LF 
 

$ 

 

31 
 

6" AC BERM 
 

10.39  
 

100 
 

LF 
 

$ 
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ITEM 
 

DESCRIPTION 
 

SPEC. REF. 
 

UNIT COST 
 

QTY. 
 

UNIT 
 

AMOUNT 

 

32 
 

STRIPING: 24" SOLID WHITE LINE 
 

10.43  
 

170 
 

LF 
 

$ 

 

33 
 

STRIPING: 12" SOLID WHITE LINE 
 

10.43  
 

35 
 

LF 
 

$ 

 

34 
 

STRIPING: 4" SOLID YELLOW 
 

10.43  
 

1,256 
 

LF 
 

$ 

 

35 
 

STRIPING: 4" BROKEN YELLOW 
 

10.43  
 

2,036 
 

LF 
 

$ 

 

36 
 

PAVEMENT MARKINGS 
 

10.43  
 

175 
 

EA 
 

$ 

 

37 
 

GREEN THERMOPLASTIC PAVEMENT MARKING 
 

10.43  
 

40 
 

SF 
 

$ 

 

38 
 

IRRIGATION SYSTEM 
 

10.63  
 

1 
 

LS 
 

$ 

 

39 
 

LANDSCAPE SOIL PREPARATION 
 

10.48  
 

49,000 
 

SF 
 

$ 

 

40 
 

TREES - 24" BOX (15 GALLON) 
 

10.49  
 

177 
 

EA 
 

$ 

 

41 
 

SHRUBS - 5 GALLON 
 

10.49  
 

39 
 

EA 
 

$ 

 

42 
 

SHRUBS - 1 GALLON 
 

10.49  
 

249 
 

EA 
 

$ 

 

43 
 

ROOT BARRIER 
 

10.50  
 

1,450 
 

LF 
 

$ 

 

44 
 

CONCRETE SEAT WALL 
 

10.35  
 

98 
 

LF 
 

$ 

 

45 
 

CONCRETE SEAT WALL (RAISED PLANTER) 
 

10.35  
 

70 
 

LF 
 

$ 

 

46 
 

CONCRETE ENTRY WALL 
 

10.35  
 

45 
 

LF 
 

$ 

 

47 
 

GRAFFITI RESISTANT COATING 
 

10.37  
 

1,350 
 

SF 
 

$ 

 

48 
 

18" WIDE FLUSH CONCRETE CURB 
 

10.35  
 

360 
 

LF 
 

$ 

 

49 
 

CONCRETE PAVING (PLAZAS/BIKE TRAIL) 
 

10.35  
 

7,200 
 

SF 
 

$ 

 

50 
 

CONCRETE PAVING (COLORED) 
 

10.35  
 

4,450 
 

SF 
 

$ 

 

51 
 

PILASTERS 
 

10.51  
 

2 
 

EA 
 

$ 

 

52 
 

BOULDERS 
 

10.52  
 

140 
 

TON 
 

$ 

 

53 
 

TRAFFIC SIGNS/POSTS 
 

10.53  
 

32 
 

EA 
 

$ 

 

54 
 

SHEET MULCH 
 

10.54  
 

49,000 
 

SF 
 

$ 

 

55 
 

BENCHES 
 

10.55  
 

15 
 

EA 
 

$ 

 

56 
 

TREE GRATES 
 

10.56  
 

3 
 

EA 
 

$ 

 

57 
 

WOOD HEADER 
 

10.57  
 

20,200 
 

LF 
 

$ 

 

58 
 

TRASH/RECYCLING 
 

10.58  
 

5 
 

EA 
 

$ 

 

59 
 

BOLLARDS 
 

10.59  
 

5 
 

EA 
 

$ 

 

60 
 

BIKE REPAIR STATIONS 
 

10.60  
 

2 
 

EA 
 

$ 

 

61 
 

BIKE RACKS 
 

10.61  
 

13 
 

EA 
 

$ 

 

62 
 

LANDSCAPE MAINTENANCE (1 YEAR) 
 

10.62  
 

1 
 

LS 
 

$ 

 

63 
 

CONNECT TO EXISTING STORM SYSTEM 
 

10.28  
 

1 
 

EA 
 

$ 

 

64 
 

STORM DRAIN INLET 
 

10.29  
 

8 
 

EA 
 

$ 
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ITEM 
 

DESCRIPTION 
 

SPEC. REF. 
 

UNIT COST 
 

QTY. 
 

UNIT 
 

AMOUNT 

 

65 
 

STORM AREA DRAIN 
 

10.29  
 

2 
 

EA 
 

$ 

 

66 
 

STORM DRAIN CLEANOUT 
 

10.29  
 

2 
 

EA 
 

$ 

 

67 
 

SOLID DRAIN LINE. 12" PVC 
 

10.30  
 

218 
 

LF 
 

$ 

 

68 
 

SOLID DRAIN LINE, 6" PVC 
 

10.30  
 

95 
 

LF 
 

$ 

 

69 
 

PERFORATED DRAIN LINE (6" PVC) 
 

10.30  
 

26 
 

LF 
 

$ 

 

70 
 

BIORETENTION SOIL 
 

10.32  
 

5 
 

TON 
 

$ 

 

71 
 

CLASS II AB, PERMEABLE 
 

10.33  
 

3 
 

TON 
 

$ 

 

72 
 

BIORETENTION RETAINING WALL 
 

10.34  
 

1 
 

EA 
 

$ 

 

73 
 

SEWER CLEANOUT 
 

10.29  
 

2 
 

EA 
 

$ 

 

74 
 

SOLID SEWER LINE, 6" PVC 
 

10.30  
 

45 
 

LF 
 

$ 

 

75 
 

SOLID PIPE SLEEVES, 6" PVC (2 SLEEVES) 
 

10.30  
 

188 
 

LF 
 

$ 

 

76 
 

CONCRETE UTILITY BOX 
 

10.31  
 

8 
 

EA 
 

$ 

 

77 
 

SIGNAL PUSH BUTTON 
 

10.63  
 

1 
 

EA 
 

$ 

 

78 
 

LED SINGHEAD POSTTOP LIGHTFIX W/ FOUNDATION 
 

10.69  
 

42 
 

EA 
 

$ 

 

79 
 

PULL BOX 
 

10.66  
 

5 
 

EA 
 

$ 

 

80 
 

(2) - 1.25" CONDUIT RUN 
 

10.64  
 

4,500 
 

LF 
 

$ 

 

81 
 

#12 AWG CONDUCTORS 
 

10.64  
 

20,000 
 

LF 
 

$ 

 

82 
UTILITY PAD MOUNT 

TRANSFORMER/PANEL/PEDESTAL 

 

10.82  
 

2 
 

EA 
 

$ 

 

83 
 

GROUNDING AND BONDING 
 

10.65  
 

1 
 

LS 
 

$ 

 

84 
 

ELECTRICAL IDENTIFICATION 
 

10.67  
 

1 
 

LS 
 

$ 

 

ADD ALT 
 

1 METAL SIGN LETTERS (ADDITIVE) 10.72  1 LS $ 

 
TOTAL BASE BID: Items 1 through 84 inclusive (IN WORDS): $ 

 

TOTAL ADD ALTERNATE BID (IN WORDS):  $ 

 
[Note: The amount entered as the “Total Base Bid” should be identical to the Base Bid amount entered in Section 1 of the Bid Proposal 
form. 

 

 
BIDDER NAME: 

 

 
This Bid Schedule must be completed in ink and must be included with the sealed Bid Proposal.  The unit cost for each item must be inclusive of all 

costs, whether direct or indirect, including profit and overhead.  The sum of all amounts entered in the “Extended Total Amount” column must be identical 

to the Base Bid price entered in Section 1 of the Bid Proposal Form. 

 

END BID PROPOSAL 

 

Note: Class I EXPORT OF IMPACTED SOIL assumed to be exported (off-hauled) to Kettleman Hills Facility, 35251 Old 
Skyline Road, P.O. Box 471, Kettleman City, CA 93239.  Class II EXPORT OF IMPACTED SOIL assumed to be exported 
(off-hauled) to Altamont Landfill, 10840 Altamont Pass Road, Livermore, CA 94551, (925) 455-7300.  ALL exported 
soils to be appropriately profiled by Contractor prior to export so as to limit potential delays. Contractor shall provide 
a copy of the profile to the City for review and approval prior to submittal to the landfill facility. 



Approved
Job No. 20155028

CITY OF ALAMEDADesign Drawn
Scale

Sheet Number:

CALIFORNIAALAMEDA COUNTY
Date

CROSS ALAMEDA TRAIL
JEAN SWEENEY OPEN SPACE PARK

FAX 925-940-2299

1646 N. CALIFORNIA BLVD

WALNUT CREEK, CA 94596
PHONE 925-940-2200

SUITE 400

RevisionsNo. Date

BID SET CG ES
AS SHOWN02/03/17

SCALE: 1 inch = 20 ft.

M
A

T
C

H
L
IN

E
 -

 3
+

6
6
 -

 S
E

E
 S

H
T

 C
1
.0

2

M
A

T
C

H
L
IN

E
 -

 3
+

6
6
 -

 S
E

E
 S

H
T

 C
1
.0

2

DEMOLITION PLANEXISTING CONDITIONS

CHUC
Highlight

CHUC
Highlight

CHUC
Highlight

CHUC
Text Box
FENCE DEMOLITION EXHIBIT.
FOR BID QUESTION 10A.

jdybas
Text Box
ADDENDUM NO. 4



Approved
Job No. 20155028

CITY OF ALAMEDADesign Drawn
Scale

Sheet Number:

CALIFORNIAALAMEDA COUNTY
Date

CROSS ALAMEDA TRAIL
JEAN SWEENEY OPEN SPACE PARK

FAX 925-940-2299

1646 N. CALIFORNIA BLVD

WALNUT CREEK, CA 94596
PHONE 925-940-2200

SUITE 400

RevisionsNo. Date

BID SET CG ES
AS SHOWN02/03/17

SCALE: 1 inch = 20 ft.
DEMOLITION PLAN

EXISTING CONDITIONS

MATCHLINE - XX+XX - SEE SHT C1.09

MATCHLINE - 32+83 - SEE SHT C1.09

CHUC
Highlight

CHUC
Highlight

CHUC
Highlight

CHUC
Highlight

CHUC
Text Box
FENCE DEMOLITION EXHIBIT.
FOR BID QUESTION 10A.

jdybas
Text Box
ADDENDUM NO. 4



Approved
Job No. 20155028

CITY OF ALAMEDADesign Drawn
Scale

Sheet Number:

CALIFORNIAALAMEDA COUNTY
Date

CROSS ALAMEDA TRAIL
JEAN SWEENEY OPEN SPACE PARK

FAX 925-940-2299

1646 N. CALIFORNIA BLVD

WALNUT CREEK, CA 94596
PHONE 925-940-2200

SUITE 400

RevisionsNo. Date

BID SET CG ES
AS SHOWN02/03/17

SCALE: 1 inch = 50 ft.

M
A

T
C

H
L

IN
E

 -
 2

5
+

9
8

 -
 S

E
E

 S
H

T
 C

5
.0

0

CHUC
Highlight

CHUC
Highlight

CHUC
Highlight

CHUC
Highlight

CHUC
Highlight

CHUC
Highlight

CHUC
Highlight

CHUC
Text Box
FENCE DEMOLITION EXHIBIT.
FOR BID QUESTION 10A.

jdybas
Text Box
ADDENDUM NO. 4


	041217 draft Addendum 04 cvr
	Addendum 04 attachments final
	Addendum 04 attachments cmplt
	2014 ISMND Final Draft cmplt
	Wetland Delineation Results cmplt
	M BINDER Cert of Compliance cmplt
	Profile Conwed 1000 Wood Mulch cmplt
	S&S Submittal Cover Letter Template
	Certificate of Compliance - Caltrans Wood Mulch Cert+DS 2-27-15
	Certificate of Compliance - Caltrans Wood Mulch Cert 2-27-15
	Datasheet - Conwed Fibers 1000 Caltrans 02-2015


	BID FORM CHECKLIST cmplt
	updated Base Bid Schedule cmplt

	Fence Removal - Bid Question 10a cmplt


	Hydro Mulch: 
	undefined: 
	Physical Properties: 
	Performance Properties: 
	Environmental Properties: 
	Product Composition: 
	than 50 psi 345 kPa in order to be Thermally RefinedProcessed and to achieve phytosanitization: 
	Properties: 


