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Introduction

1 Introduction

1.1  Purpose of the Response to Comments on the
Draft EIR

This document contains responses to comments (RTC) received on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (Draft EIR) prepared for the proposed Whitecotton Cottage Demolition Project (project). The
Draft EIR identifies the likely environmental consequences associated with development of the
proposed project and recommends mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts.
This document, together with the Draft EIR, constitutes the Final EIR for the proposed project.

1.2 Environmental Review Process

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), lead agencies are required to consult
with public agencies having jurisdiction over a proposed project and to provide the general public
with an opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR.

On April 17, 2019, the County of Alameda circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for a 30-day
comment period to help identify the types of impacts that could result from the proposed project,
as well as potential areas of controversy. The NOP was filed with the County Clerk, published in two
local newspapers, the Castro Valley Forum and the San Leandro Times, and mailed to public
agencies (including the State Clearinghouse and the California Office of Historic Preservation), and
nearby addresses.

The Draft EIR was made available for public review on July 17, 2019. The Notice of Availability of a
Draft EIR was posted with the County Clerk, mailed to local and state agencies, published in two
local newspapers, the Castro Valley Forum and the San Leandro Times, and mailed to public
agencies (including the State Clearinghouse and the California Office of Historic Preservation), and
nearby addresses. A paper copy of the Draft EIR was available for public review at the County of
Alameda General Services Agency office.

The Draft EIR public comment period began on July 17, 2019 and was originally set to end after 45
days, as required under CEQA, on September 2, 2019. However, the end of the public comment was
extended from September 2, 2019 to September 17, 2019. The County received two comment
letters on the Draft EIR. Copies of written comments received during the comment period are
included in Chapter 2 of this document.

1.3 Document Organization

This document consists of the following chapters:
= Chapter 1: Introduction. This chapter discusses the purpose and organization of this RTC
Document and the Final EIR and summarizes the environmental review process for the project.

= Chapter 2: Comments and Responses. This chapter contains reproductions of all comment
letters received on the Draft EIR and summarizes verbal comments provided at the public
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hearings. A written response for each CEQA-related comment received during the public review
period is provided. Each response is keyed to the corresponding comment.

= Chapter 3: Revisions to the Draft EIR. Changes to the Draft EIR that have been made in light of
the comments received are contained in this chapter.
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2 Comments and Responses

This chapter includes written and oral comments received during the circulation of the Draft EIR
prepared for the Whitecotton Cottage Demolition Project, and responses to those comments.

The Draft EIR was circulated for a 60-day public review period that began on July 17, 2019. The
County of Alameda received two comment letters on the Draft EIR. The commenters and the page
number on which each commenter’s letter appear are listed below.

Letter No. and Commenter Page No.

1 Scott Morgan, Director — State Clearinghouse 5

2 Jerry Caveglia, Chair, Linda L. Willis, Vice Chair, Al Minard, Commissioner, Annalee Allen, 7
Commissioner, Kuldip Banga, Commissioner, Maria Magallon, Commissioner — Alameda County
Parks, Recreation and Historic Commission

The comment letters and responses follow. The comment letters have been numbered sequentially
and each separate issue raised by the commenter has been assigned a number. The responses to
each comment identify first the number of the comment letter, and then the number assigned to
each issue (Response 1.1, for example, indicates that the response is for the first issue raised in
comment Letter 1).

Final Environmental Impact Report — Responses to Comments 3
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

Gavin Newsom
Govemor

RECEIVED
OUNTYOFALAMEDA

SEP 09 2019

September 3, 2019

Jason Garrison

Alameda County

1401 Lakeside Drive, Suite 800
2019049101

Oakland, CA 94612

Subject: Whitecotton Cottage Demolition Project
SCH#: 2019049101

Dear Jason Garrison

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named EIR to selected state agencies for review. The review
period closed on 9/2/2019, and no state agencies submitted comments by that date. This letter
acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act,
https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/2019049101/3.

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the
environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the

ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office.

Sincerely,

Scott Morgan
Director, State Clearinghouse

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
TEL 1-916-445-0613  state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov www.opr.ca.gov
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Letter 1

COMMENTER: Scott Morgan, Director — State Clearinghouse
DATE: September 2, 2019

Response 1.1

The commenter explains that the State Clearinghouse distributed the Notice of Availability (NOA) to
selected state agencies for review and that no state agencies submitted comments before the end
of the public comment period.

The County acknowledges this comment. No additional comments were made by this commenter,
and thus no additional responses are warranted.




ALAMEDA COUNTY PARKS, RECREATION AND HISTORICAL COMMISSION

Jerry Caveglia, Chair
District 2

Linda Willis, Vice Chair
District 4

Al Minard
District 1

Annalee Allen
District 4

Kuldip Banga
District 2

Maria Magallon
District 3

Maryalice Faltings
District 1

Piper McKnight
District 3

224 West Winton Ave., Room 111 - Hayward, California 94544-1215 - phone 510.670.5400 - www.acgov.org/cda

Submitted electronically via email

September 13, 2019

Jason Garrison, Environmental Project Manager
County of Alameda General Services Agency
1401 Lakeside Drive, Suite 800

Oakland, CA 94612

QIC: 26023

RE: Draft EIR for the Whitecotton Cottage Demolition Project, State Clearinghouse
Number 2019049101

Dear Mr. Garrison:

The Alameda County Parks, Recreation & Historical Commission (PRHC) submits the
following remarks on the Draft EIR prepared for the Whitecotton Cottage Demolition Project,
for the Alameda County General Services Agency. The subject building is located on the
County-owned Fairmont Hospital Campus in Castro Valley and served as the residence for the
facility’s superintendent from its construction in 1903 into the 1950’s. From the 1970’s to the
year 2000 the building was used as office space. It has remained vacant since 2000 and its
condition has deteriorated significantly due to a lack of maintenance.

Our Commission is charged with overseeing and monitoring preservation efforts in Alameda
County. Commission members are appointed by the Board of Supervisors and are selected for
their knowledge and expertise in preservation-related issues. The PRHC has recognized the
historical value of the Whitecotton Cottage for many years. The attached 2002 letter from the
Commission to the Board of Supervisors is evidence of the Commission’s long-term interest in
preserving the structure. Given past interactions between the PRHC and GSA regarding the
Whitecotton Cottage, the Commission was disappointed that GSA did not consult with
commissioners or send a Notice of Availability directly to the Commission when the DEIR was
released for public review and comment on July 17%,

The PRHC has reviewed the DEIR and offers the following comments:

. On page 3, the DEIR states that Alameda County has not identified any areas of known
controversy for the proposed project and directs readers to a summary of the responses the
County received to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the DEIR in the Introduction on page 9.
On April 17,2019, the NOP was distributed for a 30-day public comment period, ending on
May 17, 2019. PRHC staff could find no record that the PRHC received the NOP, so the
Commission did not have the opportunity to express concern regarding the proposed
demolition project at that time.

. Subsection 1.2 on page 9 of the DEIR indicates that the only action by a decision-making
body required for the demolition project is certification of the EIR and approval by Board of
Supervisors. Sections 17.62.150 and 17.62.160 of the County’s Historic Preservation
Ordinance establishes a process for review of the proposed demolition or relocation of
buildings or structures that are at least fifty years old. This process includes referral of the
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ACPRHC

Whitecotton Cottage DEIR Comments
September 12, 2019

Page 2

proposed demolition of any structure found to be of potential historical significance to the PRHC for
consideration of a Certificate of Appropriateness for the demolition. Section 17.62.240 of the Historic
Preservation Ordinance further states:

17.62.240 - County projects.

A. Except as provided herein, the provisions of this chapter requiring hearing(s) before the
commission or planning department shall apply to development projects involving, or requests for
demolition or relocation of, landmarks, structures of merit or contributing resources which are
owned by the county, including public projects within the Alameda County national historic
landmark, historic preservation district; provided that the commission or planning department
shall make a recommendation to the county Board of Supervisors or other county decision-
making body, entity or person, rather than issuing a decision. When acting on county projects, the
Board of Supervisors or other county decision-making body, entity or person shall apply the same
standards, and make the same findings, required by this chapter for private projects.

B. The Board of Supervisors may, by resolution or ordinance, exempt from review by the planning
department or commission individual county projects or categories of county projects.

e The DEIR provides analysis of two project alternatives. Alternative 1 is the “no project” alternative. It
assumes that the project site would remain in its current state and the house would be allowed to
continue to deteriorate. Alternative 2 would include the rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of the
cottage. The DEIR concludes that Alternative 1 is the environmentally superior alternative because it
would avoid the loss of the historical resource. The Commission argues that Alternative 1 would
result in the loss of the historical resource as the cottage would eventually collapse if it is allowed to
continue to deteriorate. Alternative 2 is the only alternative that would not result in the loss of the
building. The primary reason given for rejecting Alternative 2 is the cost of restoring the cottage,
which is not a valid environmental consideration under CEQA.

e Subsection 2.5 on page 24 of the DEIR states that the project objectives are to eliminate hazards
currently associated with the project site, including structural hazards, the presence of hazardous
materials, and attracting vandalism and other illicit activities; and to reduce the deferred maintenance
burden and overall costs to the County. It should be noted that Alternative 2 presented in the DEIR,
which would involve the restoration and reuse of the subject building, would also achieve the
objective of eliminating the stated hazards.

e The analysis of Alternative 2, which begins on page 40 of the DEIR, finds that implementation of
Alternative 2 would result in slightly greater air quality impacts and greenhouse gas emissions, as
well as increased traffic and construction noise, than the proposed demolition project. However, the
analysis concludes that these impacts would still be less than significant, as they would be for the
proposed project, but without the significant and unavoidable impact resulting from the loss of the
historical resource.

The PRHC requests that GSA keep the Commission apprised of when the Final EIR for the demolition
project will be available and when the project will be scheduled to go before the Board of Supervisors for
approval and certification of the EIR so that the Commission has the opportunity to provide input to the
Board.
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ACPRHC

Whitecotton Cottage DEIR Comments
September 12, 2019

Page 3

Page 6 of the DEIR lists two measures to reduce the impact of the loss of this historic resource if the
cottage were to be demolished. The first mitigation measure (CR-1) would require the County to
undertake Historic American Building Survey (HABS) documentation of the building. The second
mitigation measure (CR-2) would require the installation of an interpretive plaque at the site. If the Board
of Supervisors approves the demolition of the cottage, the Commission requests to be consulted on the
content of the documentation and the plaque.

In addition, on page 35 the DEIR mentions plans for the partial demolition of four structures at the Nike
Missile Site on Fairmont Drive and notes that these structures have also been determined to be eligible for
the California Register of Historical Resources. The Commission requests that the proposed demolition of
these structures and any other county-owned structure that may be of historical significance be referred to
the Commission as well.

Please contact Liz McElligott, Assistant Planning Director, Community Development Agency — Planning
at (510) 670-6120 or Elizabeth.mcelligott@acgov.org if you have questions regarding these comments.

Sincerely,

Alameda County Parks, Recreation and Historic Commission

Jerry Caveglia, Chair Linda L. Willis, Vice Chair Al Minard, Commissioner

. e E‘A-,?_‘—x"-qtg"“_,"—_ﬁiﬁ':‘_':“ — I', A, \ I.
InvoRua . (W e/ T YV
Annalee Allen, Commissioner Kuldip Banga, Commissioner Maria Magallon, Commissioner

Piper McKnight, Commissioner

cc: Paul Saftner, Constituent Liaison, Supervisor Nate Miley
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ALAMEDA COUNTY
PARKS, RECREATION AND HISTORICAL COMMISSION

224 W. Winton Avenue, Room 151, Hayward, CA 94544  (510) 670-5400 FAX (510) 670-6529

January 2, 2002

Honorable Board of Supervisors
1221 Oak Street, Room 536
Oakland, CA 94612

Dear Board Members:

It has come to our attention that Alameda County’s General Services Agency (GSA) is moving forward with plans to
demolish a historical structure, known as the Superintendent’s Residence (“White Cotton Cottage™), located on the
Fairmont Hospital campus.

In order to comply with requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act, a Historical and Architectural
Assessment was prepared by Woodruff Minor earlier this year at the request of GSA. The study found that the
Superintendent’s Residence, erected in 1903, is the oldest surviving building on the campus and is an excellent local
example of the Shingle Style architecture, a popular eclectic style of the late 19% and early 20® centuries. The study
concluded that the structure appears to be eligible for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources based
on its historical associations and architectural qualities. In order to be eligible for the California Register, a
historical resource must be significant at the local, state, or national level under one or more of the four criteria
defined in California Public Resources Code Section 5024.1(c)(1-4).

In this case, the Superintendent’s Residence qualified because of its association with being the first county-run
hospital in Alameda County, operating under a statewide mandate to provide medical care for the poor, the building
“is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history,
or the cultural heritage of California...” It is the only intact building on the campus associated with the infirmary’s
first phase of construction. It is also the oldest surviving building in Alameda County associated with a county-run
hospital.

The Superintendent’s Residence also appears eligible under a separate criterion in that it “embodies the distinctive
characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction...[and] possesses high artistic values,” The
residence is an excellent example of the Shingle Style, a popular design trend of the period, and displays a high level
of workmanship and integrity.

As the public body responsible for historic oversight in Alameda County, we strive to work with local groups and
county agencies in support of their efforts towards preservation and reuse of historic structures. We encourage the
preservation and reuse of the Superintendent’s Residence and would like to work closely with the General Services
Agency to find alternative uses and other agencies or groups to utilize the structure that is conducive with the
Alameda County Medical Center.

Sincerely,

Annalee Allen, Chair
Alameda County Parks, Recreation and Historical Commission

cc: Ald K. Nakai, Director, General Services Agency
Kenneth B. Cohen, Chief Executive Officer, Alameda County Medical Center

10
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Alameda County Medical Center Board of Trustees

Tom McKimmy, Construction Project Manager, General Services Agency

Richard Digre, Executive Director of Facilities Planning, Alameda County Medical Center
Chris Gray, Chief of Staff, Supervisor Haggerty, District 1

Alison Lewis, Chief of Staff, Supervisor Steele, District 2

Shawn Wilson, Chief of Staff, Supervisor Lai-Bitker, District 3

Andra Wicks, Director of Internal Operations, Supervisor Miley, District 4

Desley Brooks, Chief of Staff, Supervisor Carson, District 5
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County of Alameda
Whitecotton Cottage Demolition Project

Letter 2

COMMENTER: Jerry Caveglia, Chair, Linda L. Willis, Vice Chair, Al Minard, Commissioner,
Annalee Allen, Commissioner, Kuldip Banga, Commissioner, Maria Magallon,
Commissioner — Alameda County Parks, Recreation and Historic Commission
(PRHC)

DATE: September 12, 2019

Response 2.1

The commenters describe the location of Whitecotton Cottage on the historical Fairmont Hospital
Campus and its use as the residence for the facility’s superintendent and then as an office. The
commenters note that the structure has remained vacant since 2000 and that its condition has
deteriorated.

These comments accurately describe the location of the Whitecotton Cottage and its history of uses.
Responses to specific comments regarding the proposed project and Draft EIR raised are provided in
responses 2.3 through 2.11.

Response 2.2

The commenters describe the responsibility of the PRHC and indicate that they have attached a
2002 letter regarding the Commission’s long-term interest in the Whitecotton Cottage.

While this comment does not pertain to the analysis in the Draft EIR, the County acknowledges that
the PRHC has expressed interest in exploring ways to preserve the structure in the past. Responses
to specific comments regarding the proposed project and Draft EIR raised are provided in responses
2.3 through 2.11.

Response 2.3

The commenters note that the Draft EIR states that County has not identified any areas of known
controversy for the project, acknowledge that the Notice of Preparation (NOP) was distributed for a
30-day comment period between April 17 and May 17, 2019, and state that the PRHC did not
receive the NOP and did not have an opportunity express concern at that time.

The County acknowledges that the NOP was not sent directly to the PRHC. However, all noticing
requirements in CEQA Guidelines Article 7, EIR Process, were met. As described above, both the
NOP and NOA were filed with the County Clerk, published in two local newspapers, and mailed to
public agencies, including the State Clearinghouse and the California Office of Historic Preservation.

In addition, the County has worked with the PRHC to discuss the project and to provide additional
time to submit comments. Representatives of the PRHC contacted the County General Services
Agency after the NOA had been published to discuss their concerns about the proposed project. In
response, County representatives attended the PRHC August 1 meeting to discuss the project.
Moreover, after the PRHC expressed concern about the limited time to make comments, the County
extended the end of the comment period by 15 days, from September 2, 2019 to September 17,
2019 to allow additional time for the PRHC to prepare comments.

The commenters are correct that the Draft EIR did not identify areas of known controversy at the
time the Draft EIR was published. In response to this comment, additional information to include

12
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the demolition of the historical resource as an area of controversy has been added to the Executive
Summary of the Draft EIR. Please see Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR, to see these revisions.

Response 2.4

The commenters explain that although Subsection 1.2 on Page 9 of the Draft EIR indicates the only
action by a decision-making body required for the demolition project is certification of the EIR and
approval by the Board of Supervisors, the Alameda County Historic Preservation Ordinance (County
Code Chapter 17.62) establishes a referral process of the demolition of any structure found to be of
potential historical significance to the PRHC for consideration of a Certificate of Appropriateness for
the demolition. The commenters include text from County Code Section 17.62.240.

This comment pertains to the County approval process for the proposed project, not the CEQA
process, and therefore does not require additional analysis of environmental impacts or revisions to
the Draft EIR.

Response 2.5

The commenters argue that Alternative 1 would result in continued deterioration of Whitecotton
Cottage and ultimately the loss of the historical resource and, therefore that Alternative 2 would be
the environmentally superior alternative as it is the only alternative that would not result in the loss
of Whitecotton Cottage.

Section 6, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR describes two alternatives to the proposed project and
impacts that would result from each. Alternative 1 (No Project Alternative) assumes that the project
site would remain in its current state and condition into the foreseeable future. The Whitecotton
Cottage would not be demolished or altered and no soil removal or new grading would be
completed on the project site. Except during general maintenance activities, which would be of
short duration, the site would continue to operate under existing conditions and Whitecotton
Cottage would remain vacant and boarded up. Moreover, this alternative would not involve
rehabilitation efforts to preserve the structure’s historic elements and the existing materials and
design would continue to degrade and would thus result in further exterior and interior dilapidation.
Nonetheless, because this alternative does not involve demolition of a historic resource, this
alternative would result in a less than significant impact to historic resources. Under Alternative 2
(Rehabilitation and Adaptive Reuse of Whitecotton Cottage), the County would conduct evaluations
of Whitecotton Cottage to determine alterations necessary to address disrepair, structural issues,
and abatement of hazardous materials, including in nearby soil. The County would then rehabilitate
the structure to accommodate 3,942 square-foot of office use.

Section 15126.6(e) of the CEQA Guidelines describes how a lead agency should evaluate impacts of
the required “no project” alternative, which “is the circumstance under which the project does not
proceed...[T]he lead agency should proceed to analyze the impacts of the no project alternative by
projecting what would reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were
not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community
services.” The commenters are correct that Alternative 1 would result in continued deterioration of
Whitecotton Cottage. However, as described in the Draft EIR, the County would continue to conduct
regular maintenance activities at the project site, which would prevent total building collapse.
Moreover, as described in Section 4 of the Draft EIR, Environmental Impact Analysis, Whitecotton
Cottage was found to be eligible for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources because
of its association with historical events, and not because of its architectural quality, which has
deteriorated substantially already. Therefore, given that the structure itself would remain at the
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project site under Alternative 1, it is reasonable to expect that the historical resource would be
retained. Therefore, Alternative 1 would not result in the significant and unavoidable impacts to
historical resources that would result from the proposed project. Nonetheless, the Draft EIR
acknowledges that Alternative 2 would also be environmentally superior to the project because it
would not involve the demolition of a structure eligible for listing in the NRHP and the CRHR and
would thus not result in significant and unavoidable impacts. In response to this comment,
additional information to state what impacts would result from Alternative 1 has been added to
Section 6, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR. Please see Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR, to see
these revisions.

Response 2.6

The commenters state that the primary reason given in the Draft EIR for rejecting Alternative 2 is
the cost of restoring the Whitecotton Cottage, which they argue is not a valid environmental
consideration under CEQA.

The commenters are correct that the Draft EIR compares the estimated cost of Alternative 2 to the
estimated cost of the proposed project. Section 6.3 describes that, according to County estimates,
the proposed project would cost approximately $285,000, while rehabilitation of the structure
would cost approximately $1.9 to $2.3 million. However, the commenters are incorrect that cost is
not a valid consideration under CEQA.

Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that, prior to approving a project that would result in
significant environmental effects, an agency must make one or more specific findings for each of
those significant effects, accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for each finding. Of the
possible findings listed, an agency could find that “specific economic, legal, social, technological, or
other considerations...make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in
the final EIR” (Section 15091.a.3). To meet these requirements, the County has completed a
Findings of Fact document as a part of the Final EIR, which evaluates the feasibility of the
alternatives identified in the Draft EIR. In that document, the County states that there are specific
economic considerations, specifically that the cost required to complete Alternative 2 would be
prohibitively expensive. Moreover, as required by Section 15093, the Findings of Fact also include a
Statement of Overriding Consideration, which specifies that, in the County’s judgement, the
economic benefits and health benefits of the project outweigh its unavoidable environmental risks.
Therefore, the County has met applicable requirements under CEQA in its analysis of the proposed
project.

Response 2.7
The commenters assert that Alternative 2 would achieve the stated objective of eliminating hazards.

The commenters are correct that Alternative 2 would help the County achieve one of the Project
Objectives, which are stated on Page 2 of the Draft EIR, to eliminate hazards currently associated
with the project site. As discussed in Section 6, Alternatives, of the Daft EIR, under this alternative,
the County would conduct evaluations of Whitecotton Cottage to determine alterations necessary
to address disrepair, structural issues, and abatement of hazardous materials, including in nearby
soil. However, the original lead-based paint at Whitecotton Cottage would remain at the project site
and would require maintenance and monitoring to reduce potential hazards. In response to this
comment, additional information to state that Alternative 2 would meet some of the County’s
project objectives has been added to Section 6, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR. Please see Chapter 3,
Revisions to the Draft EIR, to see these revisions.
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Response 2.8

The commenters summarize the findings of the Draft EIR, which found that Alternative 2 would
result in less than significant impacts with respect to air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, traffic,
and construction noise but that the significant and unavoidable impacts that would result from the
proposed project would be avoided.

The commenters have accurately restated information provided in the Draft EIR. Section 6.2
Alternative 2: Rehabilitation and Adaptive Reuse of Whitecotton Cottage of the Draft EIR states that
under Alternative 2, Whitecotton Cottage would be retained, and the structure would be repaired
and improved in a manner that would preserve its historic elements. As with the proposed project
and Alternative 1, no impact to aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, hydrology and water
quality, land use planning, mineral resources, and recreation would occur under this alternative.
New impacts to air quality, greenhouse gasses, noise, and transportation and traffic would occur
under this alternative, but they would be less than significant. Impacts to biological resources, tribal
cultural resources would be less than significant or less than significant with mitigation
incorporated, the same as impacts under the proposed project. Finally, Alternative 2 would result in
a less than significant impact to historic resources, instead of the significant and unavoidable
impacts that would result from the proposed project.

Response 2.9

The commenters request that the County General Services Agency inform the PRHC of completion
of the Final EIR and the date of the Board of Supervisors hearing to certify the EIR.

The CEQA process will culminate with a Board of Supervisors hearing to consider the Final EIR and
proposed project. The County has added the PRHC to its list of individuals and groups who will
receive notice of the Public Hearing and decision regarding the proposed project.

Response 2.10

The commenters state that the Draft EIR lists two mitigation measures, CR-1, which would require
the County to undertake Historic American Building Survey (HABS) documentation of the
Whitecotton Cottage and CR-2, which would require the installation of an interpretive plaque at the
project site. The commenters request that the PRHC be consulted on the content of the
documentation and plaque if the Whitecotton Cottage is demolished.

Section 4.1, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2.
Measure CR-1 requires that the HABS documentation be undertaken by a qualified professional who
meets the standards for history, architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate), as set forth
by the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards. CR-2 requires that the
interpretive plaque include information from the HABS documentation and any collected research
pertaining to the historic property and that the content be prepared by a qualified architectural
historian or historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards
for History and/or Architectural History. While not required under CEQA, the County acknowledges
the PRHC's interest in compliance with these mitigation measures and agrees to keep the PRHC
apprised of the work to comply with the Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2.

Response 2.11

The commenters state that the Draft EIR refers to the County’s plans to partially demolish four
structures at the Nike Missile Site on Fairmont Drive, which have also been determined to be
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eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources, and request that project be referred to
the PRHC.

The comments correctly reference information in the Draft EIR. Section 4.1.3 Cumulative
Development of the Draft EIR describes other projects that could contribute to cumulative impacts,
including the proposed partial demolition of structures associated with the Nike Missile Site.

This comment refers to a different project other than the proposed project, which is not related to
the required CEQA process. Additional analysis of environmental impacts of the proposed project or
revisions to the Draft EIR are not necessary. Finally, the County acknowledges the PRHC’s interest in
this future project, and staff will keep this comment in mind as the project moves forward.
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3 Revisions to the Draft EIR

Chapter 3 presents specific changes to the text of the Draft EIR that are being made in response to
comments received. In no case do these revisions result in a greater number of impacts or impacts
of a substantially greater severity than those set forth in the Draft EIR. Where revisions to the main
text are called for, the page and paragraph are set forth, followed by the appropriate revision.
Added text is indicated with underlined and deleted text is indicated with strikeeut. Page numbers
correspond to the page numbers of the Draft EIR.

The following changes have been made to Page 3 in the Executive Summary, of the Draft EIR.

The demolition of an eligible historical resource is an area of known controversy. Alameda

ounty-has-notidentified-any-areas-ofknown-controversyfor-the proposedproject-Responses
to the Notice of Preparation of a Draft EIR and input received are summarized in Section 1,
Introduction.

The following changes have been made to Page 44 in Section 6, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR.

Table 8 indicates whether each alternative’s environmental impact is greater than, less than, or
similar to that of the proposed project for each of the issue areas studied. Based on the
alternatives analysis provided above, Alternative 1 (No Project) would be the environmentally
superior alternative as it would not involve construction and grading activities, including soil
disturbance and use of construction equipment and loading vehicles, which would result in
impacts to air quality, nesting birds, bats, and noise. Therefore, the mitigation identified to
address impacts to air quality, biological resources, and noise that would result under the
proposed project would not be required under this alternative. In addition, because
Whitecotton Cottage would remain in its existing state and location and would continue to be
maintained by the County, it would also not result in the significant and unavoidable impacts to
historical resources that would result from the proposed project. However, Alternative 1 would
not achieve the basic project objectives as stated in Section 2, Project Description. Under this
alternative, hazards associated with the existing building would not be eliminated and deferred
maintenance of the building would continue to require County resources.

Alternative 2 (Rehabilitation and Adaptive Reuse of Whitecotton Cottage) would be
environmentally superior to the project because it would not involve the demolition of a
structure eligible for listing in the NRHP and the CRHR and would thus not result in significant
and unavoidable impacts. However, this alternative would result in increased air quality and
greenhouse gas emissions, traffic, and construction noise. This alternative would meet the first
project objective to eliminate some hazards currently associated with the project site. However,
existing lead-based paint would remain on Whitecotton Cottage. Moreover, this alternative
would not meet the second project objective to reduce the overall cost to the County of
Alameda. Alternative 2 would be prohibitively expensive for the county. According to County
estimates, the proposed project would cost approximately $285,000, while rehabilitation of the
structure would cost approximately $1-6-2-millien$1.9 to $2.3 million.
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Executive Summary

Executive Summary

This document is an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) analyzing the environmental effects of the
proposed Whitecotton Cottage Demolition Project (proposed project). This section summarizes the
characteristics of the proposed project, alternatives to the proposed project, and the environmental
impacts and mitigation measures associated with the proposed project.

Project Synopsis

Lead Agency and Contact Person

County of Alameda

General Services Agency

1401 Lakeside Drive, Suite 800
Oakland, California 94612

Contact: Jason B. Garrison, Environmental Project Manager, (510) 208-9520

Project Description

This EIR has been prepared to examine the potential environmental effects of the Whitecotton
Cottage Demolition Project. Whitecotton Cottage, built in 1903, was the former residence for the
Superintendent of the Alameda County Infirmary and is recommended as eligible for the California
Register of Historical Resources because of its association with historic events, specifically the
original Alameda County Infirmary and the Fairmont Hospital. The following is a summary of the full
project description, which can be found in Section 2, Project Description.

Project Location

The project site is an approximately 2,000 square-foot portion of a larger, approximately 82-acre
parcel (APN 80A-238-10) in unincorporated Alameda County. The parcel is one of eight county-
owned parcels on which the Alameda County Fairmont Hospital and other related medical and
County institutional buildings occur, which are bounded by Fairmont Drive to the northwest and
Foothill Boulevard to the southeast. The project is bounded by Meadow Drive to the west, a parking
lot to the south, a medical building to the northeast, and landscaped area to the north. The site is
designated Public Facilities (PF) in the Castro Valley General Plan and zoned Planned Development
(PD).

Project Characteristics

The proposed project would involve the demolition of the existing Whitecotton Cottage, an existing
vacant 3,942 square-foot building with two stories above grade and a basement. Demolition of the
structure would involve:

= The removal of asbestos-containing materials

=  Stabilization of loose and peeling lead-based paint

=  Removal and proper disposal of components coated with remaining lead-based paint
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=  Demolition of the structure

=  Excavation and disposal of approximately 222 cubic yards of soil, including lead-contaminated
soil around the structure

=  Rough grading of the site

The Alameda County General Services Agency would manage the demolition project and ensure
compliance with appropriate regulatory guidelines associated with hazardous materials abatement
and demolition. All project activities, including demolition, excavation, remediation, and grading
would be expected to take approximately eight weeks, including approximately two weeks for
demolition, one week for excavation, four weeks for soil and waste testing, and one week for rough
grading. There are no current redevelopment plans for the site. Once the structure is demolished
and grading has occurred, the site would be covered in gravel.

Project Objectives

= Eliminate hazards currently associated with the project site. The Whitecotton Cottage poses
several safety concerns to the community:

@ Structural hazards — building is in a deteriorated state with several holes on the roof and
extensive water damage and mold contamination within the interior of the building

@ Hazardous materials — Building contains peeling lead-based paint and asbestos in roofing
materials. Previous peeling lead-based paint on the exterior of the building has also
contaminated adjacent soils with lead.

o  Provides an attractive site for vandalism and other illicit activities

= Reduce the deferred maintenance burden (including cost and staff time) and overall costs to
Alameda County

Alternatives

As required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), this EIR examines alternatives to the
proposed project. Studied alternatives include the following two alternatives. Based on the
alternatives analysis, Alternative 1 was determined to be the environmentally superior alternative.

= Alternative 1: No Project
= Alternative 2: Rehabilitation and Adaptive Reuse of Whitecotton Cottage

Alternative 1 (No Project) assumes that the project site would remain in its current state and
condition indefinitely into the foreseeable future. The Whitecotton Cottage would not be
demolished or altered and no soil removal or new grading would be completed on the project site.
Under this alternative, significant impacts to potential historic resources would be avoided. In
addition, no demolition activities would occur and mitigation measures associated with
unanticipated discovery of cultural and tribal cultural resources, special-status species potentially
affected during demolition, and demolition noise and vibration would not be required. However,
this alternative would not fulfill the objectives of the proposed project because hazards associated
with the existing building would not be eliminated and deferred maintenance of the building would
continue to require County resources. In addition, degrading exterior paint conditions over time
would likely further contaminate adjacent soils with lead.
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Alternative 2 (Rehabilitation and Adaptive Reuse of Whitecotton Cottage) would involve
evaluations of the Whitecotton Cottage to determine alterations necessary to address disrepair,
structural issues, and abatement of hazardous materials, including in nearby soil. The structure
would be rehabilitated for a 3,942 square-foot office use in conformance with the Secretary of the
Interior Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties. The rehabilitation of the building would be
conducted in accordance with the California Historic Building Code, which allows for more flexible
application of building regulations when impacting a historic resource. It is assumed that all
identified character-defining features of the building would be repaired and maintained in-situ to
the highest degree feasible. Under this alternative, significant impacts to potential historic resources
would be avoided. However, since construction activities and some excavation of contaminated soil
would occur under this alternative, mitigation measures would still be required to reduce impacts
during renovation activities, including measures to protect special-status species and unanticipated
discovery of cultural and tribal cultural resources and to reduce noise and vibration. Moreover,
additional operational impacts would occur from the use of the building as an office, though such
impacts would be less than significant. Lastly, this alternative would be prohibitively expensive for
the county. According to County estimates, the proposed project would cost approximately
$285,000, while rehabilitation of the structure would cost approximately $1.6-2 million.

Refer to Section 6, Alternatives, for the complete alternatives analysis.

Areas of Known Controversy

Alameda County has not identified any areas of known controversy for the proposed project.
Responses to the Notice of Preparation of a Draft EIR and input received are summarized in Section
1, Introduction.

Issues to be Resolved

Alameda County has not identified issues to be resolved beyond the choice among alternatives.

Issues Not Studied in Detall in the EIR

Table 1 in Section 1.4 summarizes issues from the environmental checklist that were addressed in
the Initial Study (Appendix B). As indicated in the Initial Study, there is no substantial evidence that
significant impacts would occur to the following issue areas: Aesthetics, Agricultural Resources, Air
Quality, Biological Resources, Energy, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, Hydrology, Land Use and Planning, Mineral Resources, Noise, Population and
Housing, Public Services, Recreation, Transportation, Tribal Cultural Resources, Utilities and Service
Systems, and Wildfire. The Initial Study also includes mitigation measures to reduce impacts to
Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Noise, and Tribal Cultural Resources to less than significant
levels. Those mitigation measures are outlined below in Table 1 and will be incorporated in the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan for this project. Impacts to Cultural Resources, specifically
historical resources, were found to be potentially significant and are addressed in this EIR.

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Table 1 summarizes the environmental impacts of the proposed project, proposed mitigation
measures, and residual impacts (the impact after application of mitigation, if required). Impacts are
categorized as follows:
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= Significant and Unavoidable. An impact that cannot be reduced to below the threshold level
given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact requires a
Statement of Overriding Considerations to be issued if the project is approved per §15093 of the
CEQA Guidelines.

= Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. An impact that can be reduced to below the
threshold level given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact
requires findings under §15091 of the CEQA Guidelines.

= Less than Significant. An impact that may be adverse but does not exceed the threshold levels
and does not require mitigation measures. However, mitigation measures that could further
lessen the environmental effect may be suggested if readily available and easily achievable.

= No Impact. The proposed project would have no effect on environmental conditions or would
reduce existing environmental problems or hazards.
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Table 1 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual

Impacts
Impact
Biological Resources

Demolition activities from the project
could indirectly disturb mature trees
that could contain birds which are
protected under the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act. Furthermore, special-
status bats may be in the existing
building and could be disturbed
during demolition of the building.
Impacts associated with special-
status species would be less than
significant with mitigation
implemented. (See Section 4,
Biological Resources, of the Initial
Study, Appendix 1 of this EIR.)

Mitigation Measure (s) Residual Impact

BIO-1 Nesting/Breeding Native Bird. To avoid impacts to Less than
nesting birds, including birds protected under the significant.
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, ground disturbing activities

should be limited to the time period between September

1 and January 1 (i.e., outside the nesting season) if

feasible. If initial site disturbance, grading, and vegetation

removal cannot be conducted during this time period, a
pre-construction survey for active nests within and

around the project site shall be conducted by a qualified

biologist at the site no more than two weeks prior to any

construction activities. The survey shall include the

project site and other such habitat within 500 feet of the

project site.

If active nests are identified, species specific exclusion
buffers shall be determined by the biologist (i.e.: 500 feet
for raptor nests), and construction timing and location
adjusted accordingly. The buffer shall be adhered to until
the adults and young are no longer reliant on the nest
site, as determined by the biologist. Limits of construction
to avoid a nest should be established in the field with
flagging and stakes or construction fencing. Construction
personnel shall be instructed on the sensitivity of the
area.

The biological monitor shall be present on site during all
grubbing and clearing of vegetation to ensure that these
activities remain within the project footprint (i.e., outside
the demarcated buffer) and that the
flagging/stakes/fencing is being maintained, and to
minimize the likelihood that active nests are abandoned
or fail due to project activities.

BIO-2 Special-status Bat Species Avoidance and
Minimization. Focused surveys of the building to be
demolished to determine the presence/absence of
roosting bats shall be conducted by a qualified biologist
prior to the initiation of demolition activities. If active
maternity roosts are identified, at a minimum, no
demolition, clearing, or grading shall occur within 500 feet
of the roost until the young are able to fly from the roost.
If active day or night roosts are found on the project site,
measures shall be implemented to safely flush bats from
the roosts prior to the onset of demolition activities. Such
measures may include removal of roosting site during the
time of day the roost is unoccupied or the installation of
one-way doors, allowing the bats to leave the roost but
not to re-enter.
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Impact Mitigation Measure (s) Residual Impact

Cultural Resources

Impact CR-1. The proposed project CR-1 Historic Documentation Package. Prior to issuance Significant and
would demolish a historical resource of demolition, Alameda County shall undertake Historic Unavoidable.
that is recommended as eligible for American Building Survey (HABS) documentation of

listing in the California Register of Whitecotton Cottage including its character defining

Historical Resources. Therefore, features. The documentation should generally follow the

impact to this historical resource HABS Level Ill requirements and include measured

would be significant and unavoidable.  drawings that depict the size, scale, and dimensions of the
subject property; digital photographic recordation of the
interior and exterior of the subject property including all
character-defining-features; a detailed historic narrative
report; and compilation of historic research. The
documentation shall be undertaken by a qualified
professional who meets the standards for history,
architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate), as
set forth by the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional
Qualification Standards (36 CFR, Part 61). The original
archival-quality documentation shall be offered as
donated material to the Alameda County Historical
Society Archives where it would be available for current
and future generations. Archival copies of the
documentation also shall be submitted to the Alameda
County Library, where it would be available to local
researchers. Completion of this mitigation measure shall
be monitored and enforced by Alameda County. The
County shall also make the HABS documentation available
on a County of Alameda webpage. The webpage shall be
maintained by the County for a minimum of five years.

CR-2 Interpretive Plaque. The County of Alameda shall
install an interpretive plaque at the site discussing the
history of the building, its significance, important details
and features, and its connection to the Fairmont Hospital
Campus. The plaque shall be installed on a publically
accessible location on or near the project site. The plaque
shall include information from the HABS documentation
and any collected research pertaining to the historic
property. The content shall be prepared by a qualified
architectural historian or historian who meets the
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification
Standards for History and/or Architectural History (NPS
1983). Installation of the plaque shall be completed within
one year of the date of completion of the proposed
project. Completion of this mitigation measure shall be
monitored and enforced by the County of Alameda.




Impact

Impact CUL-2. The project site is not

considered archaeologically sensitive.

Nevertheless, implementation of
mitigation measure would be
required to reduce impacts to less
than significant in the case of
unanticipated discoveries. (See
Section 5, Cultural Resources, of the
Initial Study, Appendix 1 of this EIR.)

Noise

Demolition and grading activities
associated with the proposed project
could result in the temporary
elevation of noise levels at the
project site and surrounding areas.
Impacts from temporary noise would
be reduced to less than significant
with mitigation incorporated. (See
Section 13, Noise, of the Initial Study,
Appendix 1 of this EIR.)

Mitigation Measure (s)

CUL-1 Unanticipated Discovery of Cultural Resources. If
cultural resources are encountered during ground

Executive Summary

Residual Impact

Less than
significant.

disturbing activities, work in the immediate area shall be
halted and an archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the
Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for
archaeology (NPS 1983) shall be contacted immediately to
evaluate the find. If necessary, the evaluation may require
preparation of a treatment plan and testing for the
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR)
eligibility. If the discovery proves to be eligible for listing
in the CRHR and cannot be avoided by the project,
additional work, such as data recovery excavation, may be
required to mitigate potentially significant impacts to
historical resources.

N-1 Demolition Noise Reduction. The following measures
shall be implemented during project construction and

Less than
significant.

demolition.

Construction Hours. Construction activity shall not
occur between 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Monday
through Friday and 5:00 p.m. through 8:00 a.m.
Saturday and Sunday.

Mufflers. During all project site demolition and
grading, all construction equipment, fixed or mobile,
shall be operated with closed engine doors and shall
be equipped with properly operating and maintained
mufflers consistent with manufacturers’ standards.

Equipment Staging Areas. Equipment staging shall be
located in areas that will create the greatest distance
feasible between construction-related noise sources
and noise-sensitive receptors.

Electrically-Powered Tools and Facilities. Electrical
power shall be used to run power tools and to power
any temporary structures, such as construction trailers
or caretaker facilities.

Smart Back-up Alarms. Mobile construction
equipment shall have smart back-up alarms that
automatically adjust the sound level of the alarm in
response to ambient noise levels. Alternatively, back-
up alarms shall be disabled and replaced with human
spotters to ensure safety when mobile construction
equipment is moving in the reverse direction.
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Impact Mitigation Measure (s) Residual Impact
Demolition activities could result in N-2 Demolition Vibration Reduction. The following Less than
generation of excessive groundborne  vibration measures shall be applied during project significant.
vibration, which could affect nearby demolition activity.

sensitive receptors. Impacts tothose = Keep vibration-intensive equipment as far as possible

sensitive receptors would be less from vibration-sensitive site boundaries. Machines

than significant with mitigation and equipment shall not be left idling.

incorporated. (See Section 13, Noise, .
of the Initial Study, Appendix 1 of this
EIR.)

Schedule vibration-intensive operations to minimize
their duration. Notify adjacent noise sensitive
receptors in advance of performing work creating
unusual noise and schedule such work at times
mutually agreeable.

= Whenever practical, the most vibration-intensive
construction operations shall be scheduled to occur
together in the construction program to avoid
continuous periods of vibration.

Tribal Cultural Resources

Although no tribal cultural resources TCR-1 Unanticipated Discovery of Tribal Cultural Less than
are expected to be present on-site, Resources. In the event that cultural resources of Native significant.
there is the possibility of American origin are identified during construction, all

encountering undisturbed subsurface  earth-disturbing work in the vicinity of the find must be

tribal cultural resources. Impacts to temporarily suspended or redirected until an

tribal cultural resources would be less  archaeologist has evaluated the nature and significance of

than significant with mitigation the find and an appropriate Native American

incorporated. (See Section 18, Tribal representative, based on the nature of the find, is

Cultural Resources, of the Initial consulted. If the County, in consultation with local Native

Study, Appendix 1 of this EIR.) Americans, determines that the resource is a tribal

cultural resource and thus significant under CEQA, a
mitigation plan shall be prepared and implemented in
accordance with state guidelines and in consultation with
Native American groups. The plan would include
avoidance of the resource or, if avoidance of the resource
is infeasible, the plan would outline the appropriate
treatment of the resource in coordination with the
archeologist, if applicable, and the appropriate Native
American tribal representative.




Introduction

1 Introduction

This document is an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Whitecotton Cottage
Demolition project (hereafter referred to as the “proposed project” or “project”) in Alameda
County, California. The proposed project would involve demolition of an existing building, removal
of asbestos-containing materials and led-based paint, excavation of approximately 222 cubic yards
of soil, and rough grading of the site.

This section discusses (1) the project and EIR background; (2) the legal basis for preparing an EIR; (3)
the scope and content of the EIR; (4) issue areas found not to be significant in the Initial Study; (5)
the lead, responsible, and trustee agencies; and (6) the environmental review process required
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The proposed project is described in detail
in Section 2, Project Description.

1.1 Environmental Impact Report Background

Alameda County distributed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the EIR for a 30-day agency and public
review period starting on April 17, 2019 and ending on May 17, 2019. The County received two
responses on the NOP: a confirmation letter from the State Clearinghouse that the NOP was
received and circulated to state agencies and one letter from the Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC). The NAHC letter describes the process required by CEQA for determining
environmental impacts to tribal cultural resources, including requirements of Assembly Bill 52. This
comment is addressed in Section 18 of the Initial Study, Tribal Cultural Resources, which describes
how the County complied with AB 52 requirements for the proposed project. The Initial Study, NOP,
and NOP response letters are included in Appendix 1.

1.2 Purpose and Legal Authority

The proposed project is subject to the environmental review requirements of CEQA. In accordance
with CEQA Guidelines §Section 15121 (California Code of Regulations [CCR], Title 14), the purpose of
this EIR is to serve as an informational document that “...will inform public agency decision makers
and the public generally of the significant environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways
to minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project.”

This EIR has been prepared as a Project EIR pursuant to Section 15161 of the CEQA Guidelines. A
Project EIR is appropriate for a specific development project. As stated in the CEQA Guidelines:

“This type of EIR should focus primarily on the changes in the environment that would result
from the development project. The EIR shall examine all phases of the project, including
planning, construction, and operation.”

This EIR is to serve as an informational document for the public and Alameda County decision
makers. The process will include public hearings before the Board of Supervisors to consider
certification of a Final EIR and approval of the proposed project.
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1.3 Scope and Content

This EIR addresses impacts identified in the Initial Study as potentially significant. The following
issues were found to include potentially significant impacts and have been studied in the EIR:

= Cultural Resources

In preparing the EIR, use was made of pertinent County policies and guidelines, certified EIRs and
adopted CEQA documents, and other background documents. A full reference list is contained in
Section 7, References.

The alternatives section of the EIR (Section 6) was prepared in accordance with Section 15126.6 of
the CEQA Guidelines and focuses on alternatives that are capable of eliminating or reducing
significant adverse effects associated with the project while feasibly attaining most of the basic
project objectives. In addition, the alternatives section identifies the "environmentally superior"
alternative among the alternatives assessed. The alternatives evaluated include the CEQA-required
"No Project" alternative and one alternative development scenario for the project site.

The level of detail contained throughout this EIR is consistent with the requirements of CEQA and
applicable court decisions. Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines provides the standard of adequacy
on which this document is based. The Guidelines state:

“An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with
information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of
environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of the proposed
project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is
reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR
should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts have looked
not for perfection, but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.”

1.4 Issues Not Studied in Detall in the EIR

Table 2 summarizes issues from the environmental checklist that were addressed in the Initial Study
(Appendix 1). As indicated in the Initial Study, there is no substantial evidence that significant
impacts would occur in any of these issue areas. Mitigation measures identified in the Initial Study
have been carried over to Table 1 in the Executive Summary of this EIR.

Table 2 Issues Not Studied in the EIR

Issue Area Initial Study Findings

Aesthetics The project site would not substantially hinder views of the skyline from public areas, nor is it
located on a State Scenic Highway. Moreover, the project would not substantially damage
scenic resources or substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and
its surroundings, nor would it create significant impacts with respect to increased lighting.
Impacts to these resources would be less than significant.

Agricultural Resources  The project site does not occur within or near an area designated as Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, nor is it in an area containing forest land.
Moreover, the project would involve only demolition of an existing building and not the
establishment of new buildings or uses that would contribute to the conversion of existing
nearby farmland. No impact to these resources would occur.
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Issue Area Initial Study Findings

Air Quality Since the project would involve demolition of an existing building and would not generate new
population or employment growth, it would not contribute to an exceedance of the projected
population growth forecast in the 2017 Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD)
Clean Air Plan. The major source of emissions associated with the project result from
emissions during proposed building demolition. Temporary demolition emissions were
estimated using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 2016.3.2. Such
emissions would not exceed BAAQGMD short-term construction thresholds. Consequently, the
project would not significantly affect regional air quality in the long term.

The project would not generate objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people
during operation. Odors from demolition activities would be temporary and would cease upon
completion. Impacts would be less than significant.

Biological Resources Demolition activities from the project could indirectly disturb mature trees that could contain
birds which are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Furthermore, special-status
bats may be in the existing building and could be disturbed during demolition of the building.
Mitigation measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 would reduce potential impacts to special-status species
and biological resources affected by the project to less than significant levels.

Moreover, the project is not located on or in the vicinity of state or federally protected
wetlands, nor does an adopted conservation plan cover an area that includes the project site.
No impact would occur.

Energy Demolition of the existing building would result in short-term consumption of energy. Energy
use would primarily be from fuel consumption to operate heavy equipment, light-duty
vehicles, machinery, and generators. Temporary grid power may be provided to construction
trailers or electric construction equipment. Energy use during demolition would be temporary
and would be used for completing demolition and grading activities. Construction equipment
used would be typical of construction projects in the region. No additional energy would be
used after demolition is completed. Impacts to energy would be less than significant.

Geology and Soils The project would involve demolition of an existing building, and no new buildings, structures,
or uses which could cause risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture, seismic activity,
ground failure, landslides, or unstable soil would be introduced. The project would involve
excavation of soils disturbed during original site preparation for and construction of the
existing building, and not unique paleontological resources. Therefore, no impacts related to
seismic activity, landslides, liquefaction, or paleontological resources would occur.

Removal of the existing structure and grading activities associated with the proposed project
would increase exposure of soils to direct rainfall and significant wind events, which could
increase the potential for erosion. Per the Alameda General Ordinance Code, the County must
ensure the work is in conformance with design and documentation provisions of Chapter
15.36, Grading Erosion and Sediment Control. Compliance with the standards in this chapter
would ensure that grading would not result in substantial erosion and would reduce potential
impacts associated with soil erosion to a less than significant level.

Greenhouse Gas Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with the proposed project were estimated using

Emissions CalEEMod. Based on output results from CalEEMod, the proposed project would not generate
GHG emissions that would exceed BAAQMD thresholds. Impacts would be less than
significant.
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Issue Area Initial Study Findings

Hazards and According to an Asbestos and Lead Survey Report prepared for the project site by RGA

Hazardous Materials Environmental, Inc. in January 2001, and the soil sampling and analysis conducted by Terracon
in November 2018, the existing structure contains asbestos and lead-based paint. The lead-
based paint coating exterior wood components (i.e., siding, windows) has been damaged due
to weathering, has flaked off, and impacted soils on the project site. Soils at the project site
have also been impacted by pesticides. Demolition of this structure could expose and/or
release these contaminants which could result in health hazard impacts to workers if not
remediated prior to construction activities. However, with required adherence to BAAQMD
and CalOSHA policies and regulations regarding asbestos-containing material and lead-based
paint, impacts associated with the disturbance of hazardous materials would be less than
significant.
The proposed project would involve the removal of contaminated soil, asbestos, and lead-
based paint components. Completing this work would result in the transport and disposal of
these materials as they are abated and removed from the site. However, the transport,
storage, use, or disposal of hazardous materials would be subject to federal, state, and local
regulations pertaining to the transport, use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials,
which would assure that risks associated with hazardous materials are minimized. In addition,
construction activities that transport hazardous materials would be required to transport such
materials along designated roadways in the city and county, thereby limiting risk of upset.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
The project site is not included on a list compiled pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5, nor is the site located near a public or private airstrip or airport. Therefore, there
would be no impacts from a proximity to airports or hazardous material sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.

The project would not involve construction of new structures that could block emergency
response or evacuation routes or the introduction of new uses that would interfere with
adopted emergency response and emergency evacuation plans. Therefore, no impacts to
emergency response or evacuation plans would occur.

Hydrology and Water ~ The project would not involve the establishment of new uses that would create new

Quality wastewater or discharge. Moreover, the project would replace impermeable surfaces with
permeable surfaces, which would result in a decrease in runoff. Compliance with Alameda
County Code Chapter 15.36, Grading Erosion and Sediment Control, would ensure there would
be no impacts to water quality and discharge.
The project would not increase the region’s population and, in turn, the regional demand for
potable water nor would it interfere with groundwater recharge because it would not increase
the amount of impermeable surface at the site or involve the establishment of new uses that
would increase water demand. Therefore, the project would not 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. No
impact would occur.
The proposed project would not involve new construction that would substantially alter
drainage patterns. The proposed project would not involve the alteration of a stream or river
or the addition of impervious surfaces that would result in runoff, flooding, erosion, or
siltation on or off-site and thus would result in no impacts to drainage or runoff.

The project site is not within a 100-year flood hazard area. The project is also outside of
ABAG’s mapped dam failure inundation area (ABAG 1995), and there is not a body of water
near the site that is capable of seiche. Therefore, no impacts from inundation would occur.

The project would not involve the introduction of new structures or uses that would obstruct
water quality controls or groundwater management plans, and grading would be required to
comply with applicable provisions of Alameda County Code Chapter 15.36. No impact would

occur.
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Issue Area Initial Study Findings

Land Use & Planning The proposed project would involve the demolition of an existing structure and would thus
not separate an established community, nor would it result in the introduction of new
structures or uses that would conflict with the site’s designation or applicable policies.
Therefore, no impact would occur.

Mineral Resources The project site is not used for mining and is not zoned for mining uses. Further, the
demolition of the existing vacant residence would not affect mineral resources. Thus, no
impact would occur.

Noise Demolition and grading activities associated with the proposed project could result in the
temporary elevation of noise and vibration levels at the project site and surrounding areas.
Mitigation measures N-1 and N-2 would reduce impacts from noise and vibration to a less
than significant level.

Moreover, the project site is not located within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport. No impact would occur.

Population and The proposed project involves the demolition of one residence. However, the residence is

Housing vacant and has not been maintained for at least 20 years; no displacement would occur. The
proposed project does not include the construction of residential units. Because the project
does not include the construction of residential units or any job-creating uses, no increase in
the City’s population would occur. The project would therefore have no impact related to
inducing substantial population growth or require the construction of housing.

Public Services The project would not lead to an increase in population or jobs and thus would not create new
demand for or increase the use of fire facilities, police facilities, schools, parks, or other public
facilities. No impact would occur.

Recreation Since the project would involve the demolition of an existing vacant building and not the
construction of new structures or the introduction of new uses, it would not increase the use
of nearby recreational facilities. In addition, the project does not include recreational facilities.
There would be no impact.

Transportation The project would involve the demolition of a vacant building and not the construction of new
buildings or the establishment of new uses that would generate new traffic. Therefore, the
proposed project would not affect traffic patterns or conflict with any applicable
transportation plan.

During demolition, traffic near the project site would temporarily increase compared to
existing conditions because construction workers and haul trucks would travel to and from the
project site. Construction-related worker trips were calculated using CalEEMod. The project
would generate approximately five trips per day during hauling and 10 one-way worker trips
per day. This low number of trips would be temporary and would not cause significant traffic
impacts. Impacts would be less than significant.

The project site is directly accessible from existing roadways and the project would not involve
construction of new structures or roadways or the introduction of new uses. Therefore, it
would not increase hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible use. No impact

would occur.
Tribal Cultural Although no tribal cultural resources are expected to be present on-site, there is the possibility
Resources of encountering undisturbed subsurface tribal cultural resources. Mitigation measure TCR-1

would reduce potential impacts to tribal cultural resources to a less than significant level.

Utilities The proposed project would involve demolition of a vacant building and would not generate
wastewater. No impact associated with additional wastewater generation and need for
treatment would occur.

The project would involve demolition of a vacant building and would not include water-
consuming uses. The project does not involve the construction of new buildings or the
establishment of new uses that would increase the region’s population and, in turn, the
regional demand for potable water. Therefore, no impact would occur.
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Issue Area Initial Study Findings

The project would involve the demolition of an existing building. Once demolished, the
demolition waste would be segregated into the following waste streams: hazardous waste,
non-hazardous construction waste, and recyclable waste (i.e., metal, wood, and concrete).
Non-recyclable waste would be transported to a landfill and properly disposed of. Thus, there
would be a temporary increase in solid waste at area landfills. However, based on the size of
the residence, the project would not generate a substantial increase in solid waste. Impacts
would be less than significant.

Wildfire The project site occurs approximately 1.5 miles south of a very high fire severity zone. The
project would involve the demolition of an existing building and not the construction of new
structures that could impair an adopted emergency response or evacuation plan. Moreover,
demolition activities would be temporary and there would be no project occupants after
demolition. No impact would occur.

The project would not involve the establishment of new uses that would require new
infrastructure. In addition, grading after demolition would be required to comply with
applicable county requirements regarding erosion and sediment control. Therefore, no impact
would occur.

1.5 Lead, Responsible, and Trustee Agencies

The CEQA Guidelines define lead, responsible and trustee agencies. Alameda County is the lead
agency for the project because it holds principal responsibility for approving the project.

A responsible agency refers to a public agency other than the lead agency that has discretionary
approval over the project. There are no responsible agencies for the proposed project.

A trustee agency refers to a state agency having jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected
by a project. There are no trustee agencies for the proposed project.

1.6 Environmental Review Process

The environmental impact review process, as required under CEQA, is summarized below and
illustrated in Figure 1. The steps are presented in sequential order.

1. Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Initial Study. After deciding that an EIR is required, the lead
agency (Alameda County) must file a NOP soliciting input on the EIR scope to the State
Clearinghouse, other concerned agencies, and parties previously requesting notice in writing
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15082; Public Resources Code Section 21092.2). The NOP must be
posted in the County Clerk’s office for 30 days. The NOP may be accompanied by an Initial Study
that identifies the issue areas for which the project could create significant environmental
impacts.

2. Draft EIR Prepared. The Draft EIR must contain: a) table of contents or index; b) summary; c)
project description; d) environmental setting; e) discussion of significant impacts (direct,
indirect, cumulative, growth-inducing and unavoidable impacts); f) a discussion of alternatives;
g) mitigation measures; and h) discussion of irreversible changes.

3. Notice of Completion (NOC). The lead agency must file a NOC with the State Clearinghouse
when it completes a Draft EIR and prepare a Public Notice of Availability of a Draft EIR. The lead
agency must place the NOC in the County Clerk’s office for 30 days (Public Resources Code
Section 21092) and send a copy of the NOC to anyone requesting it (CEQA Guidelines Section
15087). Additionally, public notice of Draft EIR availability must be given through at least one of
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the following procedures: a) publication in a newspaper of general circulation; b) posting on and
off the project site; and c) direct mailing to owners and occupants of contiguous properties. The
lead agency must solicit input from other agencies and the public and respond in writing to all
comments received (Public Resources Code Sections 21104 and 21253). The minimum public
review period for a Draft EIR is 30 days. When a Draft EIR is sent to the State Clearinghouse for
review, the public review period must be 45 days unless the State Clearinghouse approves a
shorter period (Public Resources Code 21091).

4. Final EIR. A Final EIR must include: a) the Draft EIR; b) copies of comments received during
public review; c) list of persons and entities commenting; and d) responses to comments.

5. Certification of Final EIR. Prior to making a decision on a proposed project, the lead agency
must certify that: a) the Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA; b) the Final EIR
was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency; and c) the decision-making body
reviewed and considered the information in the Final EIR prior to approving a project (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15090).

6. Lead Agency Project Decision. The lead agency may a) disapprove the project because of its
significant environmental effects; b) require changes to the project to reduce or avoid
significant environmental effects; or c) approve the project despite its significant environmental
effects, if the proper findings and statement of overriding considerations are adopted (CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15042 and 15043).

7. Findings/Statement of Overriding Considerations. For each significant impact of the project
identified in the EIR, the lead agency must find, based on substantial evidence, that either: a)
the project has been changed to avoid or substantially reduce the magnitude of the impact; b)
changes to the project are within another agency's jurisdiction and such changes have or should
be adopted; or c) specific economic, social, or other considerations make the mitigation
measures or project alternatives infeasible (CEQA Guidelines Section 15091). If an agency
approves a project with unavoidable significant environmental effects, it must prepare a written
Statement of Overriding Considerations that sets forth the specific social, economic, or other
reasons supporting the agency’s decision.

8. Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program. When the lead agency makes findings on significant
effects identified in the EIR, it must adopt a reporting or monitoring program for mitigation
measures that were adopted or made conditions of project approval to mitigate significant
effects.

9. Notice of Determination (NOD). The lead agency must file a NOD after deciding to approve a
project for which an EIR is prepared (CEQA Guidelines Section 15094). A local agency must file
the NOD with the County Clerk. The NOD must be posted for 30 days and sent to anyone
previously requesting notice. Posting of the NOD starts a 30 day statute of limitations on CEQA
legal challenges (Public Resources Code Section 21167[c]).
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Figure 1 Environmental Review Process
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2 Project Description

This section describes the proposed project, including the project site and surrounding land uses,
major project characteristics, project objectives, and discretionary actions needed for approval.

2.1 Lead Agency Contact Person

Jason B. Garrison, Environmental Project Manager
Alameda County

General Services Agency

1401 Lakeside Drive, Suite 800

Oakland, California 94612

(510) 208-9520

2.2 Project Location

The project site is an approximately 2,000 square-foot portion of a larger, approximately 82-acre
parcel (APN 80A-238-10) in unincorporated Alameda County. The parcel is one of eight county-
owned parcels on which the Alameda County Fairmont Hospital and other related medical and
County institutional buildings occur which are bounded by Fairmont Drive to the northwest and
Foothill Boulevard to the southeast. The project site is bounded by Meadow Drive to the west, a
parking lot to the south, a medical building (Cherry Hill Detox Center) to the northeast, and
landscaped area to the north. Figure 2 shows the location of the site in the region, Figure 3 shows
the project site in its neighborhood context, and Figure 4 depicts the project site and its immediate
surroundings.

2.3 Existing Site Characteristics

2.3.1 Current Land Use Designation and Zoning

The project site is designated Public Facilities (PF) in the Castro Valley General Plan (Alameda County
2014) and is zoned Planned Development (PD) according to the Castro Valley General Plan.

2.3.2 Existing Conditions and Background

The site is within a county-owned area that was originally called the Fairmont Hospital Campus (also
the Alameda County Infirmary), which was established in its current location in 1869 to meet state
law that required provision of care to the indigent sick. The County continued to develop the
campus over the next several decades and established several new buildings, including a hospital
building and other medical offices, staff residences, administrative buildings, dining halls, a chapel,
and farming structures. Following World War I, several new medical buildings were constructed at
the campus, and the County shifted its focus to convalescent, rehabilitation, and long-term mental
health care (Preservation Architecture 2018, Appendix 2).
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Figure 2 Regional Location
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Figure 3 Project Site in its Neighborhood Context
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Figure 4 Project Site and Immediate Surroundings
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The project site contains one existing building, a dwelling known as Whitecotton Cottage, which was
built in 1903. The building was also known as the Superintendent’s House because it was originally
built to house the Superintendent of the Alameda County Infirmary. It was adapted for other uses in
the 1970s, including a community-based organization for research and treatment of addiction, and
has been vacant since 2000. The building is approximately 3,942 square feet in size and two stories
in height. It is a wood-frame structure with a brick foundation and partial basement. It is surrounded
by several mature trees and a variety of shrubs grow around the base of the building. Figure 5a and
Figure 5b shows photographs of the existing site conditions.

While the building remains in its historic location, it has not been maintained for approximately 20
years and is in an advanced state of disrepair. Several holes are present on the roof, and the interior
of the building has extensive water damage and mold contamination. In addition, the exterior of the
structure is covered with a high concentration of peeling lead-based paint that has contaminated
surrounding soil, which in turn has the potential to impact downgradient properties and storm
drains. There is also asbestos present in the roofing materials, which could cause environmental and
health impacts. Asbestos was also present in other locations in the building, but these asbestos-
containing materials were abated and removed in 2018.

2.3.3 Surrounding Land Uses

The project site is on a county-owned parcel that was originally part of the Alameda County
Fairmont Hospital campus. The surrounding area comprises medical and office buildings, the
Alameda County Superior Court, a Juvenile Justice Center and other structures associated with the
institutional uses, including recreational facilities and a cafeteria. Lake Chabot is located further
north on the other side of Fairmont Drive and residential neighborhoods are located to the east,
south and west. Figure 2 shows the project site in its neighborhood context. The project site has
relatively flat topography but is at the southern edge of a landscaped area with more varied and
rolling topography towards the east. The project site is towards the southeastern portion of the
original hospital campus and is bounded by a roadway (Meadow Drive) to the west, a parking lot to
the south/southeast, a medical building to the northeast (Cherry Hill Detox Center), and landscaped
area to the north. Across Meadow Drive to the southwest is the Villa Fairmont Mental Health
Rehabilitation Center. Other medical offices associated with the hospital are located approximately
300 feet to the southeast. Figure 3 shows the project site and its immediate surroundings.

2.4 Project Characteristics

The proposed project would involve the demolition of the existing Whitecotton Cottage, an existing
vacant 3,942 square-foot building with two stories above grade and a basement. Demolition of the
structure would involve:

= The removal of asbestos-containing materials

=  Stabilization of loose and peeling lead-based paint

= Removal and proper disposal of components coated with lead-based paint

= Excavation and disposal of approximately 222 cubic yards of soil, including lead contaminated
soil around the structure

= Rough grading of the site
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Figure 5a Site Photographs

Photograph 1. View of Whitecotton Cottage from abutting parking lot, looking northwest

Photograph 2. View of Whitecotton Cottage from abutting parking lot, looking northeast
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Figure 5b Site Photographs

Photograph 3. West fagade of Whitecotton Cottage , looking east

Photograph 4. View of Whitecotton Cottage towards abutting parking lot, looking east
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The Alameda County General Services Agency would manage the demolition project and ensure
compliance with appropriate regulatory guidelines associated with hazardous materials abatement
and demolition. All project activities, including demolition, excavation, remediation, and grading
would be expected to take approximately eight weeks, including approximately two weeks for
demolition, one week for excavation, four weeks for soil and waste testing, and one week for rough
grading. There are no current redevelopment plans for the site. Once the structure is demolished
and grading has occurred, the site would be covered in gravel.

2.4.1 Parking and Site Access

The project site is accessible from Meadow Drive, which extends along the western edge of the site.
Meadow Drive connects to the existing southern abutting parking lot and to Fairmont Drive, a larger
roadway that provides vehicle access to and from the Fairmont Hospital. An existing parking lot
abuts the project site at its southeast boundary. This exiting site access and parking would remain
during demolition activities and after the project has been completed.

2.4.2 Utilities

The East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) provides water service to the project site, and the
Castro Valley Sanitary District provides wastewater collection and treatment services. The Alameda
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District maintains drainage facilities in Castro Valley.

2.5 Project Objectives

= Eliminate hazards currently associated with the project site. The Whitecotton Cottage poses
several safety concerns to the community:

@ Structural hazards — building is in a deteriorated state with several holes on the roof and
extensive water damage and mold contamination within the interior of the building

@ Hazardous materials — building contains peeling lead-based paint and asbestos in roofing
materials. Previous peeling lead-based paint on the exterior of the building has also
contaminated adjacent soils with lead.

o  Provides an attractive site for vandalism and other illicit activities

= Reduce the deferred maintenance burden (including cost and staff time) and overall costs to
Alameda County

2.6 Required Approvals

The proposed project would require review and approval by the Alameda County Board of
Supervisors. No other permits or discretionary approvals from other agencies are required.
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3 Environmental Setting

This section provides a general overview of the environmental setting for the proposed project.
More detailed descriptions of the environmental setting for each environmental issue area can be
found in Section 4, Environmental Impact Analysis.

3.1 Regional Setting

The project site is situated in the foothills of the Diablo Range, approximately one mile west of Lake
Chabot in unincorporated Alameda County. The site is in the community of Castro Valley and on a
county-owned parcel that was originally a part of the Alameda County Fairmont Hospital campus.
The campus is bounded by Fairmont Drive to the northwest and Foothill Boulevard to the southeast,
and comprises medical and office buildings, the Alameda County Superior Court, a Juvenile Justice
Center and other uses associated to the institutional uses, including recreational facilities and a
cafeteria. Figure 2 in Section 2, Project Description, shows the location of the project site in the
region. Figure 3 shows the location of the project site in relationship to the surrounding
neighborhood.

The project site is located at the western edge of the community of Castro Valley. Besides the
hospital and other medical and county uses, this portion of the county primarily comprises open
space, especially along Fairmont Drive, which provides access from the project site to Lake Chabot
Regional Park. The more developed portion of Castro Valley occurs southwest of the project site and
includes a grid system of east-west and north-south roadways, including arterials, collectors, and
local streets, provide vehicular access throughout the County. Interstate-580 traverses the southern
edge of Castro Valley and abuts Foothill Boulevard near the project site, providing vehicle access to
and from the area.

The project site is located approximately four miles inland from the coastline of the San Francisco
Bay. The County’s semiarid climate is temperate year-round. Although air quality in the area has
steadily improved in recent years, the San Francisco Bay Area remains a nonattainment area for
ozone and particulate matter.

3.2 Project Site Setting

As shown in Figure 4 in Section 2, Project Description, the project site, which is bounded by Meadow
Drive to the west, a parking lot to the south, a medical building to the northeast, and landscaped
area to the north.

The project site contains one existing building, a dwelling known as Whitecotton Cottage, which was
built in 1903 and has been vacant since 2000. The building is approximately 3,942 square feet in size
and two stories in height. It is a wood-frame structure with a brick foundation and partial basement.
It is surrounded by several mature trees and a variety of shrubs grow around the base of the
building. The project site is generally level but other portions of the campus have more varied and
rolling topography.
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3.3 Cumulative Development

In addition to the specific impacts of individual projects, CEQA requires EIRs to consider potential
cumulative impacts of the proposed project. CEQA defines “cumulative impacts” as two or more
individual impacts that, when considered together, are substantial or will compound other
environmental impacts. Cumulative impacts are the combined changes in the environment that
result from the incremental impact of development of the proposed project and other nearby
projects. For example, traffic impacts of two nearby projects may be less than significant when
analyzed separately but could have a significant impact when analyzed together. Cumulative impact
analysis allows the EIR to provide a reasonable forecast of future environmental conditions and can
more accurately gauge the effects of a series of projects.

The project’s cumulative impact to historical resources is discussed in Section 4, Environmental
Impact Analysis. Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an adequate discussion of
cumulative impacts should include either a list of past, present, and probable future projects
producing related or cumulative impacts, or a summary of projections contained in an adopted
local, regional or statewide plan, or related planning document, that describes or evaluates
conditions contributing to the cumulative effect. For the purpose of this EIR, which focuses on
consideration of the project’s potential impact to historical resources, a query was conducted of City
of San Leandro staff, County of Alameda General Services Agency staff, the County of Alameda
Community Development Agency’s list of current development projects (County of Alameda 2019),
and CEQAnet (California Office of Planning and Research 2019) to identify planned or pending
projects in the Castro Valley community of Alameda County and in the adjacent City of San Leandro
that would potentially impact historical resources. CEQAnet was queried for projects with activity
between January 2017 and April 2019. No projects were identified with potentially significant
impacts to historical resources in the City of San Leandro. One project was identified in Alameda
County with the potential to impact historical resources. The Alameda County General Services
Agency is considering demolishing four structures at the former Nike Missile Site located at 2892
Fairmont Drive in Alameda County. Cumulative impacts of the proposed project in combination with
this project are discussed in Section 4, Environmental Impact Analysis, of this EIR.
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4 Environmental Impact Analysis

This section discusses the possible environmental effects of the Whitecotton Cottage Demolition
Project for the specific issue area (Cultural Resources) that was identified through the scoping
process as having the potential to experience significant effects. “Significant effect” is defined by the
CEQA Guidelines Section15382 as:

“...a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions
within the area affected by the project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient
noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. An economic or social change by itself
shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment, but may be considered in
determining whether the physical change is significant.”

The assessment of Cultural Resources impacts begins with a discussion of the environmental setting
and is followed by the impact analysis. In the impact analysis, the first subsection identifies the
methodologies used and the “significance thresholds,” which are those criteria adopted by the
County and other agencies, universally recognized, or developed specifically for this analysis to
determine whether potential effects are significant. The next subsection describes the impact of the
proposed project, mitigation measures for significant impacts, and the level of significance after
mitigation. Each effect under consideration for an issue area is separately listed in bold text with the
discussion of the effect and its significance. Each bolded impact statement also contains a statement
of the significance determination for the environmental impact as follows:

= Significant and Unavoidable. An impact that cannot be reduced to below the threshold level
given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact requires a
Statement of Overriding Considerations to be issued if the project is approved per §15093 of the
CEQA Guidelines.

= Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. An impact that can be reduced to below the
threshold level given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact
requires findings under §15091 of the CEQA Guidelines.

= Less than Significant. An impact that may be adverse, but does not exceed the threshold levels
and does not require mitigation measures. However, mitigation measures that could further
lessen the environmental effect may be suggested if readily available and easily achievable.

= No Impact. The proposed project would have no effect on environmental conditions or would
reduce existing environmental problems or hazards.

Following the environmental impact discussion is a list of mitigation measures and the residual
effects or level of significance remaining after implementation of the measure(s). In cases where the
mitigation measure for an impact could have a significant environmental impact in another issue
area, this impact is discussed and evaluated as a secondary impact. The impact analysis concludes
with a discussion of cumulative effects, which evaluates the impacts associated with the proposed
project in conjunction with other planned and pending developments in the area listed in Section 3,
Environmental Setting. The Executive Summary of this EIR summarizes impacts and mitigation
measures that apply to the proposed project.
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4.1 Cultural Resources

The information and analysis presented in this section is partially based on the Historical and
Architectural Assessments completed by Woodruff Minor in August 2001 and Preservation
Architecture in August 2018. The full documents are provided in Appendix 2.

Regulatory Setting

Federal

Projects that involve federal funding or permitting (i.e., have a federal nexus) must comply with the
provisions of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), as amended (16 United States
Code [U.S.C.] 470f). The proposed project does not have a federal nexus and, therefore, compliance
with reference to the NHPA and other federal laws is provided here for informational purposes only.
Cultural resources are considered during federal undertakings chiefly under Section 106 of the
NHPA through one of its implementing regulations, 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 800
(Protection of Historic Properties), as well as the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
Properties of traditional religious and cultural importance to Native Americans are considered under
Section 101(d)(6)(A) of the NHPA. Other relevant federal laws include the Archaeological Data
Preservation Act of 1974, American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978, Archaeological Resources
Protection Act of 1979, and Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1989.

National Register of Historic Places

The National Register of Historic Places was established by the NHPA of 1966 as “an authoritative
guide to be used by Federal, State, and local governments, private groups and citizens to identify
the Nation’s cultural resources and to indicate what properties should be considered for protection
from destruction or impairment” (CFR 36 CFR 60.2). The NRHP recognizes properties that are
significant at the national, state, and local levels. To be eligible for listing in the NRHP, a resource
must be significant in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, or culture. Districts,
sites, buildings, structures, and objects of potential significance must also possess integrity of
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. Criteria are provided
under Section 4.1.2, Impact Analysis.

State

California Register of Historic Resources

The California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) is an inventory of significant architectural,
archaeological, and historical resources in the State of California. Resources can be listed in the
CRHR through a number of methods. State Historical Landmarks and National Register-listed
properties are automatically listed in the CRHR. Properties can also be nominated to the CRHR by
local governments, private organizations, or citizens. The evaluative criteria used by the CRHR for
determining eligibility are closely based on those developed by the National Park Service for the
National Register of Historic Places. Criteria are provided under Section 4.1.2, Impact Analysis.
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CEQA

CEQA requires a lead agency to determine whether a project may have a significant effect on
historical resources (Public Resources Code [PRC], Section 21084.1). A historical resource is a
resource listed, or determined to be eligible for listing, in the CRHR; a resource included in a local
register of historical resources; or any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or
manuscript that a lead agency determines to be historically significant (State CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15064.5[a][1-3]).

Alameda County

The County of Alameda Historic Preservation Ordinance was adopted in 2012 and codified how the
Alameda County Register of Historic Resources is defined and maintained, which alterations to
historic properties, if any, are subject to review, and incentives that may apply to historic properties
(County of Alameda 2012a).

Additionally, the Castro Valley Area Plan, which was adopted by the County 2012, includes a
discussion and policies relating to cultural resources (County of Alameda 2012b). Per Section 5.6 of
the document, Cultural Resources, Fairmont Hospital is noted on a list of “Castro Valley’s most
notable sites and structures,” most notably because of William Corlett’s master plan and several
ward buildings that were built by the Works Project Administration. The relevant goals and policies
in the Area Plan include:

Goal 5.6-1 Protect historic sites and structures and other cultural resources that help to
maintain the special character and identify of Castro Valley and represent
important physical connections to the community’s past.

Policy 5.6-1 Preserve Designated Historic Sites. Protect and preserve Federal and State-
designated historic sites, structures, and properties that are deemed eligible for
designation to the maximum extent feasible. Enhance the maintenance of key historic
structures such as the Stanton House, Strobridge House, and the Adobe Arts Center,
and ensure that they remain, or are relocated, to attractive and prominent settings
consistent with their character and history.

Policy 5.6-2 Establish Cultural Resources Protection Strategies. Establish appropriate strategies
to protect local cultural resources that do not qualify for designation as historic
resources but reflect Castro Valley’s history and traditions. Possible strategies
include:

= Conservation districts for older neighborhoods with a unified distinctive
character, such as the neighborhood of Eichler homes;

= Lower densities or conservation easements in environmentally sensitive areas
that reflect Castro Valley’s agricultural history such as: Palomares Canyon and
properties with barns and stables located along creek beds and Crow and Cull
Canyon Roads.

Policy 5.6-3 Consider Cultural Resources in Development Review Process. Integrate
consideration of historical and cultural resources into the development review
process to promote early resolution of conflicts between cultural resources
preservation and other community goals and objectives.
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Policy 5.6-4 Balance Goals for Historic Preservation with Infill Development Goals. Balance
preservation goals with goals for promoting infill development and for renovating and
improving the appearance of commercial areas in Castro Valley. Strategies to
consider include:

= Ensuring that project review requirements are based on a clear understanding of
public and private responsibilities;

®  Promoting and facilitating projects that incorporate new development while
preserving the character of local cultural resources that contribute to the
community.

Policy 5.6-5 Promote Cultural Resource Rehabilitation. Promote the maintenance, restoration,
and rehabilitation of historic and cultural resources through a variety of financial and
regulatory incentives.

4.1.1 Historical Setting

a. Fairmont Hospital

Fairmont Hospital was the first medical facility campus owned and operated by Alameda County. It
was acquired in 1869 to offer state-mandated medical care for the county’s poor. The first hospital
building at the site opened in 1869, several buildings were built during the 1870s, and additional
facilities were built through the early 1900s. Those buildings include an administration building,
various wards, a dining hall, laundry facilities, a chapel, and staff residences. During this early
period, the campus also functioned as a farm with barns, sheds, and large grazing areas; the animals
kept on the campus provided meat and dairy to the infirmary.

In 1912, the Alameda County Board of Supervisors held an architectural competition for a new
complex to replace the existing facilities. In 1916, work was completed on a portion of the winning
scheme, including two ward buildings and an assembly hall. However, due to budgetary constraints,
the rest of the plan was not completed. Moreover, a new county policy called for separate medical
facilities with specialized functions rather than one general facility, and county leadership
subsequently shifted the focus at the campus to long-term care for convalescent patients, seniors,
and people with chronic diseases.

Between 1917 and 1922, the campus was rebuilt and remodeled. New ward buildings, dormitories,
a cafeteria, laundry, powerhouse, corporation yard, greenhouse, and entrance gates were built. The
campus was also developed with landscaping and connecting walkways. Several new buildings,
including a rebuilt hospital, were constructed between 1946 and 1955. Most of those new
structures were designed by Will G. Corlett, who created a master plan for the campus in 1935.
Since the 1960s, after the major reconstruction effort was completed, a few additional buildings
have been constructed, including Villa Fairmont (1981), which occurs west of the project site across
Meadow drive.

b. Whitecotton Cottage

Whitecotton Cottage was originally known as the Superintendent’s Residence, because it was built
to house the superintendent of the Fairmont Hospital campus. The County Board of Supervisors
approved plans to construct the building in 1903, and it was constructed shortly after. It was
adapted for other uses in the 1970s, including a community-based organization for research and
treatment of addiction, and has been vacant since 2000. The building is approximately 3,942 square

Draft Environmental Impact Report 31



County of Alameda
Whitecotton Cottage Demolition Project

feet in size and two stories in height. It is a wood-frame structure with a brick foundation and partial
basement. It is surrounded by several mature trees and a variety of shrubs around the base of the
building.

4.1.2 Impact Analysis
a. Significance Thresholds and Methodology

CEQA Guidelines

According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, impacts related to cultural resources from
the proposed project would be significant if the project would:

1. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource pursuant to
Section 15064.5

2. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to
Section 15064.5

3. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries

Impacts related to threshold 1 are analyzed below. Impacts related to thresholds 1 and 3 were
evaluated in the Initial Study, which is provided as Appendix 1 to this EIR. As described therein,
archaeological resources and human remains are unlikely to be encountered on site, and
implementation of mitigation measures outlined in the Initial Study and Table 1 of this EIR would
reduce impacts to less than significant levels in the unlikely event that these resources are
encountered.

Methodology

Historical resources are “significantly” affected if there is demolition, destruction, relocation, or
alteration of the resource or its surroundings. Generally, impacts to historical resources can be
mitigated to below a level of significance by following the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for
the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and
Reconstructing Historic Buildings or the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and
Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings [13 PRC 15064.6 (b)]. In some circumstances,
documentation of an historical resource by way of historic narrative photographs or architectural
drawings will not mitigate the impact of demolition below the level of significance [13 PRC 15126.4
(b)(3)]. Preservation in place is the preferred form of mitigation for a “historical resource of an
archaeological nature” as it retains the relationship between artifact and context and may avoid
conflicts with groups associated with the site [PRC 15126.4 (b)(3)(A)]. Historic resources of an
archaeological nature and “unique archaeological resources” can be mitigated to below a level of
significance by:

= Relocating construction areas such that the site is avoided;

= |ncorporation of sites within parks, greenspace, or other open space;

= “Capping” or covering the site with a layer of chemically stable soil before building; or
= Deeding the site into a permanent conservation easement. [PRC 15126.4 (b)(3)(B)].

If an archaeological resource does not meet either the historical resource or the more specific
“unique archaeological resource” definition, impacts do not need to be mitigated [13 PRC 15064.5
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(e)]. Where the significance of a site is unknown, it is presumed to be significant for the purpose of
the EIR investigation.

Historical Listing Criteria

As stated above, the State CEQA Guidelines define a historical resource as a resource listed, or
determined to be eligible for listing, in the CRHR; a resource included in a local register of historical
resources; or any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript that a lead
agency determines to be historically significant (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(1-3)).
Consequently, the Whitecotton Cottage is considered a historical resource because it is
recommended as eligible for listing in the CRHR. For listing in the CRHR, a property must be eligible
under one or more of the following criteria and retain sufficient integrity to convey its significance:

1. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
California’s history and cultural heritage;
Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;

Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or
represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or

4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.
The Historical and Architectural Assessment (Appendix 2) concludes that Whitecotton Cottage is

eligible for listing on the CRHR under Criterion 1 (historical associations) and Criterion 3
(architectural quality).

b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Threshold 1: Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource Pursuant to §15064.5?

IMPACT CR -1 THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD DEMOLISH A HISTORICAL RESOURCE THAT IS RECOMMENDED
AS ELIGIBLE FOR LISTING IN THE CALIFORNIA REGISTER OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES. THEREFORE, IMPACT TO
THIS HISTORICAL RESOURCE WOULD BE SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE.

Whitecotton Cottage is recommended as eligible for listing in the CRHR under Criterion 1 (historical
associations), for its association with historic events, specifically the original Alameda County
Infirmary and the Fairmont Hospital. The structure was built at the site in 1903 to provide housing
for the Superintendent of the Alameda County Infirmary and later the Fairmont Hospital, the first
county-run hospital in the County, which began operating under a statewide mandate to provide
medical care for the poor and sick. It is the only intact building on the campus that is associated with
the first phase of construction at the campus and is the oldest building in Alameda County
associated with the hospital campus.

To be eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 (architectural quality), a property must embody the distinctive
characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or represents the work of a
master, or possesses high artistic values. According to the Historical and Architectural Assessment,
Whitecotton Cottage is an illustrative local example of the Shingle Style, a national trend of the
period when it was built. The assessment also notes that the building type — an early 20" century
superintendent’s residence on a hospital campus — is rare and therefore has further importance.
However, extensive dilapidation of the exterior and interior of the building have resulted in
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degradation of the existing materials and design and “a diminished state with respect to the
workmanship that is embodied in its original/early design and materials.” The assessment therefore
concludes that the building no longer embodies the necessary design or construction to meet
Criterion 3.

Given that the structure is eligible for listing in the CRHR, the proposed demolition of Whitecotton
Cottage would constitute a significant adverse impact. Mitigation measures CR-1 and CR-2, detailed
below, have been identified to reduce the severity of the project’s impact on historic resources to
the extent feasible.

Mitigation Measures

CR-1  Historic Documentation Package

Prior to issuance of demolition, the County of Alameda shall undertake Historic American Building
Survey (HABS) documentation of Whitecotton Cottage including its character defining features. The
documentation should generally follow the HABS Level lll requirements and include measured
drawings that depict the size, scale, and dimensions of the subject property; digital photographic
recordation of the interior and exterior of the subject property including all character-defining-
features; a detailed historic narrative report; and compilation of historic research. The
documentation shall be undertaken by a qualified professional who meets the standards for history,
architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate), as set forth by the Secretary of the Interior’s
Professional Qualification Standards (36 CFR, Part 61). The original archival-quality documentation
shall be offered as donated material to the Alameda County Historical Society Archives where it
would be available for current and future generations. Archival copies of the documentation also
shall be submitted to the Alameda County Library, where it would be available to local researchers.
Completion of this mitigation measure shall be monitored and enforced by the County of Alameda.
The County shall also make the HABS documentation available on a County of Alameda webpage.
The webpage shall be maintained by the County for a minimum of five years.

CR-2 Interpretive Plaque

The County of Alameda shall install an interpretive plaque at the site discussing the history of the
building, its significance, important details and features, and its connection to the Fairmont Hospital
Campus. The plaque shall be installed on a publically accessible location on or near the project site.
The plaque shall include information from the HABS documentation and any collected research
pertaining to the historic property. The content shall be prepared by a qualified architectural
historian or historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards
for History and/or Architectural History (NPS 1983). Installation of the plaque shall be completed
within one year of the date of completion of the proposed project. Completion of this mitigation
measure shall be monitored and enforced by the County of Alameda.

Significance After Mitigation

Mitigation measures CR-1 and CR-2 would document and archive materials related to the history of
Whitecotton Cottage and provide the public with educational opportunities related to the building
and its historical features. This would serve to preserve the history of the site such that it is available
for future research and interested parties. However, the Whitecotton Cottage historical resource
would be demolished and the impact would not be reduced to less-than-significant levels under
CEQA. Demolition by its nature is complete and total material impairment of the historical resource,
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and no feasible mitigation measures are available to mitigate the demolition of the CEQA historical
resources to a less-than-significant level. As a result, demolition of the individually eligible resource
would be considered a significant and unavoidable adverse impact even after implementation of the
mitigation measures.

4.1.3 Cumulative Impacts

In terms of historical resources, the analysis of cumulative impacts relates to whether impacts of the
project and future related projects, considered together, might substantially impact and/or diminish
the number of similar historical resources, in terms of context or property type. As discussed in
Section 3.3, Cumulative Development, there are no planned or pending projects in the adjacent City
of San Leandro that would adversely impact any historical resources. One other planned project in
Alameda County was identified that involves potential impacts to historical resources, the partial
demolition of four structures associated with the Nike Missile Site. A Historic Resources Evaluation
Report found that the five existing buildings at the site are eligible for listing on the CRHR as
contributing resources to an eligible historic district under criterion 1. While both projects would
involve the demolition of historical resources, the Nike Missile Site is a resource of a different
property type and period than Whitecotton Cottage, and thus its demolition would not result in
similar impacts to historical resources as the impacts from the proposed project. No other buildings
associated with the Alameda County Infirmary or Fairmont Hospital campus are planned for
demolition. In addition, the project site does not occur within a historic district and would involve
the demolition of a single building eligible for listing on the CRHR; no additional eligible structures
would be demolished. Therefore, there would be no cumulative impact to similar historical
resources in the region and the project would have a less than significant cumulative impact.
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5 Other CEQA Required Discussions

This section discusses growth-inducing impacts, irreversible environmental impacts, and energy
impacts that would be caused by the proposed project.

5.1 Growth Inducement

Section 15126(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of a proposed project’s potential to
foster economic or population growth, including ways in which a project could remove an obstacle
to growth. Growth does not necessarily create significant physical changes to the environment.
However, depending upon the type, magnitude, and location of growth, it can result in significant
adverse environmental effects. The proposed project's growth inducing potential is therefore
considered significant if project-induced growth could result in significant physical effects in one or
more environmental issue areas.

5.1.1 Population Growth

The proposed project would involve demolition of an existing vacant building. It would not provide
new residences or work space and therefore would not contribute to an increase in population.

51.2 Economic Growth

The project would generate temporary employment opportunities during demolition and grading
activities, which would be expected to draw workers from the existing regional work force.
Therefore, demolition and related activities for the project would not be considered growth-
inducing.

The proposed project would not involve development of new uses that would generate permanent
employment opportunities. Operation and maintenance of the site would generally continue as
under existing conditions. Therefore, the proposed project would not be growth-inducing with
respect to jobs and the economy.

5.1.3 Removal of Obstacles to Growth

The project would involve demolition of a vacant building in a developed portion of Alameda
County. It would not require the expansion of infrastructure to undeveloped areas or changes in
allowed land uses or development intensities; therefore, project implementation would not remove
an obstacle to growth.

5.2 Irreversible Environmental Effects

The CEQA Guidelines require that EIRs contain a discussion of significant irreversible environmental
changes. This section addresses non-renewable resources, the commitment of future generations to
the proposed uses, and irreversible impacts associated with the proposed project.
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Demolition activities for the project would involve an irreversible commitment of construction
materials and non-renewable energy resources. The project would involve the use of building
materials and energy, some of which are non-renewable resources, to demolish the existing
Whitecotton Cottage and to subsequently regrade the project site. Consumption of these resources
would occur with any development in the region and are not unique to the proposed project.

Since demolition activities would be temporary, the project would not require permanent grid
connections. Energy impacts are discussed in detail in Section 5, Energy, in the Initial Study.

Demolition of Whitecotton Cottage would be an irreversible environmental effect on historic
resources. Required implementation of mitigation measures CR-1 and CR-2, as described in Section
4.2, Cultural Resources, would require Alameda County to undertake a Historic American Building
Survey (HABS) documentation of the structure including its character defining features prior to
demolition. The original archival-quality documentation shall be offered as donated material to the
HSU Archives where it would be available for current and future generations. Archival copies of the
documentation also shall be submitted to the Alameda County Historical Society Archives, where it
would be available to local researchers. Additionally, mitigation measure CR-2 would require the
county to develop an online interpretive website that displays materials concerning the history and
architectural features of the Whitecotton Cottage. While these mitigation measures would retain
information on the historic significance of the structure, its demolition would be irreversible.

CEQA requires decision makers to balance the benefits of a proposed project against its unavoidable
environmental risks in determining whether to approve a project. The analysis contained in this EIR
concludes that the proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact to cultural
resources because the project site contains a structure that could be eligible for listing as a historic
resource in both the NRHP and CRHR. Although the proposed project would implement mitigation,
as discussed in Section 4.2, Cultural Resources, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable
due to this irreversible loss.
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6 Alternatives

As required by Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, this EIR examines a range of reasonable
alternatives to the proposed project that would attain most of the basic project objectives (stated in
Section 2 of this EIR) but would avoid or substantially lessen the significant adverse impacts.

As discussed in Section 2, Project Description, the objectives for the proposed project are as follows:

= Eliminate hazards currently associated with the project site. The Whitecotton Cottage poses
several safety concerns to the community:

@ Structural hazards — building is in a deteriorated state with several holes on the roof and
extensive water damage and mold contamination within the interior of the building

@ Hazardous materials — Building contains peeling lead-based paint and asbestos in roofing
materials. Previous peeling lead-based paint on the exterior of the building has also
contaminated adjacent soils with lead.

o Provides an attractive site for vandalism and other illicit activities

= Reduce the deferred maintenance burden (including cost and staff time) and overall costs to
Alameda County

Included in this analysis are two alternatives, including the CEQA-required “no project” alternative,
that involve changes to the project that may reduce the project-related environmental impacts as
identified in this EIR. Alternatives have been developed to provide a reasonable range of options to
consider that would help decision makers and the public understand the general implications of
revising or eliminating certain components of the proposed project.

The following alternatives are evaluated in this EIR:

= Alternative 1: No Project
= Alternative 2: Rehabilitation and Adaptive Reuse

Detailed descriptions of the alternatives are included in the impact analysis for each alternative. The
potential environmental impacts of each alternative are analyzed in Sections 6.1 through 6.4.

6.1 Alternative 1. No Project Alternative

6.1.1 Description

The No Project Alternative assumes that the project site would remain in its current state and
condition into the foreseeable future. The Whitecotton Cottage would not be demolished or altered
and no soil removal or new grading would be completed on the project site. Except during general
maintenance activities, which would be of short duration, the site would continue to operate under
existing conditions and Whitecotton Cottage would remain vacant and boarded up. This alternative
would not fulfill the objectives of the proposed project because hazards associated with the existing
building would not be eliminated, the site would continue to be attractive for vandalism, and
deferred maintenance of the building would continue to require County resources. In addition,
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degrading exterior paint conditions over time would likely further contaminate adjacent soils with
lead.

6.1.2 Impact Analysis

a. Cultural Resources

This alternative would retain the existing Whitecotton Cottage. However, this alternative would not
involve rehabilitation efforts to preserve the structure’s historic elements, and the existing materials
and design would continue to degrade and would thus result in further exterior and interior
dilapidation. Nonetheless, because this alternative does not involve demolition of a historic
resource, this alternative would result in a less than significant impact to historic resources. Because
no excavation or grading activities would occur under this alternative, mitigation measures to
reduce impacts from unanticipated discovery of cultural resources would not be required.

b. Other Impact Areas

Under the No Project alternative, no impacts associated with demolition activities would occur. No
noise impacts would occur because there would be no construction-related noise and vibration that
would affect nearby receptors. No biological resources would occur because demolition activities
would not affect special status species at or near the site. No impacts to tribal cultural resources
would occur because no demolition or excavation activities would occur. Thus, mitigations measures
identified in the Initial Study in these areas would not be required, and impacts would be less under
this alternative than impacts under the proposed project.

As with the proposed project, no impact to Aesthetics, Agriculture and Forestry Resources,
Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use Planning, Mineral Resources, Recreation, and
Transportation would occur under this alternative. Impacts to Energy, Geology and Soils, Population
and Housing, Public Services, and Utilities and Service Systems would be less than significant.

6.2 Alternative 2: Rehabillitation and Adaptive Reuse of
Whitecotton Cottage

6.2.1 Description

Under Alternative 2, the County would conduct evaluations of Whitecotton Cottage to determine
alterations necessary to address disrepair, structural issues, and abatement of hazardous materials,
including in nearby soil. The County would then rehabilitate the structure to accommodate 3,942
square-foot of office use (this assumes the square footage of the office space would be the same as
the existing square footage of the structure). Rehabilitation would be completed in conformance
with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties and in accordance
with the California Historic Building Code, which allows for more flexible application of building
regulations when impacting a historic resource. It is assumed that all identified character-defining
features of the building would be repaired and maintained in-situ to the highest degree feasible.
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6.2.2 Impact Analysis

a. Air Quality

As described in the Air Quality section of the Initial Study (see Section 3, Air Quality, in Appendix 1 of
this EIR), demolition activities of the proposed project would generate between 0.5 and 8.7 pounds
per day of emissions, depending on the pollutant. Under Alternative 2, although Whitecotton
Cottage would not be demolished, emissions would be generated from the rehabilitation of the
existing structure and some excavation and grading at the project site. Table 3 shows the expected
emissions that would result from construction activities under this alternative, which were
estimated using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) v.2016.3.2. While emissions
under this alternative would be greater than emissions produced by the proposed project, those
emissions would not exceed the BAAQMD short-term construction thresholds.

Table 3 Alternative 2 Construction Emissions (pounds/day)

Maximum Significance Significant
Pollutant Daily Emissions Threshold Impact?
ROG 8.5 54 No
NO, 21.4 54 No
co 17.3 82 No
PM;, (exhaust) 1.0 82 No
PM, s (exhaust) 0.9 54 No

See Appendix 3 for CalEEMod worksheets.

Assume four weeks for construction, four weeks for grading (no more than 150 cubic yards), one week for architectural coating for this
alternative.

While no operational emissions would be produced under the proposed project, Alternative 2 would
generate emissions from the operation of the building as office space. As shown in Table 4, those
operational emissions would also not exceed BAAQMD operational thresholds.

Table 4 Alternative 2 Operational Emissions (pounds/day)

Significance Significant
Pollutant Average Daily Emissions Threshold Impact?
ROG 0.2 54 No
NO, 0.4 54 No
PM;, (exhaust) <0.1 82 No
PM, s (exhaust) <0.1 54 No

Source: Appendix AQ

Alternative 2 would generate more emissions during construction activities than the proposed
project would generate during demolition. Under this alternative, additional emissions would also
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be generated from the operation of the building as an office. However, since those emissions would
not exceed BAAQMD thresholds, impacts to air quality would be less than significant, the same as
under the proposed project.

b. Biological Resources

As described in the Biological Resources section of the Initial Study (see Appendix A), demolition
activities associated with the proposed project would have potentially significant, but mitigable,
impacts to nesting migratory birds and special-status bat species. While alternative 2 would not
involve demolition of the existing building, it would require other construction activities related to
rehabilitation of the building, which would have similar potentially significant impacts to nesting
migratory birds and special-status bat species. Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 would reduce
those impacts to a less than significant level. Thus, impacts associated with Alternative 2 would be
less than significant with mitigation incorporated, the same as under the proposed project.

c. Cultural Resources

Under this alternative, Whitecotton Cottage would be retained and the structure would be repaired
and improved in a manner that would preserve its historic elements. Therefore, this alternative
would result in a less than significant impact to historic resources, instead of the significant and
unavoidable impacts that would result from the proposed project.

As with the proposed project, Alternative 2 would involve construction activities and excavation of
soil at the project site. Therefore, mitigation measures CUL-1 and CUL-2 would still be required to
reduce potential impacts to the unanticipated discovery of cultural and tribal cultural resources
during such activities. Impacts related to archeological resources would be less than significant with
mitigation incorporated, the same as the proposed project.

d. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Alternative 2 would generate emissions from construction activities to rehabilitate the existing
building. This alternative would also result in emissions from the operation of the building as an
office. Based on CalEEMod results (Appendix 3), this alternative would result in an estimated 44
metric tons of CO,E emissions from construction activities and 57 metric tons of CO,E emissions
from operation, for a total of 101 metric tons of CO,E. GHG emissions associated with Alternative 2
would be greater than the emissions produced by the proposed project (24 metric tons of CO,E).
Nonetheless, like the proposed project, emissions would be below the BAAQMD threshold of 1,100
metric tons of CO,E per year. Therefore, like the proposed project, impacts would be less than
significant.

e. Noise

As described in the Noise section of the Initial Study, demolition activities of the proposed project
would generate between 70 and 86 dBA at the three nearest sensitive receptors. As with the
proposed project, Alternative 2 would require the use of similar heavy construction equipment on
the project site for rehabilitation activities and removal of contaminated soil, including dozers,
graders, and tractors, and thus noise impacts would be similar to impacts under the proposed
project. In addition, vibration levels produced under this alternative would be similar to those under
the proposed project because the same types of construction equipment would be required.
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Noise levels associated with construction and rehabilitation activities under this alternative were
estimated using the Roadway Construction Noise Model and are shown in Table 5. As shown in the
table, construction activities under this alternative would temporarily elevate ambient noise levels
at nearby sensitive receptors, and these levels would be higher than the noise produced from
demolition activities under the proposed project. However, as with the proposed project,
construction would be within the range of typical construction noise for an urban area and would be
temporary. As with the proposed project, mitigation measures N-1 and N-2 would ensure that
construction noise would occur within the hours specified in the County Code, reduce construction
noise to the extent feasible, and ensure that vibration levels at sensitive receptors would be
reduced to a level below the perceptibility threshold for vibration. Therefore, impacts would be less
than significant with mitigation incorporated, the same as the proposed project.

Table 5 Alternative 2 Construction Noise Levels by Phase

Approximate Noise Level at Nearest Sensitive
Receptors (dBA Leq)

Construction Phase Equipment 100 feet 300 feet

Construction/Rehabilitation Dozer, Backhoe, Saw, 90 83 74
Tractor, Air Compressor

Source: Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM) version 1.1, Appendix 4

f. Transportation and Traffic

As with the proposed project, Alternative 2 would require hauling trips to remove contaminated soil
at the project site and worker trips for construction and rehabilitation activities. Table 6 shows the
construction-related trips associated with Alternative 2. There would be fewer hauling trips and
slightly more construction-related worker trips under Alternative 2 (19 total hauling trips and 11
daily worker trips, instead of the 37 total hauling trips and 10 daily worker trips under the proposed
project). Moreover, construction and rehabilitation activities would occur over a longer period of
time than demolition and grading activities under the proposed project. However, as with the
proposed project, hauling trips would be spread across several weeks, and the number of worker
trips would be relatively low and not cause significant congestion on surrounding roadways during
temporary construction activities.

Table 6 Alternative 2 Construction-Related Trips

Trip Type Number of One-Way Trips
Hauling Trips1 19 total

Worker Tripsz

Site Preparation 11 daily
Grading 11 daily
Construction 11 daily
Architectural Coating 11 daily

Assumes 150 cubic yards of export and 16 cubic yards of earth material per truck trip
Assumes 1.25 worker trips per equipment
Source: CalEEMod v.2016.3.2 (see Appendix 3)
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In addition to trips related to construction activities, the operation of the building as an office would
generate additional vehicle trips. As shown in Table 7, operation of the office use would generate 43
daily trips, with a maximum of 6 trips during peak hours. While this would increase traffic in the
area, this number of additional trips would be relatively low and would not cause significant traffic
impacts in the area. Thus, while traffic impacts under this alternative would be greater than those
under the proposed projects, impacts would remain less than significant.

Table 7 Alternative 2 Estimated Operational Vehicle Trip Generation
AM Peak Hour Trips PM Peak Hour Trips

Square Daily
Land Use Feet Trips In Out Total Out Total

General Office® 3,942 43 5 1 6 1 5 6

" Trip generation rates from ITE Trip General Manual, 9th Edition, land use category 710 (General Office).

g. Tribal Cultural Resources

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 2 would require removal of contaminated soil at the
project site. Although no tribal cultural resources are expected to be present on-site, there is the
possibility of encountering undisturbed subsurface tribal cultural resources during soil removal
work. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure TCR-1 would reduce impacts on
unidentified tribal cultural resources to a less than significant level, the same as under the proposed
project.

h. Other Impact Areas

As with the proposed project and Alternative 1, no impact to Aesthetics, Agriculture and Forestry
Resources, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use Planning, Mineral Resources, and Recreation
under this alternative. Impacts to Energy, Geology and Soils, Population and Housing, Public
Services, and Utilities and Service Systems would be less than significant.

6.3 Environmentally Superior Alternative

Table 8 indicates whether each alternative’s environmental impact is greater than, less than, or
similar to that of the proposed project for each of the issue areas studied. Based on the alternatives
analysis provided above, Alternative 1 (No Project) would be the environmentally superior
alternative. However, Alternative 1 would not achieve the basic project objectives as stated in
Section 2, Project Description. Under this alternative, hazards associated with the existing building
would not be eliminated and deferred maintenance of the building would continue to require
County resources.

Alternative 2 (Rehabilitation and Adaptive Reuse of Whitecotton Cottage) would be environmentally
superior to the project because it would not involve the demolition of a structure eligible for listing
in the NRHP and the CRHR and would thus not result in significant and unavoidable impacts.
However, this alternative would result in increased air quality and greenhouse gas emissions, traffic,
and construction noise. Moreover, this alternative would be prohibitively expensive for the county.
According to County estimates, the proposed project would cost approximately $285,000, while
rehabilitation of the structure would cost approximately $1.6-2 million.
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Table 8 Impact Comparison of Alternatives

Air Quality

Biological
Resources

Cultural
Resources

Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

Noise

Transportation
and Traffic

Tribal Cultural
Resources

Proposed Project Impact
Classification

Less than Significant

Less than Significant with
Mitigation Incorporated

Significant and
Unavoidable

Less than Significant

Less than Significant with
Mitigation Incorporated

Less than Significant with
Mitigation Incorporated

Less than Significant with
Mitigation Incorporated

Alternative 1:

No Project

Alternatives

Alternative 2:

Rehabilitation and Adaptive
Reuse of Whitecotton Cottage

+ Superior to the proposed project (reduced level of impact)

- Inferior to the proposed project (increased level of impact)

= Similar level of impact to the proposed project

Draft Environmental Impact Report
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION (NOP)
OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE
WHITECOTTON COTTAGE DEMOLITION PROJECT

The County of Alameda General Services Agency is preparing a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
for the Whitecotton Cottage Demolition Project (“proposed project”), as identified below, and is
requesting comments on the scope and content of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR will address the potential
physical and environmental effects of the proposed project in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The County of Alameda is the Lead Agency for the proposed project. This notice is being sent to the
California State Clearinghouse, Alameda County Clerk, and other interested agencies and parties. No
responsible agencies, or public agencies besides the County of Alameda that also have a role in approving or
carrying out the project, have been identified for this project. When the Draft EIR is published, a Notice of
Availability of a Draft EIR will be sent to the California State Clearinghouse, Alameda Public Clerk, and interested
parties and individuals who have indicated that they would like to review the Draft EIR.

Responses to this NOP and any questions or comments should be directed in writing to: Jason Garrison,
Environmental Project Manager, Environmental Department-Capital Programs, 1401 Lakeside Drive, Suite 800,
Oakland, CA 94612, or jason.garrison@acgov.org. Comments on the NOP must be received on or before
May 17, 2019. Comments should focus on possible impacts on the physical environment, ways in which
potential adverse effects might be minimized, and alternatives to the proposed project.

PROJECT TITLE: Whitecotton Cottage Demolition Project

PROJECT LOCATION: The project site is an approximately 2,000 square-foot portion of a larger,
approximately 82-acre parcel (APN 80A-238-10) in unincorporated Alameda County. The parcel is one of
eight parcels on which the Alameda County Fairmont Hospital campus is located. The campus is
bounded by Fairmont Drive to the northwest and Foothill Boulevard to the southeast. The project site
occurs towards the southeastern portion of the campus and is bounded by a roadway (Meadow Drive)
to the west, a parking lot to the south, a medical building (Cherry Hill Detox Center) to the northeast,
and landscaped area to the north. Figure 1 shows the project site. The project site is not included on a
list of hazardous material sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The proposed project would involve the demolition of the existing Whitecotton
cottage, an existing vacant 3,942 square-foot building with two stories above grade and a basement.
While the building remains in its historic location, it has not been maintained for approximately 20 years
and is in an advanced state of disrepair.

Demolition of the structure would involve:

= The removal of asbestos-containing materials
=  Stabilization of loose and peeling lead-based paint

= Removal and proper disposal of components coated with lead-based paint



= Excavation and disposal of approximately 222 cubic yards of soil, including lead contaminated soil
around the structure

= Rough grading of the site

The County of Alameda General Services Agency would manage the demolition project and ensure
compliance with all appropriate regulatory guidelines associated with hazardous materials abatement
and demolition. All project activities, including demolition, excavation, remediation, and grading would
be expected to take approximately eight weeks, including approximately two weeks for demolition, one
week for excavation, four weeks for soil and waste testing, and one week for rough grading. There are
no current redevelopment plans for the site. Once the structure is demolished and grading has occurred,
the site would be covered in gravel.

POTENTIALENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS: It is anticipated that the proposed project would result in
potentially significant environmental effects relating to Historic Resources. This issue will be analyzed in
the Draft EIR. As discussed in the Initial Study, all other issue areas were found to have no physical
environmental effects, a less than significant environmental effect, or a less than significant
environmental effect with incorporation of mitigation measures. Mitigation measures related to nesting
birds (Mitigation Measure BIO-1), bats (Mitigation Measure BIO-2), archeological resources (Mitigation
Measure CR-1), construction noise (Mitigation Measure N-1), construction vibration (Mitigation
Measure N-2), and the unanticipated discovery of tribal cultural resources (Mitigation Measure TCR-1)
are required and with implementation of these measures impacts related to sensitive species,
construction noise, construction vibration, and tribal cultural resources would be less than significant.

The Draft EIR will also examine a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project, including the
CEQA-mandated No Project Alternative and other potential alternatives that may be capable of reducing
or avoiding potential environmental effects.

Signature: Jason Garrison, Environmental Project Manager, County of Alameda General
Services Agency

Date of Distribution: April 17, 2019

Attachment: Figure 1, Project Location
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

. . ) " N
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 7 ap guF S
Gavin Newsom Kate Gordon
Governor Director

Notice of Preparation

REC
eo”"WOE’:ELmDEm
April 17, 2019 APR 23 20'9
GRA-TECHMCA, ERVICE,
Desmmnnscens?ﬂﬁm
To: Reviewing Agencies '
Re: Whitecotton Cottage Demolition Project

SCH# 2019049101

Attached for your review and comment is the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Whitecotton Cottaqe
Demolition Project draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Responsible agencies must transmit their comments on the scope and content of the NOP, focusing on
specific information related to their own statutory responsibility, within 30 days of receipt of the NOP from
the Lead Agency. This is a courtesy notice provided by the State Clearinghouse with a reminder for you to
comment in a timely manner. We encourage other agencies to also respond to this notice and express their
concerns early in the environmental review process.

Please direct your comments to:

Jason Garrison

Alameda County

1401 Lakeside Drive, Suite 800
Qakland, CA 94612

with a copy to the State Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research at
state.clearinghouse(@opr.ca.gov . Please refer to the SCH number noted above in all correspondence
concerning this project on our website: https://ceqganet.opr.ca.gov/2019049101/2.

If you have any questions about the environmental document review process, please call the State
Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613.

Sincerely,

irector, State Clearinghouse

cc: Lead Agency

1400 TENTH STREET P.0.BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
TEL 1-916-445-0613  state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov WWW.OPY.Ca.gov
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Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal

Mail to: State Clearinghouse, P.O. Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 (916) 445-0613 9 0 4 9 1 o 1
For Hand Delivery/Street Address: 1400 Tenth Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 H

Project Title: Whitecotton Cottage Demolition Project

Lead Agency: Alameda County

Contact Person: Jason Garrison

Mailing Address: 1401 Lakeside Drive, Suite 800

Phone: (510) 208-9520

City: Oakland

Project Location: County: Alameda

Zip: 94612

Cross Streets: Meadow Drive and Del Norte Avenue

County: Alameda

City/Nearest Community: San Leandro

Zip Code: 94612

Longitude/Latitude (degrees, minutes and seconds): 37 °42 233 “N/ 122 ° 07 ’ 11.8”W Total Acres: 0.134034
Assessor's Parcel No.: 80A-238-10 Section: Twp.: Range: Base:
Within 2 Miles:  State Hwy #: 1-580, CA-185 Waterways: Lake Chabot

Airports: none Railways: none ~Schools: multiple
Document Type: ’
CEQA: NOP [] Draft EIR NEPA (O Nor Other: [ Joint Document

[[] Early Cons (] Supplement/Subsequent EIR O EA [] Final Document

[] NegDec (Prior SCH No.) [] Draft EIS [ other:

[] MitNeg Dec  Other: [] FONSI
———————————————————————— - mﬁ“ - _-— e am Em e we B e e
Local Action Type: Cidvemmors A % 1 ?Mg'&Résearc'h
[] General Plan Update [ Specific Plan (] Rezone ' [0 Annexation
[] General Plan Amendment [] Master Plan [ Prezone APR 16 20]9 [J Redevelopment

(] General Plan Element [] Planned Unit Development [ ] U:éfe iC A [] Coastal Permit

O Community Plan [ Site Plan O L ATJ’E@LEARINQH@&:@ Other: Demolition
Development Type:

[] Residential: Units Acres .

[] Office: Sq.ft. Acres Employees [] Transportation: Type

[] Commercial:Sq.ft. Acres Employees [] Mining: Mineral

[] Industrial: ~ Sq.ft. Acres Employees [] Power: Type MW

[ Educational: [] Waste Treatment: Type MGD

] Recreational: ] Hazardous Waste:Type

] Water Facilities: Type MGD Other: Demolition

Project Issues Discussed in Document:

Aesthetic/Visual [[] Fiscal Recreation/Parks Vegetation
Agricultural Land Flood Plain/Flooding Schools/Universities Water Quality

Air Quality Forest Land/Fire Hazard [] Septic Systems Water Supply/Groundwater
Archeological/Historical Geologic/Seismic Sewer Capacity Wetland/Riparian
Biological Resources Minerals Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading Growth Inducement
[] Coastal Zone Noise Solid Waste Land Use
Drainage/Absorption Population/Housing Balance Toxic/Hazardous Cumulative Effects
[ Economic/Jobs Public Services/Facilities Traffic/Circulation 1 Other:

Present Land Use/Zoning/General Plan Designation:
Vacant building/Planned Development/Public Facilities

The proposed project would involve the demolition of the existing Whitecotton cottage, an existing vacant 3,942 square-foot
building with two stories above grade and a basement. Demolition of the structure would involve:

- The removal of asbestos-containing materials
+ Stabilization of loose and peeling lead-based paint

« Removal and proper disposal of components coated with lead-based paint
+ Excavation and disposal of approximately 222 cubic yards of soil, including lead contaminated soil around the structure

- Rough grading of the site

Note: The State Clearinghouse will assign identification numbers for all new

previous draft document) please fill in.

projects. If a SCH number already exists for a project (e.g. Notice of Preparation or

Revised 2010



Reviewing Agencies Checklist

Lead Agencies may recommend State Clearinghouse distribution by marking agencies below with and "X".
If you have already sent your document to the agency please denote that with an "S".

X Air Resources Board X_ Office of Historic Preservation
Boating & Waterways, Department of ____ Office of Public School Construction
California Emergency Management Agency __ Parks & Recreation, Department of
California Highway Patrol ______ Pesticide Regulation, Department of
Caltrans District # Public Utilities Commission
Caltrans Division of Aeronautics Regional WQCB #2
Caltrans Planning Resources Agency

Resources Recycling and Recovery, Department of
S.F. Bay Conservation & Development Comm.
San Gabriel & Lower L.A. Rivers & Mins. Conservancy
San Joaquin River Conservancy

Santa Monica Mitns. Conservancy

State Lands Commission

SWRCB: Clean Water Grants

SWRCB: Water Quality

SWRCB: Water Rights

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

Toxic Substances Control, Department of

Water Resources, Department of

Central Valiey Flood Protection Board
Coachella Valley Mtns. Conservancy
Coastal Commission

Colorado River Board

Conservation, Department of
Corrections, Department of

Delta Protection Commission
Education, Department of

Energy Commission

Fish & Game Region # 3__

Food & Agriculture, Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection, Department of
General Services, Department of

SaRARRARAARA R,

Health Services, Department of Other:
Housing & Community Development Other:
X Native American Heritage Commission

Local Public Review Period (to be filled in by lead agency)

Starting Date April 17, 2019 " Ending Date May 17, 2019

Lead Agency (Complete if applicable):

Consulting Firm: Rincon Consultants Applicant:
Address: 449 15th Street, Suite 303 ) Address:
City/State/Zip: Oakland, CA 94612 City/State/Zip:
Contact: Karly Kaufman Phone:

Phone: (510) 671-0179

el DSEUSTENSE LT — = = = = = = = = = - -
4/8/201

Signature of Lead Agency Representative: (-5“““’ B. Harnison Date:

AE4CI4DET37043F...

Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 21 161, Public Resourcés Code.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
Cultural and Environmental Department

1550 Harbor Blvd., Suite 100 RECEWED
West Sacramento, CA 95691 Phone (916) 373-3710 COUNTYOF ALAMEDA
Email: nahc@nahc.ca.gov

Website: http://lwww.nahc.ca.gov MAY 2 1 zm

Twitter: @CA_NAHC
(554 TECHMOAL SERUCES OERVELE

May 17, 2019 DESIGNAND CORETR

Jason Garrison

Alameda County

1401 Lakeside Drive, Suite 800
Oakland, CA 94612

RE: SCH# 2019049101 Whitecotton Cottage Demolition Project, Alameda County

Dear Mr. Garrison:

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has received the Notice of Preparation (NOP), Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or Early Consultation for the project referenced above. The California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code §21000 et seq.), specifically Public Resources Code
§21084.1, states that a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource, is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code § 21084.1; Cal.
Code Regs., tit.14, §15064.5 (b) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 (b)). If there is substantial evidence, in light of the
whole record before a lead agency, that a project may have a significant effect on the environment, an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) shall be prepared. (Pub. Resources Code §21080 (d); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 5064
subd.(a)(1) (CEQA Guidelines §15064 (a)(1)). In order to determine whether a project will cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of 2 historical resource, a lead agency will need to determine whether there are
historical resources. within the area of potential effect (APE).

CEQA was amended significantly in 2014. Assembly Bill 52 (Gatto, Chapter 532, Statutes of 2014) (AB 52) amended
CEQA to create a separate category of cultural resources, “tribal cultural resources” (Pub. Resources Code §21074)
and provides that a project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code §21084.2).
Public agencies shall, when feasible, avoid damaging effects to any tribal cultura! resource. (Pub. Resources Code
§21084.3 (a)). AB 52 applies to any project for which a notice of preparation, a notice of negative declaration,
or a mitigated negative declaration is filed on or after July 1, 2015. If your project involves the adoption of or
amendment to a general plan or a specific plan, or the designation or proposed designation of open space, on or
after March 1, 2005, it may also be subject to Senate Bill 18 (Burton, Chapter 905, Statutes of 2004) (SB 18). Both
SB 18 and AB 52 have tribal consultation requirements. If your project is also subject to the federal National
Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.) (NEPA), the tribal consultation requirements of Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (154 U.S.C. 300101, 36 C.F.R. §800 et seq.) may also apply.

The NAHC recommends consultation with California Native American tribes that are traditionaily and culturally
affiliated with the geographic area of your proposed project.as early as possible in order to avoid inadvertent
discoveries of Native American human remains and best protect tribal cultural resources. Below is a brief summary
of portions of AB 52 and SB 18 as well as the NAHC's recommendations for conducting cultural resources
assessments.

Consult your legal counsel about compliance with AB 52 and SB 18 as well as compliance with any other
applicable laws.



AB 52

AB 52 has added to CEQA the additional requirements listed below, along with many other requirements:

1.

Fourteen Day Period to Provide Notice of Completion of an Application/Decision to Undertakea Project: Within
fourteen (14) days of determining that an application for a project is complete or of a decision by a public agency
to undertake a project, a lead agency shall provide formal notification to a designated contact of, or tribal
representative of, traditionally and culturally affiliated California Native American tribes that have requested
notice, to be accomplished by at least one written notice that includes:
a. A brief description of the project.
b. The'lead agency contact information.:
c. Notification that the California Native American tribe has 30 days to request consultation. (Pub.
Resources Code §21080.3.1 (d)).
d. A ‘“California Native American tribe” is defined as a Native American tribe located in California that is on
the contact list maintained by the NAHC for the purposes of Chapter 905 of Statutes of 2004 (SB 18).
{Pub. Resources Code §21073).

Begin Consultation Within 30 Days of Receiving a Tribe’s Request for Consultation and Before Releasing a
Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or Environmental Impact Report: A lead agency shall
begin the consultation process within 30 days of receiving a request for consultation from a California Native
American tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project. (Pub.
Resources Code §21080.3.1, subds. (d) and (e)) and prior to the release of a negative declaration, mitigated
negative declaration or Environmental impact Report. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1(b)).

a. For purposes of AB 52, “consuitation shall have the same meaning as provided in Gov. Code §65352.4

(SB 18). (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1 (b)).

Mandatory Topics of Consultation If Requested by a Tribe: The following topics of consultation, if a tribe requests

to discuss them, are mandatory topics of consultation:
a. Aiternatives to the project.
b. Recommended mitigation measures.
c. Significant effects. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (a)).

Discretionary Topics of Consultation: The following topics are discretionary topics of consultation:
a. Type of environmental review necessary.
b. Significance of the tribal cultural resources.
c. Significance of the project's impacts on tribal cultural resources.
d. [Ifnecessary, project alternatives or appropriate measures for preservation or mitigation that the tribe may
recommend to the lead agency. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (a)).

Confidentiality of Information Submitted by a Tribe During the Environmental Review Process: With some
exceptions, any information, including but not limited to, the location, description, and use of tribal cultural
resources submitted by a California Native American tribe during the environmental review process shall not be
included in the environmental document or otherwise disclosed by the lead agency or any other public agency to
the public, consistent with Government Code §6254 (r) and §6254.10. Any information submitted by a California
Native American tribe during the consultation or environmental review process shall be published in a confidential
appendix to the environmental document unless the tribe that provided the information consents, in writing, to the
disclosure of some or all of the information to the public. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (c)(1)).

Discussion of Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources in the Environmental Document: If a project may have a
significant impact on a tribal cultural resource, the lead agency's environmental document shall discuss both of
the following: _
a. Whether the proposed project has a significant impact on an identified tribal cultural resource.
b. Whether feasible alternatives or mitigation measures, including those measures that may be agreed to
pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3, subdivision (a), avoid or substantially lessen the impact
on the identified tribal cultural resource. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (b)).
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7.

9.

10.

1.

Conclusion of Consultation: Consultation with a tribe shall be considered concluded when either of the following
occurs:
a. The parties agree to measures to mitigate or avoid a significant effect, if a significant effect exists, on a
tribal cultural resource; or
b. A party, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot be
reached. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (b)).

Recommending Mitigation Measures Agreed Upon in Consultation in the Environmental Document: Any
mitigation measures agreed upon in the consuitation conducted pursuant to Public Resources Code §21080.3.2
shall be recommended for inclusion in the environmental document and in an adopted mitigation monitoring and
reporting program, if determined to avoid or lessen the impact pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3,
subdivision (b), paragraph 2, and shall be fully enforceable. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (a)).

Required Consideration of Feasible Mitigation: If mitigation measures recommended by the staff of the iead
agency as a resuit of the consultation process are not included in the environmental document or if there are no
agreed upon mitigation measures at the conclusion of consultation, or if consultation does not occur, and if
substantial evidence demonstrates that a project will cause a significant effect to a tribal cultural resource, the
lead agency shall consider feasible mitigation pursuant to Public Resources Code §21084.3 (b). {(Pub. Resources
Ccde §21082.3 (e)).

Examples of Mitigation Measures That, If Feasible, May Be Considered to Avoid or Minimize Significant Adverse
Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources:

a. Avoidance and preservation of the resources in place, including, but not fimited to:

i Planning and construction to avoid the resources and protect the cultural and natural context.
ii.  Planning greenspace, parks, or other open space, to incorporate the resources with culturally
appropriate protection and management criteria.

b. Treating the resource with cuiturally appropriate dignity, taking into account the tribal cultural values and
meaning of the resource, including, but not limited to, the following:

i Protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource.
ii. Protecting the traditional use of the resource.
ili. Protecting the confidentiality of the resource.

¢. Permanent conservation easements or other interests in real property, with culturally appropriate
management criteria for the purposes of preserving or utilizing the resources or places.

d. Protecting the resource. (Pub. Resource Code §21084.3 (b)).

e. Please note that a federally recognized California Native American tribe or a non-federally recognized
California Native American tribe that is on the contact list maintained by the NAHC to protect a California
prehistoric, archaeological, cultural, spiritual, or ceremonial place may acquire and hold conservation
easements if the conservation easement is voluntarily conveyed. (Civ. Code §815.3 (c).

f. Please note that it is the policy of the state that Native American remains and associated grave artifacts
shall be repatriated. (Pub. Resources Code §5097.991).

Prerequisites for Certifying an Environmental Impact Report or Adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration or
Negative Declaration with a Significant Impact on an Identified Tribal Cultural Resource: An Environmental
Impact Report may not be certified, nor may a mitigated negative declaration or a negative declaration be adopted
unless one of the following occurs:

a. The consultation process between the tribes and the lead agency has occurred as provided in Public
Resources Code §21080.3.1 and §21080.3.2 and concluded pursuant to Public Resources Code
§21080.3.2.

b. The tribe that requested consultation failed to provide comments to the lead agency or otherwise failed
to engage in the consultation process.

c. The lead agency provided notice of the project to the tribe in compliance with Public Resources Code
§21080.3.1 (d) and the tribe failed to request consultation within 30 days. (Pub. Resources Code
§21082.3 (d)).

The NAHC'’s PowerPoint presentation titled, “Tribal Consultation Under AB 52: Requirements and Best Practices”
may be found online at: http:/nahc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/AB52TribalConsultation CalEPAPDF.pdf




SB 18

SB 18 applies to local governments and requires local governments to contact, provide notice to, refer plans to, and
consult with tribes prior to the adoption or amendment of a general plan or a specific plan, or the designation of open
space. (Gov. Code §65352.3). Local governments should consult the Governor's Office of Planning and Research's
“Tribal Consultation  Guidelines,” which can be found online at
https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/09_14_05_Updated_Guidelines_922 pdf

Some of SB 18's provisions include:

1. Tribal Consultation: If a local government considers a proposal to adopt or amend a general plan or a specific
plan, or to designate open space it is required to contact the appropriate tribes identified by the NAHC by
requesting a “Tribal Consultation List.” If a tribe, once contacted, requests consultation the local government must
consult with the tribe on the plan proposal. A tribe has 90 days from the date of receipt of notification to
request consultation unless a shorter timeframe has been agreed to by the tribe. (Gov. Code §65352.3
(2)(2)).

2. No Statutory Time Limit on SB 18 Tribal Consultation. There is no statutory time limit on SB 18 tribal consuitation.

3. Confidentiality: Consistent with the guidelines developed and adopted by the Office of Pianning and Research
pursuant to Gov. Code §65040.2, the city or county shall protect the confidentiality of the information concerning
the specific identity, location, character, and use of places, features and objects described in Public Resources
Code §5097.9 and §5097.993 that are within the city’s or county’s jurisdiction. (Gov. Code §65352.3 (b)).

4. Conclusion of SB 18 Tribal Consultation: Consultation should be concluded at the point in which:

a. The parties to the consultation come to a mutual agreement concerning the appropriate measures for
preservation or mitigation; or

b. Either the local government or the tribe, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that
mutual agreement cannot be reached concerning the appropriate measures of preservation or mitigation.
(Tribal Consultation Guidelines, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (2005) at p. 18).

Agencies should be aware that neither AB 52 nor SB 18 preciudes agencies from initiating tribal consultation with
tribes that are traditionally and cuilturally affiliated with their jurisdictions before the timeframes provided in AB 52 and
SB 18. For that reason, we urge you to continue to request Native American Tribal Contact Lists and “Sacred Lands
File” searches from the NAHC. The request forms can be found online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/resources/forms/

NAHC Recommendations for Cultural Resources Assessments

To adequately assess the existence and significance of tribal cultural resources and plan for avoidance, preservation
in place, or barring both, mitigation of project-related impacts to tribal cultural resources, the NAHC recommends the
following actions:

1. Contact the appropriate regional California Historical Research Information System (CHRIS) Center
(http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=1068) for an archaeological records search. The records search will
determine:;

a. |If part or all of the APE has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.

b. If any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.

c. [f the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.

d. If asurvey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.

2. Ifanarchaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report detailing
the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.

a. The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measures should be submitted
immediately to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native American human
remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum and not be
made available for public disclosure.

b. The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the
appropriate regional CHRIS center.



3. Contact the NAHC for:
a. A Sacred Lands File search. Remember that tribes do not always record their sacred sites in the Sacred
Lands File, nor are they required to do so. A Sacred Lands File search is not a substitute for consultation
with tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the project’s APE.
b. A Native American Tribal Consultation List of appropriate tribes for consultation conceming the project
site and to assist in planning for avoidance, preservation in place, or, failing both, mitigation measures.

4. Remember that the lack of surface evidence of archaeological resources (including tribal cultural resources) does
not preclude their subsurface existence.

a. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plan provisions for the
identification and evaluation of inadvertently discovered archaeological resources per Cal. Code Regs.,
tit. 14, §15064.5(f) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(f)). In areas of identified archaeological sensitivity, a
certified archaeologist and a culturally affitiated Native American with knowledge of cultural resources
should monitor all ground-disturbing activities.

b. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions for
the disposition of recovered cultural items that are not burial associated in consuitation with culturally
affiliated Native Americans.

c. Lead agencies should inciude in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions for
the treatment and disposition of inadvertently discovered Native American human remains. Health and
Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5097.98, and Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15064.5,
subdivisions (d) and (e) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5, subds. {d) and (e)) address the processes fo be
followed in the event of an inadvertent discovery of any Native American human remains and associated
grave goods in a location other than a dedicated cemetery.

if you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at my email
address: Gayle.Totton@nahc.ca.gov.
Sincerely,

for
Gayle Totton
Associate Governmental Program Analyst

cc: State Clearinghouse
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1. ProjectTitle

Whitecotton Cottage Demolition Project

2. Lead Agency Name and Address

Alameda County

General Services Agency

1401 Lakeside Drive, Suite 800
Oakland, California 94612

3. Contact Person and Phone Number

Jason B. Garrison, Environmental Project Manager
Office: (510) 208-9520

4. Project Location

The project site is an approximately 2,000 square-foot portion of a larger, approximately 82-acre
parcel (APN 80A-238-10) in unincorporated Alameda County. The parcel is one of eight parcels on
which the Alameda County Fairmont Hospital campus is located. The campus is bounded by
Fairmont Drive to the northwest and Foothill Boulevard to the southeast. The project site occurs
towards the southeastern portion of the campus and is bounded by Meadow Drive to the west, a
parking lot to the south, a medical building to the northeast, and landscaped area to the north.
Figure 1 shows the location of the site in the region, Figure 2 shows the project site in its
neighborhood context, and Figure 3 depicts the project site and its immediate surroundings.

5. General Plan Designation

The project site is designated Public Facilities (PF) in the Castro Valley General Plan (Alameda County
2014).

6. Zoning

The project site is zoned Planned Development (PD) according to the Castro Valley General Plan.
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Figure 1 Regional Location
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Figure 2 Project Site in its Neighborhood Context
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Figure 3 Project Site and Immediate Surroundings
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7. Surrounding Land Uses and Environmental Setting

The project site is situated in the foothills of the Diablo Range, approximately one mile west of Lake
Chabot in unincorporated Alameda County. The project area occurs on the Alameda County
Fairmont Hospital campus, which comprises medical and office buildings, the Alameda County
Superior Court, a Juvenile Justice Center and other uses associated to the institutional uses,
including recreational facilities and a cafeteria. Lake Chabot occurs further north on the other side
of Fairmont Drive and residential neighborhoods occur to the east, south and west of the campus.
Figure 2 shows the project site in its neighborhood context. The project site occurs at relatively flat
topography and at the southern edge of a hilly landscaped area at the east portion of the campus.
The project site occurs towards the southeastern portion of the campus and is bounded by a
roadway (Meadow Drive) to the west, a parking lot to the south/southeast, a medical building to the
northeast (Cherry Hill Detox Center), and landscaped area to the north. Across Meadow Drive to the
southwest is the Villa Fairmont Mental Health Rehabilitation Center. Other medical offices
associated with the hospital campus are located approximately 300 feet to the southeast. Figure 3
shows the project site and its immediate surroundings.

8. Existing Conditions and Background

The site occurs within the Fairmont Hospital Campus (originally called the Alameda County
Infirmary), which was established in its current location in 1869 to meet state law that required
provision of care to the indigent sick. The County continued to develop the campus over the next
several decades and established several new buildings, including a hospital building and other
medical offices, staff residences, administrative buildings, dining halls, a chapel, and farming
structures. Following World War I, several new medical buildings were constructed at the campus,
and the County shifted its focus to convalescent, rehabilitation, and long-term mental health care
(Preservation Architecture 2018, Appendix B).

The project site contains one existing building, a dwelling known as Whitecotton cottage, which was
built in 1903. The building was also known as the Superintendent’s House because it was originally
built to house the Superintendent of the Alameda County Infirmary. It was adapted for other uses in
the 1970s, including a community-based organization for research and treatment of addiction, and
has been vacant since 2000. The building is approximately 3,942 square feet in size and two stories
in height. It is a wood-frame structure with a brick foundation and partial basement. It is
encompassed by a small grove of mature trees and a variety of shrubs around the base of the
building.

While the building remains in its historic location, it has not been maintained for approximately 20
years and is in an advanced state of disrepair. Several holes are present on the roof and the interior
of the building has extensive water damage and mold contamination. In addition, the exterior of the
structure is covered with a high concentration of peeling lead-based paint that has contaminated
surrounding soil, which in turn has the potential to impact downgradient properties and storm
drains. There is also asbestos present in the roofing materials, which could cause environmental and
health impacts. Asbestos was also present in other locations in the building, but these asbestos-
containing materials were abated and removed in 2018.
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9. Description of Project

The proposed project would involve the demolition of the existing Whitecotton cottage, an existing
vacant 3,942 square-foot building with two stories above grade and a basement. Demolition of the
structure would involve:

= The removal of asbestos-containing materials

= Stabilization of loose and peeling lead-based paint

= Removal and proper disposal of components coated with lead-based paint

= Excavation and disposal of approximately 222 cubic yards of soil, including lead contaminated
soil around the structure

= Rough grading of the site

The County of Alameda General Services Agency would manage the demolition project and ensure
compliance with appropriate regulatory guidelines associated with hazardous materials abatement
and demolition. All project activities, including demolition, excavation, remediation, and grading
would be expected to take approximately eight weeks, including approximately two weeks for
demolition, one week for excavation, four weeks for soil and waste testing, and one week for rough
grading. There are no current redevelopment plans for the site. Once the structure is demolished
and grading has occurred, the site would be covered in gravel.

10. Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required

The County of Alameda is the lead agency with responsibility for approving the project.
Discretionary approval from other public agencies is not required.

11. Have California Native American Tribes Traditionally
and Culturally Affiliated with the Project Area
Requested Consultation Pursuant to Public Resources
Code Section 21080.3.17? If so, has consultation
begun and is there a plan for consultation that
includes, for example, the determination of
significance of impacts to tribal cultural resources,
procedures regarding confidentiality, etc.?

No California Native American Tribes have requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources
Code Section 21080.3.1.




Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

This project would potentially affect the environmental factors checked below, involving at least
one impact that is “Potentially Significant” or “Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” as
indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

O Aesthetics O  Agriculture and O  Air Quality
Forestry Resources

[ | Biological Resources B Cultural Resources O Energy

O Geology/Soils O  Greenhouse Gas O Hazards & Hazardous
Emissions Materials

O Hydrology/Water Quality O  Land Use/Planning O  Mineral Resources

[ | Noise O  Population/Housing O  Public Services

O Recreation O  Transportation B Tribal Cultural Resources

O Utilities/Service Systems O  Wildfire B Mandatory Findings

of Significance

Determination

Based on this initial evaluation:

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

O | 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 to the
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

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

[ | | find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “less than
significant with mitigation incorporated” 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.
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O

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potential 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,
nothing further is required.




Environmental Checklist
Aesthetics

Environmental Checklist

1 Aesthetics

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista? O O | [ ]

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

c. Innon-urbanized areas, substantially
degrade the existing visual character or
quality of public views of the site and its
surroundings? (Public views are those
that are experienced from publicly
accessible vantage point). If the project is
in an urbanized area, would the project
conflict with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality? O O O |

d. Create a new source of substantial light or
glare that would adversely affect daytime
or nighttime views in the area? O O O [ |

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

The grade at Fairmont Hospital campus generally slopes downwards from northeast to southwest,
and views of the city of San Leandro to the west and the San Francisco Bay beyond are available
from Fairmont Drive and Foothill Boulevard. However, because the project site occurs at a relatively
topographically flat area of the campus and is surrounded by other one- and two-story buildings and
mature vegetation, substantial views are not available from or through the site. Moreover, the
project area is not within a designated scenic vista.

In addition, the proposed project does not involve construction of new uses that would adversely
affect scenic vistas. The project would remove a 2-story building and not involve new structures that
would add bulk or adversely affect available views. Thus, no impact would occur and further analysis
of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

NO IMPACT
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b.  Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees,
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

Interstate 580 (I-580), which occurs to the southwest of the project site, is an eligible but not
officially designated State Scenic Highway. However, intervening topography currently obstructs
views of the project site from 1-580. Although the proposed project would involve removal of a
historic building, the building is not visible from a state scenic highway. The project does not involve
tree removal. Cultural resources impacts related to the demolition of the historic building are
discussed in Section 5. Cultural Resources of this report. Therefore, no impact would occur and
further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

NO IMPACT

c.  Would the project, in non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character
or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are
experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area,
would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic
quality?

The project site is in an urbanized area in the Castro Valley unincorporated area of Alameda County.
It is on the southeastern portion of the Fairmont Hospital campus. Since the project would involve
demolition of an existing building, no new structures would be introduced to add visual bulk at the
project site, and neither Alameda County Design Guidelines nor zoning regulations controlling
design of new construction would apply. No impact would occur and further analysis of this issue in
an EIR is not warranted.

NO IMPACT

d. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect
daytime or nighttime views in the area?

The project would involve the demolition of an existing building and not the construction of new
structures. Thus, there would be no new sources of light or glare. No impact would occur and
further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

NO IMPACT
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2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Would the project:

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

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
use or a Williamson Act contract? O O O [ |

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))? O O O [ |

d. Resultin the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use? O O O [ |

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? O O O [ ]

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

The project site does not occur within or near an area designated as Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance. The California Department of Conservation defines
the project site as Urban and Built Up Land (2016). Moreover, the project involves the demolition of
a building and not the construction of new structures or the conversion of existing farmland. Thus,
no impact would occur and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

NO IMPACT
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b.  Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act
contract?

The project site abuts the Agriculture (A) zoning district to the east. However, the site is not
currently in active agricultural use and is surrounded by development associated with the Fairmont
Hospital campus. The project site is not on land under a Williamson Act contract. Since the project
would involve the demolition of an existing dwelling in a developed area that is not in agricultural
production, it would not involve the construction of new uses or the conversion of existing
farmland. No impact would occur and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

NO IMPACT

c. Would the project 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.  Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

The project area is not in an area containing forest land, nor would it convert existing forest land. No
impact would occur and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

NO IMPACT

e. Would the project 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?

The project would involve the demolition of an existing building and not the construction of new
structures or the establishment of new uses that would result in the conversion of nearby farmland.
Thus, the project would not result in the conversion of existing Farmland or forest land and no
impact would occur and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

NO IMPACT
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Air Quality
Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation
of the applicable air quality plan? O O O [ |
b. Resultin 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? O O [ ] O
c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations? O O [ ] O
d. Result in other emissions (such as those
leading to odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people? d O | O

Air Quality Standards and Attainment

The project site is located within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (the Basin), which is under the
jurisdiction of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). As the local air quality
management agency, the BAAQMD is required to monitor air pollutant levels to ensure that state
and federal air quality standards are met, and, if they are not met, to develop strategies to meet
standards.

Depending on whether or not the standards are met or exceeded, the Basin is classified as being in
“attainment” or “nonattainment.” Under state law, air districts are required to prepare a plan for air
quality improvement for pollutants for which the district is in non-compliance. The BAAQMD is in
non-attainment for the state and federal ozone standards, the state and federal PM, s (particulate
matter up to 2.5 microns in size) standards and the state PMyq (particulate matter up to 10 microns
in size) standards and is required to prepare a plan for improvement (BAAQMD 2017a).

The health effects associated with criteria pollutants for which the Basin is in non-attainment are
described in Table 1.
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Table 1 Health Effects Associated with Non-Attainment Criteria Pollutants

Pollutant Adverse Effects

Ozone (1) Short-term exposures: (a) pulmonary function decrements and localized lung edema in
humans and animals and (b) risk to public health implied by alterations in pulmonary
morphology and host defense in animals; (2) long-term exposures: risk to public health
implied by altered connective tissue metabolism and altered pulmonary morphology in
animals after long-term exposures and pulmonary function decrements in chronically
exposed humans; (3) vegetation damage; and (4) property damage.

Suspended particulate (1) Excess deaths from short-term and long-term exposures; (2) excess seasonal declines in

matter (PMy) pulmonary function, especially in children; (3) asthma exacerbation and possibly induction;
(4) adverse birth outcomes including low birth weight; (5) increased infant mortality; (6)
increased respiratory symptoms in children such as cough and bronchitis; and (7) increased
hospitalization for both cardiovascular and respiratory disease (including asthma).’

Suspended particulate (1) Excess deaths from short- and long-term exposures; (2) excess seasonal declines in

matter (PM, ;) pulmonary function, especially in children; (3) asthma exacerbation and possibly induction;
(4) adverse birth outcomes, including low birth weight; (5) increased infant mortality; (6)
increased respiratory symptoms in children, such as cough and bronchitis; and (7) increased
hospitalization for both cardiovascular and respiratory disease, including asthma.?

®More detailed discussions on the health effects associated with exposure to suspended particulate matter can be found in the
following documents: EPA, Air Quality Criteria for Particulate Matter, October 2004.

Source: U.S. EPA 2018

Clean Air Plan

The Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan provides a plan to improve Bay Area air quality and protect public
health as well as the climate. The legal impetus for the Plan is to update the most recent ozone plan,
the 2010 Clean Air Plan, to comply with state air quality planning requirements as codified in the
California Health & Safety Code. Although steady progress has been made to reduce ozone levels in
the Bay Area, the region continues to be designated as non-attainment for both the one-hour and
eight-hour state ozone standards as noted previously. In addition, emissions of ozone precursors in
the Bay Area contribute to air quality problems in neighboring air basins. Under these
circumstances, state law requires the Clean Air Plan to include all feasible measures to reduce
emissions of ozone precursors and reduce transport of ozone precursors to neighboring air basins
(BAAQMD 2017b).

Air Emission Thresholds

BAAQMD recommends that lead agencies determine appropriate air quality and greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions thresholds of significance based on substantial evidence in the record. As the lead
agency for this project, the County of Alameda has determined that the BAAQMD’s significance
thresholds in the updated May 2017 CEQA Guidelines for project operations within the Basin are the
most appropriate thresholds for use in determining air quality impacts of the proposed project. The
BAAQMD developed screening criteria to provide lead agencies and project applicants with a
conservative indication of whether a project could result in potentially significant air quality
impacts. If all of the screening criteria are met by a project, then the lead agency or applicant would
not need to perform a detailed air quality assessment of their project’s air pollutant emissions.
These screening levels are generally representative of new development on greenfield sites without
any form of mitigation measures taken into consideration. For projects that only involve demolition,
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such as the project, emissions would be less than the greenfield-type project on which the screening
criteria are based (BAAQMD 2017c).

Table 2 presents the significant thresholds for construction, demolition, and operational-related
criteria air pollutant and precursor emissions being used for the purposes of this analysis. These
represent the levels at which a project’s individual emissions of criteria air pollutants or precursors
would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the Basin’s existing air quality
conditions. For the purposes of this analysis, the proposed project would result in a significant
impact if construction or operational emissions would exceed any of the thresholds shown in Table
2.

Table 2 Air Quality Thresholds of Significance

Pollutant/ Precursor Maximum Annual Emissions (tpy) Average Daily Emissions (lbs/day)
ROG 10 54
NOy 10 54
PMyo 15 82
PM; 5 10 54

Notes: tpy = tons per year; Ibs/day = pounds per day; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; PM, s = fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic
resistance diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less; PM;, = respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 10
micrometers or less; ROG = reactive organic gases; tpy = tons per year.

Source: Table 2-2, Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011.

Impact Analysis
a. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

Vehicle use, energy consumption, and associated air pollutant emissions are directly related to
population growth. A project would generally conflict with or potentially obstruct implementation
of an air quality management plan if it would contribute to population growth in excess of that
forecast in the plan. The proposed project would involve demolition of an existing building and not
additional construction of new structures. Therefore, the proposed project would not generate new
population or employment growth. Consequently, the project would not contribute to an
exceedance of the projected population growth forecast in the 2017 BAAQMD Clean Air Plan. No
impact would occur and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

NO IMPACT

b.  Would the project 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?

Long-term operational emissions generated by a project would result from area source emissions or
mobile emissions. Area sources include the use of natural gas, electricity, and landscaping
maintenance equipment. Mobile emissions include emissions from vehicles associated with a
project. Since the proposed project would involve demolition activities during a limited period and

! Note the thresholds for PMo and PM, s apply to construction exhaust emissions only.
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not construction of new uses, no new area source or mobile emissions would occur. Moreover,
while the project site and surrounding area would undergo ongoing landscape maintenance
activities, these activities are not specifically associated with the proposed demolition project.
Further, maintenance activities would be intermittent and infrequent and would not generate
emissions such that an exceedance of an air quality standard or a cumulatively considerable net
increase of a criteria pollutant would occur.

The major source of emissions associated with the project result from emissions during the
proposed building demolition. Demolition activities would include operation of construction
vehicles and equipment over unpaved areas and soil disturbance which has the potential to
generate fugitive dust (PMy) through the exposure of soil to wind erosion and dust entrainment. In
addition, exhaust emissions associated with heavy construction equipment would potentially
degrade regional air quality. Temporary demolition emissions were estimated using the California
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) v.2016.3.2 and are shown in Table 3.

Table 3 Construction Emissions (pounds/day)

Maximum Significance Significant
Pollutant Daily Emissions Threshold Impact?
ROG 0.9 54 No
NO, 8.7 54 No
co 8.0 82 No
PM;, (exhaust) 0.5 82 No
PM, s (exhaust) 0.5 54 No

See Appendix A for CalEEMod worksheets.

As shown in Table 3, the proposed project would not exceed the BAAQMD short-term construction
thresholds shown in Table 2. Impacts from demolition emissions would therefore be less than
significant and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
c. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) has identified diesel particulate matter as the primary
airborne carcinogen in the state (CARB 2014). In addition, Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) are a
defined set of air pollutants that may pose a present or potential hazard to human health. Common
sources of TACs and PM, 5 include gasoline stations, dry cleaners, diesel backup generators, truck
distribution centers, freeways, and other major roadways (BAAQMD 2017c). The project does not
include construction of new gas stations, dry cleaners, highways, roadways, or other sources that
could be considered new permitted or non-permitted source of TAC or PM, ;5 in proximity to
receptors. In addition, the project would not introduce a new stationary source of emissions and
would not result in particulate matter greater than BAAQMD thresholds (see response under
questions a, b, and c). Therefore, a Health Risk Assessment was not performed for this project.
Moreover, as described above in Table 3, temporary demolition emissions were estimated using the
CalEEMod v.2016.3.2 computer model, and the proposed project would not exceed emissions
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thresholds during demolition activities. Impacts would be less than significant and further analysis of
this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

d. Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting
a substantial number of people?

Table 3-3 in the BAAQMD’s 2017 CEQA Guidelines provides odor screening distances for land uses
that have the potential to generate substantial odor complaints. The uses in the table include
wastewater treatment plants, landfills or transfer stations, refineries, composting facilities, confined
animal facilities, food manufacturing, smelting plants, and chemical plants (BAAQMD 2017c). None
of the uses identified in the table would occur within the project site. The proposed project would
not generate objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people during operation.

During demolition activities, heavy equipment and vehicles would emit odors associated with
vehicle and engine exhaust both during normal use and when idling. However, these odors would
be temporary and would cease upon completion. Therefore, the proposed project would not
generate objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. This impact would be less
than significant and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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4 Biological Resources

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

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? O [ | O O

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

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on state
or federally protected wetlands (including,
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool,
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means? O O O |

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? O | O O

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

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

d. Would the project 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?

According to the Biological Resources Chapter of the Castro Valley Area Plan (Figure 7-2, Alameda
County 2012), the site occurs at the southern edge of a Moderate Priority Biological Resources Area,
which includes the undeveloped area north of the portion of the Fairmont Hospital campus that is
developed with buildings. However, according to Figure 7-2, no special-status species, riparian
habitat, or other sensitive habitats occur within the project site. According to the Castro Valley Area
Plan, the project site is not located within a migration route. Therefore, the project would not result
in interference with the movement of a native resident, migratory fish or wildlife species. In
addition, the project site does not occur on a native wildlife nursery site, and the project would not
involve removal of existing trees.

The project site is developed with one structure, a driveway, and a trash collection area and has
been continually disturbed through on- and off-site activities including nearby traffic, landscaping
activities, and the presence of humans. Therefore, the site includes minimal native vegetation that
might provide habitat for any sensitive or special status. Moreover, the project only involves the
demolition of the existing building; no existing trees would be removed and no new structures or
uses would be established that could adversely affect native species.

However, it is possible that mature trees within the project site could be indirectly disturbed during
demolition activities. Surrounding trees could contain bird nests and birds which are protected
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would reduce
impacts to nesting birds to a less than significant level and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is
not warranted.

Further, bats may be present in the existing vacant building. Therefore, the proposed project has
the potential to result in direct impacts to special-status bats if bat roosts are destroyed during
demolition. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-2 would reduce impacts to special-status
bat species to a less than significant level and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not
warranted. These measures will be included in the EIR’s executive summary and mitigation
monitoring and reporting program.

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures are required:

BIO-1 Nesting/Breeding Native Bird Protection

To avoid impacts to nesting birds, including birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act,
ground disturbing activities should be limited to the time period between September 1 and January
1 (i.e., outside the nesting season) if feasible. If initial site disturbance, grading, and vegetation
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removal cannot be conducted during this time period, a pre-construction survey for active nests
within and around the project site shall be conducted by a qualified biologist at the site no more
than two weeks prior to any construction activities. The survey shall include the project site and
other such habitat within 500 feet of the project site.

If active nests are identified, species specific exclusion buffers shall be determined by the biologist
(i.e., 500 feet for raptor nests), and construction timing and location adjusted accordingly. The
buffer shall be adhered to until the adults and young are no longer reliant on the nest site, as
determined by the biologist. Limits of construction to avoid a nest should be established in the field
with flagging and stakes or construction fencing. Construction personnel shall be instructed on the
sensitivity of the area.

The biological monitor shall be present on site during all grubbing and clearing of vegetation to
ensure that these activities remain within the project footprint (i.e., outside the demarcated buffer)
and that the flagging/stakes/fencing is being maintained, and to minimize the likelihood that active
nests are abandoned or fail due to project activities.

BIO-2 Special-status Bat Species Avoidance and Minimization

Focused surveys of the building to be demolished to determine the presence/absence of roosting
bats shall be conducted by a qualified biologist prior to the initiation of demolition activities. If
active maternity roosts are identified, at a minimum, no demolition, clearing, or grading shall occur
within 500 feet of the roost until the young are able to fly from the roost. If active day or night
roosts are found on the project site, measures shall be implemented to safely flush bats from the
roosts prior to the onset of demolition activities. Such measures may include removal of roosting
site during the time of day the roost is unoccupied or the installation of one-way doors, allowing the
bats to leave the roost but not to re-enter.

Significance After Mitigation

Implementation of mitigation measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 would ensure that nesting birds and bats
are not directly or indirectly affected by demolition activities. These measures will be included in the
EIR’s executive summary and mitigation monitoring and reporting program.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED

c. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

The project is not located on or in the vicinity of state or federally protected wetlands (US Fish and
Wildlife Wetlands Mapper, accessed February 2019). No impact would occur and further analysis of
this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

NO IMPACT

e. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

As noted above, the project site occurs within Moderate Priority Biological Resources Area.
However, the project would involve the removal of an existing building and not tree removal or the
establishment of new uses that would conflict with local policies ordnances protecting biological
resources. Moreover, compliance with the above mitigation measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 would
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ensure that potential resources in the existing building and nearby existing trees would be protected
during demolition activities. No impact would occur and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not
warranted.

NO IMPACT

f. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation
plan?

No adopted conservation plan covers an area that includes the project site. Therefore, no impact
would occur and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

NO IMPACT
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5 Cultural Resources

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource
pursuant to §15064.5? | O O O
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource
as defined in §15064.5? O [ | O O
c. Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal
cemeteries? O O [ | O

Cultural Resources Background

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a lead agency determine whether a
project may have a significant effect on historical resources (Public Resources Code [PRC], Section
21084.1) and tribal cultural resources (PRC Section 21074 [a][1][A]-[B]). A historical resource is a
resource listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing, in the California Register of Historical
Resources (CRHR), a resource included in a local register of historical resources, or any object,
building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript that a lead agency determines to be
historically significant (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5[a][1-3]).

A resource shall be considered historically significant if it:

1. lIs associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
California’s history and cultural heritage;

2. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;

3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction,
or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values;
or

4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

In addition, if it can be demonstrated that a project would cause damage to a unique archaeological
resource, the lead agency may require reasonable efforts be made to permit any or all of these
resources to be preserved in place or left in an undisturbed state. To the extent that resources
cannot be left undisturbed, mitigation measures are required (PRC, Section 21083.2[a], [b]).

PRC, Section 21083.2(g) defines a unique archaeological resource as an archaeological artifact,
object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding to the
current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it:
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1. Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that
there is a demonstrable public interest in that information;

2. Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available
example of its type; or

3. Isdirectly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event
or person.

Impact Analysis

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
pursuant to §15064.57

A Historical and Architectural Assessment of the existing building proposed for demolition was
prepared by Preservation Architecture in 2018 (Appendix B). The assessment concludes that the
Whitecotton Cottage is eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources because of its
association with historic events. Therefore, the proposed project may result in a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a historical resource. Impacts related to historic resources are
potentially significant and will be analyzed further in an EIR.

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

b.  Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource as defined in §15064.5?

A California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) records search at the Northwest
Information Center (NWIC) did not result in the identification of known archaeological resources
within the project site or within a 0.5-mile radius of the project site. The project site has been
disturbed by the construction of the Whitecotton Cottage. Thus, the project site is not considered
archaeologically sensitive. Nevertheless, the following mitigation measure is required to reduce
impacts to less than significant in the case of unanticipated discoveries. This measure will be
included in the EIR’s executive summary and mitigation monitoring and reporting program. Further
analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

CUL-1  Unanticipated Discovery of Cultural Resources.

If cultural resources are encountered during ground disturbing activities, work in the immediate
area shall be halted and an archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional
Qualification Standards for archaeology (NPS 1983) shall be contacted immediately to evaluate the
find. If necessary, the evaluation may require preparation of a treatment plan and testing for the
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) eligibility. If the discovery proves to be eligible for
listing in the CRHR and cannot be avoided by the project, additional work, such as data recovery
excavation, may be required to mitigate potentially significant impacts to historical resources.

Significance After Mitigation

Implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would ensure that impacts would be reduced to a less
than significant level. This measure will be included in the EIR’s executive summary and mitigation
monitoring and reporting program.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
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c.  Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

The discovery of human remains is always a possibility during ground disturbing activities. If human
remains are found, the State of California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that no
further disturbance may occur until the county coroner has made a determination of origin and
disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. In the event of an unanticipated
discovery of human remains, the county coroner must be notified immediately. If the human
remains are determined to be prehistoric, the coroner will notify the Native American Heritage
Commission, which will determine and notify a most likely descendant (MLD). The MLD would
complete the inspection of the site and provide recommendations for treatment to the landowner
within 48 hours of being granted access. With adherence to these existing regulations, impacts to
human remains will be less than significant and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not
warranted.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Initial Study 25



County of Alameda
Whitecotton Cottage Demolition Project

This page intentionally left blank.

26



Environmental Checklist

Energy
Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Result in potentially significant
environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption
of energy resources, during project
construction or operation? O O | O
b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local
plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency? O O O [ |

Energy Setting

CEQA Guidelines appendix F (Energy Conservation) and the updated Appendix G guidelines
published in December of 2018, require that environmental analysis include a discussion of the
potential energy impacts of proposed projects, with particular emphasis on avoiding or reducing
inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary consumption of energy.

Energy consumption accounts for energy consumed during construction and operation of a
proposed project, such as fuel consumed by vehicles, natural gas consumed for heating and/or
power, and electricity consumed for power. In this case, energy consumption would only occur
during the proposed demolition activities.

Impact Analysis

a. Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or
operation?

Pacific Gas and Electric supplies electricity and natural gas to the project site. Demolition of the
existing building would result in short-term consumption of energy from the use of equipment and
vehicles associated with demolition and grading activities and transportation of waste and debris
during demolition. Energy use would primarily be from fuel consumption to operate heavy
equipment, light-duty vehicles, machinery, and generators. Temporary grid power may be provided
to construction trailers or electric construction equipment. Energy use during demolition would be
temporary and would be used for the purpose of completing demolition and grading activities.
Construction equipment used would be typical of construction projects in the region. No additional
energy would be used after demolition is completed. Therefore, the project would no result in
significant environmental impacts due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of
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energy resources. This impact would be less than significant and further analysis of this issue in an
EIR is not warranted.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

b.  Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency?

The project involves energy use associated with demolition and grading activities only and no
additional energy would be used after the demolition of the existing building because no new
buildings or uses would be established at the project site. No impact would occur and further
analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

NO IMPACT
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7/ Geology and Soills

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Directly or indirectly cause potential
adverse effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving:
1. 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? O O O [ |
2. Strong seismic ground shaking? O O O [ |
3. Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction? d O O [ |
4. Llandslides? O O O [ |
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil? O O [ | O
c. Belocated on a geologic unit or soil that
is made unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially result in on or
offsite landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? O O O [ |
d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined
in Table 1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial direct or
indirect risks to life or property? O O O [ |
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? O O O [ |
f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature? O O O [ |
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a.1. Directly or indirectly cause potential adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving 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?

a.2. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking?

a.3. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

a.4. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving landslides?

c. Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is made unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially result in on or offsite landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction, or collapse?

According to the Castro Valley Area Plan (March 2012), the project site occurs within approximately
0.1 miles of the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone and 0.5 miles of the Earthquake-Induced
Landslide Zone and Liquefaction Zone. However, the project would involve demolition of an existing
building, and no new buildings, structures, or uses which could cause risk of loss, injury, or death
involving rupture, seismic activity, ground failure, landslides, or unstable soil would be introduced.
Thus, the project would not cause potential adverse effects related to geologic or seismic hazards.
No impact would occur and further analysis of these issues in an EIR is not warranted.

NO IMPACT

b.  Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

The project site is developed and located on sloping topography. Removal of the existing structure
and grading activities associated with the proposed project would increase exposure of soils to
direct rainfall and significant wind events, which could increase the potential for erosion. Per
Section 15.36.050(C) of the Alameda General Ordinance Code, grading done under the supervision
or construction control of the County is exempt from needing a grading permit. Nonetheless,
according to the Code, the County must assume full responsibility for the work in conformance with
the design and documentation provisions of Chapter 15.36, Grading Erosion and Sediment Control.
Compliance with the standards in that chapter would ensure that grading would not result in
substantial erosion and would reduce potential impacts associated with soil erosion to a less than
significant level. Further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

d. Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 1-B of the Uniform Building
Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?

The proposed project involves demolition of an existing structure and would not involve
construction of new structures or the establishment of new uses. Therefore, no life or property
would be exposed to construction on expansive soils. Moreover, demolition of the project would be
required to comply with the Alameda County Grading Ordinance, which includes required safety
protections during demolition and grading activities. No impact would occur and further analysis of
this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

NO IMPACT
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e. Would the project 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?

The project would involve the demolition of an existing building and not the construction of new
structures; it would not involve the use of septic tanks or other alternative waste water disposal
systems. No impact would occur and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted

NO IMPACT

f. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature?

The project would involve demolition of the existing building and excavation of approximately 222
cubic yards of material to remove the existing foundation and lead-contaminated soils. No
additional soil disturbance would occur, and the material to be excavated would consist primarily of
soils disturbed during original site preparation for and construction of the existing building.
Therefore, it is not anticipated that the project would destroy a unique paleontological resource or
geologic feature. No impact would occur and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

NO IMPACT
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8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the
environment? O O [ ] O
b. Conflict with any applicable plan, policy,
or regulation adopted for the purposes of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases? O O | O

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Setting

Project implementation would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions through the burning of
fossil fuels or other emissions of GHGs during demolition, thus potentially contributing to
cumulative impacts related to climate change. In response to an increase in man-made GHG
concentrations over the past 150 years, California has implemented AB 32, the “California Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006.” AB 32 codifies the Statewide goal of reducing emissions to 1990
levels by 2020 (essentially a 15 percent reduction below 2005 emission levels) and the adoption of
regulations to require reporting and verification of statewide GHG emissions. Furthermore, on
September 8, 2016, the governor signed Senate Bill 32 (SB 32) into law, which requires the State to
further reduce GHGs to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. SB 32 extends AB 32, directing the
California Air Resources Board (CARB) to ensure that GHGs are reduced to 40 percent below the
1990 level by 2030.

On December 14, 2017, CARB adopted the 2017 Scoping Plan, which provides a framework for
achieving the 2030 target. The 2017 Scoping Plan does not provide project-level thresholds for land
use development. Instead, it recommends that local governments adopt policies and locally-
appropriate quantitative thresholds consistent with a statewide per capita goal of six metric tons
(MT) CO,e by 2030 and two MT CO,e by 2050 (CARB 2017). As stated in the 2017 Scoping Plan,
these goals may be appropriate for plan-level analyses (city, county, subregional, or regional level),
but not for specific individual projects because they include all emissions sectors in the State.

The vast majority of individual projects do not generate sufficient GHG emissions to directly
influence climate change. However, physical changes caused by a project can contribute
incrementally to cumulative effects that are significant, even if individual changes resulting from a
project are limited. The issue of climate change typically involves an analysis of whether a project’s
contribution towards an impact would be cumulatively considerable. “Cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects, other current projects, and probable future projects
(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064[h][1]).
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For future projects, the significance of GHG emissions may be evaluated based on locally adopted
guantitative thresholds, or consistency with a regional GHG reduction plan (such as a Climate Action
Plan).

For the purposes of this analysis, the County of Alameda has determined the GHG emissions
thresholds contained in the BAAQMD’s May 2017 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines are the appropriate
thresholds to use. The BAAQMD has developed screening criteria to provide lead agencies and
project applicants with a conservative indication of whether the proposed project could result in
potentially significant GHG emissions. If all of the screening criteria are met by a proposed project,
then the lead agency or applicant would not need to perform a detailed GHG assessment of their
project’s GHG emissions. These screening levels are generally representative of new development
on greenfield sites without any form of mitigation measures taken into consideration. For projects
that involve only demolition and not the construction of new buildings or uses, such as the
proposed project, emissions would be less than the greenfield type project that the screening
criteria are based on (BAAQMD 2017b).

Impact Analysis

a. Would the project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?

b.  Would the project conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Since the project would not involve the construction of new structures or the establishment of new
uses, there would be no operational emissions (stationary or mobile sources) associated with the
project. However, there would be temporary emissions related to the operation of vehicles and
equipment used in the demolition process.

Based on the CalEEMod results (Appendix A), the demolition of the existing building and re-grading
associated with the proposed project would generate an estimated 24 metric tons of CO,E.
Emissions would cease after demolition and grading completes. Since emissions would be below
1,200 metric tons CO,e, impacts would be less than significant and further analysis of this issue in an
EIR is not warranted.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Would the project:

a. Create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials? O O [ ] O

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? d O [ | O

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within
0.25 mile of an existing or proposed
school? O O [ | O

d. Be located on asite that is included on a
list of hazardous material 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? O O O [ |

e. Fora project located in 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 or
excessive noise for people residing or
working in the project area? O O O [ |

f.  Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan? O O O [ |

g. Expose people or structures, either
directly or indirectly, to a significant risk
of loss, injury, or death involving wildland
fires? O O O [ ]
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a. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

b.  Would the project 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?

The project site contains one residential building that would be demolished with the proposed
project. According to an Asbestos and Lead Survey Report prepared for the project site by RGA
Environmental, Inc. in January 2001, and the soil sampling and analysis conducted by Terracon in
November 2018 (both reports included in Appendix C), this structure contains asbestos and lead-
based paint. The lead-based paint coating exterior wood components (i.e.,siding, windows) has
been damaged due to weathering, has flaked off, and impacted soils on the project site. Soils at the
project site have also been impacted by pesticides. Demolition of this structure could expose and/or
release these contaminants which could result in health hazard impacts to workers if not
remediated prior to construction activities. However, existing regulatory requirements would
ensure that if such materials are disturbed during demolition, they would be handled and disposed
in a manner that protects public and environmental health and safety. The project would be
required to adhere to BAAQMD Regulation 11, Rule 2, which governs the proper handling and
disposal of asbestos-containing materials for demolition, renovation, and manufacturing activities in
the Bay Area, and California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (CalOSHA) regulations
regarding asbestos and lead-containing materials. The California Code of Regulations Section 1532.1
requires testing, monitoring, containment, and proper disposal of lead-based paint. With adherence
to BAAQMD and CalOSHA policies and regulations regarding asbestos-containing material and lead-
based paint, impacts associated with the disturbance of hazardous materials would be less than
significant.

Demolition activities associated with the proposed project may include the temporary transport,
storage, and use of potentially hazardous materials including fuels, lubricating fluids, cleaners, or
solvents. The proposed project involves the removal of contaminated soil, asbestos, and lead-based
paint components. Completing this work would result in the transport and disposal of these
materials as they are abated and removed from the site. However, the transport, storage, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials would be subject to federal, state, and local regulations pertaining
to the transport, use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials, which would assure that risks
associated with hazardous materials are minimized. In addition, construction activities that
transport hazardous materials would be required to transport such materials along designated
roadways in the city and county, thereby limiting risk of upset. Impacts would be less than
significant and further analysis of these issues in an EIR is not warranted.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

c.  Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school?

While school facilities occur in the greater project vicinity, including Quest Academy, James Baldwin
Academy, and the Alameda County Juvenile Justice Center, no existing or proposed schools are
located within 0.25 mile of the project site. As outlined above under items (a) and (b), demolition of
the existing structure would require removal and movement of materials contaminated by asbestos
and lead-based paint. Hauling of such materials may occur within 0.25 mile of the project site.
However, given the site’s distance from existing educational facilities and required compliance with
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the rules and regulations described above under items (a) and (b), impacts to schools would be less
than significant, and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

d. Would the project be located on a site included on a list of hazardous material 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?

The following databases were checked, pursuant to Government Code Section 95962.5, on January
30, 2019 for known hazardous materials contamination at the project site:
=  United States Environmental Protection Agency

= Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System/
Superfund Enterprise Management System / Envirofacts database search

= State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)

o GeoTracker search for leaking underground storage tanks and other cleanup sites

=  California Department of Toxic Substances Control
@ EnviroStor search for hazardous facilities or known contamination sites
o Cortese List of Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites
o Cleanup Site and Hazardous Waste Facilities Database

The project site is not included on a list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government
Code. Therefore, the project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment;
no impact would occur and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

NO IMPACT

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?

The project site is not located near a public or private airstrip or airport, and the site is not located
in an airport hazard area. No impact would occur.

NO IMPACT

f. Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

The proposal would involve demolition of an existing building and not the construction of new
structures that could block emergency response or evacuation routes or the introduction of new
uses that would interfere with adopted emergency response and emergency evacuation plans. No
impact would occur and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

NO IMPACT
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g. Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk
of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires?

While the project site does not occur within a fire hazard zone, the project site occurs approximately
1.5 miles south of a very high fire severity zone (CalFire 2007). However, the project would involve
the demolition of an existing building and not the construction of new structures that would
increase exposure of people or structures to risk involving wildland fires. In addition, the project
would involve rough grading at the site, not new landscaping requiring maintenance, which would
also reduce existing risk of wildland fires. No impact would occur and further analysis of this issue in
an EIR is not warranted.

NO IMPACT
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10 Hydrology and Water Quality

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Would the project:

a. Violate any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade surface
or ground water quality? O O O [ |

b. Substantially decrease groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that the
project may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the basin? O O O [ |

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner which
would:

(i) Result in substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site; O O O [ |

(ii) Substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in
flooding on- or off-site; O O O [ |

(iii) 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; or O O O [ |

(iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? O O O [ |

d. Inflood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones,
risk release of pollutants due to project
inundation? O O O [ |

e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation
of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management
plan? O O O [ |
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a. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?

The project would not involve the establishment of new uses that would create new wastewater or
discharge. Moreover, the project would replace impermeable surfaces with permeable surfaces,
which would result in a decrease in runoff. As noted in Section 7, Geology and Soils, ground
disturbing activities associated with the proposal would be required to meet the design and
documentation provisions in Alameda County Code Chapter 15.36, Grading Erosion and Sediment
Control. Compliance with these standards would reduce potential impacts to water quality and
discharge. Thus, with adherence to existing regulations, no impacts to water quality would occur
and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

NO IMPACT

b.  Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin?

Regional water demand is primarily a function of population growth. The project would not increase
the region’s population and, in turn, the regional demand for potable water. (Please refer to Section
19, Utilities and Service Systems, for further discussion of this impact.) The proposed project also
would not interfere with groundwater recharge because it would not increase the amount of
impermeable surface at the site or involve the establishment of new uses that would increase water
demand. Therefore, the project would not 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. No impact would occur and further analysis of this issue
in an EIR is not warranted.

NO IMPACT

c.(i)  Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or
off-site?

c.(ii) Would the project substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner
which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

c.(iii) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner that would 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?

c.(iv) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner that would impede or redirect flood flows?

The proposed project would not involve new construction that would substantially alter drainage
patterns. The proposed project would not involve the alternation of a stream or river or the addition
of impervious surfaces that would result in runoff, flooding, erosion, or siltation on or off-site. The
project would involve demolition of an existing building and rough grading carried out in a manner
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that would avoid erosion. No impacts would occur and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not
warranted.

NO IMPACT

d. Would the project in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to
project inundation?

The project site is not within a 100-year flood hazard area (1% chance annually) (FEMA 2009). The
project is also outside of ABAG’s mapped dam failure inundation area (ABAG 1995), and there is not
a body of water near the site that is capable of seiche. The nearest body of water is Lake Chabot,
which is approximately 1.5 miles north of the project site. There would be no impact and further
analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

NO IMPACT

e. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management plan?

The project would involve the demolition of an existing building and not the introduction of new
structures or uses that would obstruct water quality controls or groundwater management plans.
Moreover, as outlined above in item (a), the proposed grading would be required to comply with
applicable provisions of Alameda County Code Chapter 15.36, which ensures protection of
watercourses and drainage. Thus, no impact would occur and further analysis of this issue in an EIR
is not warranted.

NO IMPACT
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11 Land Use and Planning

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Physically divide an established
community? O O O |
b. Cause a significant environmental impact
due to a conflict with any land use plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect? O O O [ |

a. Would the project physically divide an established community?

The project would involve the demolition of an existing building and not the construction of
structures or other elements that would physically divide an established community. No impact
would occur and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

NO IMPACT

b.  Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect?

The project site is designated as Public Facilities in the Castro Valley Area Plan (Alameda County
2012) and zoned Agriculture. The project would involve demolition of an existing building and would
not introduce new structures or uses that would conflict with the site’s designation or applicable
policies. Therefore, no impact would occur and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not
warranted.

NO IMPACT
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12 Mineral Resources

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Resultin the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of
the state? d O O [ |
b. Resultin 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? O O O [ |

a. Would the project 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.  Would the project 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?

The project site is not used for mining and is not zoned for mining uses. Further, the demolition of
the existing vacant residence would not affect mineral resources. Thus, no impact would occur and
further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

NO IMPACT
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13 Noise
Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Would the project result in:
a. Generation of a substantial temporary or

permanent increase in ambient noise

levels in the vicinity of the project in

excess of standards established in the

local general plan or noise ordinance, or

applicable standards of other agencies? O | O O

b. Generation of excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels? O [ | O O
c. Fora project located within the vicinity of

a private airstrip or 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 expose people residing or

working in the project area to excessive

noise levels? O O O [ |

Noise and Vibration Setting

Ambient Noise

Noise is defined as unwanted sound. Noise level measurements include intensity, frequency, and
duration, as well as time of occurrence. Noise level (or volume) is generally measured in decibels
(dB) using the A-weighted sound pressure level (dBA). The A-weighting scale is an adjustment to the
actual sound pressure levels to be consistent with that of human hearing response, which is most
sensitive to frequencies around 4,000 Hertz (about the highest note on a piano) and less sensitive to
low frequencies (below 100 Hertz).

Sound pressure level is measured on a logarithmic scale with the 0 dBA level based on the lowest
detectable sound pressure level that people can perceive (an audible sound that is not zero sound
pressure level). Based on the logarithmic scale, a doubling of sound energy is equivalent to an
increase of 3 dBA, and a sound that is 10 dBA less than the ambient sound level has no effect on
ambient noise. Because of the nature of the human ear, a sound must be about 10 dBA greater than
the ambient noise level to be judged as twice as loud. In general, a 3 dBA change in the ambient
noise level is noticeable, while 1-2 dBA changes generally are not perceived. Quiet suburban areas
typically have noise levels in the range of 40-50 dBA, while areas adjacent to arterial streets are
typically in the 50-60+ dBA range. Normal conversational levels are usually in the 60-65 dBA range
and ambient noise levels greater than 65 dBA can interrupt conversations.
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Noise levels from point sources, such as those from individual pieces of machinery, typically
attenuate (or drop off) at a rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance from the noise source. Noise
levels from lightly traveled roads typically attenuate at a rate of about 4.5 dBA per doubling of
distance. Noise levels from heavily traveled roads typically attenuate at about 3 dBA per doubling of
distance. Noise levels may also be reduced by intervening structures; generally, a single row of
buildings between the receptor and the noise source can reduces noise levels by about 5 dBA, while
a solid wall or berm can reduce noise levels by 5 to 10 dBA (Federal Transit Administration [FTA]
2018). The manner in which homes in California are constructed generally provides a reduction of
exterior-to-interior noise levels of approximately 20 to 25 dBA with closed windows (FTA 2018).

The duration of noise is important because sounds that occur over a long period of time are more
likely to be an annoyance or cause direct physical damage or environmental stress. One of the most
frequently used noise metrics that considers both duration and sound power level is the equivalent
noise level (Leq). The Leq is defined as the single steady A-weighted level that is equivalent to the
same amount of energy as that contained in the actual fluctuating levels over a period of time
(essentially, the average noise level). Typically, Leq is summed over a one-hour period. Lmax is the
highest RMS (root mean squared) sound pressure level within the measurement period, and Lmin is
the lowest RMS sound pressure level within the measurement period.

The time period in which noise occurs is also important since nighttime noise tends to disturb
people more than daytime noise. Community noise is usually measured using the Day-Night Average
Level (Ldn), which is the 24-hour average noise level with a 10-dBA penalty for noise occurring
during nighttime (10 PM to 7 AM) hours, or Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), which is the
24-hour average noise level with a 5 dBA penalty for noise occurring from 7 PM to 10 PM and a 10
dBA penalty for noise occurring from 10 PM to 7 AM. The Ldn and CNEL typically do not differ by
more than 1 dBA. In practice, CNEL and Ldn are often used interchangeably.

Some land uses are more sensitive to ambient noise levels than other uses due to the amount of
noise exposure and the types of activities involved. For example, residences, motels, hotels, schools,
libraries, churches, nursing homes, auditoriums, museums, cultural facilities, parks, and outdoor
recreation areas are more sensitive to noise than commercial and industrial land uses. The closest
noise-sensitive receptors to the project site are the Cherry Hill Detox Center approximately 50 feet
northeast of the project site, the Villa Fairmont Mental Health Rehabilitation Center approximately
100 feet to the southwest, and other buildings associated with Fairmont Hospital approximately 300
feet to the southeast.

Noise regulations and ordinances typically establish allowable noise levels for different land uses
and define exempt noise activities. Chapter 6.60 of the Alameda County General Ordinance Code
provides provision for restrictions and regulations for noise in the County of Alameda. Table 4
provides a summary of the exterior noise standards for different receiving land uses based on times
of day. However, per Section 6.60.070, such restrictions do not apply to construction activities,
provided that such activities occur between 7 AM and 7 PM on weekdays and between 8 AM and 5
PM on weekends.
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Table 4 County of Alameda Noise and Land Use Compatibility Guidelines

Noise Level Standards (dBA)
Cumulative Number of Minutes in Any One Hour

Receiving Land Use Category

Residential uses, schools, 7AM - 10 PM 50 55 60 65 70
hospitals, churches, and libraries 10 PM — 7AM 45 50 55 60 65
Commercial uses 7AM - 10 PM 65 70 75 80 85

10 PM -7AM 60 65 70 75 80

Source: County of Alameda General Ordinance Code Section 6.60.040

Vibration

Vibration is a unique form of noise because its energy is carried through buildings, structures, and
the ground, whereas sound is simply carried through the air. Thus, vibration is generally felt rather
than heard. Some vibration effects can be caused by noise (e.g., the rattling of windows from
passing trucks). This phenomenon is caused by the coupling of the acoustic energy at frequencies
that are close to the resonant frequency of the material being vibrated. Typically, ground-borne
vibration generated by manmade activities attenuates rapidly as distance from the source of the
vibration increases. The ground motion caused by vibration is measured as particle velocity in inches
per second and is measured in vibration decibels (VdB).

The vibration velocity level threshold of perception for humans is approximately 65 VdB. A vibration
velocity of 75 VdB is the approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and distinctly
perceptible levels for many people. Most perceptible indoor vibration is caused by sources inside
buildings such as the operation of mechanical equipment, movement of people, or the slamming of
doors. Typical outdoor sources of perceptible ground-borne vibration are construction equipment,
steel-wheeled trains, and traffic on rough roads.

The County of Alameda does not have adopted thresholds for levels at which vibration would cause
significant effects. Therefore, thresholds provided by the Federal Transit Administration were used
for this analysis. Vibration impacts would be significant if they would exceed the thresholds shown
in Table 5.
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Table 5 Indoor Groundborne Vibration Impact Criteria

VdB Impact Levels

Frequent Events Infrequent Events

(more than 70 events Occasional Events (fewer than 30
Land Use Category per day) (30-70 events per day) events per day)

Category 1: Buildings where vibration 65 Vdb 65 Vdb 65 Vdb
would interfere with interior operations

Category 2: Residences and places were 72 vdb 75 Vvdb 80 Vdb
people normally sleep

Category 3: Institutional land uses with 75 Vvdb 78 Vdb 83 VvdB
primarily daytime use

Source: Table 6-3, FTA 2018

Impact Analysis

a. Would the project result generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Demolition and grading activities associated with the proposed project could result in the temporary
elevation of noise levels at the project site and surrounding areas. Construction-related noise
impacts typically occur when construction activities take place during noise-sensitive times of the
day (e.g., early morning, evening, or nighttime hours), when construction activities occur
immediately adjacent to noise sensitive land uses, or when construction durations last over
extended periods of time. The closest noise-sensitive receptors to the project site are the Cherry Hill
Detox Center approximately 50 feet northeast of the project site, the Villa Fairmont Mental Health
Rehabilitation Center approximately 100 feet to the southwest, and other buildings associated with
Fairmont Hospital approximately 300 feet to the southeast.

Noise levels associated with demolition and grading for the proposed project were estimated using
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM). RCNM
predicts construction noise levels for a variety of construction operations based on empirical data
and the application of acoustical propagation formulas. Because a specific construction equipment
list is not yet available for the project, the construction equipment list used in RCNM was generated
using the CalEEMod output for the air quality and GHG analysis (see Appendix A). Noise was
modeled based on the project’s construction equipment list for each phase and distance to nearby
receptors. Table 6 identifies the maximum expected noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors
based on the combined use of equipment anticipated to be used concurrently during the demolition
and grading phases.
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Table 6 Construction Noise Levels by Phase

Approximate Noise Level at Nearest Sensitive
Receptors (dBA Leq)

Construction Phase Equipment 100 feet 300 feet
Demolition Dozer, Backhoe, Saw, Tractor 86 80 70
Grading Dozer, Backhoe, Saw, Tractor 86 80 70

Source: Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM) version 1.1, Appendix D

As Table 6 indicates, the proposed demolition and grading activities would temporarily elevate
ambient noise levels at the nearby sensitive receptors. The Alameda County Code exempts
construction noise between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday and 8:00
a.m. through 5:00 p.m. Saturday and Sunday. Although demolition noise would be perceptible at
adjacent sensitive receptors, the additional noise would not be louder than typical urban
construction as no major excavation or non-standard construction methods such as pile driving are
proposed. Therefore, project construction would be within the range of typical construction noise
for an urban area. In addition, demolition and grading activities would occur over the course of a
short period (approximately two weeks for demolition, one week for excavation, four weeks for soil
and waste testing, and one week for grading) and noise associated with the project would cease
after that period. Mitigation Measure N-1 would ensure that construction noise occurs within the
hours specified in the County Code and would reduce construction noise to the extent feasible.
Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated, and further analysis in an EIR is
not warranted. This measure will be included in the EIR’s executive summary and mitigation
monitoring and reporting program.

Mitigation Measure

The following mitigation measure would be required to reduce construction noise impacts to a less
than significant level.

N-1 Demolition Noise Reduction
The following measures shall be implemented during project construction and demolition.

=  Construction Hours. Construction activity shall not occur between 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.
Monday through Friday and 5:00 p.m. through 8:00 a.m. Saturday and Sunday.

= Mufflers. During all project site demolition and grading, all construction equipment, fixed or
mobile, shall be operated with closed engine doors and shall be equipped with properly
operating and maintained mufflers consistent with manufacturers’ standards.

=  Equipment Staging Areas. Equipment staging shall be located in areas that will create the
greatest distance feasible between construction-related noise sources and noise-sensitive
receptors.

= Electrically-Powered Tools and Facilities. Electrical power shall be used to run power tools and
to power any temporary structures, such as construction trailers or caretaker facilities.

=  Smart Back-up Alarms. Mobile construction equipment shall have smart back-up alarms that
automatically adjust the sound level of the alarm in response to ambient noise levels.
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Alternatively, back-up alarms shall be disabled and replaced with human spotters to ensure
safety when mobile construction equipment is moving in the reverse direction.

Significance After Mitigation

With implementation of Mitigation Measure N-1, temporary noise associated with demolition and
grading would be reduced to the extent feasible and would be limited to daytime hours.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
b.  Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels?

Table 7 identifies various vibration velocity levels for the types of equipment that would operate at
the project site during demolition.

Table 7 Vibration Levels During Demolition

Approximate VdB

Approximate VdB Approximate VdB Approximate VdB
at 25 feet
. . at 50 feet at 100 feet at 300 feet
Equipment (reference distance)
Bulldozer 87 81 75 65
Jackhammer 79 73 67 57
Loaded Trucks 86 80 74 64

Source: Table 7-4, FTA 2018, assuming vibration attenuation of 6 VdB per doubling of distance

The closest vibration-sensitive receptors to the project site are the Cherry Hill Detox Center
approximately 50 feet to the northeast, the Villa Fairmont Mental Health Rehabilitation Center
approximately 100 feet to the southwest, and the Fairmont Hospital, approximately 300 feet to the
southeast. These uses meet the criteria for Category 2 and Category 3 as shown on Table 5 because
they involve sleeping activities (overnight hospital stays) and daytime uses such as professional
office and rehabilitation activities.

As shown in Table 6, vibration levels could temporarily and intermittently reach up to approximately
81 VdB at areas 50 feet from the project site, up to 75 VdB at areas within 100 feet of the project
site, and up to approximately 65 VdB at areas 300 feet from the project site. It is assumed that
demolition and grading activities would cause occasional vibration events, or no more than 70
vibration events during the day. Because the proposed project would not involve construction
during evening or nighttime hours, per compliance with Alameda General Ordinance requirements
and the provisions of Mitigation Measure N-1, the project would not exceed the FTA criteria of 75
VdB for occasional events where people sleep during normal sleep hours.

The proposed project would not exceed the FTA criteria of 78 VdB for occasional events during
daytime hours for the noise-sensitive receptors 100 or more feet away. However, it may exceed the
FTA criteria of 78 VdB for at the nearest sensitive receptor during demolition activities when
bulldozers are in operation. The demolition phase is estimated to occur over approximately two
weeks. The project does not involve major excavation or non-standard construction methods such
as pile driving. Therefore, project construction would be within the range of typical construction
noise for an urban area and vibration effects would be temporary.
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Nonetheless, because vibration could exceed FTA criteria and could be perceptible for patients and
staff at the adjacent Cherry Hill Detox Center, mitigation is required. Impacts would be less than
significant with mitigation incorporated, and further analysis in an EIR is not warranted. This
measure will be included in the EIR’s executive summary and mitigation monitoring and reporting
program.

Mitigation Measure

The following mitigation measure would be required to reduce construction vibration impacts to a
less than significant level.

N-2 Demolition Vibration Reduction
The following vibration measures shall be applied during project demolition activity.

= Keep vibration-intensive equipment as far as possible from vibration-sensitive site boundaries.
Machines and equipment shall not be left idling.

= Schedule vibration-intensive operations to minimize their duration. Notify adjacent noise
sensitive receptors in advance of performing work creating unusual noise and schedule such
work at times mutually agreeable.

=  Whenever practical, the most vibration-intensive construction operations shall be scheduled to
occur together in the construction program to avoid continuous periods of vibration.

Significance After Mitigation

Demolition activities would contribute intermittent vibration adjacent to the project site.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure N-2 would ensure that vibration levels at sensitive receptors
would be reduced to a level below the perceptibility threshold for vibration. This measure would
reduce the potentially significant impact due to construction vibration to a less than significant level.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED

c.  For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or 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 expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive
noise levels?

The project site is not within two miles of a public or private airstrip or airport, and thus no impacts
would occur and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

NO IMPACT
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14 Population and Housing

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Induce substantial unplanned population
growth in an area, either directly (e.g., by
proposing new homes and businesses) or
indirectly (e.g., through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)? O O O [ |
b. Displace substantial amounts of existing
people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing
elsewhere? O O O [ |

a. Would the project induce substantial unplanned 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.  Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

The proposed project involves the demolition of one residence. However, the residence is vacant
and has not been maintained for at least 20 years; no displacement would occur. The proposed
project does not include the construction of residential units. Because the project does not include
the construction of residential units or any job-creating uses, no increase in the City’s population
would occur. The project would therefore have no impact related to inducing substantial population

growth or require the construction of housing, and further analysis of these issues in an EIR is not
warranted

NO IMPACT
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15 Public Services

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a. Would the project result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, 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
public services:
1 Fire protection? O O O [ |
2 Police protection? O O O [ |
3 Schools? O O O [ |
4  Parks? O O O [ |
5 Other public facilities? O O O [ |

a.1. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered fire protection facilities, 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?

a.2. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered police protection facilities, or the need for new or physically altered
police protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives?

a.3. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered schools, or the need for new or physically altered schools, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives?

a.4. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered parks, or the need for new or physically altered parks, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives?
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a.5. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered governmental facilities, 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 other public facilities?

The project would not lead to an increase in population or jobs and thus would not create new
demand for or increase the use of fire facilities, police facilities, schools, parks, or other public
facilities, and further analysis of these issues in an EIR is not warranted.

NO IMPACT
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16 Recreation
Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a. Would the project increase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated? d O O |
b. Does the project include recreational
facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which
might have an adverse physical effect on
the environment? d O O [ |

a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or
be accelerated?

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

Since the project would involve the demolition of an existing vacant building and not the
construction of new structures or the introduction of new uses, it would not increase the use of
nearby recreational facilities. In addition, the project does not include recreational facilities. There
would be no impact and further analysis of these issues in an EIR is not warranted.

NO IMPACT
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17 Transportation

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Conflict with a program plan, ordinance
or policy addressing the circulation
system, including transit, roadway,
bicycle and pedestrian facilities? O d | O
b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision
(b)? 0 O [ O
c. Substantially increase hazards due to a
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible use (e.g., farm equipment)? O O O [ |
d. Resultininadequate emergency access? O d O |

a. Would the project conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

b.  Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision
(b)?

The project would involve the demolition of a vacant building and not the construction of new
buildings or the establishment of new uses that would generate new traffic. Therefore, the
proposed project would not affect traffic patterns or conflict with any applicable transportation
plan.

During demolition, traffic near the project site would temporarily increase compared to existing
conditions because construction workers and haul trucks would travel to and from the project site.
Construction-related worker trips were calculated using CalEEMod and are shown below in Table 8.
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Table 8 Construction-Related Trips

Trip Type Number of One-Way Trips

Hauling Trips1
Demolition 9 total
Grading 28 total

Worker Trips2
Demolition 10 daily
Grading 10 daily

'Assumes 222 cubic yards of export and 16 cubic yards of earth material per truck trip
Assumes 1.25 worker trips per equipment
Source: CalEEMod v.2016.3.2 (see Appendix A)

As described in the Project Description, demolition and grading activities would last approximately
eight weeks, including two weeks for demolition, one week for excavation, four weeks for soil and
waste testing, and one week for grading. Hauling would involve removal of building materials from
the existing building during the demolition phase and removal of approximately 222 cubic yards of
exported earth material and regrading at the project site during the grading phase. Assuming
approximately 16 cubic yards of material per truck trip, the proposed project would result in
approximately nine total one-way hauling trips to remove demolition materials and 28 one-way
hauling truck trips to remove earth materials during grading. Assuming trips would be generally
spread across the one week (5 working days) grading schedule, the average number of trips per day
would be fewer than six trips per day. Conservatively assuming a more consolidated construction
period of two days of demolition, the project would generate approximately five trips per day
during the hauling. Given the low volume of trips expected throughout the day, hauling activities
during any hourly period would not cause significant traffic impacts.

The proposed project would also generate an estimated 10 one-way worker trips per day during
each phase. Unlike hauling trips and vendor trips which are spread across the day, worker trips are
expected to occur primarily at the beginning of the construction day (7:00 AM) and at the end of the
construction day (5:00 PM). This low number of additional trips would not cause significant
congestion on surrounding roadways, and would be temporary.

Given the expected number of hauling and worker trips and that demolition and grading activities
would only occur during a limited period, impacts to roadways and traffic would be less than
significant and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

c.  Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible use (e.g., farm equipment)?

d. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

The project site is directly accessible from existing roadways and the project would not involve
construction of new structures or roadways or the introduction of new uses. Therefore, it would not
increase hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible use. No impact would occur and
further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

NO IMPACT

62



Environmental Checklist
Tribal Cultural Resources

18 Tribal Cultural Resources

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

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

a. Listed or eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical
Resources, or in a local register of
historical resources as defined in Public
Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or O [ | O O

b. Aresource determined by the lead
agency, in its discretion and supported by
substantial evidence, to be significant
pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code
Section 2024.1. In applying the criteria
set forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead
agency shall consider the significance of
the resource to a California Native
American tribe. O | O O

Tribal Cultural Resources Setting

As of July 1, 2015, California Assembly Bill 52 of 2014 (AB 52) was enacted and expands CEQA by
defining a new resource category, “tribal cultural resources.” AB 52 establishes that “A project with
an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource
is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment” (PRC Section 21084.2). It further
states that the lead agency shall establish measures to avoid impacts that would alter the significant
characteristics of a tribal cultural resource, when feasible (PRC Section 21084.3).

PRC Section 21074 (a)(1)(A) and (B) defines tribal cultural resources as “sites, features, places,
cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American
tribe” and is:

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

2. Avresource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources
Code Section 5024.1. In applying these criteria, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe.
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AB 52 also establishes a formal consultation process for California tribes regarding those resources.
The consultation process must be completed before a CEQA document can be certified. Under AB
52, lead agencies are required to “begin consultation with a California Native American tribe that is
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project.” Native
American tribes to be included in the process are those that have requested notice of projects
proposed within the jurisdiction of the lead agency.

A contact list was requested from the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) for the
purposes of initiating AB 52 consultation. The Count of Alameda General Services Agency mailed
notification letters to the six tribes listed by the NAHC on February 7, 2019. Under AB 52, tribes have
30 days to respond and request consultation. Over 30 days have elapsed since the notification
letters were sent and no tribes requested AB 52 consultation with the County. Thus, the County
assumes that no known tribal cultural resources are present on the project site.

AB 52 consultation correspondence between the County and tribes is included in Appendix E.

Impact Analysis

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource as defined in Public Resources Code 21074 that is listed or eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as
defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k)?

b.  Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource as defined in Public Resources Code 21074 that is a resource determined by the lead
agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 2024.17?

Although no tribal cultural resources are expected to be present on-site, there is the possibility of
encountering undisturbed subsurface tribal cultural resources. The proposed grading of the project
site could potentially result in significant impacts on unanticipated tribal cultural resources.
Mitigation Measure TCR-1 identified below would reduce impacts on unidentified tribal cultural
resources to a less than significant level and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.
This measure will be included in the EIR’s executive summary and mitigation monitoring and
reporting program.

Mitigation Measure

TCR-1 Unanticipated Discovery of Tribal Cultural Resources

In the event that cultural resources of Native American origin are identified during construction, all
earth-disturbing work in the vicinity of the find must be temporarily suspended or redirected until
an archaeologist has evaluated the nature and significance of the find and an appropriate Native
American representative, based on the nature of the find, is consulted. If the County, in consultation
with local Native Americans, determines that the resource is a tribal cultural resource and thus
significant under CEQA, a mitigation plan shall be prepared and implemented in accordance with
state guidelines and in consultation with Native American groups. The plan would include avoidance
of the resource or, if avoidance of the resource is infeasible, the plan would outline the appropriate
treatment of the resource in coordination with the archeologist, if applicable, and the appropriate
Native American tribal representative.
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Environmental Checklist
Tribal Cultural Resources
Significance After Mitigation

Mitigation Measure TCR-1 would ensure that tribal cultural resources are identified properly and
preserved in the event they are uncovered during construction and would reduce impacts regarding
disrupting tribal cultural resources to a less than significant level.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
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Environmental Checklist
Utilities and Service Systems

19 Utilities and Service Systems

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Would the project:

a. Require or result in the relocation or
construction of new or expanded water,
wastewater treatment or storm water
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the
construction or relocation of which could
cause significant environmental effects? O O O [ |

b. Have sufficient water supplies available
to serve the project and reasonably
foreseeable future development during
normal, dry and multiple dry years? O O O [ |

c. Resultin a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to
the provider’s existing commitments? O O O |

d. Generate solid waste in excess of State or
local standards, or in excess of the
capacity of local infrastructure, or
otherwise impair the attainment of solid
waste reduction goals? O O [ | O

e. Comply with federal, state, and local
management and reduction statutes and
regulations related to solid waste? O O [ | O

a. Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water,
wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

c. Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves
or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand
in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?
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The proposed project would involve demolition of a vacant building and would not generate
wastewater. No impact associated with additional wastewater generation and need for treatment
would occur and further analysis of these issues in an EIR is not warranted.

NO IMPACT

b.  Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably
foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

The project would involve demolition of a vacant building and would not include water-consuming
uses. The project does not involve the construction of new buildings or the establishment of new
uses that would increase the region’s population and, in turn, the regional demand for potable
water. Therefore, no impact would occur.

NO IMPACT

d. Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals?

e. Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes
and regulations related to solid waste?

The project would involve the demolition of an existing building. Once demolished, the demolition
waste would be segregated into the following waste streams: hazardous waste, non-hazardous
construction waste, and recyclable waste (i.e., metal, wood, and concrete). Non-recyclable waste
would be transported to a landfill and properly disposed of. Thus, there would be a temporary
increase in solid waste at area landfills. However, based on the size of the residence, the project
would not generate a substantial increase in solid waste. Impacts would be less than significant and
further analysis of these issues in an EIR is not warranted.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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Environmental Checklist
Wildfire

20 Wildfire

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project:

a.

Substantially impair an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan? O O O [ |

Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other

factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and

thereby expose project occupants to,

pollutant concentrations from a wildfire

or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? O O O [ |

Require the installation or maintenance

of associated infrastructure (such as

roads, fuel breaks, emergency water

sources, power lines or other utilities)

that may exacerbate fire risk or that may

result in temporary or ongoing impacts to

the environment? O O O [ |

Expose people or structures to significant

risks, including downslopes or

downstream flooding or landslides, as a

result of runoff, post-fire slope instability,

or drainage changes? O O O [ |

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire
risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

As noted in Section 9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, while the project site is not within a fire
hazard zone, the project site occurs approximately 1.5 miles south of a very high fire severity zone
(CalFire 2007). However, the project would involve the demolition of an existing building and not
the construction of new structures that could impair an adopted emergency response or evacuation
plan. Moreover, demolition activities would be temporary and there would be no project occupants
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after demolition. No impact would occur and further analysis of these issues in an EIR is not
warranted.

NO IMPACT

c. Iflocated in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure
(such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?

The project would involve the demolition of an existing building and not the construction of new
buildings or the establishment of new uses that would require new infrastructure. No impact would
occur.

NO IMPACT

d. Iflocated in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslopes
or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or
drainage changes?

As noted in Section 10, Hydrology and Water Quality, the proposed project would not involve new
construction that would substantially alter drainage patterns. The project would involve demolition
of an existing building and would also involve rough grading, which would be required to comply
with Alameda County Code Chapter 15.36 Grading, Erosion, and Sediment Control, which include
requirements to prevent future erosion and runoff. No impacts would occur and further analysis of
this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

NO IMPACT
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Environmental Checklist
Mandatory Findings of Significance

21 Mandatory Findings of Significance

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Does the project:

a. Have the potential to substantially
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, substantially 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? | O O O

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)? O O O [ ]

c. Have environmental effects which will
cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or
indirectly? O | O O

a. Does the project have the potential to substantially 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,
substantially 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?

As discussed in Section 4, Biological Resources, the project would not substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species; cause a fish or wildlife species population to drop below self-
sustaining levels; threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community; or reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal with compliance with mitigation measures
BIO-1 and BIO-2.
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As discussed in Section 5, Cultural Resources, the project could result in potentially significant
impacts to existing historic resources. This impact is potentially significant and will be discussed
further in an EIR.

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

b. Does the project 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)?

The proposed project involves demolition of a new building and not construction of new buildings or
establishment of new uses, which could contribute to cumulatively considerable impacts at or near
the project area. Demolition activities would be temporary and would cease completely after
approximately eight weeks. Moreover, as discussed throughout this Initial Study, impacts from
these temporary activities, including impacts to air quality, noise, and greenhouse gases, would be
less than significant or nonexistent. Therefore, impacts would not be cumulatively considerable and
further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

NO IMPACT

c. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

As discussed in Section 3, Air Quality, the project would not conflict with an air quality plan, result in
cumulatively considerable net increase in pollutants, expose sensitive receptors to substantial
concentrations of pollutants or odors. According to Section 9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the
project would not create a significant hazard to the public, interfere with applicable emergency
response and evacuation plans, or expose people or structures to risk of loss, injury, or death. Per
Section 13, Noise, the project would not generate significant impacts to ambient noise or
groundborne vibration with incorporation of mitigation measures N-1 and N-2. Therefore, the
project would not cause substantial adverse effects on human beings with mitigation and further
analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2016.3.2

Page 1 of 15

Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project - Alameda County, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project

Alameda County, Winter

Date: 3/20/2019 2:36 PM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces . 0.50 . Acre ! 0.50 ! 21,780.00 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 63
Climate Zone 5 Operational Year 2021
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 641.35 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics -

Land Use -

Construction Phase - Estimated 2 weeks demo 4 weeks grading/remediation

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment -

Trips and VMT -

Demolition - Demo of approx 3,942 sf building
Grading - 222 cubic yards export




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 Page 2 of 15 Date: 3/20/2019 2:36 PM

Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project - Alameda County, Winter

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tbIConstructionPhase . NumbDays . 2.00 10.00
"""""" biGadng T Naeriasoted 0.00 :22200
""""" biTrpsAndvMT T T VaingTrpNamber 18.00 T e T

2.0 Emissions Summary




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 Page 3 of 15 Date: 3/20/2019 2:36 PM

Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project - Alameda County, Winter

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2020 E: 0.9297 ' 8.7202 ! 8.0427 ' 0.0150 ' 0.8864 ! 0.4704 ' 1.3568 ' 0.4494 ! 0.4487 ' 0.8981 0.0000 ' 1,457.867 ! 1,457.867 ' 0.2313 ' 0.0000 ! 1,463.650
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 6 1 6 [} [} L} O
- 1
Maximum 0.9297 8.7202 8.0427 0.0150 0.8864 0.4704 1.3568 0.4494 0.4487 0.8981 0.0000 1,457.867 | 1,457.867 0.2313 0.0000 1,463.650
6 6 0

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CcoO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2020 = 0.9297 ! 8.7202 ! 8.0427 ! 0.0150 ! 0.8864 ! 0.4704 ! 1.3568 ! 0.4494 ! 0.4487 ! 0.8981 0.0000 r 1,457.867 ! 1,457.867 ! 0.2313 ! 0.0000 ! 1,463.650
- ' ' ' ' ' : : ' : V6 4 B8 : i 0
Maximum 0.9297 8.7202 8.0427 0.0150 0.8864 0.4704 1.3568 0.4494 0.4487 0.8981 0.0000 | 1,457.867 | 1,457.867 | 0.2313 0.0000 | 1,463.650
6 6 0
ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 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
Reduction




CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2016.3.2

2.2 Overall Operational

Unmitigated Operational

Page 4 of 15

Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project - Alameda County, Winter

Date: 3/20/2019 2:36 PM

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area = 00102 * 0.0000 t 50000e- + 0.0000 * + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 + 1.1000e- * 1.1000e- * 0.0000 + 1.2000e-
o : \ o005 . : ' : : : : . 004 | o004 : . 004
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———k e m e ———e gy : fm——————p e === a s
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
L1} L} 1 L} [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———k e m e ———mgy : m——————— = e e
Mobile - 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
L1} L} 1 L} [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 0.0102 0.0000 5.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e- | 1.1000e- 0.0000 0.0000 1.2000e-
005 004 004 004
Mitigated Operational
ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area = 0.0102  0.0000 1 5.0000e- + 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.000 ¢ ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ' 1.1000e- 1 1.1000e- ¢ 0.0000 ! 1.2000e-
- ' ¢ 005, ' ' ' ' ' ' . 004 , o004 , ' 004
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et EEEE R P : ————— e m -
Energy = 0.000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- L} 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : e m e ——— gy : ———————— e
Mobile = 0.000 : 0.000 : 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000  0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ' 0.0000
- L} 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
Total 0.0102 0.0000 5.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e- | 1.1000e- 0.0000 0.0000 1.2000e-
005 004 004 004
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Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project - Alameda County, Winter

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 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
Reduction

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 *Demolition *Demolition :1/1/2020 11/14/2020 ! 5! 10}
------- LR LR, & } : : : R LR PP PP
2 *Grading *Grading 11/15/2020 11/28/2020 ! 5! 10!

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0
Acres of Paving: 0.5

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural
Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Demolition *Concrete/Industrial Saws ! 1 8.00! 81! 0.73
pemolition *Rubber Tired Dozers T " """""""" 1 1.00 2475 """""" 0.40
pemoliion FraciorslLoadersBackhoes e 6.00! g7 T, 0.37
Grading Concrete/indusiral Saws FTTTTTTTTTTTTTTS 1 5.001 BT 0.73
Grading fRubber Tred Dozers FTTTTTTTTTTTTTTS 1 100! Sa7 T 0.40
Gradlng ----------------------- §Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes I 2! 6.00 I 97 I ----------- 0 37

Trips and VMT
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Page 6 of 15

Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project - Alameda County, Winter

Date: 3/20/2019 2:36 PM

Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip JHauling Trip | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle Class | Vehicle Class
Demolition 4: 10.00! 0.00 9.00: 10.80: 7.30! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
________________ 1 [l [ 4+ [l 1 3 L e e e
Grading 4: 10.00: 0.00: 28.00: 10.80: 7.30! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix 'HHDT
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
3.2 Demolition - 2020
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust : ! ! ! ! 03880 : 0.0000 ' 0.3880 : 0.0588 ! 0.0000 : 0.0588 ! ' 0.0000 ! ! ' 0.0000
- R o : o o : I S : o : o
Off-Road = 08674 ' 7.8729 ' 7.6226 ! 00120 ! ' 04672 1 04672 ! 04457 1+ 0.4457 11,147.23511,147.235+ 0.2169 ! + 1,152.657
- ' : ' : : ' : ' : o2 a2, : . 8
Total 0.8674 7.8729 7.6226 0.0120 0.3880 0.4672 0.8552 0.0588 0.4457 0.5044 1,147.235 | 1,147.235 | 0.2169 1,152.657
2 2 8
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3.2 Demolition - 2020
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Page 7 of 15

Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project - Alameda County, Winter

Date: 3/20/2019 2:36 PM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling = 7.7500e- 1 0.2634 1 0.0485 + 7.1000e- + 0.0158 + 8.5000e- ' 0.0166 1 4.3200e- + 8.1000e- + 5.1300e- v 75.1376 1+ 75.1376 1+ 3.9800e- v 75.2372
- 003 : \ 004 v004 . 003 , 004 , 003 . : \ 003 ., .
feee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
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
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n -
Worker : 0.0280 ! 0.2694 : 7.7000e- ! 0.0822 ! 5.5000e- : 0.0827 ! 0.0218 : 5.1000e- ! 0.0223 ! 76.8709 ! 76.8709 : 2.0100e- ! ! 76.9210
' ' v 004, 004 ' v 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0459 0.2914 0.3178 1.4800e- 0.0979 1.4000e- 0.0993 0.0261 1.3200e- 0.0274 152.0085 | 152.0085 | 5.9900e- 152.1582
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust E: ! ! ! ! 0.3880 ! 0.0000 ! 0.3880 ! 0.0588 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0588 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————— - f———————— ———————— : ——— ey f———————n - R L
Off-Road : 7.8729 ! 7.6226 : 0.0120 ! ! 0.4672 : 0.4672 ! : 0.4457 ! 0.4457 0.0000 1+ 1,147.235 ! 1,147.235 : 0.2169 ! ! 1,152.657
' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 2 2 ' 8
Total 0.8674 7.8729 7.6226 0.0120 0.3880 0.4672 0.8552 0.0588 0.4457 0.5044 0.0000 1,147.235 | 1,147.235 0.2169 1,152.657
2 2 8
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Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project - Alameda County, Winter

Date: 3/20/2019 2:36 PM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling = 7.7500e- 1 0.2634 1 0.0485 + 7.1000e- + 0.0158 + 8.5000e- ' 0.0166 1 4.3200e- + 8.1000e- + 5.1300e- v 75.1376 1+ 75.1376 1+ 3.9800e- v 75.2372
- 003 : \ 004 v004 . 003 , 004 , 003 . : \ 003 ., .
feee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
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
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n - F -
Worker : 0.0280 ! 0.2694 : 7.7000e- ! 0.0822 ! 5.5000e- : 0.0827 ! 0.0218 : 5.1000e- ! 0.0223 ! 76.8709 ! 76.8709 : 2.0100e- ! ! 76.9210
' ' v 004, 004 ' v 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0459 0.2914 0.3178 1.4800e- 0.0979 1.4000e- 0.0993 0.0261 1.3200e- 0.0274 152.0085 | 152.0085 | 5.9900e- 152.1582
003 003 003 003
3.3 Grading - 2020
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust E: ! ! ! ! 0.7553 ! 0.0000 ! 0.7553 ! 0.4142 ! 0.0000 ! 0.4142 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————— - f———————— ———————— : ——— e f———————n - R L
Off-Road : 7.8729 ! 7.6226 : 0.0120 ! ! 0.4672 : 0.4672 ! : 0.4457 ! 0.4457 11,147.235 ! 1,147.235 : 0.2169 ! ! 1,152.657
' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 2 2 ' 8
Total 0.8674 7.8729 7.6226 0.0120 0.7553 0.4672 1.2225 0.4142 0.4457 0.8598 1,147.235 | 1,147.235 0.2169 1,152.657
2 2 8
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Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project - Alameda County, Winter

Date: 3/20/2019 2:36 PM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling = 00241 1+ 08194 1 0.1508 + 2.2000e- + 0.0490 + 2.6300e- 1 0.0517 1+ 0.0134 + 2.5200e- + 0.0160 v 233.7615 1 233.7615 + 0.0124 v 234.0712
L 1] 1 L} 1 L} L} 1 L} 1 L} L] L} 1 L} L}
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' ' ' '
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
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
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : -
Worker : 0.0280 ! 0.2694 : 7.7000e- ! 0.0822 ! 5.5000e- : 0.0827 ! 0.0218 : 5.1000e- ! 0.0223 ! 76.8709 ! 76.8709 : 2.0100e- ! ! 76.9210
' ' v 004, 004, ' v 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0623 0.8474 0.4201 2.9700e- 0.1312 3.1800e- 0.1344 0.0352 3.0300e- 0.0383 310.6323 | 310.6323 0.0144 310.9922
003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust E: ! ! ! ! 0.7553 ! 0.0000 ! 0.7553 ! 0.4142 ! 0.0000 ! 0.4142 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - -] ———————n : S
Off-Road : 7.8729 ! 7.6226 : 0.0120 ! ! 0.4672 : 0.4672 ! : 0.4457 ! 0.4457 0.0000 1+ 1,147.235 ! 1,147.235 : 0.2169 ! ! 1,152.657
' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 2 2 ' 8
Total 0.8674 7.8729 7.6226 0.0120 0.7553 0.4672 1.2225 0.4142 0.4457 0.8598 0.0000 1,147.235 | 1,147.235 0.2169 1,152.657
2 2 8
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Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project - Alameda County, Winter

Date: 3/20/2019 2:36 PM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling = 00241 1+ 08194 1 0.1508 + 2.2000e- + 0.0490 + 2.6300e- 1 0.0517 1+ 0.0134 + 2.5200e- + 0.0160 v 233.7615 1 233.7615 v 0.0124 v 234.0712
L 1] 1 L} 1 L} L} 1 L} 1 L} L] L} 1 L} L}
- ' ' v 003, 003 ' v 003, ' ' ' ' '
----------- n———————n ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n - rmm
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
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- n———————n ———————— - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n - F -
Worker = (0.0382 * 0.0280 * 0.2694 1 7.7000e- * 0.0822 1 55000e- * 0.0827 + 0.0218 ' 5.1000e- * 0.0223 v 76.8709 + 76.8709 1+ 2.0100e- v 76.9210
- ' : V004 . Vo004 : V004 . : : \ 003 . :
Total 0.0623 0.8474 0.4201 2.9700e- 0.1312 3.1800e- 0.1344 0.0352 3.0300e- 0.0383 310.6323 | 310.6323 0.0144 310.9922
003 003 003

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Maobile
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Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project - Alameda County, Winter

ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| TotalcO2| cH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 00000 ! 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000
" Unmitigated = 0.0000 1 0.0000 : 00000 : 00000 & 0.0000 : 00000 : 0.0000 & 00000 : 00000 & 00000 = & 00000 : 00000 & 00000 : 70,0000 |
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces ' 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 . .
Total | 0.00 0.00 0.00 | |
4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-Wor C-W | H-Sor C-C | H-O or C-NW JH-W or C-W| H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces ¢ 9.50 ! 7.30 ! 7.30 . 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 0.00 . 0 . 0 . 0
4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use | oo | tora | o2 | mov | wHD1 | w2 | mHD | HHD | oBus | usus | wmcy | seus | wH
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces = 0.559358 0.040058! 0.190549' 0.109335' 0.016678' 0.005213' 0.023344' 0.044042' 0.002152' 0.002669' 0.005545' 0.000316' 0.000739

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Enerav Use: N
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Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project - Alameda County, Winter

Date: 3/20/2019 2:36 PM

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
NaturalGas '+ 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 : : : : : : : : : . : : : '
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ] 1 1 1 1
----------- Y e e R M e S M S S M e M R e e g R R R R E m e e e e = = om o=
NaturalGas * 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  m . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Other Non- ! 0 E: 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
Asphalt Surfaces , b ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '
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




CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2016.3.2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Page 13 of 15

Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project - Alameda County, Winter

Date: 3/20/2019 2:36 PM

Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Other Non- 0 E- 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
Asphalt Surfaces ; i . . . . . . . . : ' . . :
[0 [
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
6.0 Area Detail
6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated E: 0.0102 ! 0.0000 ! 5.0000e- ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 1.1000e- ! 1.1000e- ! 0.0000 ! ! 1.2000e-
n ' v 005, ' ' ' ' ' ' » 004 , 004 , ' 004
L1} 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L] 1 1 1 1
sesmsmsmsss=a= - — - —_ — — - _——————— — — - _ - ——f == === o _ - — b el
Unmitigated = 0.0102 +* 0.0000 * 5.0000e- * 0.0000 * + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 = + 1.1000e- * 1.1000e- * 0.0000 + 1.2000e-
- . . 005 . : : . . . . . . 004 | o004 | . . 004
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Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project - Alameda County, Winter

Date: 3/20/2019 2:36 PM

Unmitigated
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 2.4900e- » ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000
Coating w003 . : : . : : . : . . : : .
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : e - m———————— == a e
Consumer = 7.7100e- ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 - '+ 0.0000 + 0.0000 ' '+ 0.0000 ¢ ' ' 0.0000
Products w003 . : : . : : . : . . : : .
___________ mn ' ————a [ ' ————a [ ' ————a [ ____‘________:______ 1 ] ] ______:________
Landscaping = 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 5.0000e- * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 + 0.0000 -+ '+ 0.0000 + 0.0000 ' 1.1000e- * 1.1000e- * 0.0000 ' 1.2000e-
o : \ 005 . : : : : ' : . 004 , 004 : . 004
- 1
Total 0.0102 0.0000 5.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e- | 1.1000e- 0.0000 1.2000e-
005 004 004 004
Mitigated
ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N20 CcO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 2.4900e- * ' ' ' ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ¢ ' ' 0.0000
Coatng % 003 | : : : : : : : : : : : : :
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : e - m——————— e a e
Consumer = 7.7100e- ' ' ' ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ¢ ' ' 0.0000
Products = 003 : . . : . . : . . : . . :
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : m——g el —————eg - m——————— e e
Landscaping = 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 5.0000e- * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 + 1.1000e- * 1.1000e- * 0.0000 1 1.2000e-
- : v 005 : : : : : : . 004 , 004 : 1 004
Total 0.0102 0.0000 5.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e- | 1.1000e- 0.0000 1.2000e-
005 004 004 004

7.0 Water Detail
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Date

: 3/20/2019 2:36 PM

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
10.0 Stationary Equipment
Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation
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Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project - Alameda County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project

Alameda County, Annual

Date: 3/20/2019 2:37 PM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces . 0.50 . Acre ! 0.50 ! 21,780.00 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 63
Climate Zone 5 Operational Year 2021
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 641.35 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics -

Land Use -

Construction Phase - Estimated 2 weeks demo 4 weeks grading/remediation

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment -

Trips and VMT -

Demolition - Demo of approx 3,942 sf building
Grading - 222 cubic yards export
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Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project - Alameda County, Annual

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tbIConstructionPhase . NumbDays . 2.00 10.00
"""""" biGadng T Naeriasoted 0.00 :22200
""""" biTrpsAndvMT T T VaingTrpNamber 18.00 T e T

2.0 Emissions Summary
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Date: 3/20/2019 2:37 PM

Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project - Alameda County, Annual

2.1 Overall Construction

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2020 = 9.1800e- + 0.0844 1 0.0798 + 1.4000e- + 6.8200e- ' 4.6900e- 1 0.0115 1 2.6600e- + 4.4800e- + 7.1400e- 0.0000 + 12.5268 ' 12.5268 ' 2.0600e- * 0.0000 '+ 12.5782
o 003 . : \ 004 , 003 , 003 . 003 , 003 , 003 . : . 003 :
- 1
Maximum 9.1800e- 0.0844 0.0798 1.4000e- | 6.8200e- | 4.6900e- 0.0115 2.6600e- | 4.4800e- 7.1400e- 0.0000 12.5268 12.5268 2.0600e- 0.0000 12.5782
003 004 003 003 003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOx CcoO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total] Bio- CO2 [NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year tonsl/yr MT/yr
2020 = 0.1800e- ' 0.0844 ! 0.0798 ' 1.4000e- * 6.8200e- ! 4.6900e- * 0.0115 '+ 2.6600e- ! 4.4800e- ' 7.1400e- 0.0000 + 12.5268 ! 12.5268 + 2.0600e- * 0.0000 ' 12.5782
- 003 ' . 004 , 003 , 003 ., i 003 , 003 ., 003 . ' . 003 '
Maximum 9.1800e- 0.0844 0.0798 1.4000e- | 6.8200e- | 4.6900e- 0.0115 2.6600e- | 4.4800e- 7.1400e- 0.0000 12.5268 12.5268 2.0600e- 0.0000 12.5782
003 004 003 003 003 003 003 003
ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 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
Reduction
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Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project - Alameda County, Annual

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)
1 1-1-2020 3-31-2020 0.0936 0.0936
Highest 0.0936 0.0936
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area = 1.8600e- + 0.0000 & 0.0000 + 0.0000 + '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 * 1.0000e- * 1.0000e- * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 1.0000e-
- 003 | : : : ' : : ' : . 005 ; 005 : . 005
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———k e m e ———megy : ————— e m e o
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 ! 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———b e m e ———egy : fm—————— = s
Mobile - 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
L1} L} 1 L} [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B et T : fm——————p == a s
Waste - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B et T : fm——————p ==
Water - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 1.8600e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
003 005 005 005
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Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project - Alameda County, Annual

Date: 3/20/2019 2:37 PM

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area = 1.8600e- + 0.0000 & 0.0000 + 0.0000 + '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 * 1.0000e- * 1.0000e- * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 1.0000e-
o 003 . : : : : : : ' : . 005 | 005 : . 005
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : L T e - fm = =
Energy = 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 - ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 - ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 *: 0.000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n - ———————n - ———————n : e R - fm = =
Mobile = 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
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : m——k s e jmm————eg - fm = =
Waste - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : L T e - fm = =
Water " ! ! ! ! ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 - ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 *: 0.000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 1.8600e- | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 | 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- | 0.0000 0.0000 | 1.0000e-
003 005 005 005
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 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
Reduction
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 *Demolition *Demolition :1/1/2020 11/14/2020 ! 5! 10}
------- R LR, 3 } : : : R Ll
2 *Grading *Grading 11/15/2020 11/28/2020 ! 5 10!
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Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project - Alameda County, Annual

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0.5

Date: 3/20/2019 2:37 PM

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural

Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition *Concrete/Industrial Saws ! 1 8.00! 81} 0.73
---------------------------- e AR beeeamieeaaaa

Demolition *Rubber Tired Dozers ! 1 1.00! 247 0.40
---------------------------- i AR beeeamieeaaaa

Demolition *Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes ! 2 6.00! 97} 0.37
---------------------------- iy AR beeeameeeaaaa
Grading *Concrete/Industrial Saws ! 1 8.00! 81} 0.73
---------------------------- e AR beeeamieeaaaa
Grading *Rubber Tired Dozers ! 1 1.00! 247 0.40
G-r-a-di-n-g ------------------- ETractors/Loaders/ Backhoes : 2! 6.00 : 97 : ----------- 0 -:;7-
Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip JHauling Trip | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle Class | Vehicle Class

Demolition . 4: 10.00; 0.00 9.00: 10.80: 7.30; 20.00: LD_Mix :HDT_Mix :HHDT
---------------- - } ; - + / } + e
Grading : 4 10.00¢ 0.00: 28.00! 10.80: 7.30: 20.00!LD_Mix *HDT_Mix  *HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Demolition - 2020

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Page 7 of 20

Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project - Alameda County, Annual

Date: 3/20/2019 2:37 PM

ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust = ' ' ' v 1.9400e- * 0.0000 ' 1.9400e- + 2.9000e- ' 0.0000 * 2.9000e- & 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000
- . . . v 003 | V003 . 004 \ 004 : . . . .
----------- n——————a ——————a : - ——————q : ——— e eaaa] - :
Off-Road = 4.3400e- ' 0.0394 1 0.0381 ' 6.0000e- * ' 2.3400e- 1 2.3400e- 1 v 2.2300e- * 2.2300e- & 0.0000 + 5.2038 + 5.2038 1 9.8000e- * 0.0000 ' 5.2284
o003 . V005 , 003 ; 003 \ 003 . 003 . : \ 004 .
Total 4.3400e- | 0.0394 0.0381 | 6.0000e- | 1.9400e- | 2.3400e- | 4.2800e- | 2.9000e- | 2.2300e- | 2.5200e- | 0.0000 5.2038 5.2038 | 9.8000e- | 0.0000 5.2284
003 005 003 003 003 004 003 003 004
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Totalco2| cH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 4.0000e- ! 1.3100e- ' 2.3000e- ! 0.0000 ! 8.0000e- ! 0.0000 ' 8.0000e- * 2.0000e- ! 0.0000 * 2.0000e- § 0.0000 : 0.3445 + 03445 ' 2.0000e- + 0.0000 ' 0.3450
o 005 , 003 ., 004 , \ 005 \ 005 . 005 , 005 . : \ 005 :
----------- o — R —— : - - : ——— e meeaan] - :
Vendor = 00000 ! 00000 * 00000 ' 00000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : . : - . : ——— e eaan] - :
Worker 1.7000e- * 1.3000e- ¢ 1.3100e- ' 0.0000 ! 4.0000e- ! 0.0000 ! 4.0000e- ' 1.1000e- ! 0.0000 ' 1.1000e- § 0.0000 @ 0.3514 *: 0.3514 ! 1.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.3517
o 004 , 004 . 003 , \ 004 \ 004 ., 004 , \ 004 . : \ 005 :
Total 2.1000e- | 1.4400e- | 1.5400e- | 0.0000 | 4.8000e- | 0.0000 | 4.8000e- | 1.3000e- | 0.0000 | 1.3000e- | 0.0000 0.6960 0.6960 | 3.0000e- | 0.0000 0.6966
004 003 003 004 004 004 004 005
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3.2 Demolition - 2020
Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project - Alameda County, Annual

Date: 3/20/2019 2:37 PM

ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust = ' ' ' + 1.9400e- + 0.0000 & 1.9400e- + 2.9000e- + 0.0000 + 2.9000e- % 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 & 0.0000 s+ 0.0000 * 0.0000
- . . . v 003 | V003 . 004 \ 004 : . . . .
----------- ———————a ———————g ] ———————g ———————g - ———mm ———————g ]
Off-Road = 4.3400e- + 0.0394 1+ 0.0381 + 6.0000e- + ' 2.3400e- 1 2.3400e- + v 2.2300e- + 2.2300e- % 0.0000 + 52038 + 52038 1 9.8000e- + 0.0000 * 5.2284
o003 . V005 , 003 ; 003 \ 003 . 003 . : \ 004 .
Total 4.3400e- | 0.0394 0.0381 | 6.0000e- | 1.9400e- | 2.3400e- | 4.2800e- | 2.9000e- | 2.2300e- | 2.5200e- | 0.0000 5.2038 5.2038 | 9.8000e- | 0.0000 5.2284
003 005 003 003 003 004 003 003 004
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Totalco2| cH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 4.0000e- ! 1.3100e- ! 2.3000e- ! 0.0000 ! 8.0000e- ! 0.0000 ! 8.0000e- ' 2.0000e- ! 0.0000 ! 2.0000e- § 0.0000 : 0.3445 ! 0.3445 ! 2.0000e- ! 0.0000 ! 0.3450
o 005 , 003 ., 004 , \ 005 \ 005 . 005 , 005 . : \ 005 :
----------- ———————a ———————g ] ———————g ———————g - ——— e ———————g ] Femmm---
Vendor = 00000 ! 00000 ' 00000 ! 00000 ! 00000 ' 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : ———————g ] ———————g ———————g - ——— e ———————g ] Fmmmm---
Worker 1.7000e- ! 1.3000e- * 1.3100e- ! 0.0000 ' 4.0000e- ' 0.0000 ! 4.0000e- ! 1.1000e- ! 0.0000 ! 1.1000e- § 00000 : 0.3514 ' 03514 ! 1.0000e- + 0.0000 ' 03517
o 004 , 004 . 003 , \ 004 \ 004 ., 004 , \ 004 . : \ 005 :
Total 2.1000e- | 1.4400e- | 1.5400e- | 0.0000 | 4.8000e- | 0.0000 | 4.8000e- | 1.3000e- | 0.0000 | 1.3000e- | 0.0000 0.6960 0.6960 | 3.0000e- | 0.0000 0.6966
004 003 003 004 004 004 004 005
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3.3 Grading

- 2020

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project - Alameda County, Annual

Date: 3/20/2019 2:37 PM

ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust = ' ' ' v 3.7800e- * 0.0000 ' 3.7800e- + 2.0700e- * 0.0000 * 2.0700e- & 0.0000 + 0.0000 *+ 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000
- . . . v 003 | V003 . 003 y 003 : . . . .
----------- o — - : - ——————q : ——— e eaaa] - :
Off-Road = 4.3400e- + 0.0394 + 0.0381 ' 6.0000e- 1 ' 2.3400e- 1 2.3400e- 1 v 2.2300e- * 2.2300e- & 0.0000 + 5.2038 + 5.2038 1 9.8000e- * 0.0000 ' 5.2284
o003 . V005 , 003 ; 003 \ 003 . 003 . : \ 004 .
Total 4.3400e- | 0.0394 0.0381 | 6.0000e- | 3.7800e- | 2.3400e- | 6.1200e- | 2.0700e- | 2.2300e- | 4.3000e- | 0.0000 5.2038 5.2038 | 9.8000e- | 0.0000 5.2284
003 005 003 003 003 003 003 003 004
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Totalco2| cH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 1.2000e- ! 4.0800e- ! 7.2000e- ! 1.0000e- ' 2.4000e- ' 1.0000e- ! 2.5000e- * 7.0000e- ! 1.0000e- * 8.0000e- § 0.0000 : 10719 ¢ 10719 ' 50000e- + 0.0000 ! 1.0732
o™ 004 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 , 005 , 004 , 005 , 005 , 005 . : , 005 :
L 1} 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1
----------- Wy ———— " —————— T " ————— " —————— T ———cf === ===y " —————— T === ===
Vendor = 00000 ! 00000 * 00000 ' 00000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : . : - . : ——— e eaan] - :
Worker 1.7000e- * 1.3000e- ¢ 1.3100e- ' 0.0000 ! 4.0000e- ! 0.0000 ! 4.0000e- ' 1.1000e- ! 0.0000 ' 1.1000e- § 0.0000 @ 0.3514 *: 0.3514 ! 1.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.3517
o 004 , 004 . 003 , \ 004 \ 004 ., 004 , \ 004 . : \ 005 :
Total 2.9000e- | 4.2100e- | 2.0300e- | 1.0000e- | 6.4000e- | 1.0000e- | 6.5000e- | 1.8000e- | 1.0000e- | 1.9000e- | 0.0000 1.4233 1.4233 | 6.0000e- | 0.0000 1.4249
004 003 003 005 004 005 004 004 005 004 005
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3.3 Grading
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Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project - Alameda County, Annual

Date: 3/20/2019 2:37 PM

ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust = ' ' ' v 3.7800e- * 0.0000 ' 3.7800e- + 2.0700e- * 0.0000 * 2.0700e- & 0.0000 + 0.0000 *+ 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000
- . . . v 003 | V003 . 003 y 003 : . . . .
----------- o — - : - ——————q : ——— e eaaa] - :
Off-Road = 4.3400e- ' 0.0394 1 0.0381 ' 6.0000e- * ' 2.3400e- 1 2.3400e- 1 v 2.2300e- * 2.2300e- & 0.0000 + 5.2038 + 5.2038 1 9.8000e- * 0.0000 ' 5.2284
o003 . V005 , 003 ; 003 \ 003 . 003 . : \ 004 .
Total 4.3400e- | 0.0394 0.0381 | 6.0000e- | 3.7800e- | 2.3400e- | 6.1200e- | 2.0700e- | 2.2300e- | 4.3000e- | 0.0000 5.2038 5.2038 | 9.8000e- | 0.0000 5.2284
003 005 003 003 003 003 003 003 004
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Totalco2| cH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 1.2000e- ! 4.0800e- ! 7.2000e- ! 1.0000e- ' 2.4000e- ' 1.0000e- ! 2.5000e- * 7.0000e- ! 1.0000e- * 8.0000e- § 0.0000 : 10719 ¢ 10719 ' 50000e- + 0.0000 ! 1.0732
o™ 004 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 , 005 , 004 , 005 , 005 , 005 . : , 005 :
L 1} 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1
----------- Wy ———— " —————— T " ————— " —————— T ———cf === ===y " —————— T === ===
Vendor = 00000 ! 00000 * 00000 ' 00000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : . : - . : ——— e eaan] - :
Worker 1.7000e- * 1.3000e- ¢ 1.3100e- ' 0.0000 ! 4.0000e- ! 0.0000 ! 4.0000e- ' 1.1000e- ! 0.0000 ' 1.1000e- § 0.0000 @ 0.3514 *: 0.3514 ! 1.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.3517
o 004 , 004 . 003 , \ 004 \ 004 ., 004 , \ 004 . : \ 005 :
Total 2.9000e- | 4.2100e- | 2.0300e- | 1.0000e- | 6.4000e- | 1.0000e- | 6.5000e- | 1.8000e- | 1.0000e- | 1.9000e- | 0.0000 1.4233 1.4233 | 6.0000e- | 0.0000 1.4249
004 003 003 005 004 005 004 004 005 004 005

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
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Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project - Alameda County, Annual

Date: 3/20/2019 2:37 PM

ROG NOx (6{0) S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated E: 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
- 1 L} 1 L} L} 1 L} 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- T At i i i i e et et T B e Tt T e et EE TR
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 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces ' 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 . .
Total | 0.00 0.00 0.00 | |
4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-Wor C-W | H-Sor 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
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 9.50 ! 7.30 ! 7.30 . 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 0.00 . 0 . 0 . 0
4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use MH

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces

0.559358* 0.040058' 0.190549! 0.109335! 0.016678! 0.005213! 0.023344' 0.044042' 0.002152! 0.002669! 0.005545! 0.000316' 0.000739

| LDA | LDT1 | LDT2 | MDV | LHD1 | LHD2 | MHD | HHD | OBUS | UBUS | MCY | SBUS |
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Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project - Alameda County, Annual

Date: 3/20/2019 2:37 PM

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Unmitigated

ROG NOx (6{0) S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Electricity - ' ' ' ' + 0.0000 * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Mitigated : : ' : : ' : ' : . : ' : :
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - maan) ———————n : N
Electricity Ll ' ' ' ' + 0.0000 * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Unmitigated & : . : : : : : : : . : : : :
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e -] ———————n : N
NaturalGas = 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 : : ' : : ' : ' : . : ' : :
L 1] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1
----------- e e e = F E N e - - - - s - - - = - === === =
NaturalGas - 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
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Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project - Alameda County, Annual

Date: 3/20/2019 2:37 PM

Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
Other Non- 1 0 5- 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
Asphalt Surfaces ; i ' : ' . : ' . ' . . :
[0 [
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
NaturalGa ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr tonsl/yr MTl/yr
Other Non-  » 0 E- 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
Asphalt Surfaces ; i ' : ' . . . . . . . .
M
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
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated

Page 14 of 20 Date: 3/20/2019 2:37 PM

Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project - Alameda County, Annual

Electricity J| Total CO2
Use

CH4

N20

CO2e

Land Use

kWh/yr

MT/yr

Other Non- 1 0 & 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000
[ i [ [ ]
Asphalt Surfaces , b ' ' '
[0 [
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated
Electricity | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MTl/yr
Other Non-

Asphalt Surfaces

0 :: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000

Total

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

6.0 Area Detall

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
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Whitecotton Cottage Demo Project - Alameda County, Annual

Date: 3/20/2019 2:37 PM

ROG NOx Cco S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated = 1.8600e- ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 * + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 +* 1.0000e- * 1.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 1.0000e-
= 003 : : : : : : : : . 005 , 005 : 1 005
----------- i i T e e T e e et R i i e DL
Unmitigated = 1.8600e- * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 = 0.0000 +* 1.0000e- * 1.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 1.0000e-
- 003 : : : . . . . . . . 005 | 005 | . . 005
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total] Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural = 4.5000e- * ' ' ' 1 0.0000 * 0.0000 1 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Coating w004 . : : . : : . : . : : :
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : - : : ————— e m e e
Consumer = 1.4100e- 1 ' ' ' 1 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Products - 003 . : : . : : . : ' . . . :
___________ mn ' ————a [ ' ————a [ ' ————a [ ____‘________:______ 1 ] ] ______:________
Landscaping = 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 1 1 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 + 1.0000e- * 1.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 1.0000e-
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 005 1 005 L} L} 005
L1} L} 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 1.8600e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
003 005 005 005
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

Mitigated
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural = 4.5000e- ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Coating w004 . : : . : : . : . . : : :
----------- n ———————a : ———————n : ———————n : ke m e ———egy : ————— e m - o
Consumer = 1.4100e- ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
- ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '

Products - 003 ' ] ' ' ] ' ' ] ' ' ] ' ' '
----------- n —————— : ———————n : ———————n : et B et : = mmm
Landscaping = 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 0.0000 * 1.0000e- * 1.0000e- * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 1.0000e-

- ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '
™ ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' . 005 , 005 , ' v 005
- 1
Total 1.8600e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
003 005 005 005

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
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Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Category MT/yr
Mitigated = 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
- : : :
----------- B = == = e = == === = = ===
Unmitigated = 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated
Indoor/Outj| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
OtherNon- + 0/0 & 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000
[ i ] [
Asphalt Surfaces , ™ ' ' '
M
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Page 17 of 20
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7.2 Water by Land Use

Mitigated
Indoor/Out | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
Other Non- v 0/0 :- 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces | i : . .
[0 1
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Cateqgory/Year

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Mitigated - 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000

Unmitigated :E- 0.0000

-
0.0000 ! 0.0000
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Unmitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
Other Non- 1 0 & 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces | i : . .
[0 [
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
Other Non-  » 0 :- 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces | i : . .
b
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year

Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation
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Historic and Architectural Assessment



August 27, 2018

Superintendent’s Residence/Whitecotton Cottage
Fairmont Hospital, Alameda County
Historic Resource Summary

Introduction

As requested by the County of Alameda’s General Services Administration, this report addresses
historic resource issues related to the former Superintendent’s Residence (aka Whitecotton Cottage)
located on the campus of Alameda County’s Fairmont Hospital. This evaluation has specifically been
requested by the County to address the subject building’s historic resource status and is based on
several site visits and research, including historical research inquiries at:

e The Northwest Information Center (NWIC) of the California Historical Resources Information
System (CHRIS), where there are no available records for the subject property;

e The Oakland Public Library’s History Room, which had a newspaper clipping folder for Fairmont
Hospital with general historical information;

¢ The Hayward Area Historical Society (HAHS), which has a small collection of previous research
records for Fairmont Hospital, including a research file folder specific to the “Fairmont Hospital —
Superintendent’s Residence,” and which is discussed below.

Resource Summary

The former Superintendent’s Residence was previously evaluated for the County and resulted, in
August of 2001, in the publication of an Historical and Architectural Assessment of the
Superintendent’s Residence at Fairmont Hospital for the County of Alameda and prepared by the
architectural historian Woodruff Minor (attached).

While there was evidently minimal available historical information about the building, that report
pinpointed the 1903 origins of the Superintendent’s Residence and indicated that it remained in use
as the residence of the hospital superintendent (aka resident physician) until c1970, when it was
adapted for other hospital program uses, until c2000, when it was vacated. That report also
parenthetically identified the building by its common name, White Cotton Cottage.

Regarding that common name, a ¢c1980 map of the campus was included in the 2001 report and is
also presently displayed on the wall in the ground floor of the existing cafeteria building. Alongside
the latter, there is a building index and which labeled the subject building the “Whitecotton Cottage.”
That label is evidently the accurate one, as Whitecotton is the surname of a family whose head, Dr.
G. Otis Whitecotton, was medical director of the Alameda County hospitals from ¢1947 to ¢c1960.
While there is no specific evidence for this assertion, nor evidence that Whitecotton may have
resided in this house, it may be presumed that the Whitecotton name was given to this building
during or after his leadership of the County hospitals.

In summary, based on the 2001 evaluation, the subject building has been identified as an historic
resource per a finding of eligibility to the California Register of Historical Resources (CR), the bases
for which are twofold:

446 17th Street #302 Oakland CA 94612
510.418.0285 mhulbert@earthlink.net



¢ Under CR criterion 1, the subject building is identifiably associated with historic events,
specifically the original Alameda County Infirmary and its successor, Fairmont Hospital;

¢ Under CR criterion 3, the subject building is identified as embodying design and construction
distinction as it is “an excellent and illustrative local example of the Shingle Style.”
(from Assessment, p7)

Consequently, the former Superintendent’s Residence/Whitecotton Cottage is presently listed on the
Alameda County Register of Historic Resources (see attached).

In addition to identifying applicable areas of significance, the previous evaluation requisitely
addressed the building’s historic “integrity.” For historic resource evaluation purposes, “integrity” is a
secondary measure of a given resource’s identified significance — in addition to fulfilling a given
criteria of significance, the resource must also retain sufficient integrity with which to convey its
importance in the present. To reiterate, in this case, the identified importance of the former
Superintendent’s Residence/Whitecotton Cottage is its association to the original Alameda County
Infirmary and early Fairmont Hospital, plus its architectural distinction as an excellent example of the
Shingle Style. Relative to which, the previous evaluation generally concluded that the “house and
setting retain a relatively high degree of integrity” (Assessment, p6).

Evidently, since 2001, further and relatively substantive changes have occurred to the site, the
setting and the building itself, including:

¢ Additional building removals and additions on the directly adjacent campus;
e Overall exterior building deterioration due to its vacancy;

o Deterioration of the surrounding landscape;

o Extensive interior dilapidation.

Such changes have resulted in the existing poor condition (i.e., overall design and material
degradation and loss) of the subject building exterior and site, and of the very poor condition (i.e.,
extensive degradation) of its interior.

Thus, at this juncture, a re-evaluation of the integrity of the subject resource is warranted in order to
confirm its current historic resource eligibility status and based on the seven “aspects of integrity”
defined under the National and California registers, as follows:

e [ ocation — the former Superintendent’s Residence/Whitecotton Cottage remains in its historic
location, so this integrity aspect is fully intact;

e Setting — the former residence has an immediate and associated setting amidst its early
landscape. While deteriorated and beyond its immediate setting substantially changed, the
integrity of its setting is largely intact;

e Feeling and Association — the former residence remains associated with yet semi-isolated from
the hospital, which was also an original characteristic. Though use changes and subsequent
vacancy have diminished the historic feeling of this former residence as well as its residential
association, both integrity aspects are partially intact.

Consequently, under these four related aspects of integrity, the former Superintendent’s
Residence/Whitecotton Cottage continues to convey the significance of the identified historic events,

WHITECOTTON COTTAGE, FAIRMONT
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specifically the original Alameda County Infirmary and the early Fairmont Hospital, of which the
subject building is the only (now partially) intact as well as oldest surviving building.

There are three additionally interrelated integrity aspects — design, materials and workmanship — that
directly relate to th