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This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) was prepared in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15132). The City of 
Alameda is the lead agency for the environmental review of the proposed Transportation 
Element Update and has the principal responsibility for approving the project. This FEIR assesses 
the expected environmental impacts resulting from adoption and implementation of the 
Transportation Element, as well as responds to comments received on the Draft EIR.  

1.1 BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF THE EIR 

OVERVIEW OF CEQA REQUIREMENTS FOR PREPARATION OF AN EIR 

The City of Alameda (City), serving as the lead agency, has prepared this EIR to provide the 
public and responsible and trustee agencies with information about the potential environmental 
effects of the proposed Transportation Element Update. As set forth in the provisions of CEQA 
and implementing regulations, public agencies are charged with the duty to consider the 
environmental impacts of proposed transportation improvements and to minimize these impacts 
where feasible while carrying out an obligation to balance a variety of public objectives, 
including economic, environmental, and social factors. 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a) states that an EIR is an informational document for 
decision-makers and the general public that analyzes the significant environmental effects of a 
project, identifies possible ways to minimize significant effects, and describes reasonable 
alternatives to the project that could reduce or avoid its adverse environmental impacts. Public 
agencies with discretionary authority are required to consider the information in the EIR, along 
with any other relevant information, in making decisions on the project. 

CEQA requires the preparation of an environmental impact report prior to approving any 
project, which may have a significant effect on the environment. For the purposes of CEQA, the 
term “project” refers to the whole of an action which has the potential for resulting in a direct 
physical change or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15378[a]). With respect to the proposed City of Alameda 
Transportation Element, the City has determined that the proposed development is a “project” 
within the definition of CEQA. 

BACKGROUND OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS OF THE PROJECT 

The following is an overview of the environmental review process for the City of Alameda 
Transportation Element that has led to the preparation of this FEIR. 

Notice of Preparation and Initial Study 

In accordance with Section 15082 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City prepared a Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) of an EIR for the project on July 18, 2007. The City was identified as the lead 
agency for the proposed project. The notice was circulated to the public, local, state, and 
federal agencies, and other interested parties to solicit comments on the proposed project. A 
scoping meeting was held on August 13, 2007, to receive additional comments. Concerns raised 
in response to the NOP were considered during preparation of the Draft EIR. The NOP and 
responses by interested parties are presented in Appendix A of the Draft EIR. An Initial Study for 
the project was prepared and released for public review along with the NOP. Its conclusions 
supported preparation of an EIR for the project. The Initial Study is also included in Appendix A of 
the Draft EIR. 
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Draft EIR 

The Draft EIR (DEIR) was released for public and agency review on August 6, 2008, with the 
review period set to end on September 22, 2008. The DEIR contains a description of the project, 
description of the environmental setting, identification of project impacts, and mitigation 
measures for impacts found to be significant, as well as an analysis of project alternatives.  The 
Draft EIR was provided to interested public agencies and the public and was made available for 
review at Alameda City Hall and at Alameda’s website.  

Final EIR  

The City received 9 comment letters from agencies, interest groups, and the public regarding 
the Draft EIR. This document responds to the written comments received as required by CEQA.  
This document also contains minor edits to the Draft EIR, which are included in Section 4.0, Minor 
Revisions to the Draft EIR. This document constitutes the FEIR.  

Certification of the Final EIR/Project Consideration  

The City will review and consider the FEIR. If the City finds that the FEIR is “adequate and 
complete,” the City may certify the FEIR.  The rule of adequacy generally holds that the EIR can 
be certified if: (1) it shows a good faith effort at full disclosure of environmental information; and 
(2) it provides sufficient analysis to allow decisions to be made regarding the project in 
contemplation of its environmental consequences. 

Upon review and consideration of the Final EIR, the City may take action to adopt, amend, or 
reject the proposed City of Alameda Transportation Element Update. A decision to adopt the 
General Plan Amendment would be accompanied by written findings in accordance with State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 and Section 15093. Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 also 
requires lead agencies to adopt a mitigation monitoring and reporting program to describe 
measures that have been adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to mitigate 
or avoid significant effects on the environment. 

1.2 TYPE OF DOCUMENT 

The State CEQA Guidelines identify several types of EIRs, each applicable to different project 
circumstances.  This EIR has been prepared as a Program EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15168.  According to Section 15168: 

A program EIR is an EIR which may be prepared on a series of actions that can be 
characterized as one large project and are related either: 

(1) Geographically, 

(2) As logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions, 

(3) In connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans or other general criteria to govern 
the conduct of a continuing program, or 

(4) As individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory 
authority and having generally similar environmental effects which can be mitigated in 
similar ways. 
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The program-level analysis considers the broad environmental effects of the overall proposed 
Transportation Element. This EIR will be used to evaluate subsequent projects and activities under 
the proposed Transportation Element. Additional environmental review under CEQA will be 
required and would be generally based on the subsequent project’s consistency with the 
Transportation Element and the analysis in this EIR, as required under CEQA. When individual 
projects or activities under the Transportation Element are proposed, the City would be required 
to examine the projects or activities to determine whether their effects were adequately 
analyzed in the program EIR (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168). If the projects or activities 
would have no effects beyond those analyzed in this EIR, no further CEQA compliance would be 
required. 

1.3 INTENDED USES OF THE EIR 

This EIR is intended to evaluate the environmental impacts of the project to the greatest extent 
possible. This EIR should be used as the primary environmental document to evaluate all 
subsequent planning and permitting actions associated with projects in the City that are 
consistent with or implement the Transportation Element Update. Subsequent actions that may 
be associated with the proposed Transportation Element are identified in Section 3.0, Project 
Description, of the Draft EIR.   

1.4 ORGANIZATION AND SCOPE OF THE FINAL EIR 

This document is organized in the following manner: 

SECTION 1.0 – INTRODUCTION 

Section 1.0 provides an overview of the EIR process to date and what the FEIR is required to 
contain. 

SECTION 2.0 – EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Section 2.0 includes an updated Executive Summary that provides a brief project description 
and presents a summary table of probable environmental effects edited as a result of 
comments received on the DEIR and minor staff edits. 

SECTION 3.0 – COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Section 3.0 provides a list of commenters, copies of written comments (coded for reference), 
and the responses to those written comments made on the Draft EIR.  

SECTION 4.0 – ERRATA TO THE DRAFT EIR 

Section 4.0 consists of revisions to the Draft EIR that are a result of responses to comments, as well 
as minor staff edits that do not change the intent or content of the analysis or mitigation 
measures.   

SECTION 5.0 – FINAL MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Section 5.0 consists of the Final Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the project. 
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This section provides an overview of the proposed City of Alameda Transportation Element 
Update (the “proposed project”) and the environmental analysis of the proposed project. For 
additional detail regarding specific issues, please consult the appropriate chapter of Draft EIR 
Sections 4.1 through 4.4 (Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures). 

2.1 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will provide, to the greatest extent possible, an analysis of 
the potential environmental effects associated with the implementation of the Transportation 
Element Update, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

This EIR analysis focuses upon potential environmental impacts that could arise from 
implementation of the Transportation Element Update through transportation improvements 
within the Planning Area, as regulated and guided by Transportation Element Update policies 
and action items. The EIR adopts this approach in order to provide a credible worst-case 
scenario of the impacts resulting from project implementation. 

2.2 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

The proposed project is the update and adoption of the City of Alameda Transportation 
Element.  The 1991 City of Alameda General Plan replaced the City’s 1979 Combined Land Use 
Plan.  The proposed City of Alameda General Plan Transportation Element Update is intended to 
provide policy direction to guide transportation decision-making within the City.  

The Transportation Element Update comprises newly proposed goals, policies, and 
implementation actions which will be used to shape future preservation, enhancement, and 
development-related decisions. The primary objective of this project is to:  

• Update the citywide transportation policies, goals, and objectives contained in the 
1991 City of Alameda General Plan Transportation Element to reflect current 
community goals, priorities, and transportation needs.   

• Ensure consistency between the City’s various transportation-related policies and 
plans; 

• Set the policy direction for the City’s transportation decision making; 

• Ensure that planned developments and improvements meet the City’s current and 
future transportation needs for all modes; and 

• Establish transportation project priorities. 

2.3 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Table 2.0-1 displays a summary of impacts for the proposed Transportation Element Update, City 
of Alameda Transportation Element Policies, and proposed mitigation measures that would 
avoid or minimize potential impacts. In the table, the level of significance is indicated both 
before and after the implementation of each mitigation measure. 

For detailed discussions of all mitigation measures and of proposed Transportation Element 
policies and action items that would provide mitigation for each type of environmental impact 
addressed in this EIR, refer to the appropriate environmental topic section in the Draft EIR (i.e., 
Sections 4.1 through 4.4).   
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TABLE 2.0-1 
PROJECT IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact Transportation Plan 
Policies and Action Items  

Level of 
Significance 

Without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure Resulting Level 
of Significance 

4.1 Land Use 

Impact 4.1.1 Implementation of the 
proposed Transportation 
Element Update would not 
physically divide 
established communities 
within the City of 
Alameda. 

Policies: 
TE-4.1.1.b, TE-4.1.1.d, TE-
4.1.1.e, TE-4.1.1.h, TE-
4.1.1.k, TE-4.1.6.d, TE-
4.2.2.a, TE-4.2.2.e, TE-
4.3.2.c, TE-4.3.2.d, TE-
4.3.6.b 

LS None required LS 

Impact 4.1.2 Implementation of the 
proposed Transportation 
Element Update would not 
conflict with any 
applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an 
agency with jurisdiction 
over the project (including, 
but not limited to, the 
general plan, specific plan, 
local coastal program, or 
zoning ordinance) adopted 
for the purpose of avoiding 
or mitigating an 
environmental effect. . 

Policies: 
TE-4.1.7.d, TE-2.3..b, TE-
4.2.4.a, TE-4.2.4.c, TE-
4.3.1a., TE-4.3.1.d, TE-
4.3.1.e, TE-4.3.1.h, TE-
4.3.2.d 

LS None required LS 

Impact 4.1.3 Implementation of the 
proposed Transportation 
Element Update would not 
significantly impact land 
use plans or study areas 
within the Planning Area 
under cumulative 
conditions. 

No applicable policy 
provisions 

LCC None required LCC 
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Impact Transportation Plan 
Policies and Action Items  

Level of 
Significance 

Without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure Resulting Level 
of Significance 

4.2 Transportation and Circulation 

Impact 4.2.1 Implementation of the 
proposed Transportation 
Element Update would 
allow an increase in traffic 
delay and a decrease in 
LOS on area intersections 
during the AM and PM 
peak hours. 

Policies: 
TE-EIR-1, TE-EIR-2, TE-EIR-
6, TE-EIR-7 

PS None available SU 

Impact 4.2.2 The proposed 
Transportation Element 
Update would support 
continued and expanded 
transit use, bicycling, and 
walking throughout the city. 

Policies: 
TE-4.1.1.a, TE-4.1.1.b, TE-
4.1.1.d, TE-4.1.1.e, TE-
4.1.1.g, TE-4.1.1.m, TE-
4.1.1.o, TE-4.1.2.a, TE-
4.1.2.b, TE-4.1.2.c, TE-
4.1.2.e, TE-4.1.5.a, TE-
4.1.5.b, TE-4.1.5.c, 
4.1.6.a, 4.1.6.d, 4.1.6.g, 
TE-4.1.8.d, TE-4.2.3.c, TE-
4.2.4.b, TE-4.2.4.c, TE-
4.3.1.a, TE-4.3.1.b, TE-
4.3.1.c, TE-4.3.1.e, TE-
4.3.1.j, TE-4.3.2.a, TE-
4.3.2.b, TE-4.3.2.c, TE-
4.3.2.d, TE-4.3.3.a, TE-
4.3.3.b, TE-4.3.3.c, TE-
4.3.6.a, TE-4.3.6.b, TE-EIR-
4 

LTS None required LTS 

Impact 4.2.3 The proposed 
Transportation Element 
Update would result in 
changes to the City’s 
circulation system and 
increased use of alternative 

No applicable policy 
provisions 

LTS None required LTS 
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Impact Transportation Plan 
Policies and Action Items  

Level of 
Significance 

Without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure Resulting Level 
of Significance 

transportation modes. These 
changes are not expected to 
result in traffic safety issues. 

Impact 4.2.4 The proposed 
Transportation Element 
Update would support the 
City’s emergency response 
access and evacuation 
plans, but would also result 
in increased traffic delays. 

No applicable policy 
provisions 

PS None required LTS 

Impact 4.2.5 Implementation of the 
proposed Transportation 
Element Update would 
result in cumulative 
transportation impacts. 

Policies: 
TE-EIR-1, TE-EIR-2, TE-EIR-
6, TE-EIR-7 

CC None available SU 

4.3  Air Quality 

Impact 4.3.1  The Transportation Element 
Update proposes policies 
that may result in future 
transportation improvement 
projects which could 
generate construction 
period exhaust emissions 
and fugitive dust that would 
affect local air quality. 

No applicable policy 
provisions 

PS MM 4.3.1a 
The City shall require the following 
dust emission control measures be 
applied to transportation projects as 
appropriate and feasible. These 
measures are consistent with those 
recommended for use by BAAQMD. 

1) For all construction and similar earth-
disturbing activities: 

• Apply water on all active 
construction areas at least twice 
daily and more often when 
conditions warrant. 

• Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, 
and other loose materials or require 
all trucks to maintain at least two 
feet of freeboard. 

LTS 
(with 

mitigation) 
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Impact Transportation Plan 
Policies and Action Items  

Level of 
Significance 

Without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure Resulting Level 
of Significance 

• Pave, apply water three times daily, 
or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers 
on all unpaved access roads, 
parking areas, and staging areas at 
construction sites daily as needed 
to control dust. 

• Sweep all paved access roads, 
parking areas, and staging areas at 
construction sites and sweep streets 
daily if visible soil materials are 
carried onto adjacent public streets. 

2) For sites greater than 4 acres in size: 

• Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil 
stabilizers to inactive construction 
areas (previously graded areas 
inactive for ten days or more). 

• Enclose, cover, water twice daily, 
or apply (non-toxic) soil binders to 
exposed stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.). 

• Limit traffic speeds on unpaved 
roads to 15 miles per hour. 

• Install appropriate erosion control 
measures to prevent silt runoff to 
public roadways. 

• Replant soil stabilizing vegetation 
in disturbed areas as quickly as 
possible. 

3) For sites that are located adjacent to 
sensitive receptors or warrant additional 
controls: 

• Install wheel washers for all exiting 
trucks or wash off all trucks and 
equipment leaving the site. 

• Suspend grading activities when 
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Impact Transportation Plan 
Policies and Action Items  

Level of 
Significance 

Without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure Resulting Level 
of Significance 

winds exceed 25 miles per hour 
and visible dust clouds cannot be 
prevented from extending beyond 
active construction areas. 

• Limit the area subject to excavation, 
grading, and other construction 
activities at any one time. 

Require transportation projects to implement 
construction emission control measures 
recommended by BAAQMD as appropriate, 
taking into account length of time of 
construction and distance from sensitive 
receptors. This may include the utilization of 
low-emission construction equipment, 
restrictions on the length of time of use of 
certain heavy-duty construction equipment, 
and utilization of methods to reduce 
emissions from construction equipment 
(alternative fuels, particulate matter traps, 
and diesel particulate filters) as feasible. Limit 
the idling of diesel equipment, particularly 
when parked near sensitive receptors or in 
other conditions as appropriate, for the 
construction and operation aspects of 
transportation projects consistent with 
applicable regional, state and federal 
standards. 

Impact 4.3.2 Implementation of the 
Transportation Element 
Update may expose 
sensitive receptors to odors 
or toxic air contaminants. 

TE-4.1.1.c, TE-4.1.6.b, TE-
4.2.1.a, TE-4.2.3.d, TE-
4.2.4.a, TE-EIR-1 

LTS None required LTS 

Impact 4.3.3 Future growth in traffic 
could cause increases to 
carbon monoxide levels 

No applicable policy 
provisions 

LTS None required LTS 
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Impact Transportation Plan 
Policies and Action Items  

Level of 
Significance 

Without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure Resulting Level 
of Significance 

along City roadways. 
However, projected 
concentrations would 
remain below health-based 
ambient air quality 
standards. 

Impact 4.3.4 Implementation of the 
proposed Transportation 
Element Update would 
result in potential traffic 
growth that outpaces 
population growth. This 
could exacerbate existing 
regional problems with 
ozone and particulate 
matter and conflict with 
BAAQMD air quality 
improvement efforts. 

No applicable policy 
provisions 

LTCC None required LTCC 

Impact 4.3.5 Implementation of the 
proposed Transportation 
Element Update would 
implement initiatives of the 
Local Climate Action Plan, 
result in a reduction in VMT 
and greenhouse gas 
emissions, and promote 
alternative modes of 
transportation. 

TE-4.1.1.d, TE-4.1.1.e, TE-
4.1.6.a, TE-4.1.6.e, TE-
4.2.3.d, TE-4.2.4.a, TE-
4.2.4.b, TE-4.2.4.c, TE-
4.3.1.e, TE-4.3.1.f, TE-
4.3.1.j, TE-4.3.1.h, TE-
4.3.2.d, TE-4.3.3.a, TE-
4.3.3.b, TE-4.3.3.c, TE-
4.3.4.a, TE-4.3.6.a, TE-
4.3.6.d, TE-4.4.4.a, TE-
4.4.4.d, TE-4.6.6.1, TE-
4.4.7.a, TE-4.4.7.b, TE-EIR-
6, TE- 

LTCC None required LTCC 

4.4  Noise 

Impact 4.4.1 Short-term construction-
generated noise levels 
could result in a substantial 

No applicable policy 
provisions 

PS MM 4.4.1 

The following requirements shall be imposed 

LTS 
(with 



2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

LS – Less Than Significant PS – Potentially Significant S – Significant 
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable CC – Cumulatively Considerable SU – Significant and Unavoidable 

Transportation Element Update  City of Alameda 
Final Environmental Impact Report  November 2008 

2.0-8 

Impact Transportation Plan 
Policies and Action Items  

Level of 
Significance 

Without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure Resulting Level 
of Significance 

increase in ambient noise 
levels depending on the 
respective proximity of land 
uses to the affected road 
segments from 
Transportation Element 
Update road improvements 
and other nearby noise-
sensitive land uses. 

on all transportation construction projects) to 
reduce construction noise impacts to 
residential uses and other sensitive receptors.   

• Provision of noise-reduction intake and 
exhaust mufflers and engine shrouds on 
construction equipment, in accordance 
with manufacturers’ recommendations.  

• Construction of temporary barriers 
sufficient to the extent feasible to 
interrupt line of sight between onsite 
construction areas and the nearest noise-
sensitive use(s).   

Mitigation) 

Impact 4.4.2 Implementation of the 
Transportation Element 
Update may result in 
increases in operational 
ambient noise levels, 
exceeding the City’s traffic 
noise standards, resulting 
in potential noise impacts 
to sensitive receptors. 

Policies: 
TE-4.2.1. TE-4.2.2.a, TE-
4.2.3.a, TE-4.2.3.b 

LTS None required LTS 

Impact 4.4.3 Implementation of the 
Transportation Element 
Update may result in 
cumulative increases in 
operational ambient noise 
levels. 

No applicable policy 
provisions 

LTCC None required LTCC 
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3.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) was prepared in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 21000, et seq.) and State CEQA 
Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs. Section 15000, et seq.).  Alameda is the lead agency for the 
environmental review of the proposed Alameda Transportation Element and has the principal 
responsibility for approving the project.  This FEIR assesses the expected environmental impacts 
resulting from the adoption and implementation of the proposed Transportation Element and 
responds to comments received on the Draft EIR.   

3.2 LIST OF COMMENTERS 

The following individuals and representatives of organizations and agencies submitted written 
comments on the Draft EIR.   

Letter Individual or Signatory Affiliation Date 

A Lisa Carboni  California Department of Transportation 09/19/2008 

B William R. Kirkpatrick East Bay Municipal Utility District 09/15/2008 

C Nancy Skowbo AC Transit 9/22/2008 

1 Michael J. Kreuger Resident 09/19/2008 

2 Ani Dimusheva Resident 08/25/2008 

3 Jean Sweeney Resident 09/23/2008 

4 C. James Resident 09/19/2008 

5 Selina Faulhaber Resident 09/20/08 

6 Robert Deutsch Resident 09/21/08 

7 David Kirwin Resident 09/22/08 

Public 
Hearing Individual or Signatory Affiliation Date 

8 Various Joint Transportation Commission and Planning 
Board Meeting 08/25/2008 

3.3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

3.3.1 REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS ON A DRAFT EIR 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires that lead agencies evaluate all comments on 
environmental issues received on the Draft EIR and prepare a written response.  The written 
response must address the significant environmental issue raised and must be detailed, 
especially when specific comments or suggestions (e.g., additional mitigation measures) are not 
accepted.  In addition, there must be a good faith and reasoned analysis in the written 
response.  However, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues 
associated with the project and do not need to provide all the information requested by 
Commenters, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR (State CEQA 
Guidelines 15204). 
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State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 recommends that commenters provide detailed 
comments that focus on the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the possible 
impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be 
avoided or mitigated.  State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 also notes that commenters should 
provide an explanation and evidence supporting their comments.  Pursuant to Guidelines 
Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial 
evidence supporting such a conclusion. 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 also recommends that where a response to comments 
results in revisions to the Draft EIR, that those revisions be incorporated as a revision to the Draft 
EIR, or as a separate section of the Final EIR. 

3.3.2 RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTERS 

Written comments on the Draft EIR are reproduced on the following pages, along with responses 
to those comments.  To assist in referencing comments and responses, the following coding 
system is used: 

• Public agency comment letters are coded by letters and each issue raised in the 
comment letter is assigned a number (e.g., Comment Letter A, comment 1 is referred to 
as:  A-1). 

• Individual and interest group comment letters are coded by numbers and each issue 
raised in the comment letter is assigned a number (e.g., Comment Letter 1, comment 1: 
1-1). 

Where changes to the Draft EIR text result from responding to comments, those changes are 
included in the response and demarcated with revision marks (underline for new text, strike-out 
for deleted text).  Comment-initiated text revisions to the Draft EIR and minor staff initiated 
changes are also provided and are demarcated with revision marks in Section 4.0 (Errata) of this 
Final EIR. 

Where comments are directed to the merits of the Transportation Element policies and not to 
the adequacy of the environmental analysis, the comment is referred to the Planning Board and 
City Council for their consideration during deliberations on the merits of the project. 
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Letter A Lisa Carboni, Department of Transportation  

Response A-1: The commenter notes that all signalized intersections within the State 
Right-of-Way (ROW) should be upgraded to fully actuated control. Two of 
the signalized intersections within the State Right-of-Way (ROW) – High 
Street/Otis Drive and Broadway/Otis Drive – are currently fully actuated.  
The intersection of Central/Encinal/Sherman will be upgraded to fully 
actuated control as funds become available and should the intersection 
operations degrade to below the LOS standard.  

Along the State ROW, protected left turns have been provided at High 
Street/Otis Drive and Broadway Otis Drive.    

Response A-2:  The commenter notes their concern that with the adoption of Policy DEIR-
1 and 2, the creation of additional automobile travel lanes would not be 
permissible and not in compliance with Caltrans Traffic Study Guidelines. 
Because the comment does not address the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis, no response is required.  The comment will be 
forwarded to the Transportation Commission, Planning Board, and City 
Council during their deliberations on the proposed Transportation 
Element.  The project, as proposed, would be in conflict with Caltrans 
Guidelines for the Preparation of Traffic Studies.  The Environmentally 
Superior" alternative described in Chapter 6 of the DEIR would avoid this 
conflict.    

Response A-3:   The commenter requests the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan for 
review. The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) will be 
provided when available.   

Response A-4: The commenter notes that Caltrans is also the responsible agency for 
projects along State Route 260 and 185 within the project study area. The 
following text revision to Draft EIR page 3.0-9 address the commenter’s 
comment:  

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), which is 
responsible for interregional transportation services, including 
highways. Highways 261 260 and 61, which bisects Alameda, is subject 
to Caltrans approval for projects. Land use changes along the 
Highway 61 corridor are subject to review by Caltrans.  

Response A-5: The commenter requests more details for the City’s Traffic Impact Fees. 
The commenter is referring to the Citywide Development Fees which are 
further described in the City Municipal Code, Chapter 27-3.  The chapter 
is divided into several sections covering the intent and purpose of the fees 
and the findings of the nexus report.  The amount of the fee is set forth by 
City Council resolution.  Specifically, 27-3.14 describes the fee escalators 
so that the fees keep pace with inflation.     

Response A-6: The commenter asks when transitional designations will become effective. 
Transitional designations will become effective when the proposed 
Transportation Element is approved.  Any physical changes would occur 
as resources become available. The Base Case scenario represents a 
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reasonable worst-case analysis without the transportation improvements 
that are proposed as part of the Transportation Element.     

Response A-7: The commenter notes that CEQA analysis requires analyzing existing 
conditions against the proposed Transportation Element Update (TEU). The 
project analysis assumes the future street designations and additional 
transportation improvements as described under the Methodology and 
Assumptions of the DEIR.  The impacts of the proposed Transportation 
Element are compared to the 2030 Base condition, which assumes future 
growth and transportation improvements under the existing General Plan 
policies. 

Response A-8: The commenter notes that the TEU should not limit mitigation strategies. 
Because the comment does not address the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis, no response is required.  The comment will be 
forwarded to the Transportation Commission, Planning Board, and City 
Council during their deliberations on the proposed Transportation 
Element.   

Response A-9: The commenter argues that congestion is always possible to mitigate. 
Because the comment does not address the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis, no response is required.  The comment will be 
forwarded to the Transportation Commission, Planning Board, and City 
Council during their deliberations on the proposed Transportation 
Element.   

Response A-10: The commenter requests details of the proposed Transportation Demand 
Management strategies. Transportation Demand Management measures 
are project-specific measures that are imposed at the time of project 
development to reflect the project characteristics.  The City of Alameda 
has imposed TDM measures on development projects for many years.  

Response A-11: The commenter notes that any work within the State ROW requires an 
encroachment permit from Caltrans. Subsequent implementation of the 
Transportation Element General Plan Amendment may require the need 
for an encroachment permit where project-specific environmental effects 
would be addressed under CEQA.  
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Letter B William R. Kirkpatrick, East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) 

Response B-1: The commenter notes that EBMUD has no further comments regarding 
environmental issues for this project. The City thanks the District for their 
comment. 
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Letter C Nancy Skowbo, AC Transit  

Response C-1: The commenter notes that Alameda should develop specific standards to 
guide implementation of the policies to strengthen the transit-supportive 
character of Transit Priority Streets. Because the comment does not 
address the adequacy of the environmental analysis, no response is 
required.  The comment will be forwarded to the Transportation 
Commission, Planning Board, and City Council during their deliberations 
on the proposed Transportation Element.   

Response C-2: The commenter notes that the Transportation Element Update represents 
a significant change to the approach to classifying roadways. Because 
the comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis, no response is required.  The comment will be forwarded to the 
Transportation Commission, Planning Board, and City Council during their 
deliberations on the proposed Transportation Element. 

Response C-3: The commenter states that the designations for Transit Priority Street 
Network should remain appropriate over the long term because AC 
Transit has not current plans to changes the routes of Lines 50, 51, or O. 
Because the comment does not address the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis, no response is required.  The comment will be 
forwarded to the Transportation Commission, Planning Board, and City 
Council during their deliberations on the proposed Transportation 
Element. 

Response C-4: The commenter notes that bike routes should be on alternative parallel 
routes rather than on Primary Transit Routes.  Any projects along segments 
designated as both transit and bicycle priority streets will be designed in 
consultation with AC Transit.  In terms of the specific segments identified, 
Island Drive and Harbor Bay Parkway are currently served by off-street 
bicycle paths.  An off-street path is proposed for Appezzato Memorial 
Parkway.  Currently on-street bicycle facilities are not proposed for these 
corridors; if this remains the case, bicycle/transit conflicts should not be a 
concern.  Because the comment does not address the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis, no response is required.  The comment will be 
forwarded to the Transportation Commission, Planning Board, and City 
Council during their deliberations on the proposed Transportation 
Element. 

Response C-5: The commenter states that other streets should be designated as Transit 
Priority Streets and that the City of Alameda should confirm that the 
Transit Streets network proposed for Alameda Point are consistent with the 
transit routes being developed for Alameda Point.  Because the 
comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis, 
no response is required.  The comment will be forwarded to the 
Transportation Commission, Planning Board, and City Council during their 
deliberations on the proposed Transportation Element. 

Response C-6: The commenter notes that the description for Secondary Transit Streets as 
“local and neighborhood” service does not accurately describe the 
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service on secondary streets and should be revised.  Because the 
comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis, 
no response is required.  The comment will be forwarded to the 
Transportation Commission, Planning Board, and City Council during their 
deliberations on the proposed Transportation Element. 

Response C-7: The commenter notes that the queue jump lanes at congested 
intersections should be a potential treatment on Secondary as well as 
Primary Transit Streets.  Because the comment does not address the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis, no response is required.  The 
comment will be forwarded to the Transportation Commission, Planning 
Board, and City Council during their deliberations on the proposed 
Transportation Element. 

Response C-8: The commenter is concerned that the policy direction of the Plan could 
create pressure for inappropriately narrow travel lanes.  Because the 
comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis, 
no response is required.  The comment will be forwarded to the 
Transportation Commission, Planning Board, and City Council during their 
deliberations on the proposed Transportation Element. 

Response C-9: The commenter proposes that the following item be added to the 
description of Primary and Secondary Transit Streets: 

 “No additional stop signs shall be added on transit priority streets. 
The City will use its best efforts to remove or replace existing stop 
signs on transit priority streets.” 

Because the comment does not address the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis, no response is required.  The comment will be 
forwarded to the Transportation Commission, Planning Board, and City 
Council during their deliberations on the proposed Transportation 
Element.. 

Response C-10: The commenter hopes that Alameda will work further with AC Transit to 
refine, improve, and implement the Plan. The City appreciates AC Transit’s 
support.  Because the comment does not address the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis, no response is required.  The comment will be 
forwarded to the Transportation Commission, Planning Board, and City 
Council during their deliberations on the proposed Transportation 
Element.  
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Letter 1 Michael J. Kreuger, Resident 

Response 1-1: The commenter presented comments on induced traffic at the August 25 
Joint Transportation Commission and Planning Board meeting and 
provides references. The additional references are in support of draft 
Transportation Element policies.  The commenter is referred to Response 8-
23.   
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Letter 2 Ani Dimusheva, Resident 

Response 2-1: The commenter notes that reclassifying streets and changing their 
physical make-up will result in regimentation of traffic that is not desirable 
and conflicts with the now open and accessible grid in Alameda. The 
commenter is commenting on the merits of the Transportation Element, 
not on the adequacy of the EIR analysis. Because the comment does not 
address the adequacy of the environmental analysis, no response is 
required.  The comment will be forwarded to the Transportation 
Commission, Planning Board, and City Council during their deliberations 
on the proposed Transportation Element. 

Response 2-2: The commenter notes that the Draft EIR does not state any aesthetic 
impacts particularly for street striping. The significance threshold for visual 
impacts in CEQA or for the City of Alameda would not be triggered by 
street striping.  However, the comment is noted and will be considered by 
the decision-makers. Because the comment does not address the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis, no response is required.  The 
comment will be forwarded to the Transportation Commission, Planning 
Board, and City Council during their deliberations on the proposed 
Transportation Element. 

Response 2-3: The commenter requests that the Planning Board and Transportation 
Commission re-examine the proposed street classification portion of the 
TEU. Because the comment does not address the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis, no response is required.  The comment will be 
forwarded to the Transportation Commission, Planning Board, and City 
Council during their deliberations on the proposed Transportation 
Element. 
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Letter 3  Jean Sweeney, Resident 

Response 3-1: The commenter is concerned that Policy EIR-7 might suggest the need for 
unmitigated congestion as TDM measures are forthcoming. Policy EIR-7 
requires TDM measures as the primary means of mitigating increased in 
traffic volume.  The City of Alameda has imposed TDM measures on 
projects for many years, and the imposition of TDM measures on projects 
in Alameda is a fairly standard practice.   The commenter is referred to 
the Alternatives Chapter of the DEIR for additional information on policy 
EIR-7. 

 Response 3-2: The commenter notes that transportation solutions should be required to 
be in place before development occurs. Because the comment does not 
address the adequacy of the environmental analysis, no response is 
required.  The comment will be forwarded to the Transportation 
Commission, Planning Board, and City Council during their deliberations 
on the proposed Transportation Element. 
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Letter 4 C. James, Resident 

Response 4-1: The commenter requests that street classification of Central Avenue 
between Fernside Boulevard and High Street be changed to “island 
collector.” Because the comment does not address the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis, no response is required.  The comment will be 
forwarded to the Transportation Commission, Planning Board, and City 
Council during their deliberations on the proposed Transportation 
Element. 
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Letter 5 Selina Faulhaber, Resident 

Response 5-1: The commenter would like to see a BART station under the Estuary 
between Alameda and Jack London Square. Because the comment 
does not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis, no 
response is required.  The comment will be forwarded to the 
Transportation Commission, Planning Board, and City Council during their 
deliberations on the proposed Transportation Element.   
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Letter 6 Robert Deutsch, Resident 

Response 6-1: The commenter notes that a water taxi to shuttle passengers and bikes 
from Mariner Square to Jack London Square is needed.  A water shuttle to 
Jack London Square is proposed as part of the required TDM measures for 
the Alameda Landing project.   Because the comment does not address 
the adequacy of the environmental analysis, no response is required.  The 
comment will be forwarded to the Transportation Commission, Planning 
Board, and City Council during their deliberations on the proposed 
Transportation Element. 
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7  David Kirwin, Resident 

Response 7-1: The commenter notes that the proposed TEU appears to contain 
technical misrepresentations such as the section on Land Use and 
“Recreational and Open Space”. Areas of the Estuary and Marinas are 
designated Recreation and Open Space in the General Plan. Parking lots 
associated with, or that support, recreational facilities are typically 
included in the acreage calculations for a recreational facility.  

Response 7-2: The commenter notes that the proposed Transportation Element Update  
appears to project long term negative effects.  Island traffic is projected 
to increase with both the proposed Transportation Element  and the 
current General Plan, which is presented as the Base condition.  The 
proposed Transportation Element  does not assume additional growth to 
that in the Base condition, but compares the impact of the policies and 
transportation improvements in the proposed Transportation Element  with 
that of the Base condition.     

Response 7-3: The commenter notes that the proposed TEU should either allow 
considerations to improve traffic flow or include policies to restrict or limit 
development. Because the comment does not address the adequacy of 
the environmental analysis, no response is required.  The comment will be 
forwarded to the Transportation Commission, Planning Board, and City 
Council during their deliberations on the proposed Transportation 
Element. 

Response 7-4: The commenter is concerned about the cumulative impacts and 
redefinition of the level of service. The commenter is commenting on the 
merits of the Transportation Element and not on the adequacy of the EIR 
analysis.  Because the comment does not address the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis, no response is required.  The comment will be 
forwarded to the Transportation Commission, Planning Board, and City 
Council during their deliberations on the proposed Transportation 
Element. 

Response 7-5: The commenter asks why only certain LOS (level of service) rated 
changes are required to be considered significant. The City of Alameda 
establishes a consistent threshold of significance for environmental 
documentation.  The LOS change represents the threshold at which the 
impacts would be considered significant per CEQA.   Under the California 
Environmental Quality Act, the determination of significance for most 
issues, including traffic and transportation, is a local decision.   

Response 7-6: The commenter notes that the best way to solve traffic problems and 
avoid congestion is the limit development, which the Transportation 
Element Update does not address. Because the comment does not 
address the adequacy of the environmental analysis, no response is 
required.  The comment will be forwarded to the Transportation 
Commission, Planning Board, and City Council during their deliberations 
on the proposed Transportation Element. 
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Letter 8 Public Hearing - Joint Transportation Commission and Planning Board Hearing,  
  August 25, 2008   

Response 8-1: Commenter Bill Smith supports additional bicycle capacity along the 
Fruitvale Bridge and was encouraged by the direction of the Draft TEU.  
Because the comment does not address the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis, no response is required.  The comment will be 
forwarded to the Transportation Commission, Planning Board, and City 
Council during their deliberations on the proposed Transportation 
Element.  

Response 8-2: Commenter Susan Decker, Alameda Transit Advocates, believes the 
analysis of impacts considering alternative modes was very important.  
Because the comment does not address the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis, no response is required.  The comment will be 
forwarded to the Transportation Commission, Planning Board, and City 
Council during their deliberations on the proposed Transportation 
Element. 

Response 8-3: Commenter Richard Bangert noted unintended consequences on traffic 
flow near Calhoun and Broadway and the need for correction through 
strong language in the new TE.  Because the comment does not address 
the adequacy of the environmental analysis, no response is required.  The 
comment will be forwarded to the Transportation Commission, Planning 
Board, and City Council during their deliberations on the proposed 
Transportation Element. 

Response 8-4: Commenter Eric Scheuerman urged the City to consider a policy of 
refinement, citing the recent reworking of Webster and Park Streets, rather 
than the “redevelopment of the City’s street system” in the new TE.  
Because the comment does not address the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis, no response is required.  The comment will be 
forwarded to the Transportation Commission, Planning Board, and City 
Council during their deliberations on the proposed Transportation 
Element. 

Response 8-5: Commenter Bert Libby noted that he was pleased to see the EIR 
statements and the livability goals in the TMP, but felt that TMP was missing 
two sections and did not address non-Alameda traffic originating from off-
island .  Because the comment does not address the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis, no response is required.  The comment will be 
forwarded to the Transportation Commission, Planning Board, and City 
Council during their deliberations on the proposed Transportation 
Element. 

Response 8-6: Commenter Ani Dimusheva expressed concern about the street 
classification system, specifically residential streets, and suggested a trial 
period.  She also suggested implementing “bicycle preferred lanes” on 
streets like Park Street.  Because the comment does not address the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis, no response is required.  The 
comment will be forwarded to the Transportation Commission, Planning 
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Board, and City Council during their deliberations on the proposed 
Transportation Element.  

Response 8-7: Commenter Corinne Lamden expressed concern about pedestrians trying 
to cross two-lane roads safely.  Safety is addressed in Section 4.2.3 and 
4.2.4 of the DEIR. 

Response 8-8: Board member Lynch believed there were a number of overlaps as one 
document was technical, which the other was more qualitative. 
Comment noted.   

Response 8-9: President Kohlstrand noted that the Transportation Commissioner’s intent 
was to try to draft the documents to be more in sync with the movement 
of vehicles as well a recognizing the need for buses and 
pedestrian/bicycle friendly streets. Comment noted.    

Response 8-10: Board member Lynch inquired whether the issue of parking at 
intersections reducing visibility of children crossing, specifically at Lydecker 
Park, should be included in the Plan.  The commenter is referred to 
Response A-2. 

Response 8-11: Board member Ezzy Ashcraft expressed concerns about significant 
decreasing levels of service at some intersections and suggested 
changes to the proposed TEU.  The commenter is referred to Chapter 
Project Alternatives in the DEIR. 

Response 8-12: Commissioner Krueger expressed concern with significant and 
unavoidable impacts where no feasible mitigation was available and 
requested that transportation demand management (TDM) measures be 
considered as mitigation.      

The DEIR found significant and unavoidable impacts at nine (9) 
intersections under the 2030 Project condition.  By concluding that the 
intersections would operate at an unacceptable Level of Service of E or F, 
the DEIR is also concluding that the levels of service anticipated at these 
intersections could not be returned to an acceptable level of service 
solely by the imposition of Transportation Demand Management 
measures on all new development in Alameda.   

As described below for each of the nine (9) intersections, imposition of 
TDM measures on new development not be sufficient to return the 
projected levels of service at these intersections in 2030 to a level of 
service or D or better.  This finding is based upon the following 
considerations: 

1. Most of the intersections are already operating at or near 
capacity, so even relatively small amounts of additional 
automobile volumes cause the intersection to operate at LOS 
E or F. 

2. Most of the impacted intersections are located at “gateway” 
locations throughout the City through which may trips must 
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pass to access the bridges and tubes to adjacent cities or 
major destinations in Alameda. 

3. With aggressive TDM measures, it may be expected that 
approximately 25% of the anticipated trips from a project on 
average might be eliminated.  Reducing the additional traffic 
volume that is to be projected generated by all future local 
development by 25% is not enough to maintain the 
acceptable level of service at these intersections. 

4. For TDM measures to effectively maintain an LOS of D or better 
at these “gateway” intersections, the TDM measures and other 
transit improvements resulting from the Transportation Element 
would need to attract people to ride transit who are currently 
driving.  In other words, a large number of people who are 
currently driving and are not part of a future development 
would need to voluntarily stop driving and start using transit.  
The DEIR did not assume that such a shift would occur in great 
enough numbers to offset the new traffic from new 
development.  One reason that the DEIR did not make this 
assumption is that congestion is often one of the factors that 
causes people to shift to transit.  So if the “gateway” 
intersections are operating at LOS D or better, then there is less 
incentive for people to voluntarily make the shift to transit. 

As described under the Methodology and Assumptions in the DEIR, a 
Citywide Travel Demand Model was developed for the 2030 forecasts.  
This citywide model projects AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes for a 
future 2030 condition based on the projected growth and development 
forecasts.  The forecasts may overstate the peak hour volumes used for 
the analysis since the peak hour forecasts are unconstrained (exceed the 
roadway capacity), and do not account for peak spreading (shifts in 
traffic to earlier or later times to avoid the peak hour).  The EIR analysis 
covers a one-hour peak based on existing traffic counts.  In the future with 
peak spreading, the duration of congestion may extend beyond the one-
hour analysis period.      

The following information provides additional specifics regarding each 
impacted intersection.  This information does not change the conclusions 
or the intensity of the impact described in the Draft EIR.   

Eighth Street/Central Avenue 

The intersection of Eighth Street/Central Avenue would operate at LOS E 
during the AM peak hour and LOS F during the PM peak hour under 2030 
Project conditions.  During the AM peak hour, the delays to traffic on the 
westbound, northbound, and southbound approaches result in LOS E and 
F conditions with average vehicle queues exceeding the capacity of the 
intersection.  These queues are the result of an anticipated change to the 
turning movements at the intersection for the purpose of redirecting thru 
traffic away from 8th Street which is designated as a transitional collector 
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in the draft Transportation Element.  Therefore the increased delays are 
the trade-off for a higher quality of life for the residents on 8th Street as the 
result of the street re-classification. The increase of 774 vehicles during the 
AM peak hour and 904 vehicles during the PM peak hour represents 
increases of 32% and 44% over existing volumes at this intersection.   This 
intersection has been identified in previous EIRs for previous projects as an 
intersection that would be significantly impacted  

Park Street/Clement Avenue 

The intersection of Park Street/Clement Avenue would operate at LOS F 
during the AM and PM peak hours under 2030 Project conditions.  The 
single-lane eastbound approach on Clement and the northbound 
approach on Park Street are the critical movements that experience 
excessive delays during the AM and PM peak hours.  The increase of 1,226 
vehicles during the AM peak hour and 1,176 vehicles during the PM peak 
hour represents increases of 52% and 44% over existing volumes at this 
intersection.   Most of these increases are experienced by the eastbound 
approach and the southbound left-turn as a result of the Clement Street 
extension.  The additional traffic volume and associated congestion at 
this intersection is a trade-off for a higher quality of life for residents on 
parallel routes such as Buena Vista which benefit from the extension of 
Clement Street.  This intersection has been identified in previous EIRs for 
previous projects as an intersection that would be significantly impacted 
and  mitigations to widen the intersection are infeasible due to the 
location of existing buildings. 

Broadway/Tilden Way/Eagle Drive 

The intersection of Broadway/Tilden Way/Eagle Drive would operate at 
LOS F during the AM peak hour under 2030 Project conditions.  During the 
PM peak hour, the intersection would operate at LOS D.  During the AM 
peak hour, the delays to traffic on Tilden Way eastbound and westbound 
as well as northbound on Broadway result in LOS F conditions.  The 
increase of 1,331 vehicles during the AM peak hour represents an 
increase of 76% over existing AM peak hour volumes at this intersection.  
The increases are most dramatic on Tilden Way.   

However, it should be noted that the level of service at this intersection is 
actually improved by the proposed Transportation Element relative to the 
existing Transportation Element.   

Broadway/Otis Drive 

The intersection of Broadway/Otis Drive would operate at LOS E during 
the AM peak hour and LOS F during the PM peak hours under 2030 Project 
conditions.  The permitted southbound left-turn from Broadway is the 
critical movement that experiences excessive delays during the AM and 
PM peak hours.  The increase of 848 vehicles during the AM peak hour 
and 865 vehicles during the PM peak hour represents increases of 35% 
and 33% over existing volumes at this intersection.    
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Tilden/Blanding/Fernside Blvd. 

The intersection of Tilden/Blanding/Fernside Boulevard would operate at 
LOS F during the AM and PM peak hours under 2030 Project conditions.  
The westbound through traffic on Fernside Boulevard, northbound 
through traffic on Tilden Way, and southbound left-turn on Tilden Way are 
the critical movements that experience excessive delays during the AM 
and PM peak hours.  The increase of 2,127 vehicles during the AM peak 
hour and 1,868 vehicles during the PM peak hour represents increases of 
83% and 90% over existing volumes at this intersection.   Most of these 
increases are on Tilden Way accessing the Fruitvale Bridge.  However, it 
should be noted that the level of service at this intersection is actually 
improved by the Transportation Element’s proposed Clement Avenue 
extension to Tilden.   

High Street/Fernside Blvd. 

The intersection of High Street/Fernside Boulevard would operate at LOS F 
during the AM and PM peak hours under 2030 Project conditions.  The 
eastbound left-turns from Fernside to High Street and the northbound 
traffic on High Street are the critical movements that experience 
excessive delays during the AM and PM peak hours.  The increase of 1,351 
vehicles during the AM peak hour and 1,035 vehicles during the PM peak 
hour represents increases of 55% and 41% over existing volumes at this 
intersection.  However, it should be noted that the level of service at this 
intersection is actually improved by the proposed Transportation Element. 

High Street/Otis Drive 

The intersection of High Street/Otis Drive would operate at LOS F during 
the AM peak hour under 2030 Project conditions.  This intersection would 
operate at LOS D during the PM peak hour.  The westbound approach on 
Otis Drive and the single-lane southbound approach on High Street are 
the critical movements that experience excessive delays during the AM 
peak hour.  The increase of 1,197 vehicles during the AM peak hour and 
1,194 vehicles during the PM peak hour represents increases of 45% and 
44% over existing volumes at this intersection.  However, it should be 
noted that the level of service at this intersection is actually improved by 
the proposed Transportation Element. 

Island Drive/Doolittle Drive 

The intersection of Island Drive/Doolittle Drive would operate at LOS E 
during the AM peak hour under 2030 Project conditions.  This intersection 
would operate at LOS C during the PM peak hour.  The westbound left-
turns from Doolittle to Island Drive and the northbound left-turns on Island 
Drive are the critical movements that experience excessive delays during 
the AM peak hour.  The increase of 1,424 vehicles during the AM peak 
hour and 1,334 vehicles during the PM peak hour represents increases of 
36% and 32% over existing volumes at this intersection.  However, it should 
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be noted that the level of service at this intersection is actually improved 
by the proposed Transportation Element. 

Park Street/Blanding Ave 

The intersection of Park Street/Blanding Avenue would operate at LOS F 
during the AM and PM peak hours under 2030 Project conditions.  Under 
existing conditions, this intersection operates at LOS F during the AM peak 
hour.  The single-lane approach eastbound on Blanding and the 
northbound traffic on Park Street are the critical movements that 
experience excessive delays during the AM and PM peak hours.  The 
increase of 995 vehicles during the AM peak hour and 926 vehicles during 
the PM peak hour represents increases of 34% and 31% over existing 
volumes at this intersection.  However, it should be noted that the level of 
service at this intersection is actually improved by the proposed 
Transportation Element. 

Response 8-13: Commissioner Krueger requested an analysis of impacts with adjusted 
signal timing and requested further explanation of the reduced delay with 
the project alternative and the effects of implementing the TMP to the 
baseline.  The LOS shown in the impact analysis assumes signal 
optimization for both the baseline and project condition.  The mitigation 
measures include re-optimizing the signal timings with the proposed 
change in lane configuration.  The Commenter is correct that the Draft 
EIR found that of the nine intersections that would operate at an 
unacceptable level of service, six  of the nine would actually operate 
better with the proposed transportation element than under the existing 
transportation element.  Using a strict interpretation of the City of 
Alameda’s thresholds of significance, the Draft EIR could have 
determined that these seven intersections were technically not 
significantly impacted by the draft Transportation Element Update, 
because the unacceptable level of service at these intersections would 
be better than under the current Transportation Element.  The projected 
improvements  in level of service are attributed to certain roadway 
improvements that were incorporated into the model run for the Project 
that were not incorporated in the Base Case model run, such as the 
extension of Clement at Tilden for example. 

However, the Draft EIR also disclosed to the public on pages 4.2-20 and 
4.2-21that the proposed new policies to prohibit certain road widening to 
mitigate traffic impacts could result in significant impacts at any number 
of intersections in the future.  Given the limitations of the traffic modeling 
and the inability to predict the exact location, intensity, and 
characteristics of all future development projects, it would be speculative 
to try to identify each and every intersection where this situation may 
occur. Therefore, the Draft EIR disclosed that if the policies restricting road 
widening was adopted, the public should be aware that the policy would 
limit the City’s ability to mitigate future impacts associated with future 
projects (See page 4.2.21). The disclosure was further discussed in the 
Alternatives Chapter 6.  Consistent with this approach and the desire to 
fully disclose all potential transportation impacts that might be associated 
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with the draft Transportation Element Update or future actions to 
implement the Element, such as the future adoption of new thresholds of 
significance, the DEIR identified the six intersections that could not be 
mitigated by increasing roadway widths as locations that would be 
significantly impacted , even though the level of service would be slightly 
better than under the existing transportation element.  The determination 
was based upon the conclusions that under the existing Transportation 
Element the unacceptable level of service might be mitigated through 
road widening, while under the new Transportation Element, the ability to 
bring the intersection to City’s current threshold of acceptability (LOS D) 
would not be possible because road widening is not possible and TDM 
mitigations would not be adequate to ensure that the intersections 
operated at LOS D or better.    Please also see Response 8-12. 

Response 8-14: President Kohlstrand noted it was not clear what was analyzed, and if 
delays were less, why was it a significant impact.   The commenter is 
referred to Response 8-13.  

Response 8-15:   Board member Cunningham noted the need to better understand the 
growth assumptions.  This Citywide Travel Demand Model projects AM 
and PM peak hour traffic volumes for a future 2030 condition based on 
the projected growth and development forecasts for the City and the 
region.  The land use assumptions are consistent between the Base and 
Project conditions.  No additional growth or change in land use 
assumptions was assumed when assessing the impacts of the proposed 
TE.   

The job and housing projections used in the traffic analysis are based 
upon projections established by the Association of Bay Area 
Governments, the Alameda Congestion Management Agency, and City 
of Alameda General Plan development projections.  It is important to 
note that the traffic model considers not only the traffic generated by 
development within Alameda, but also the traffic generated by 
development in the surrounding cities that will affect traffic conditions in 
Alameda.  The development projections established by ABAG and CMA 
consider Census information, local general plans, current and future 
market projections, and regional, state and federal growth assumptions. 
For Alameda, the growth in jobs over the next 25 years is located primarily 
within the Harbor Bay Business Park, Alameda Point and Alameda 
Landing, and the Northern Waterfront area from the Park Street Bridge to 
the Webster Tubes.  The majority of the future housing is located primarily 
at Alameda Point, Alameda Landing and surrounding areas in the West 
End, although a smaller portion of the total housing growth is also 
anticipated within the Northern Waterfront and on scattered smaller sites 
around the city, which may be redeveloped over the next 25 years.   

Response 8-16: Board member Cunningham inquired whether alternate LOS measures 
and thresholds would be considered based on the classification of the 
route.   Commissioner Krueger inquired about LOS at different legs of an 
intersection.  As noted by President Kohlstrand, the current City standard 
applies level of service based on average seconds of delay for the whole 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Alameda Transportation Element Update City of Alameda 
Final Environmental Impact Report November 2008 

3.0-58 

intersection.  Detailed LOS calculation worksheets provided in the 
technical appendices of the DEIR indicate the LOS of each leg of an 
intersection.   The conclusions regarding the significance of the impacts in 
the Draft EIR was based upon the City’s current thresholds of significance 
that have been developed to reflect the policies in the 1991 General Plan 
Transportation Element.  Once the community adopts a new 
Transportation Element, it will be important for the community to adjust its 
thresholds of significance to reflect policies in the new Transportation 
Element.     

Response 8-17: Board member Moehring noted that safety while crossing intersections 
was a major issue and recommended use of both hand and directional 
signals.  She would also like to see more traffic on Webster Street to 
support local businesses.   Comment noted.   

Response 8-18: Commissioner Knox-White commented on the light rail corridor discussed 
in the DEIR.   The light rail discussed on page 4.2-2 of the DEIR, refers to the 
proposed light rail route identified in the 1992 Transportation Element.   

 Commissioner Knox-White requested that pedestrian and bicycle levels of 
service be addressed.   The commenter is referred to Response 8-16. 
Commissioner Knox-White noted that two or three intersections found to 
be significant and unavoidable in the EIR had already been declared as 
such and expressed frustration that effects of proposed mitigation 
measures were not examined.  The proposed mitigation measures in the 
EIR were identified to reduce the traffic impacts to meet the City’s LOS D 
standard.  The commenter is referred to Response 8-12 regarding TDM 
and Response 8-13 Regarding Levels of Significance.  Regarding 
intersections that have been found to be significantly impacted by prior 
projects, the commenter is correct that the City has found certain 
intersections to be significantly impacted by prior projects, such as 
Alameda Landing.  Under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), the EIR must disclose significant impacts associated with a 
project, even if a previous EIR for a different project has already identified 
the impact for the previous project.   

Response 8-19:   Commissioner Kruger requested that in the future that the Technical 
Appendixes be published separately. Comment noted. 

Response 8-20:   Board member Kohlstrand commented on the direction of the 
Transportation Element and the need for new thresholds. See Response 8-
16. 

Response 8-21:   Board member Ezzy-Ashcraft commented on green landscaping 
ordinances.  Because the comment does not address the adequacy of 
the environmental analysis, no response is required.  The comment will be 
forwarded to the Transportation Commission, Planning Board, and City 
Council during their deliberations on the proposed Transportation 
Element.  

Response 8-22:   Board member Kolstrand commented Board member Ezzy Ashcraft’s 
comments.  Because the comment does not address the adequacy of 
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the environmental analysis, no response is required.  The comment will be 
forwarded to the Transportation Commission, Planning Board, and City 
Council during their deliberations on the proposed Transportation 
Element.  

Response 8-23:   Commissioner Kruger commented on the Alternatives Section and the 
“environmentally superior” alternative.  CEQA requires that all EIR’s 
include an “environmentally superior” alternative.  The definition of an 
“environmentally superior” alternative is an alternative to the proposed 
project that would have less environmental impacts.  The DEIR argued 
that in this case the “environmentally superior” alternative is an 
alternative that would allow road widening to reduce automobile 
congestion.  Under the City of Alameda’s current thresholds of 
significance, automobile congestion is a significant impact and if a road 
can be widened to minimize automobile congestion, then under the 
City’s current thresholds, a widened road with less automobile 
congestions is  “environmentally superior” to a narrow road with slightly 
more automobile congestion.   The commenter is correct however, that 
the existing City thresholds of significance may not reflect either current 
community preferences and priorities or the policies in the proposed 
Transportation Element, which emphasize the importance of the other 
modes of transportation.   If the City amends its thresholds of significance 
in the future to reflect the proposed Transportation Element’s emphasis on 
all modes of transportation, then in the future, under the revised 
thresholds, a widened road may not be environmentally superior to a 
narrow road because the narrower road may be better for pedestrians or 
other modes than the automobile.   

Comment 8-24 The Board members and Commissioners began a discussion on the merits 
of a draft set of new thresholds prepared and distributed by 
Commissioner Knox-White. Because the comment does not address the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis, no response is required.  The 
comment will be forwarded to the Transportation Commission, Planning 
Board, and City Council during their deliberations on the proposed 
Transportation Element. 
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Listed below are the complete changes, additions, and deletions that have been made to the 
text of the Draft EIR as a result of public and staff review. Changes to the text in the Draft EIR are 
shown as additions and deletions.  

3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

In Section 3.0, Project Description on page 3.0-9 the following text is amended as follows:  

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), which is responsible for 
interregional transportation services, including highways. Highways 261 260 and 61, 
which bisects Alameda, is subject to Caltrans approval for projects. Land use changes 
along the Highway 61 corridor are subject to review by Caltrans.  

6.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

In Section 6.0, Project Alternatives on page 6.0-4 the following text is amended as follows:  

ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORTATION 

As described under Impact 4.4.2 4.2.2, the proposed Transportation Element Update 
would result in a less than significant impact due to an increased demand for transit 
service, bicycling and walking throughout the city. The No Project Alternative would not 
include any land use changes that would result in an increased demand for alternative 
transportation including transit service or have an impact on transit service. The No 
Project Alternative would therefore also result in a less than significant impact on 
alternative transportation.  However, without the proposed new transportation policies, 
there would be less emphasis in City policy on improving transit, bicycle or pedestrian 
services and facilities. Therefore it may be concluded that the proposed Element would 
have a greater beneficial impact on alternative transportation than the no project 
alternative.   

TRAFFIC SAFETY 

As described under Impact 4.4.3 4.2.3, the proposed Transportation Element Update 
would result in a significant impact with the implementation of mitigation measures MM 
4.4.2a and 4.4.2b due to an increased use of alternative transportation modes that 
would be the result of changes to the City’s circulation system.  The No Project 
Alternative would not include any land use changes that would result in an increased 
use of transit, bicycle or pedestrian facilities; however, no changes would be proposed 
to make improvements to pedestrian and bicycle systems that would reduce potential 
conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles. The No Project Alternative would 
not significantly increase the amount of vehicle traffic and would therefore not 
significantly increase the safety conflicts within the City. Therefore, the No Project 
Alternative would also result in a less than significant impact similar to the proposed 
General Plan Update.  

EMERGENCY ACCESS  

As described under Impact 4.4.4 4.2.4, the proposed Transportation Element Update 
would result in a significant impact associated with emergency response access and 
evacuation plans, but might also result in increased traffic delays with the 
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implementation of mitigation measures MM 4.2.4a and 4.2.4b. The No Project Alternative 
would not significantly make any land use or transportation improvements that would 
affect emergency response times over what they are now. Any future development 
projects and transportation improvements would still be reviewed by local emergency 
services for consistency with standards and provision of adequate emergency access. 
Therefore, the No Project Alternative would also result in a less than significant impact 
similar to the proposed Transportation Element Update.  

In Section 6.0, Project Alternatives on page 6.0-5 the following text is amended as follows:  

CUMULATIVE TRANSPORTATION IMPACTS  

As described under Impact 4.4.6 4.2.5, the proposed Transportation Element Update 
would contribute to cumulatively considerable traffic impacts to on the local and 
regional transportation facilities. As identified in Table 6.0-1, the No Project Alternative 
would also generate increased traffic volumes and would result in cumulatively 
considerable traffic impacts to seven local intersections.   

In Section 6.0, Project Alternatives on page 6.0-10 the following text is amended as follows:  

EMERGENCY ACCESS  

As described under Impact 4.2.4, the proposed Transportation Element Update would 
result in a less than significant impact associated with emergency response access and 
evacuation plans with the implementation of mitigation measures MM 4.2.4a and 4.2.4b. 
Alternative 2 would also result in a less than significant impact similar to the proposed 
Transportation Element Update with the implementation of these mitigation measures 
given that it would include the same Transportation Element policy provisions regarding 
emergency access, but would also result in less traffic delays on the four intersections 
noted above as improvements could be made under Alternative 2 that would not be 
allowed under the proposed project.  



 
5.0 FINAL MITIGATION MONITORING 

AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
 



 



5.0 FINAL MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

City of Alameda  Transportation Element Update 
November 2008 Final Environmental Impact Report 

5.0-1 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 

This document is the Final Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the 
Transportation Element Update Environmental Impact Report.  This MMRP has been prepared 
pursuant to Section 21081.6 of the California Public Resources Code, which requires public 
agencies to “adopt a reporting and monitoring program for the changes made to the project or 
conditions of project approval, adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the 
environment.”  An MMRP is required for the proposed project because the EIR has identified 
significant adverse impacts, and measures have been identified to mitigate those impacts. 

The numbering of the individual mitigation measures follows the numbering sequence as found 
in the EIR.   

5.2 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

The MMRP, as outlined in the following table, describes mitigation timing, monitoring 
responsibilities, and compliance verification responsibility for all mitigation measures identified in 
this Final EIR. 

The City of Alameda (City) will be the primary agency responsible for implementing the 
mitigation measures that are required to be implemented during the operation of the project. 

The MMRP is presented in tabular form on the following pages.  The components of the FMMRP 
are described briefly below: 

• Mitigation Measures:  The mitigation measures are taken from the Draft EIR, in the same 
order that they appear in the Draft EIR.  No revisions were necessary to the mitigation 
measures included in the Draft EIR. 

• Mitigation Timing:  Identifies at which stage of the project mitigation must be completed. 

• Monitoring Responsibility:  Identifies the party that is responsible for mitigation monitoring. 

• Compliance Verification Responsibility:  Identifies the party that is responsible for verifying 
compliance with the mitigation.  In some cases, verification will include contact with 
responsible state and federal agencies. 
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TABLE 5.0-1 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Proposed 
Mitigation Summary of Measure Monitoring Responsibility Mitigation Timing 

Verification 
(Date and 
Initials) 

4.3 Air Quality 

MM 4.3.1a The City shall require the following dust emission control 
measures be applied to transportation projects as appropriate 
and feasible. These measures are consistent with those 
recommended for use by BAAQMD. 

1) For all construction and similar earth-disturbing activities: 

• Apply water on all active construction areas at least 
twice daily and more often when conditions warrant. 

• Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose 
materials or require all trucks to maintain at least two 
feet of freeboard. 

• Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-
toxic) soil stabilizers on all unpaved access roads, 
parking areas, and staging areas at construction sites 
daily as needed to control dust. 

• Sweep all paved access roads, parking areas, and 
staging areas at construction sites and sweep streets 
daily if visible soil materials are carried onto adjacent 
public streets. 

2) For sites greater than 4 acres in size: 

• Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to 
inactive construction areas (previously graded areas 
inactive for ten days or more). 

• Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply (non-toxic) 
soil binders to exposed stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.). 

• Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per 
hour. 

• Install appropriate erosion control measures to prevent 
silt runoff to public roadways. 

• Replant soil stabilizing vegetation in disturbed areas as 
quickly as possible. 

City of Alameda Prior to any site disturbance.  
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Proposed 
Mitigation Summary of Measure Monitoring Responsibility Mitigation Timing 

Verification 
(Date and 
Initials) 

3) For sites that are located adjacent to sensitive receptors or 
warrant additional controls: 

• Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks or wash off 
all trucks and equipment leaving the site. 

• Suspend grading activities when winds exceed 25 miles 
per hour and visible dust clouds cannot be prevented 
from extending beyond active construction areas. 

• Limit the area subject to excavation, grading, and other 
construction activities at any one time. 

Require transportation projects to implement construction emission 
control measures recommended by BAAQMD as appropriate, 
taking into account length of time of construction and distance 
from sensitive receptors. This may include the utilization of low-
emission construction equipment, restrictions on the length of time 
of use of certain heavy-duty construction equipment, and 
utilization of methods to reduce emissions from construction 
equipment (alternative fuels, particulate matter traps, and diesel 
particulate filters) as feasible. Limit the idling of diesel equipment, 
particularly when parked near sensitive receptors or in other 
conditions as appropriate, for the construction and operation 
aspects of transportation projects consistent with applicable 
regional, state and federal standards. 

4.4 Noise 

MM 4.4.1 The following requirements shall be imposed on all 
transportation construction projects) to reduce construction noise 
impacts to residential uses and other sensitive receptors.   

• Provision of noise-reduction intake and exhaust mufflers 
and engine shrouds on construction equipment, in 
accordance with manufacturers’ recommendations.  

• Construction of temporary barriers sufficient to the extent 
feasible to interrupt line of sight between onsite 
construction areas and the nearest noise-sensitive use(s).   

City of Alameda As a condition of project 
approval; Prior to and 
during any improvement 
projects/construction 
activities. 
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