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Introduction 
 
A Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed project was prepared 
and distributed in April, 2006. The proposed project involves consideration of amendments to 
the City of Hayward General Plan text and Land Use Map within the project planning area, 
consideration of text amendments to the Hayward Zoning Ordinance, including creation of new 
zoning districts, and rezoning of certain properties within the project area. The project also 
includes consideration of the South Hayward BART/Mission Boulevard Concept Design Plan to 
provide a vision for the redevelopment of approximately 240 acres of land  generally located east 
of the BART tracks (excluding the residential neighborhoods along and west of 12th Street and 
also north of Sorenson Road), north of Industrial Parkway (including the triangular-shaped area 
at the southeast corner of Industrial Parkway and Mission Boulevard), south of Harder Road and 
west of Mission Boulevard, including certain properties along the east side of Mission Boulevard 
between Garin Avenue and Calhoun Street.  A full description of the proposed project is 
contained in the DEIR document. 
 
Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and implementing CEQA Guidelines, 
after completion of the Draft EIR, lead agencies are required to consult with and obtain 
comments from public agencies and organizations having jurisdiction by law over elements of 
the project and to provide the general public with an opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR. 
Lead agencies are also required to respond to substantive comments on environmental issues 
raised during the EIR review period.  
 
As the lead agency for this project, the City of Hayward held a 45-day public review period 
between April 17 and June 1, 2006. In addition, the Hayward Planning Commission held a 
noticed public hearing on the DEIR on May 11, 2006. 
 
This document contains two sections.  The first section contains all public comments received 
during the 45-day public review period regarding the DEIR and responses to those comments. 
Included within the section is an annotated copy of each comment letter, identifying specific 
comments, followed by a response to those comments. The second section contains clarifications 
and minor corrections to information presented in the DEIR, including revisions to language in 
impact statements and mitigation measures and revised figures.  
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List of Comment letters 
 
Comment letters were received by the City of Hayward during the 45-day public comment 
period on the DEIR from the following agencies, organizations and other interested parties. 
 
 
 
 

 

Commenter 
 

Date 
Page 

Number 

Public Meetings 
1.1 Hayward City Council Work Session  5/09/06 9  
1.2 Hayward Planning Commission Public Hearing 5/11/06 15  
State Agencies  
2,1 California Regional Water Quality Control Board 5/18/06 27  
2.2  California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 5/31/06  35 
2.3  California Public Utilities Commission  4/26/06  41 
Regional Agencies  
3.1 AC Transit 6/01/06 43 
County Agencies  
4.1  Alameda County Congestion Management Agency  5/31/06 47  
Project Area Owners/Representatives  

    None     
 Other Parties  
6.1  Charlie Cameron 5/23/06 55  
6.2  Brian Stanke 5/31/06 61 
6.3  Hayward Area Planning Association 6/1/06 73 
6.4 Rob Simpson* 6/02/06 81 
*Although this comment letter was submitted after the close of the 45-day comments 
period, a response has been provided. 
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Master Response No. 1—Purpose and Intent of this Program EIR 
 
As explained in Section 2.3 of the DEIR (page 2), this EIR is considered a Program EIR, not 
a Project EIR.  As such, it describes and assesses potential significant impacts at a general 
level, as opposed to a project-specific level.  The purpose of including the four land use 
alternatives as described in pages 9 to 12 and 111 of the DEIR is to provide a range of 
development scenarios for environmental analysis purposes only, not to select or advocate a 
particular alternative.  The ultimate land use designations will likely involve a “hybrid” of 
the various alternatives and will be determined by the City Council.   
 
Also, a number of comments include expression of opinion regarding the preference of one 
alternative or another, or expressing other opinions on the merits of the underling project and 
not on an environmental topic. For these comments, the City acknowledges these comments 
and opinions and decision makers will consider them in reviewing the whole of the project 
record.  However, this Final EIR does not respond to such opinions regarding the project. 
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Comment (Notes) 1.1:  Hayward City Council Work Session, May 9, 2006 
 

• Comment 1.1.1: The DEIR should mention the beneficial impacts of placing higher 
density housing near the BART station, related to significant and unavoidable air 
quality and traffic impacts.  

 
 Response: The project objectives section of the DEIR (pages 12-13) does note that an 

objective of undertaking this project is to “provide intensified land uses to encourage 
the development of a transit-friendly, smart-growth area near and existing BART 
station, consistent with regional planning objectives.”  Additionally, the DEIR 
includes significant and unavoidable impacts based on objective standards of 
environmental significance.   

 
• Comment 1.1.2: The DEIR should address the impacts that would occur is Bowman 

School is not expanded.  
 
 Response: Chapter 4.9 of the DEIR discusses potential impacts to schools. Table 

4.9.1 notes that all of the schools within or adjacent to the project area operate below 
capacity. If Bowman School is not expanded or closed, which would be a decision of 
the Hayward Unified School District (HUSD), it is likely that students generated by 
additional residential development in the project area would be distributed to other 
schools near the project area.  Also, the HUSD recently adopted policies that 
encourage larger elementary schools in the District. 

 
• Comment 1.1.3: Transit-oriented development will help reduce air quality impacts 

related to vehicles and traffic which should be emphasized.  
 
 Response: The land use strategy to place higher density housing near the BART 

station would greatly assist in providing alternatives to auto trips; however, the large 
number of dwellings would still result in an anticipated increase in the number of 
trips and associated air quality impacts. Also see the response to Comment 1.1.1, 
above. 

 
• Comment 1.1.4: The impacts on future City budgets related to fire and police service 

demands should be addressed. What about funding for staffing, especially in the 
Redevelopment Project Area where General Fund dollars would not be available?  

 
 Response: CEQA and CEQA Guidelines generally indicate that EIRs should not deal 

with economic or budgetary issues, so this specific topic was not analyzed in the 
DEIR. However, this issue would be addressed in separate analyses as specific 
projects are proposed, as indicated on page 96 of the DEIR. 

 
• Comment 1.1.5: The zone changes should incorporate requiring mixed use, such as at 

the BART Station, to ensure sufficient retail opportunities are provided to support the 
increase in housing.  
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 Response:  This issue will be incorporated into the proposed General Plan 
Amendments and Zoning Ordinance amendments without affecting the analysis of 
proposed development contained in the DEIR. 

 
• Comment 1.1.6: Photosimulations of potential development around the BART Station 

from Barbara Court with “stepped back” look does not look desirable. 
 
 Response:  The commenter’s opinion on the visual simulation is noted. The photo-

simulation only represents conceptually what development around the BART station 
may look like.  Development standards will be reviewed by the City’s decision-
makers at the time of final adoption of this Project, with the design of individual 
projects to be reviewed in the future as specific projects are proposed. 

 
• Comment 1.1.7: The commenter does not understand how the projected student 

generation of 182 – 358 students for this much development is possible.  
 

Response: Student generation factors used to derive the anticipated numbers of 
students were taken from the document Student Facilities Needs Analysis for the 
Hayward Unified School District, published in 2005.  Such factors are based on 
recent developments in Hayward and reflect the recent trend of reduced numbers of 
school-aged children in such developments.  Also, based on a review of previous 
transit-oriented developments around the Bay Area, the sizes of dwellings in these 
types of developments are smaller than single-family dwellings and contain fewer 
bedrooms. Residences are also typically marketed to younger individuals and families 
that may not include school-aged children. Families with school-aged children 
generally choose to rent or buy single-family dwellings with yard areas or larger 
apartment units. 
 

• Comment 1.1.8: The commenter notes that seven stories at BART Station would be 
too many from a visual standpoint.  

 
Response: The commenter’s opinion is noted. Also see Master Response 1 and 
response to comment 1.1.6, above. 
 

• Comment 1.1.9: The commenter asks that impacts of prohibiting U-turns at the 
Mission-Industrial intersection should be re-evaluated.  

 
Response: This mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure 4.7-2 in the DEIR) would 
only apply to the most intense development alternative (Urban Scenario) and no other 
alternatives, and would appropriately be considered during individual site-specific 
project analysis.  It is acknowledged that implementing this mitigation measure may 
also result in affecting drivers who want or need to make a U-turn at the Mission 
Boulevard-Industrial Parkway intersection. 

 
• Comment 1.1.10: The commenter notes that fire trucks may have trouble getting 

through traffic to serve the developments.  
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Response: Response: Individual, site-specific development projects within the project 
area will be reviewed by Fire Department staff to ensure that adequate access is 
provided for emergency equipment. Also, Mitigation Measure 4.8-1(b) on page 96 of 
the DEIR requires that future developments pay fair share contributions “to finance 
the acquisition of traffic pre-emption devices along Mission Boulevard, as 
determined by the Hayward Fire Chief, to ensure emergency equipment can access 
new construction in the project area.” 
 

• Comment 1.1.11: The commenter asks if Dixon Street should be made safer and more 
attractive for pedestrians. 

 
Response: Refer to Master Response 1. Also, Section 5.1.1 of the Draft Concept 
Design Plan encourages wider sidewalks and planter strips along Dixon Street. 
 

• Comment 1.1.12: The commenter asks how the City can make the BART pedestrian 
overcrossing safer. 

 
Response: Refer to Master Response 1.  Also, Section 5.1.2 of the Draft Concept 
Design Plan encourages examining the feasibility of upgrading such overcrossing. 
 

• Comment 1.1.13: The commenter notes that City should not reject seven stories 
around the BART station, since there are advantages of keeping higher densities (e.g., 
potential for increased bus service, walkable neighborhoods, sustained retail activity, 
etc.). 

 
Response: This comment is noted, but is not a comment on the DEIR so no further 
response is required. Also refer to Master Response 1. 
 

• Comment 1.1.14: The commenter asks to explain more clearly what would be the 
project’s contribution to regional traffic impacts. 

 
Response:  The DEIR addresses the project’s contribution to traffic congestion on 
City streets by analyzing levels of service at critical intersections in the project area.  
Because this analysis makes use of a traffic model, it also includes the projected 
regional traffic impacts in our area.  While the project does implement smart growth 
principles and therefore, has less traffic impacts than the same amount traditional 
development would have, there will still be an increase in congestion both from the 
project and other regional traffic that travels through Hayward.  That is why the 
DEIR notes in Impact 4.7-4 that the proposed project’s contribution to future 
cumulative traffic impacts on Hayward roads would be significant and unavoidable. 
This impact is based on previous City-wide traffic modeling performed as part of the 
General Plan preparation approximately five years ago. The General Plan EIR 
concluded that cumulative traffic impacts at that time, which included development 
of all of the land uses anticipated in the General Plan, would be significant and 
unavoidable. This conclusion was based on local growth in Hayward as well as 
regional traffic passing through Hayward. Since the South Hayward BART/Mission 
Boulevard project includes residential development above that included in the current 
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General Plan and analyzed in the General Plan EIR, the South Hayward 
BART/Mission Boulevard EIR concludes that traffic associated with this project 
would also be significant and unavoidable.  
 

• Comment 1.1.15: The commenter notes that daylighting of Zeile Creek south of 
Kmart should be considered. 

 
Response: This comment is noted and would involve a policy decision on the part of 
the City of Hayward and is not part of the DEIR. It should be noted that to restore this 
approximately 1,000 foot long segment of Zeile Creek would entail right-of-way take.  
Also refer to Master Response 1. 
 

• Comment 1.1.16: The commenter asks if the City has an idea of what AC Transit 
headways are for each scenario. 

 
Response: All scenarios assumed the same future bus network, although as noted in 
the Draft EIR, transit mode choice percentages were assumed to increase near the 
South Hayward BART Station and some of these non-auto trips could also use AC 
Transit.  The existing bus service network is described in Table 4.7.1 on page 67 of 
the DEIR.  It is anticipated that transit service in the corridor may increase as the 
densities increase, in accordance with AC Transit’s Service Deployment Guidelines.  
However, the availability of funding and future ridership projections are other factors 
that could influence whether there is an increase in transit service. 
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Comment 1.2 (minutes):  May 11, 2006 Hayward Planning Commission Public Hearing 
 

• Comment 1.2.1: Commissioner Sacks asked if there would be a possibility of positive 
air quality impacts of the project with green building requirements.  

 
 Response: As noted by Senior Planner Rizk, use of green building techniques and 

minimizing use of automobiles would assist in improving local and regional air 
quality, especially when compared with impacts that would be generated by more 
traditional development patterns. However, the total number of residences proposed 
for the project area would continue to result in cumulative air quality impacts that 
would be significant and unavoidable. 

 
• Comment 1.2.2: Commissioner Zermeno asked which agency is responsible for 

bicycle storage or racks.  
 

 Response: Based on the response provided by Senior Planner Rizk at the meeting, 
BART would be the agency for providing bicycle storage facilities at the BART 
station. For private developers outside and adjacent to the BART station, the need for 
bicycle parking will be reviewed by the City as individual development projects are 
submitted for approval.  As noted by Senior Planner Rizk, the Draft Concept Design 
Plan includes a guideline (4.2(o)) that requires that bicycle racks be provided for new 
projects. Additionally, the City’s off-street parking regulations require that bicycle 
and/or motorcycle spaces and related facilities be provided for developments that 
require more than 50 automobile parking spaces. 

 
• Comment 1.2.3: Commissioner Lavelle asked about the timing for implementation of 

the proposed plan.  
 

 Response: Based on information provided by Senior Planner Rizk, the best estimate 
for project buildout is between ten to twenty years. 

 
• Comment 1.2.4: Commissioner Peixoto asked for clarification on circulation impacts 

and mitigation measures for the Tennyson Road/Dixon Street intersection as well as 
levels of service.  

 
 Response: The existing level of service at this intersection is “C” and is expected to 

be no worse than “D” for all scenarios with implementation of recommended 
mitigation improvements. 

 
• Comment 1.2.5: Chairperson Thnay asked about mitigation measures for views and 

vistas. 
 

 Response: As noted by Senior Planner Rizk at the meeting, the DEIR includes 
recommended mitigation measures to reduce the impact of future tall buildings on 
views of the Hayward Hills and other vistas that could be blocked. The mitigation 
measures require that all future buildings be subject to design review by the City to 
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ensure the design of these buildings contain techniques to minimize view impacts, 
such as stepping back upper stories, establishing view corridors and other techniques.  
See also response to Comment 1.1.6. 

 
• Comment 1.2.6: Chairperson Thnay also asked about trip generation and about the 

possibility of levying an impact fee to fund a local transit system, similar to that done 
in Union City. 

 
 Response: Since the future traffic analysis as noted in the DEIR was done using the 

City of Hayward Traffic Model, trip generation is determined by the model, based on 
input changes to dwelling units and jobs for each alternative. In addition, the traffic 
analysis included in the DEIR does include an increased assumption for transit use 
and corresponding reduction of auto use in calculating traffic forecasts for future 
development. In terms of funding of local transit system, this is not an EIR issue and 
would be more appropriately considered separately by the City. 

 
• Comment 1.2.7: Chairperson Thnay noted that developments on the west side of 

Mission Boulevard appeared to be very constrained in terms of providing for good 
circulation, parking or places to walk between developments. He asked that the EIR 
explore a plan that would address these issues. 

 
Response: As noted in the introduction of this item by Senior Planner Rizk at the 
Planning Commission meeting, the DEIR is considered a Program EIR in that it 
addresses the impacts of an overall land use program and not an individual 
development proposal. The Concept Design Plan that is the basis of the DEIR did 
take into account lot size and configurations in making recommendations regarding 
future development to ensure that adequate vehicular and pedestrian circulation can 
be provided. The City will have the opportunity to review future individual 
development projects, including any project-specific environmental analyses, as they 
are submitted to the City for review and approval. 

 
• Comment 1.2.8: Tim Crusen requested improvement for the Mission Boulevard area, 

especially for the Haymont Shopping Center. 
 

 Response: This comment is noted. Senior Planner Rizk stated at the meeting that the 
Haymont Village Shopping Center site is proposed to be redeveloped for residences. 

 
• Comment 1.2.9: Tim Crusen expressed concern for the pedestrian overcrossing due to 

proximity to the Hayward Fault. He recommended this structure be removed. 
 

 Response: This comment is noted. Since it does not raise an environmental issue, no 
response is required. 

 
• Comment 1.2.10: Mr. Crusen requested that a new soundwall be extended to 

Sorenson Boulevard near the proposed auto dealership at Harder Road and Mission 
Boulevard. 
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 Response: Sound mitigation measures for new development projects along Mission 
Boulevard, including potential for any future soundwalls, will be determined based 
on site-specific acoustic analyses prepared consistent with DEIR Mitigation Measure 
4.5-2.   

 
• Comment 1.2.11: Mr. Crusen stated that there will not be enough parking at the 

BART station and does not agree with the proposed seven story parking garage. 
 

 Response: Response: The issue of replacement parking for any development at the 
BART Station site will be addressed with a project-specific parking analysis, in 
accordance with DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-3. 

 
• Comment 1.2.12: Mr. Crusen stated he was in favor of having people close to transit 

and he would also like to see Mission Boulevard widened to three lanes. 
 

 Response: These opinions regarding the project are noted. 
 
• Comment 1.2.13: Brian Stanke expressed a concern that the EIR does not address 

demand management due to lack of analysis of vehicle miles traveled nor any 
analysis of parking.  

 
 Response: The traffic section of the DEIR includes a full analysis of traffic and 

circulation issues as required by CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. Generally, EIRs 
do not analyze vehicle miles traveled, but analyze impacts of traffic on local 
roadways and key intersections. In terms of parking, the DEIR is a Program EIR and 
does include a general analysis of parking. Since specific development projects have 
not yet been submitted, a detailed parking analysis cannot be performed.  As 
mitigation for potential future parking impacts, DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-3 does 
require individual parking analyses for individual developments as they may be 
submitted to the City for approval. 

 
• Comment 1.2.14: Mr. Stanke noted the DEIR does not address factors that influence 

air quality and traffic impacts. 
 

 Response: The intent of the comment is unclear. Typically, factors influencing traffic 
generation are change of land uses that attract trips by residents or visitors and for 
non-residential uses, by employees or customers. Vehicle trips in turn generate air 
emissions. Both of these environmental topics have been addressed in the DEIR. 

 
• Comment 1.2.15: Mr. Stanke noted the DEIR does not address funding information 

for pedestrian and bicycle improvements. 
 

 Response: CEQA and CEQA Guidelines do not require an analysis of funding or 
other economic impacts of proposed projects, although funding sources do exist at the 
County and State levels, which are routinely pursued by the City for pedestrian and 
bicycle improvements. 
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• Comment 1.2.16: Mr. Stanke noted the DEIR does not address analysis of lack of 
improvements on travel demand, lack of analysis that bicycle routes will reduce 
traffic impacts, lack of analysis and mitigation regarding parking and lack of 
hydrology analysis to restore part of Zeile Creek, that everything is left to future 
developments and the EIR should be revised to reflect a better analysis. 

 
 Response: The traffic analysis of the DEIR does account for travel demand, since the 

number of anticipated trips from project land uses have been reduced based on the 
proximity to public transit facilities (see page 80 of the DEIR). Parking impacts of the 
proposed project is included as Impact 4.7-3 and Mitigation Measure 4.7-3 requires 
future analyses of parking for individual development projects as they are submitted 
for City approval. Hydrology and drainage impacts of the proposed project have been 
included as Impact 4.4-1 of the DEIR, which requires future site-specific hydrology 
and drainage impacts as individual development projects are submitted to the City for 
approval. Restoration of a portion of Zeile Creek and other creeks are a policy 
decision of the City and are not included in the DEIR. 

 
• Comment 1.2.17: Commissioner Sacks questioned Mr. Stanke about his views 

regarding parcels that are owned by different individuals. His response was that 
nothing can be done without zoning approval. A residential parking permit system 
may be appropriate to protect adjacent neighborhoods from potential spill over of 
project parking on adjacent neighborhoods. 

 
 Response: Mitigation Measure 4.7-3 requires completion of parking studies for 

individual development projects as they are submitted to the City. The findings of 
such studies may require implementation of a residential parking permit system, as 
well as other steps to minimize spillover of parking onto adjacent residential streets. 
Parking solutions would be determined and implemented following completion of 
individual parking analyses and approval by the City of Hayward. 

 
• Comment 1.2.18: Ms. Villasana inquired about the probability of use of eminent 

domain for the area. 
 

 Response: Based on the response provided by Senior Planner Rizk at the meeting, the 
City has no current plans to use eminent domain in the area.  Eminent domain is only 
used as a last resort by the City.  State law provides a process for acquisition of 
properties by public redevelopment agencies.   

 
• Comment 1.2.19: Mr. Beckman, on behalf of Friends of San Lorenzo Creek, 

expressed concern about the City’s attitude toward creeks due to lack of concern for 
drainage systems. There is a need in the EIR for a more refined analysis of drainage, 
include cumulative impacts. He encouraged exposure of creeks as the County is doing 
for a creek near the Castro Valley Library. 

 
 Response: The DEIR does note a potentially significant impact with regard to 

drainage and hydrology, Impact 4.4-1, which includes impacts to local and regional 
drainage facilities. Since the DEIR is a Program EIR and the type and extent of 
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development is not known at this time, Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 requires site-
specific drainage plans to be prepared, and approved by the City and the County 
Flood Control District. The City of Hayward staff therefore believes this impact has 
been adequately addressed. In terms of Creek restoration issues raised by the 
commenter, this is a policy decision for the City of Hayward and is not an impact of 
the proposed project that is required to be addressed in the DEIR. 

 
• Comment 1.2.20: Commissioner Zermeno urged that a small branch library be 

included within the community center. 
 

 Response: This comment is noted and no further action is required.  Also, see Master 
Response 1. 

 
• Comment 1.2.21: Commissioner Lavelle expressed support for the Blended Concept 

Alternative and also support for locating residences close to transit and riding more 
bicycles. The Blended Concept does not result in intersections with Levels of Service 
E or F. 

 
 Response: This comment is noted and no further action is required. 
 
• Comment 1.2.22: Commissioner Sacks spoke about the view corridors and their 

importance to the environment. The Commissioner urged the City to continue to be 
sensitive to these corridors. A continuation of public participation was urged, with an 
observation that there will be more people in these areas. Parking could be an issue 
and the number of cars per household should be examined. 

 
 Response: These comments regarding view corridors, public participation and 

parking issues are noted and no further action is required in the EIR.  The issue of 
residential parking standards will be addressed by the City decision makers as part of 
the review of recommended amendments to the Zoning Ordinance.  Also, regarding 
view corridor impacts, see response to Comment 1.1.6. 

 
• Comment 1.2.23: Commissioner Zermeno expressed support for the Blended Concept 

alternative due to the increased number of people being a reality and building “up” 
seeming to be an alternative. However, the massive seven and eight floor buildings do 
not seem appealing. It is important to maintain view corridors. 

 
 Response: This comment is noted. Impacts 4.1-1 and 4.1-2 do indicate that potentially 

significant impacts would result with project approval and implementation. 
Adherence to Mitigation Measures 4.1-1 and 4.1-2 would maintain view corridors to 
the hills from flatter portions of the City.  Also, see response to Comment 1.1.6. 

 
• Comment 1.2.24: Commissioner McKillop expressed excitement with the amount of 

public participation and urged continued monitoring of the EIR. 
 

 Response: This comment is noted and no further action is required. 
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• Comment 1.2.25: Commissioner Peixoto expressed concern regarding the aesthetic 
impacts of a proposed five story building on Mission Boulevard and for the potential 
of safety for children in those buildings. The height of tall buildings could block 
views of the hills from flatland sites. Cumulative traffic is also a concern. 

 
 Response: This comment is noted. See the response to Comment 1.2.22 regarding 

aesthetic impacts and mitigation measures. In terms of cumulative traffic, the DEIR 
notes that cumulative traffic would be a significant and unavoidable impact due to 
growth in Hayward and regional pass-through traffic. Cumulative traffic was deemed 
a significant and unavoidable impact in the 2001 General Plan EIR as well and the 
South Hayward BART project proposes greater density than currently allowed in the 
General Plan in order to implement smart growth principles. 

 
• Comment 1.2.26: Commissioner Bogue indicated that many of his comments were 

addressed by earlier Commissioners; however, he expressed disagreement with the 
seven-story building depicted in the photo simulation, partially because the 
simulation lacked design detail. The Commissioner also noted the project should be 
composed of smaller projects around the BART station. 

 
 Response: The Commissioners comment is noted, See the response to Comments 

1.1.6 and 1.2.22 regarding aesthetic impacts and mitigation measures.  
 
• Comment 1.2.27: Commissioner Thnay noted the City has an opportunity to design 

and enhance the area in order to leave a legacy for future generations. Bike paths and 
walkable designs should be included in the project. With the right design, this area 
could be a center of activity with a large number of workers around the BART 
station. 

 
 Response: This comment is noted. Also, see response to Comment 1.2.2. 
 
 
 
 
 

. 
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Letter 2.1:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
 

• Comment 2.1.1: Section 4.4, Hydrology, Drainage and Water Quality, focuses on 
channel capacity and ignores potential impacts on receiving water quality into 
regional drainage channels. The DEIR must be revised to address potential impacts 
on receiving water quality, especially impacts related to post-project stormwater 
runoff. 

 
 Response: This comment is noted. Although not identified in the DEIR, the City of 

Hayward is a participant in the Alameda County Clean Water Program and all 
development proposals are required to adhere to City of Hayward and Regional 
Water Quality Control Board’s construction and post-construction stormwater quality 
standards. Since this is an existing City development requirement, there will be less-
than-significant impacts regarding receiving stormwater quality.  However, in 
response to the comment, language reflecting such practice has been added to the 
“Local and regional drainage” discussion related to environmental impacts on page 
51 of the DEIR, as reflected in the “Clarifications and Modifications to the DEIR” 
section of this document, which starts on page 85.  It should also be noted that page 
50 of the DEIR includes a relevant General Plan policy that encourages protection of 
existing water courses and enhancement of water quality. 

 
 Comment 2.1.2: This section of the DEIR should explain that the Water Board has 

the authority to regulate activities impacting waters of the State under the Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act. 

 
 Response: Comment acknowledged; language has been added regarding such 

authority, as reflected in the “Clarifications and Modifications” section of this 
document, which starts on page 85. 

 
 Response: Comment acknowledged; language has been added regarding such 

authority, as reflected in the “Clarifications and Modifications” section of this 
document, which starts on page 85. 

 
• Comment 2.1.3: Although the DEIR acknowledges an increase in the amount of 

stormwater runoff, it neglects to address the need to treat stormwater runoff from the 
developed project. 

 
 Response: Refer to the Response to Comment 2.1.1.  Also, the comment provides 

details that would be more appropriately incorporated at the project-specific level. 
 
• Comment 2.1.4: Page 7 of the Biological Resources section of the Initial Study 

checklist notes less-than-significant impacts to riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural communities. The Initial Study notes that the project area contains a natural 
channel and that potential effects of future development will be evaluated as part of 
the City’s development review process. The Initial Study further notes that the 
General Plan EIR contains mitigation measures that adequately address this problem. 
The DEIR contains insufficient information to evaluate project impacts on channels 
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and riparian zones, The DEIR should be revised to state reasonable impacts to 
channels and riparian zones and to provide mitigation for such impacts. 

 
 Response: The impact of the damage to riparian habitat was addressed as Impact 11.2 

of the Certified General Plan EIR (Hayward General Plan Update, November 2001, 
SCH #2001072069). Mitigation Measure 11.2 in the 2001 General Plan Update EIR 
requires individual development projects adjacent to natural creeks and the potential 
effects of proposed development on riparian habitat be evaluated as part of the 
development review process and to enter into Streambed Alteration Agreements with 
the California department of Fish and Game, if needed.   

 
 Also refer to the Response to Comment 2.1.1, above, which indicates that the City of 

Hayward requires all individual development projects to comply with the most 
current stormwater quality standards to ensure that impacts of stormwater pollution 
on creeks and streams in the City of Hayward, including the project area, are reduced 
to a less-than-significant level.  Such fact is reflected in revisions to the EIR text, as 
indicated in the “Clarifications and Modifications to the DEIR” section, which starts 
on page 85.  
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Letter 2.2:  California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
 

• Comment 2.2.1: The Department acknowledges that the proposed project is 
consistent with planning priorities in that it promotes infill development and 
appropriate reuse of previously developed land and encourages efficient development 
patterns by ensuring infrastructure supports compact development. The Department 
recommends placement of pocket parks rather than the development of a single 30-
acre park in the project area. 

 
 Response: The Department’s comments on the merits of the proposed project are 

noted.  Also, page 104 of the DEIR makes reference to the potential in some 
development scenarios for new public park area associated with a new community 
center on an approximately four-acre site at the southwest corner of Mission 
Boulevard and Valle Vista Avenue, as well as at an expanded Bowman School site. 

 
• Comment 2.2.2: The DEIR notes on page 70 that many of the sidewalks along 

Mission Boulevard are discontinuous, poorly maintained and not wheelchair 
accessible. The commenter suggests the street frontage character from the Mission 
Boulevard be described in the Bicycle and Pedestrian section of the DEIR to convey a 
more complete picture of the effects of the proposed project on pedestrians. 

 
 Response: Comments on the condition of project sidewalks and the need to include 

additional information in the DEIR on the street frontage character of Mission 
Boulevard are acknowledged. The City notes information regarding streetscapes is 
available in the Concept Plan document and there is no need to repeat this 
information in the DEIR. The City will require that poorly maintained sidewalks in 
the project area be upgraded and new sidewalks meeting ADA standards be installed 
as part of future development projects in the project area and as part of the Route 238 
Corridor Improvement Project. 

 
• Comment 2.2.3: The commenter asks, regarding Table 4.7.6, why aren’t mitigation 

measures shown for the Urban Scenario intersection #1 (Mission Boulevard/Harder 
Road) for the PM peak hour condition and for intersection 35 (Mission 
Boulevard/Tennyson Road) for the AM peak hour. 

 
 Response: As noted in the traffic analysis and consistent with the significance criteria 

stated in the City’s General Plan, mitigations for these two intersections to achieve 
levels of service (LOS) D would result in significant, unacceptable right-of-way take 
impacts and thus LOS E was deemed acceptable.  It should also be noted that the 
levels of service would only occur under the most intense development scenario 
(Urban Scenario), which will be considered by the City Council as it determines what 
will be the final development plan. 

 
• Comment 2.2.4: Regarding DEIR Table 4.7.6, Note 3 states that a traffic signal is 

assumed to be installed by the year 2025 at intersection #6 (Mission Boulevard/Valle 
Vista Avenue), which is not a clear statement for this intersection improvement. An 
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analysis of Existing and Existing + Project is necessary to determine the timing of the 
mitigation improvement. 

 
 Response:  Since installation of this signal is proposed as part of the Route 238 

Corridor Improvement Project, which is also an essential assumption of the future 
traffic analysis, it will either be constructed prior to implementation of any significant 
expanded development in the Plan area, or will need to be analyzed as part of a 
specific project development proposal affecting that intersection. 

 
• Comment 2.2.5: The commenter notes that work that encroaches into a state right-of-

way requires the issuance of an encroachment permit from Caltrans. 
 

 Response:  This comment is noted and an encroachment permit will be requested for 
any work in a state right-of-way. 
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Letter 2.3: State of California Public Utilities Commission 
 

• Comment 2.3.1: The PUC recommends that any development projects planned 
adjacent to or near rail corridors be planned with the safety of the rail corridor in 
mind. New developments may increase traffic volumes at streets and intersections 
and also at at-grade highway-rail crossings. This includes considering pedestrian 
patterns with respect to railroad rights of way. Safety factors include planning for 
grade separation, improvements for existing crossings and appropriate fencing. These 
safety improvements should be considered when individual project approvals are 
sought. 

 
 Response: This comment is noted and the request by the PUC will be addressed in the 

review of individual specific development applications within the project area.  Grade 
separations exist at Harder Road, Tennyson Road and Industrial Parkway. 
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Letter 3.1: AC Transit District 
 

• Comment 3.1.1: AC Transit notes support of the project throughout the process, 
including City efforts to increase housing and improve the urban environment. 
Hayward appears ready to move proactively to use BART and the transit hub it 
provides. It is also important to stimulate housing development at various locations 
along Mission Boulevard. 

 
 Response: The commenter’s opinion on the direction of the project is noted and no 

further response is required. 
 

• Comment 3.1.2: The commenter remains concerned about the proposed two-way loop 
road configuration within the South Hayward BART transfer area. The loop road 
design is potentially dangerous and could lead to traffic congestion as long as the 
road remains as it is. It is recognized this issue is not subject to the DEIR. Also, the 
DEIR does not discuss potential congestion on Dixon at the BART station entrance. 
These issues must be addressed as planning goes forward 

 
 Response: The commenter’s opinion regarding potential traffic safety and congestion 

issues are noted. As identified in the comment, these issues must be resolved with the 
City of Hayward as individual project proposals for development around the BART 
station are submitted to implement the overall project 

 
• Comment 3.1.3: The DEIR concludes that project impacts on transit will be positive. 

AC Transit concurs. 
 
 Response: The commenter’s opinion regarding impacts to transit service is noted and 

no further response is required. 
 
• Comment 3.1.4: Increased transit operating funds will need to be identified. The AC 

Transit is working with developers in other areas to create an “Ecopass” program for 
their projects. AC Transit is willing to work with the City of Hayward and developers 
in this area as well. 

 
 Response: The commenter’s opinion regarding funding of transit improvements is 

noted and no further response is required. 
 
• Comment 3.1.5: AC Transit also has a correction and comment regarding Table 4.7.1. 

The table lists Line 92 as providing both weekday and weekend service to South 
Hayward BART. However, Line 92 actually currently operates to South Hayward on 
weekends only. The table also lists Line 99 as operating to Fremont BART. At 
present, this line operates in the late evening period; however, this will change in 
August 2006. 

 
 Response: The comments are noted and corrections are included in the “Clarifications 

and Modifications to the DEIR” section of this FEIR, which starts on page 85 
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Letter 4.1: Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA) 
 

 Comment 4.1.1:  The CMA notes that the DEIR was circulated on April 19, 2006, 
and the Congestion Management Program (CMP) analysis was provided to CMA on 
May 9, 2006 and not generally circulated to recipients of the DEIR. 

 
 Response: Comment noted.  Page 88 of the DEIR indicated that preliminary CMP 

Analysis showed that even under the “No Project” Alternative, many of the major 
arterial links in the area would operate at unacceptable levels of service in 2025.  The 
completed CMP Analysis, included as an appendix to this document, does not change 
the conclusions stated in the DEIR that “due to physical constraints, funding 
limitations and regional growth patterns, cumulative traffic impacts anticipated by the 
South Hayward BART project are expected to be significant and unavoidable.”   

 
• Comment 4.1.2:  The CMA indicates it is not clear which project alternative was used 

in the CMP analysis, and that the worst-case scenario (Urban Scenario) was not used.  
The CMA further requests that the worst-case scenario be analyzed in the CMP 
analysis. 

 
Response:  For the CMP, only the Recommended Project Alternative was analyzed.  
This alternative has a higher intensity of development than any of the other 
alternatives, except the Urban Alternative, and reflects a scenario that is likely to be 
implemented. 

 
• Comment 4.1.3:  The CMA indicates that the CMP analysis only includes the PM 

peak hour period and that the CMP analysis should also include the AM peak hour 
period. 

 
Response:  For the CMP, only the p.m. peak hour was analyzed because in the past, 
CMA staff has given direction to only consider the p.m. peak as it represents the 
worst case in terms of traffic. 

 
• Comment 4.1.4: The CMA indicates that neither the DEIR nor the CMP analysis 

include trip generation and proposed trip distribution, or assignment details for the 
project, which should be included in the FEIR. 

 
Response:   For the CMP analysis, the official Countywide Model was used to 
generate the trip generation, trip distribution, mode choice and trip assignment.  No 
changes were made to these processes.  Trips were generated for the new land uses 
using the official trip generation program.  Trips were then distributed using the 
model based on the official trip distribution processes built into the model.  Trips 
were then split by mode based on the official mode choice program, and finally, trips 
were assigned to the highway and transit networks based on the built in assignment 
processes. 
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• Comment 4.1.5:  The CMA requests that the following sentence be deleted from page 
79, 3rd paragraph of the DEIR, “The CMA’s arterial level of service standard is LOS 
F.”  The CMA indicates this is not a correct statement. 

 
 Response:  Comment noted; the sentence will be deleted as reflected in the 
“Clarifications and Modifications to the DEIR” section, which starts on page 85. 

 
• Comment 4.1.6:  The CMA requests that the following statement be deleted from 

page 80, 1st paragraph of the DEIR, “This model (City of Hayward Model) is 
consistent with the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA) 
model...”  The CMA indicates this is not a correct statement as the City model has not 
been validated or certified as consistent with the ACCMA model. 

 
 Response:  Comment noted; the statement will be deleted as reflected in the 

“Clarifications and Modifications to the DEIR” section, starting on page 85. 
 
• Comment 4.1.7:  Concerning the second paragraph on page 80 of the DEIR, the CMA 

requests that referenced similar smart growth projects along with the respective mode 
choice percentages be identified in the FEIR. 

 
 Response:  The model splits assumed in the DEIR were partially based on the study 

of transit-oriented development (TOD) transit travel entitled, “Travel Characteristics 
of Transit-Oriented Development in California,” by Lund et al, published in January 
2004.  This study looked at several TODs in the Bay Area, including those in 
Fruitvale, Pleasant Hill, Union City and Fremont, among others.  In addition, the City 
of Hayward conducted a survey in 2004 of travel characteristics of the residents in 
downtown Hayward near the BART Station.  After reviewing the results of each of 
these studies, it was concluded that the modal splits used in the DEIR were consistent 
with previous analyses of TOD. 

 
• Comment 4.1.8: The CMA asks that the EIR clarify what was the model choice 

assumed for the CMP analysis purposes, in comparison to the assumptions in the 
CMA model? 

 
 Response:  To be conservative, and to comply with the CMP requirement that 

requires no changes be made to the Countywide model,  no additional transit usage 
adjustment was assumed in the CMP analysis, i.e. the Countywide model 
assumptions were unchanged from the No-project to the Project runs. 

 
• Comment 4.1.9:  Regarding Page 10-14, Tables 1-4 of the CMP analysis, the CMA 

questions the assumptions uses in the analysis, related to assumed freeway capacities 
and the 1985 Highway Capacity Manual. 

 
Response:  In order to account for an auxiliary lane, the City’s traffic consultant 
recommended the addition of 100 vph per lane.  Therefore, for an 8-lane cross section 
(4 northbound and 4 southbound lanes) this sums up to 800 vph of additional 
capacity.  However, this is conservative because in the model an auxiliary lane is 
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assumed to add one half (0.5) of the capacity of a single lane (which is 1,000 vph).  In 
addition, the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) does not have a provision for treating 
auxiliary lanes as partial lanes. HCM would assume a full lane of capacity, which is 
not accurate. (Note that the CMP Analysis is included as an appendix to this 
document.) 
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Letter 6.1: Charles Cameron 
 
• Comment 6.1.1: There may not be enough turning radii for the busses coming into the 

station. One-way traffic may generate significantly heavy traffic. 
 

 Response: The comment on providing sufficient turning radii for future busses is 
noted. Turning radii associated with a reconfigured bus transfer area in front of the 
BART station will be reviewed by the City of Hayward and AC Transit District staff 
to ensure that all sizes of busses can safely enter and exit the area.  Also, see response 
to Comment 4.2.2. 

 
• Comment 6.1.2: There could be issues between pedestrian and bus conflicts.  

 
 Response: This comment is noted and will be addressed should the project be 

approved and individual development projects are proposed for the South Hayward 
BART Station area. 

 
• Comment 6.1.3: The commenter concurs with AC Transit’s previous letter on this 

project, but the commenter has a question about the asphalt that will be used for the 
project. The pavement at the San Leandro BART station is very smooth.  

 
 Response: The comment about the type of asphalt used in the project area is noted. 

Since this is not an environmental topic, no further response is required. 
 

• Comment 6.1.4: The commenter asks how the Hayward Fire Department will respond 
to a generator fire at the South Hayward BART station.  

 
 Response: The DEIR notes that the project area is serviced by two nearby stations 

manned by the Hayward Fire Department. Any calls for service would be handled by 
fire companies from one or both stations. Mitigation Measure 4.8-1 included in the 
DEIR would require future developers to pay for upgraded fire equipment for the 
project area. 

 
• Comment 6.1.5: The City must get bus transit right or the project will fail or BART 

and AC Transit ridership will stay the same. 
 
 Response: This comment is noted. Since it does not address an environmental topic, 

no further response is required.  Also, it should be noted that BART conducted a 
detailed analysis of South Hayward BART ridership, including in the context of AC 
Transit ridership, in a document entitled, “South Hayward BART Development, 
Design and Access Plan,” dated April, 2006. Such plan will be referenced by the City 
and BART as future development projects are proposed.  A copy of this document is 
available for public review at the Hayward Planning Division in Hayward City Hall 
during normal business hours. 
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• Comment 6.1.6: The commenter suggests that a five-story building be built on the 
east side of the Hayward BART station to house former sex offenders, early release 
prisoners, etc.  

 
 Response: This comment is noted. Since it does not address an environmental topic, 

no further response is required. 
 

• Comment 6.1.7: The building identified in the above comment could be shared with 
others, such as senior citizens.  

 
• Comment 6.1.8: The commenter trusts the City has learned lessons from current 

redevelopment projects. 
 

 Response: This comment is noted. Since it does not address an environmental topic, 
no further response is required. 

 
• Comment 6.1.9: This comment is not readable.  

 
 Response: No response is possible. 
 
• Comment 6.1.10: This comment is not readable.  

 
 Response: No response is possible. 
 
 Comment 6.1.11: This comment is not readable.  

 
 Response: No response is possible. 
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Letter 6.2:  Brian Stanke 

 
• Comment 6.2.1:  The City Council has recognized the opportunity for transit-oriented 

development around the South Hayward BART station. Unfortunately, the DEIR is 
incomplete in its analysis and wrong in its conclusions. By failing to address issues 
raised in the Walkable Neighborhood Concept, the DEIR and staff have failed to 
present the City Council with the full range of policy options and an accurate 
accounting of possible impacts. The DEIR is upside down in calling the best 
alternative the worst and the worst alternative the environmentally superior 
alternative.  

 
 Response: The commenter’s opinions are noted. The purpose of the DEIR is to 

examine the various land use Concept Alternatives in light of standards of 
significance mandated by CEQA and historically used in other EIRs in the City of 
Hayward. City of Hayward staff is satisfied that the DEIR has identified and analyzed 
all potentially significant impacts of the project as required by CEQA. 

 
• Comment 6.2.2: The DEIR views more intense development as negative, since it will 

create more traffic. It confuses the number of people with the amount of traffic and 
claims dense TOD projects are bad for the environment because they would bring 
more people to South Hayward. It does this without offering the City any policy 
options or analysis for reducing traffic through demand management.  

 
 Response: The DEIR used standard models incorporating trip generation per dwelling 

unit and square feet of commercial development as the starting point of the traffic 
analysis. A deduction in trips was incorporated to account for proximity to BART, 
bus use and the possibility of future travel demand management techniques. 
However, even with the assumption of increased transit mode share used in the DEIR, 
the increased development in the project area would result in more vehicle use and 
would therefore result in more traffic congestion.  

 
• Comment 6.2.3: The DEIR ignores the suggestion in the Walkable Neighborhood 

concept to look at the effect that traffic demand management strategies would have 
on reducing vehicle trips.  

 
 Response: The comment is noted. 
 
• Comment 6.2.4: Automobile Level of Service (LOS) has been used as the only 

measure of traffic analysis instead of more meaningful measures.  
 

 Response: Level of Service analysis was used in the DEIR based on City of 
Hayward’s General Plan LOS standards for major streets. 

 
• Comment 6.2.5: The DEIR assumes that less housing in Hayward would mean people 

would disappear instead of living further out and driving more.  
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 Response: The commenter’s opinion is noted and no further response is required. 
 
• Comment 6.2.6: The DEIR robs the City of making an informed decision on how to 

reduce congestion impacts and better meet housing needs. Instead, parking is 
evaluated separately from traffic and is labeled as a resource rather than a cause of 
traffic. Population is wrongly blamed for traffic while the number of vehicles owned 
and parking availability are ignored. No evaluation was undertaken as to how reduced 
parking would reduce traffic. The availability of safe and direct walking paths and 
bicycle trails was also ignored. Instead, traffic generation was assigned fixed 
numbers, regardless of density, parking or other transit modes.  

 
 Response: The commenter’s opinion is noted, but is not entirely correct. The number 

of dwelling units and the amount of non-residential space was used as the starting 
point to analyze anticipated traffic impacts. The trip generation used is based on 
accepted modeling techniques and the model used has been validated with the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission model.  Further reductions in trips per 
household were manually made by the consulting traffic engineer based on the 
proximity of BART and bus service. 

 
• Comment 6.2.7: Another problem with the DEIR is that it focuses solely on what it 

views as free-flowing autos as the most important transportation goal instead of 
evaluating policies for demand management. LOS is criticized as the wrong measure 
for traffic impacts.  

 
 Response: The commenter’s opinion is noted; however, the LOS concept has been 

used for this DEIR since it reflects Policy 11.1 of the City of Hayward’s Circulation 
Element of the General Plan. This policy establishes a minimum LOS D during peak 
commute periods except where LOS E may be acceptable due to costs of mitigation 
or when there would be other unacceptable impacts. 

 
• Comment 6.2.8: Transit LOS is similarly flawed when it judges that overcrowded 

busses are bad while half-empty busses are good because they are not crowded.  
 

 Response: The commenter’s opinion is noted, however, the DEIR does not use transit 
LOS in the analysis nor makes the conclusion stated by the commenter. Pages 86 and 
87 of the DEIR note that the project would have a positive impact on AC Transit 
service since additional population would live near a transit hub. The DEIR states that 
busses in the area are currently operating below capacity and the project would 
increase ridership. Also see Comment letter 4.1 from AC Transit, which concurs with 
the DEIR that the proposed project would have a positive impact on AC Transit bus 
service. 

 
• Comment 6.2.9: The DEIR contains no proposals on how to raise funds to improve 

local transit service. The Walkable Neighborhood Concept proposed a transportation 
impact fee to be included on all new dwellings to fund transit improvements.  
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 Response: The commenter’s opinion is noted; however, the DEIR is not required to 
addresses economic issues.  

 
• Comment 6.2.10: The DEIR does not evaluate how the scenarios improve 

walkability, nor is credit given to part of the Urban Concept Plan for more 
walkability. The DEIR does not mention a complete bicycle/walking path from 
Harder Road to Tennyson Road providing a low traffic alternative from the north end 
of the project area to the BART station. The DEIR does not mention this fact, nor that 
other scenarios break this path by blocking it in two places.  

 
 Response: The proposed pedestrian/bicycle path shown in the Urban Concept 

alternative, as well as the paths shown in all other alternatives, are conceptual only. 
The City of Hayward may require continuous pathways as the project area builds out.  
However, the provision of such paths will be considered by decision makers in the 
context of other issues, such as security concerns with such a path along the rear of 
Bowman School.  The Urban Concept contemplates new development in place of the 
existing school. 

 
 The Draft Concept Plan Alternative does include provisions for path connectivity in a 

north-south direction through the project area, as well as a proposed path adjacent to 
the existing railroad tracks parallel to the BART tracks. 

 
 Comment 6.2.11: The DEIR does not address the treatment of Subarea 1, which is 

intended to be a gateway into the project area.  The area is proposed to contain either 
a dense new neighborhood with mixed use retail, possible commercial space and a 
restored Zeile Creek, or an auto dealership with concrete channel. The DEIR does not 
discuss the various treatments of this area. The DEIR does not address the proposed 
gateway location of an auto dealership and the adverse impacts on pedestrian traffic 
along Mission Boulevard in direct violation of the General Plan and planning process 
aims.  

 
 Response: The DEIR includes a range of alternatives so that the public, Planning 

Commission and City Council can examine various types, densities and locations of 
land uses. The commenter’s opinion on the arrangement of land uses at the entrance 
of the project area is noted. 

 
• Comment 6.2.12: The DEIR is wrong in that it identifies the No Project Alternative 

as the Environmentally Superior Alternative followed by the Suburban Concept 
Alternative. This is inconsistent with the ABAG Regional Smart Growth Study that 
found high density housing near transit as the environmentally superior alternative.  
The results of the DEIR are so far from reality that it puts the validity of much of the 
analysis in question. 

 
 Response: The selection of the No Project Alternative as the environmentally superior 

alternative is based on an evaluation of the various alternatives against standards of 
significance historically used in all other EIRs by the City of Hayward. 
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• Comment 6.2.13: The Walkable Neighborhood Concept provides a much better set 
for evaluating the alternatives and policies needed to create a truly livable new urban 
neighborhood. 

 
 Response: The commenter’s opinions are noted. Note that recommendations for 

amendments to the Zoning Ordinance will include new parking ratios for certain 
areas within the Concept Design Plan area.  Also refer to similar comments and 
responses to Comment Letter 6.3. 

 
• Comment 6.2.14: Annotated photographs of Zeile Creek have been submitted as part 

of the comment letter. The comment notes that Zeile Creek passes through Subarea 1 
and this creek could be restored, but this is never mentioned or discussed in the DEIR 
despite the fact that this creek is restored under one alternative but not others. It is 
also noted that the creek is currently completely inaccessible. It should be an amenity 
to the area as a linear park but has been transformed into an eyesore that attracts 
dumping rather than walkers or joggers. The commenter noted that children illegally 
cross the creek, which is very dangerous and would be improved with a proposed 
pedestrian/bicycle path. The creek crossing of Mission Boulevard into Holy 
Sepulcher Cemetery has preserved the creek. A viewing platform allows cemetery 
visitors to view the creek. With proper daylighting and restoration, the rest of Zeile 
Creek can be restored between Mission Boulevard and the railroad tracks. 

 
 The Creek is restored as part of a larger park and walkway system under the Urban 

concept alternative. Under the other alternatives, this area is devoted to car 
dealerships with no habitat restoration or paths. This is not addressed in the text of 
the DEIR. None of the alternatives propose restoration of the creek from the Kmart 
site line to Mission Boulevard, leaving the portion between the cemetery and the 
Kmart site in concrete. 

 
 Finally, the tributary of Zeile Creek that runs from the back of the McDonald’s under 

the Kmart parking lot is never mentioned. Daylighting and restoring this creek 
section would provide an excellent greenway from the intersection through the 
proposed mixed-use development to the Zeile Creek greenway. It would also provide 
a green focal point for the creation of a new mixed-use neighborhood on the old 
Kmart/Payless site. 

 
Response: The DEIR includes a range of alternatives, including alternative open 
space configurations, so that the public, Planning Commission and City Council can 
examine various types, densities and locations of land uses. The decision regarding 
the restoration and daylighting of Zeile Creek is a policy decision that must be made 
by the City of Hayward and is not an environmental impact of the proposed project. 
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Letter 6.3: Hayward Area Planning Association (HAPA) 
 

• Comment 6.3.1: HAPA proposed an alternative for the station area, the Walkable 
Neighborhood Concept. The comment letter looks at responsiveness of the DEIR in 
terms of addressing the issues raised by HAPA. The commenter states that the DEIR 
only evaluates impacts of alternatives and that if an alternative is not being 
considered, its impacts cannot be considered. An EIR can be adequate in evaluation 
of alternatives while being inadequate because the best alternative has been excluded 
from consideration. While impact evaluation is mandatory, definition of alternatives 
is political. 

 
 The comment letter then lists 31 items and notes they have not been addressed in the 

DEIR.  
 

 Response: The HAPA-proposed alternative is actually a number of land use, 
circulation, parking and related policy recommendations and not a complete 
alternative in the sense of proposing specific land uses on properties included in the 
project area. Since the DEIR is a Program EIR (see Master Response No. 1), 
development of the Project area would occur via site-specific, individual 
development projects. The City of Hayward may consider some or all of the walkable 
neighborhood elements proposed by the commenter.  It should be noted that some of 
the recommendations relate to development standards, which will be considered by 
the City decision-makers in the context of recommended amendments to the Zoning 
Ordinance. 

 
 In terms of meeting CEQA requirements for analysis of alternatives, CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires lead agencies to describe a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the project which would feasibly attain most of the project objectives. 
An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. In this instance, 
City of Hayward staff is satisfied that the DEIR does include a range of land uses, 
land use locations, and densities to allow for a full discussion of the development and 
redevelopment of the South Hayward project area. As indicated above, many of the 
items noted by the commenter are not precluded from being incorporated into the 
final design and development standards of the project area. 

 
• Comment 6.3.2: The commenter notes that terms like “transit village” and “transit-

oriented development” are assumed to have some meaning without knowing if they 
actually support transit. Modeling was done for vehicles at intersections and not for 
other modes, and streets are assumed to serve vehicles, not other modes. Modeling 
for transit is more difficult than for vehicles, but no effort is made in the DEIR to do 
this. Intersection analysis is made in mind-numbing detail while ridership differences 
are not reported. With no assessment of ridership for alternatives, they cannot be 
evaluated on one of their most important aspects. Thus, the DEIR fails at one of its 
most important tasks. 
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 Response: The DEIR uses standard CEQA and CEQA Guideline methodologies to 
analyze worst-case impacts. In this instance, impacts of additional vehicle trips 
associated with proposed land uses in the project area were analyzed in detail. Since 
the proposed project does include a significant increase in the number of dwellings 
near the South Hayward BART station, it is assumed that ridership on both BART 
and AC Transit modes will increase, as is stated in the DEIR.  Also, it should be 
noted that a more detailed analysis of ridership and mode choice associated with the 
South Hayward BART Station is included in BART’s, “South Hayward BART 
Development, Design and Access Plan,” dated April, 2006. 

 
• Comment 6.3.3: The DEIR makes unsubstantiated assumptions about the amount of 

retail space with no assessment as to its viability and no discussion of measures that 
might contribute to its retail vitality. EIR consultants have little quantitative 
economic knowledge of retail and only evaluate impacts; they don’t inform clients of 
the viability of the preferred plan.  

 
 Response: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, EIRs are not intended to evaluate economic 

or social impacts of a proposed project. Therefore, an economic analysis of the retail 
component of the proposed alternatives was not undertaken as part of the DEIR. 

 
• Comment 6.3.4: The Concept Plan has a worthy goal for pedestrians, and trails are 

conceptually workable, but building new roads using Dixon Street and using Dixon 
Street for access to development creates unnecessary conflicts with pedestrians. The 
DEIR describes facilities, but does not discuss pedestrian flow or whether they would 
work, conflicts with vehicles, walking patterns or other information that would 
indicate if the pedestrians could use sidewalks.  

 
 Response: As stated early in the DEIR, the DEIR is intended as a Program EIR (see 

Master Response No. 1). Since specific development in the project area has not been 
proposed, it is not possible at the Program level to analyze detailed pedestrian flow 
and site-specific conflicts between vehicles and pedestrians. These issues will be 
carefully reviewed by the City of Hayward if the Concept Design Plan and 
implementing actions are approved by the City and as site-specific development 
proposals submitted.  Also, BART’s “South Hayward BART Development, Design 
and Access Plan” (April, 2006) addresses some of the issues raised by the commenter 
at a more specific level. 

 
• Comment 6.3.5: The commenter notes that the DEIR population section claims the 

plan would exceed population projections in the Clean Air Plan (CAP). The 
conclusion of inconsistency is a result of an unstated assumption that extreme car 
dependency will continue despite global warming, peak oil and other factors, if a 
better approach had been considered and compared to likely alternative growth, the 
reduced air pollution would be obvious. Contrary to the DEIR, regional policy is to 
emphasize smart growth as opposed to sprawl. The DEIR misses how the regional 
agencies frame the question. To talk narrowly about the CAP and ignore the real 
policy debate results in an inadequate evaluation of impacts.  
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 Response:  The finding of inconsistency identified as Impact 4.2-1 is based on a 
CEQA criterion included in the Initial Study, which is if a proposed project would 
conflict with a regional air quality plan. Since the population projections used to 
prepare the current Clean Air Plan does not include the amount of population 
included in the proposed project, an inconsistency would be created if the Concept 
Design Plan and other implementing actions were to be approved by the City. 
Therefore, the commenter is incorrect. Further, the text of the DEIR, page 43, does 
recognize the intent of the City to promote smart growth strategies. 

 
• Comment 6.3.6: The DEIR does not cover pedestrian and transit level of service. The 

Concept Plan artificially creates pedestrian-car conflicts then fails to mitigate them.   
 

 Response: See the response to Comment 6.3.4. 
 
• Comment 6.3.7: The commenter notes that for the DEIR to say that the Alameda 

County Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA) does not have a standard may be 
true technically, but omits relevant information. The ACCMA has never found any 
congestion on Mission Boulevard. The exclusive focus of intersection turning 
movements ignores most of what we know about traffic and indirect pricing. The 
vehicle LOS mitigations emphasize capacity increases which create adverse impacts 
of their own, rather than demand management. Parking is called a resource when it is 
a cause of negative impacts.   

 
 Response: The Traffic and Circulation section of the DEIR employs standard CEQA 

methodologies to analyze the worst-case impacts of the proposed project. In this 
instance, these include the effects of additional vehicle trips on roads in this portion 
of Hayward. The comments on indirect traffic pricing and parking impacts are noted, 
but are not comments on specific impacts of the proposed project.  See also response 
to Comment 6.2.7.  In addition, the ACCMA uses a completely separate methodology 
to measure congestion, which is not comparable to the method used in the DEIR. 

 
 Comment 6.3.8: The DEIR includes a discussion of parking without revealing that the 

discussion assumes that expensive parking will be free to users, resulting in heavily 
subsidized demand. This is an inadequacy of the DEIR. The term “demand” is used 
by planners and has nothing to do with economic demand. The DEIR calls for putting 
the burden for parking studies on future developers and should list specific measures 
that developers could propose to mitigate parking, such as parking charges, separate 
parking rentals, reduced amount of parking, placing parking toward streets and away 
from Dixon Street.   

 
 Response: The economic impacts of parking are beyond the scope of this DEIR, since 

economic and social impacts are not analyzed in CEQA documents. The commenter’s 
opinion regarding items to minimize parking demand are noted and some measures 
listed to mitigate parking impacts are added as possible solutions under Mitigation 
Measure 4.7-3 as reflected in the “Clarifications and Modifications to the DEIR” 
section of this FEIR, which starts on page 85. 
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• Comment 6.3.9: The DEIR does not include much discussion of building height and 
density. Seven stories seems very high for this area. Five stories seems a reasonable 
maximum. The variability of high density, walkability and retail depend largely on 
parking and travel demand management. The lack of any discussion of the elements 
of the Walkable Concept makes it impossible to evaluate the impacts of the Concept 
Design Plan. The plan apparently requires developers to increase the amount of 
parking and puts unneeded traffic on Dixon Street, the densities are lower and the 
potential for smart growth is overbalanced by an emphasis on cars. The City should 
not pursue dumb smart growth.   

 
 Response: The commenter’s opinions on building height, density and parking are 

noted. The elements of the Walkable Concept are not included in the CEQA 
Guidelines as EIR standards of significance, so all of these items may not have been 
addressed in the DEIR as requested by the commenter 

 
• Comment 6.3.10: The Concept Plan and the DEIR seem to be written by two different 

people.  One makes useful observations in reality, the other issues bland vague boiler 
plate to meet minimum CEQA requirements and is devoid of specifics and useful 
analysis.  You told us a better approach would not be considered and it wasn’t. 

 
 Response: The commenter is correct that the DEIR and Concept Plan were prepared 

by two different groups. The intent of the DEIR is to offer an independent analysis of 
the potential impacts of the Concept Plan on the physical environment, as required by 
CEQA, and not to provide additional insight into the elements of a walkable 
community. 

 
 The comment on offering a better approach is noted and no further response is 

required. 
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Letter 6.4: Rob Simpson 
 

• Comment 6.4.1: The commenter is concerned about the void of information for 
pollution, traffic, adverse aesthetics and the loss of local jobs. 

 
 Response: The commenter’s opinions regarding lack of mitigation are noted; 

however, the DEIR does contain mitigation measures for aesthetics and impacts to 
views and vistas (Mitigation Measures 4.1-1 and 4.1-2) and for pollution (Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-1 for hazardous air emissions and Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 for soil and 
water pollution). The Transportation and Circulation section notes that mitigation 
measures to accommodate increased traffic related to the proposed project are not 
feasible. Finally, loss of local jobs was not addressed in the DEIR since this would be 
an economic impact and CEQA does not require economic issues to be addressed in 
EIRs. 

 
• Comment 6.4.2: The commenter notes that much of the pollution can be mitigated by 

growing a significant number of trees. The City can enhance its street tree program 
through outreach to affected neighborhoods. The commenter has personally given 
away more than 25,000 trees to individuals, schools and parks and will personally 
donate 10 trees per new resident. 

 
 Response: The commenter’s opinions regarding a street tree program are noted. As 

required by the City’s standards and regulations, Hayward typically requires 
individual projects to include planting of street trees as a condition of approval. 

 
• Comment 6.4.3: There are large hillside areas that due to topography and government 

ownership, will not likely be developed in the near future. Reforestation of these 
areas will mitigate many effects of development. 

 
 Response: The commenter’s opinion regarding reforestation of adjacent hillsides is 

noted; however, these area are outside of the project area and are not addressed in this 
DEIR. 

 
• Comment 6.4.4: While thought has been given to increasing densities near 

transportation for commuting to work, another option is to increase local work 
opportunities to reduce commuting and to enhancing the quality of life. 

 
 Response: This comment is noted but is not an environmental topic, since it relates to 

the Concept Design Plan alternatives (see Master Response No. 1). No further 
response is required. 

 
• Comment 6.4.6: Mission Boulevard traffic is already excessive and methods of 

alleviating traffic should be developed. 
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 Response: The DEIR notes that traffic congestion along Mission Boulevard will 
increase in the future, caused by both project traffic (should the Concept Design Plan 
be approved by the City) and by Citywide and regional pass-through traffic. The 
DEIR also notes that analyses in the DEIR assumed implementation of the Route 238 
Corridor Improvement Project, which would provide for an additional commute lane 
in each direction along Mission Boulevard during peak commute hours, resulting in 
three travel lanes in each direction during those times.  Such project would provide 
for additional travel lanes during peak commute hours without acquisition of 
additional right-of-way. 

 
• Comment 6.4.7: The commenter agrees that Hayward needs a hotel and conference 

facility, but there may be more advisable locations and the site proposed for the hotel 
would be better suited for commercial frontage with medium density housing above 
and behind. 

 
 Response: This comment is noted, but is not an environmental topic, since it relates to 

the Concept Design Plan alternatives (see Master Response No. 1). No further 
response is required. 

 
• Comment 6.4.8: The commenter notes that previous efforts at redevelopment have led 

to economic loss and extended periods of blighted property in Hayward. Care should 
be given to ensure that the City is justly compensated in the sale of assets and that 
buyers have a viable plan and are kept to a reasonable schedule for redevelopment. 

 
 Response: This comment is noted, but is not an environmental topic, since it relates to 

City redevelopment efforts. No further response is required. 
 

• Comment 6.4.9: The commenter applauds the effort to enhance the City. 
 
 Response: This comment is noted and no further response is required. 
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Clarifications and Modifications to the DEIR 
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The following minor corrections are made below and included by reference into the DEIR. 
The changes are minor in nature and do not result in new or more significant impacts than 
identified in the DEIR, so no recirculation is required. 
 
Air Quality 
 
1) Under Bay Area Air Quality CEQA Guidelines, if a project is deemed to result in a 

cumulatively significant air quality impact, it is also considered a project impact.  The 
wording of Impact 4.2-2 is hereby changed as follows. Changed wording is shown as 
underlined, bolded and italicized text. 

 
Impact 4.2-2 (project and cumulative air quality impacts). Each of the three 
proposed Concept Plans would result in the generation of significant quantities 
of ozone precursors which are a constituent of regional air pollution. This would 
be a significant project and cumulative impact (significant impact and mitigation 
required). 

 
2)  Changes to the above impact are also made by reference to Table 1.1, Summary of 

Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures. 
 
Hydrology, Drainage and Water Quality 
 
3)  In response to comment 2 from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (FEIR 

Comment 2.1.2), the text of the DEIR at the end of page 50 in the Hydrology, Drainage 
and Water Quality Section (Section 4.4) is hereby amended to include the following 
underlined text:  

 The Regional Water Quality Control Board has the authority to regulate activities 
impacting waters of the State under the State of California Porter-Cologne Water Quality 
Control Act and has jurisdiction over activities in the waters of the United States 
pursuant to the Federal Clean Water Act. The Water Board issues water quality 
certifications under the Clean Water Quality Section 401 in conjunction with the issuance 
of CWA Section 404 permits by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. When the Water 
Board issues Section 401 certifications, it simultaneously issues general Waste Discharge 
Requirements for the project under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. 
Activities in areas that are outside of the Corps are regulated by the Water Board under 
the authority of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Activities that lie outside 
of Corps jurisdiction may require the issuance of either individual or general waste 
discharge permits from the Water Board. 

 
4)  In response to comment 3 from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (FEIR 

Comment 2.1.3), the following underlined wording is added to page 51 of the Hydrology, 
Drainage and Water Quality Section (Section 4.4) of the DEIR under the heading of 
Local and regional drainage: 
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The City of Hayward is a participant in the Alameda County Clean Water Program and 
all development proposals are required to adhere to City of Hayward and Regional Water 
Quality Control Board’s construction and post-construction stormwater quality standards. 
Since this is an existing City development requirement, there will be less-than-significant 
impacts regarding receiving stormwater quality.   
 

Transportation and Circulation 
 
5)  In response to comment 5 from AC Transit (FEIR Comment 3.1.5), Table 4.7.1 on page 

67 in the Transportation and Circulation Section (Section 4.7) of the DEIR is amended to 
reflect that AC Transit Line 92 shown as providing both weekday and weekend service to 
South Hayward BART provides such service on weekends only.  The table is also 
amended to show that Line 99 operates to Fremont BART in the late night “owl” period 
only; however, this will change in August 2006.  Such revisions to Table 4.7.1 are 
incorporated herein by reference. 

 
6) In response to comment 5 from the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency 

(ACCMA) (FEIR Comment 4.1.5), the following sentence is hereby deleted from page 
79, 3rd paragraph of the DEIR, “The CMA’s arterial level of service standard is LOS F.”  
The resulting paragraph reads as follows: 

 
In addition, the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (CMA) requires a 
separate analysis of the potential impacts of the project on the metropolitan transportation 
system.  The routes to be studied include, but may not be limited to, I-880, Foothill 
Boulevard, Mission Boulevard, Harder Road, Tennyson Road, Industrial Parkway and 
Whipple Road, as well as BART and AC Transit.  The CMA’s arterial level of service 
standard is LOS F.  The CMA does not have a separate standard to determine a threshold 
of significance for the level of service, and such threshold is left to local jurisdictions’ 
judgment. 

 
7) Also, in response to comment 6 from the Alameda County Congestion Management 

Agency (ACCMA) (FEIR Comment 4.1.6), the following statement is deleted from page 
80, 1st paragraph in the DEIR, “This model is consistent with the Alameda County 
Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA) model…”  The revised paragraph reads as 
follows, with new text underlined and deleted text stricken: 

 
The City of Hayward traffic model was used to perform the traffic forecasts needed to 
determine the AM and PM intersection levels of service under each of the land use 
scenarios.  The resulting AM and PM peak hour turning volumes for each of the 10 study 
intersection for the Suburban, Blended and Urban Alternatives are shown in Figures 
4.7.7, 4.7.8 and 4.7.9.  This model is consistent with the Alameda County Congestion 
Management Agency (ACCMA) model, with the exception that t The Route 238 
(Hayward) Bypass was removed from the network in the model run and was replaced 
with the Route 238 Corridor Improvement Project, which is currently undergoing 
environmental analysis and which has been amended into the 1986 Alameda County 
Transportation Authority Expenditure Plan.  This substitution was made with the 
concurrence of ACCMA staff.  The Route 238 Corridor Improvement Project is included 
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as a baseline assumption in each of the land use scenarios studied in this EIR, and is, in 
fact, integral to the implementation of the South Hayward BART project.  In the project 
area, this means that Mission Boulevard was analyzed with three travel lanes in each 
direction during the AM and PM peak commute hours.  

 
8)  In response to comment 8 from the Hayward Area Planning Association (FEIR Comment 

6.3.8), Mitigation Measure 4.7-3 is hereby amended to read as follows and is hereby 
incorporated by reference into the EIR.  Changed wording is shown as underlined, bolded 
text.  

 “Mitigation Measure 4.7-3: Detailed parking studies will be required of future 
developments in the project area to ensure impacts of development on parking 
resources will be less-than-significant. If determined to be necessary as a result if 
such studies, mitigation measures will be required to be implemented. Examples of 
such measures could include parking charges and separate parking space rentals.” 

 
9)  Changes to the above impact are also made by reference to Table 1.1, Summary of 

Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures. 
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CMP Analysis for South Hayward BART EIR 
 
Alameda County Congestion Management Agency Analysis 
Significance Criteria 
 
The proposed project consists of four alternatives, with the Draft Concept Plan Alternative, 
hereafter referred to as the Project, analyzed for the CMP.  
 
For the purposes of CMP analysis for this project, changes to the baseline model included 
the replacement of the Hayward Bypass project in the Countywide Model with the 238 
Corridor Improvement Project, consistent with the 2004 Countywide Transportation Plan 
and Regional Transportation Plan. These changes were made in collaboration with the 
Alameda County Congestion Management Agency.  
 
The roadway impacts of the project were considered significant if the addition of project-related 
traffic would result in a level of service (LOS) value worse than LOS E, except where the 
roadway link was already at LOS F under no project conditions. For those locations where this 
Baseline condition is LOS F, the impacts of the project were considered significant if the 
contribution of project-related traffic is at least three percent (3%) of the total traffic. This 
criterion has been included to address impacts along roadway segments currently operating 
under unacceptable levels and was developed based on professional judgment using a 
“reasonableness test” of daily fluctuations of traffic.  Also a change of “volume to capacity” 
(V/C) ratio of 3% has been found to be the threshold for which a perceived change in congestion 
is observed (the V/C ratio is calculated by comparing the peak hour link volume to the peak hour 
capacity of the road link).   This change is equivalent to about one-half of the change from one 
level of service to the next.  
 
Level of service (LOS) is a measure of the traffic characteristics of a road segment under 
different traffic conditions, and is assigned a letter from “A” to “F”, with LOS A representing 
uncongested, high speed and minimum delay, conditions, while LOS F represents highly 
unstable congested conditions with low speeds and high delay.  
 
This CMP analysis focuses on roadway links on MTS and CMP highway segments and transit 
corridors, and does not extend to intersections.  This is consistent with the guidelines of the 2003 
Congestion Management Program.  
 
Congestion Management Program Land Use Analysis 
Since the proposed project, as defined above, would generate more than 100 peak hour trips, the 
impacts of the project on the regional transportation system were assessed using the Alameda 
County Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA) Countywide Travel Demand Model. The 
impact analysis for roadways includes all MTS roadways and CMP-designated roadways, plus 
several local MTS roadways in the vicinity of the project area.  
 
The traffic forecasts were based on the most recent version (during the period when the 
comments on the NOP were issued) of the Countywide Model, which uses Association of Bay 
Area Government’s (ABAG) Projections 2002 (P’02) socio-economic forecasts. The full impact 
of the proposed land use changes were conservatively assumed to have occurred in 2010 and the 
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network included the Rt 238 Corridor Improvement Project for consistency.  The resulting socio-
economic data for the project area was added into the model for the 2010 and 2025 forecasts for 
all traffic analysis zones within the project area.  The tables below summarize the changes in 
land use for the project, and because of the assumption above, the amount of change compared to 
the no-project condition is greater in 2010. 
 

Year 
2010 No Project Project Alternative Change 

TAZ Household Jobs Household Jobs Household Jobs 

194 744 833 1930 1103 1186 270 

205 2912 383 4605 680 1693 92 

208 2092 869 2092 869 0 0 
 

Year 2025 No Project Project Alternative Change 

TAZ Household Jobs Household Jobs Household Jobs 

194 826 950 1930 1103 1104 153 

205 3446 426 4605 719 1159 49 

208 2097 957 2097 957 0 0 
 
For the CMP analysis, traffic estimates were calculated for the proposed project using the model 
and then compared against 2010 and 2025 baseline volumes.  The model was used to calculate 
trip generation, trip distribution, mode choice, and trip assignment of project trips from/to the 
South Hayward BART study area.  The results were summarized for both highway and transit 
impacts.  Highway impacts were summarized at the designated link locations identified based on 
discussions with ACCMA staff (these link locations are generally similar to those identified in 
the Notice of Preparation letter).  Transit impacts were addressed for AC Transit and BART. 
 
CMP and MTS Highway Segments 
 
The levels of service (LOS) for the designated links were analyzed in a spreadsheet using the 
Florida Department of Transportation LOS methodology,1 which provides a planning level 
analysis based on Highway Capacity Manual 1985 methods. As a planning level analysis, the 
level of service is based on forecasts of traffic and assumptions for roadway and signalization 
control conditions, such as facility type (freeway, expressway, and arterial classification), 
speeds, capacity and number of lanes. The assumption for the number of lanes at each link 
location was extracted from the model and confirmed through field observations. 
 
                                                 
1 Florida Department of Transportation. Level of Service Standards and Guidelines Manual for Planning, 
1995. 
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The traffic baseline forecasts for 2010 & 2025 were extracted at the required CMP and MTS 
highway segments from the ACCMA Countywide Travel Model, for the PM peak hour. The PM 
peak hour was evaluated in compliance with ACCMA requirements. The tables compare the 
Baseline results to the With-Project results for each model horizon year. The PM peak hour 
volumes, V/C ratios and the LOS for Baseline and With-Project conditions represent both 
directions of flow.   Detailed tables are provided at the end of the analysis and include all data 
for 2010 and 2025 forecast years. 
 
2010 Cumulative Impacts on the Regional and Local Roadways 
 
The project would contribute to the 2010 cumulative impacts on the regional and local roadways. 
Under the Project alternative, no MTS roadway segments are expected to result in significant 
impact: i.e., cause any link to become LOS F and or if already LOS F project trips do not result 
in more than 3% in V/C increase.   
 
The addition of project-generated traffic to the regional and local roadways would also result in a 
change in LOS for some other roadway segments which do not result in significant impacts 
because they would operate within acceptable LOS E or better. Summary of the LOS analysis is 
shown in Table 1 for 2010.  
 
2025 Cumulative Impacts on the Regional and Local Roadways 
 
The project would contribute to the 2025 cumulative impacts on the regional and local roadways; 
however, this results in a less than significant impact.  
 
Under the Project alternative, no MTS roadway segments are expected to result in significant 
impact: i.e., cause any link to become LOS F and or if already LOS F project trips do not result 
in more than 3% in V/C increase.   
 
The addition of project-generated traffic to the regional and local roadways would also result in a 
change in LOS for some other roadway segments which do not result in significant impacts 
because they would operate within acceptable LOS E or better. Summary of the LOS analysis is 
shown in Table 2 for 2025.  
 
MTS Transit Corridors 
 
The impact of the proposed project on the transit system was assessed using the latest version of 
the ACCMA Countywide Model.   The transit trips generated by baseline and the project 
condition have been forecast using the ACCMA Countywide Model and are compared in Table 
3.  The model generates daily home-based work and non-work trips, but does not generate peak 
hour transit trips.  Therefore to estimate the number of transit trips occurring during the peak 
period, it is conservatively assumed that half of the daily home based work trips occur during the 
PM peak hour. So Table 3 summarizes all home-based work auto and transit trips from/to project 
TAZs 194, 205 & 208. The ACCMA Countywide model predicts transit ridership for all 
operators, including AC Transit and BART.   It should be noted that the total transit trips from 
Table 3 may not sum up to the total transit trips summarized below in Table 4 (AC Transit) and 
Table 5 (BART).  This is primarily due to linked trips among transit operators. For the purposes 
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of the CMP analysis, the proposed South Hayward BART project area is located within the 
service area of AC Transit and BART.  The frequency of transit service in the project area 
vicinity meets or exceeds the performance measures proposed in Table 8 of the 2001 Congestion 
Management Program.  The project area is located within an area well served by BART trains 
and reasonably well served by AC Transit.  The site is located very close to BART, generally 
within a quarter mile to a mile of the South Hayward BART station. 
 
Ridership on AC Transit Buses 
 
Future growth and development within the project area would provide a nominal increase in 
ridership on AC Transit buses; however, this would be a less than significant impact. The AC 
Transit ridership is compared in Table 4.     Due to the difficulty of splitting out individual 
project specific AC Transit trips by route, for the purpose of this analysis, project attributed trips 
are estimated as the difference in overall total AC Transit ridership in Alameda County. 
The impacts of the Project on the baseline AC Transit bus system were assessed based on the 
ridership derived from the Countywide Model.  For analysis purposes, a conservative assumption 
has been made that half of all daily Home-based work project-related trips would occur during 
the peak hour.   Based on this conservative assumption, the Project alternative has the potential 
to generate 65 new AC Transit peak hour bus trips by Year 2010, and 56 new AC Transit peak 
hour bus trips by Year 2025, and it is not expected to require the need for any additional AC 
Transit service.  
 
Today there is a limited utilization of service provided by AC Transit in the project area, and 
buses during the peak hour have sufficient capacity to accommodate this nominal increase in bus 
trips.   Therefore, the project is not expected to require a change of the transit service standard of 
15-30 minute bus frequencies.    
 
Ridership on BART 
 
The project would significantly increase ridership on BART; however, this would be a less than 
significant impact. The BART ridership is compared in Table 5.   For the purpose of this 
analysis, all BART project trips are assumed to access the South Hayward BART station.  In 
fact, there may be some project trips that access the Hayward BART station, but the assumption 
is this is minimal. 
 
The impacts of the project on the baseline BART system were assessed based on the ridership 
derived from the Countywide Model at the South Hayward BART station.  For analysis 
purposes, a conservative assumption was made that half of all daily home-based work project-
related trips would occur during the peak hour.   
 
The original TAZs for the no project conditions contains a lower density levels of housing so as 
a result, the Project alternative with its more concentrated housing levels is expected to generate 
a larger amount of new BART trips using the South Hayward BART station to and from the 
project site.   According to the forecast model, the Project alternative is expected to increase 
peak hour BART trips by 344 trips in Year 2010, and by 342 trips by Year 2025.  
 



Dowling Associates, Inc A-5  
 

BART operates two major rail lines that access the South Hayward BART station, from Fremont 
to San Francisco and from Fremont to Richmond.  Passengers can then also transfer at BayFair 
station to travel to San Francisco Airport or Pleasanton destinations.  Furthermore, the 
Countywide Model includes future BART service to San Jose that further increases service and 
will result in more trains operating through the South Hayward BART station.   
 
According to the Countywide Model, the BART trains operate every 4.5 minutes during the peak 
hours and 7.5 minutes during off-peak times.   This represents a total of 13 trains per hour in the 
peak and 8 trains per hour during the off-peak.  With an approximate capacity of 1,000 seated 
and standing passengers per 10-car train, this amounts to a maximum of 13,000 passengers per 
hour during the peak and 8,000 passengers during the off-peak.   Since the project alternative 
results in a 4.3% increase in ridership during the PM Peak period for both 2010 and 2025, there 
would be no impact to the BART operations at the South Hayward BART station.  Therefore, the 
project is not expected to require a change of the BART transit service standard of 3.75-15-
minute headways for BART during peak hours. 
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Table 1: CMP Year 2010 LOS Analysis Summary – Comparison of No-Project and Project 
 

No-Project Project No-Project Project No-Project Project No-Project Project
2010 PM 

Vol
2010 PM 

Vol
% Vol 
Diff

Vol Diff 2010 PM 
LOS

2010 PM 
LOS

Change 
in V/C   
> 3%

Change in   
LOS

2010 PM 
Vol

2010 PM 
Vol

% Vol 
Diff

Vol Diff 2010 PM 
LOS

2010 PM 
LOS

Interstate/State Highways
I-880 - north of A St 8,200 8,170 -0.4% -30 E E no no change 8,542 8,731 2.2% 189 F F
I-880 - north of Tennyson 6,826 6,968 2.0% 142 F F no no change 6,374 6,498 1.9% 124 F F
I-880 - north of Whipple 6,812 7,004 2.7% 192 F F yes no change 7,372 7,565 2.6% 193 F F
I-238 - east of I-880 3,580 3,450 -3.8% -130 C B no change 5,483 5,543 1.1% 60 D D
I-580 - east of I-238 5,979 6,034 0.9% 55 C C no no change 9,934 9,962 0.3% 28 E E
I-580 - East of Grove Way 5,771 5,825 0.9% 54 C C no no change 9,817 9,848 0.3% 31 F F
Foothill Blvd (238) - north of A St 3,921 3,948 0.7% 27 F F no no change 2,566 2,633 2.5% 67 B B
Foothill Blvd (238) - south of A St 4,207 4,231 0.6% 24 F F no no change 3,284 3,335 1.5% 51 B B
Mission Blvd (238) - north of Harder Rd 2,581 2,540 -1.6% -41 C C no no change 2,284 2,333 2.1% 49 C C
Mission Blvd (238) - north of Tennyson Rd 2,658 2,663 0.2% 5 C D no change 2,298 2,345 2.0% 47 C C
Mission Blvd (238) - north of Industrial 2,618 2,541 -3.0% -77 C C no no change 2,273 2,220 -2.4% -53 B B

Arterials
Harder Rd - west of Mission Bl 1,090 1,137 4.1% 47 D D no no change 605 719 15.9% 114 C C
Tennyson Rd- west of Mission Bl 1,316 1,580 16.7% 264 D D yes no change 908 997 8.9% 89 C C
Industrial Pkway - west of Dixon Rd 993 1,182 16.0% 189 C D yes change 532 658 19.1% 126 C C
Whipple Rd- west of Mission Bl 661 682 3.1% 21 E E no no change 616 620 0.6% 4 D E

57,213 57,955 1.3% 742 62,888 64,007 1.7% 1,119

Note: Impacted locations are shown in bold
Number of Impacted Locations: None

Link Location

Northbound/ Eastbound Southbound/ Westbound
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Table 2: CMP Year 2025 LOS Analysis Summary – Comparison of No-Project and Project 
 

No-Project Project No-Project Project No-Project Project No-Project Project
2025 PM 

Vol
2025 PM 

Vol
% Vol 
Diff

Vol Diff 2025 PM 
LOS

2025 PM 
LOS

Change 
in V/C   
> 3%

Change in   
LOS

2025 PM 
Vol

2025 PM 
Vol

% Vol 
Diff

Vol Diff 2025 PM 
LOS

2025 PM 
LOS

Interstate/State Highways
I-880 - north of A St 9,017 9,007 -0.1% -10 F F no no change 8,939 8,859 -0.9% -80 F F
I-880 - north of Tennyson 7,142 7,187 0.6% 45 F F no no change 6,676 6,671 -0.1% -5 F F
I-880 - north of Whipple 7,016 7,046 0.4% 30 F F no no change 7,556 7,644 1.2% 88 F F
I-238 - east of I-880 3,609 3,521 -2.5% -88 C C no no change 5,805 5,772 -0.6% -33 E E
I-580 - east of I-238 5,457 5,451 -0.1% -6 B B no no change 9,804 9,805 0.0% 1 E E
I-580 - East of Grove Way 5,913 5,967 0.9% 54 C C no no change 10,308 10,277 -0.3% -31 F F
Foothill Blvd (238) - north of A St 4,236 4,239 0.1% 3 F F no no change 2,719 2,780 2.2% 61 B B
Foothill Blvd (238) - south of A St 4,563 4,565 0.0% 2 F F no no change 3,673 3,568 -2.9% -105 C C
Mission Blvd (238) - north of Harder Rd 2,870 2,810 -2.1% -60 F D no change 2,253 2,369 4.9% 116 B C
Mission Blvd (238) - north of Tennyson Rd 3,042 3,079 1.2% 37 F F no no change 2,398 2,474 3.1% 76 C C
Mission Blvd (238) - north of Industrial 2,974 2,934 -1.4% -40 F F no no change 2,304 2,301 -0.1% -3 C C

Arterials
Harder Rd - west of Mission Bl 1,274 1,372 7.1% 98 D D yes no change 729 749 2.7% 20 C C
Tennyson Rd- west of Mission Bl 1,515 1,643 7.8% 128 D E yes change 973 1,017 4.3% 44 C C
Industrial Pkway - west of Dixon Rd 1,343 1,397 3.9% 54 D D no no change 650 713 8.8% 63 C C
Whipple Rd- west of Mission Bl 737 741 0.5% 4 E E no no change 665 674 1.3% 9 E E

60,708 60,959 0.4% 251 65,452 65,673 0.3% 221

Note: Impacted locations are shown in bold
Number of Impacted Locations: None

Link Location

Northbound/ Eastbound Southbound/ Westbound
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Table 3: Comparison of Mode Choice Trips for South Hayward BART Project 
Daily Home-Based Work Trips

Mode 2010 2025 2010 2025 2010 2025 2010 2025

Transit 713        1,023      1,067      1,258       354                 235                 49.6% 23.0%

Auto 13,786   16,385    19,470    20,269     5,684              3,884              41.2% 23.7%
Total 14,499   17,408    20,537  21,527   6,038            4,119             41.6% 23.7%

Note: Differences between No-Project and Project are attributed to increased travel due to Project

Increase between
No-project and ProjectNO-PROJECT PROJECT

Percent Growth between
No-project and Project

 
 
 
Table 4: Comparison of AC Transit Ridership for South Hayward BART Project 
Daily Home-Based Work Trips

Operator 2010 2025 2010 2025 2010 2025 2010 2025

AC Transit 56,514   76,193    56,579    76,249     65                   56                   0.1% 0.1%

Note: Differences between No-Project and Project are attributed to increased travel due to Project

Increase between
No-project and ProjectNO-PROJECT PROJECT

Percent Growth between
No-project and Project
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Table 5: Comparison of BART Boardings and Alightings for South Hayward BART Project 
Daily Home-Based Work Trips

BART Station 2010 2025 2010 2025 2010 2025 2010 2025

South Hayward 3,146     4,541      3,490      4,883       344                 342                 10.9% 7.5%

Note: Differences between No-Project and Project are attributed to increased travel due to Project

Increase between
No-project and ProjectNO-PROJECT PROJECT

Percent Growth between
No-project and Project
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Table A1:
Project: South Hayward BART EIR - MTS Segment Evaluation for CMP Analysis
2010 PM Peak Hour
No-Project

NB/EB SB/WB Facility
Link Location Volume Capacity V/C Lanes LOS Volume Capacity V/C Lanes LOS Type

Interstate/State Highways
I-880 - north of A St 8,200 8400 0.98 4 E 8,542 8400 1.02 4 F FWY
I-880 - north of Tennyson 6,826 6300 1.08 3 F 6,374 6300 1.01 3 F FWY
I-880 - north of Whipple 6,812 6300 1.08 3 F 7,372 6300 1.17 3 F FWY
I-238 - east of I-880 3,580 6300 0.57 3 C 5,483 6300 0.87 3 D FWY
I-580 - east of I-238 5,979 10500 0.57 5 C 9,934 10500 0.95 5 E FWY
I-580 - East of Grove Way 5,771 8400 0.69 4 C 9,817 8400 1.17 4 F FWY
Foothill Blvd (238) - north of A St 3,921 3481 1.13 4 F 2,566 3481 0.74 4 B Class 1A
Foothill Blvd (238) - south of A St 4,207 4121 1.02 5 F 3,284 4121 0.80 5 B Class 1A
Mission Blvd (238) - north of Harder Rd 2,581 2841 0.91 3 C 2,284 2841 0.80 3 C Class 1A
Mission Blvd (238) - north of Tennyson Rd 2,658 2841 0.94 3 C 2,298 2841 0.81 3 C Class 1A
Mission Blvd (238) - north of Industrial 2,618 2841 0.92 3 C 2,273 2841 0.80 3 B Class 1A

Arterials
Harder Rd - west of Mission Bl 1,090 1800 0.61 2 D 605 1800 0.34 2 C Class 1B
Tennyson Rd- west of Mission Bl 1,316 1800 0.73 2 D 908 1800 0.50 2 C Class 1B
Industrial Pkway - west of Dixon Rd 993 1800 0.55 2 C 532 1800 0.30 2 C Class 1B
Whipple Rd- west of Mission Bl 661 840 0.79 1 E 616 840 0.73 1 D Class 2

Sum 57,213 62,888

* Freeway segment includes only mixed-flow lane travel
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Table A2:
Project: South Hayward BART EIR - MTS Segment Evaluation for CMP Analysis
2010 PM Peak Hour
Project

NB/EB SB/WB Facility
Link Location Volume Capacity V/C Lanes LOS Volume Capacity V/C Lanes LOS Type

Interstate/State Highways
I-880 - north of A St 8,170 8400 0.97 4 E 8,731 8400 1.04 4 F FWY
I-880 - north of Tennyson 6,968 6300 1.11 3 F 6,498 6300 1.03 3 F FWY
I-880 - north of Whipple 7,004 6300 1.11 3 F 7,565 6300 1.20 3 F FWY
I-238 - east of I-880 3,450 6300 0.55 3 B 5,543 6300 0.88 3 D FWY
I-580 - east of I-238 6,034 10500 0.57 5 C 9,962 10500 0.95 5 E FWY
I-580 - East of Grove Way 5,825 8400 0.69 4 C 9,848 8400 1.17 4 F FWY
Foothill Blvd (238) - north of A St 3,948 3481 1.13 4 F 2,633 3481 0.76 4 B Class 1A
Foothill Blvd (238) - south of A St 4,231 4121 1.03 5 F 3,335 4121 0.81 5 B Class 1A
Mission Blvd (238) - north of Harder Rd 2,540 2841 0.89 3 C 2,333 2841 0.82 3 C Class 1A
Mission Blvd (238) - north of Tennyson Rd 2,663 2841 0.94 3 D 2,345 2841 0.83 3 C Class 1A
Mission Blvd (238) - north of Industrial 2,541 2841 0.89 3 C 2,220 2841 0.78 3 B Class 1A

Arterials
Harder Rd - west of Mission Bl 1,137 1800 0.63 2 D 719 1800 0.40 2 C Class 1B
Tennyson Rd- west of Mission Bl 1,580 1800 0.88 2 D 997 1800 0.55 2 C Class 1B
Industrial Pkway - west of Dixon Rd 1,182 1800 0.66 2 D 658 1800 0.37 2 C Class 1B
Whipple Rd- west of Mission Bl 682 840 0.81 1 E 620 840 0.74 1 E Class 2

Sum 57,955 64,007

* Freeway segment includes only mixed-flow lane travel  
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Table A3:
Project: South Hayward BART EIR - MTS Segment Evaluation for CMP Analysis
2025 PM Peak Hour
No-Project

NB/EB SB/WB Facility
Link Location Volume Capacity V/C Lanes LOS Volume Capacity V/C Lanes LOS Type

Interstate/State Highways
I-880 - north of A St 9,017 8400 1.07 4 F 8,939 8400 1.06 4 F FWY
I-880 - north of Tennyson 7,142 6300 1.13 3 F 6,676 6300 1.06 3 F FWY
I-880 - north of Whipple 7,016 6300 1.11 3 F 7,556 6300 1.20 3 F FWY
I-238 - east of I-880 3,609 6300 0.57 3 C 5,805 6300 0.92 3 E FWY
I-580 - east of I-238 5,457 10500 0.52 5 B 9,804 10500 0.93 5 E FWY
I-580 - East of Grove Way 5,913 8400 0.70 4 C 10,308 8400 1.23 4 F FWY
Foothill Blvd (238) - north of A St 4,236 3481 1.22 4 F 2,719 3481 0.78 4 B Class 1A
Foothill Blvd (238) - south of A St 4,563 4121 1.11 5 F 3,673 4121 0.89 5 C Class 1A
Mission Blvd (238) - north of Harder Rd 2,870 2841 1.01 3 F 2,253 2841 0.79 3 B Class 1A
Mission Blvd (238) - north of Tennyson Rd 3,042 2841 1.07 3 F 2,398 2841 0.84 3 C Class 1A
Mission Blvd (238) - north of Industrial 2,974 2841 1.05 3 F 2,304 2841 0.81 3 C Class 1A

Arterials
Harder Rd - west of Mission Bl 1,274 1800 0.71 2 D 729 1800 0.41 2 C Class 1B
Tennyson Rd- west of Mission Bl 1,515 1800 0.84 2 D 973 1800 0.54 2 C Class 1B
Industrial Pkway - west of Dixon Rd 1,343 1800 0.75 2 D 650 1800 0.36 2 C Class 1B
Whipple Rd- west of Mission Bl 737 840 0.88 1 E 665 840 0.79 1 E Class 2

Sum 60,708 65,452

* Freeway segment includes only mixed-flow lane travel  
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Table A4:
Project: South Hayward BART EIR - MTS Segment Evaluation for CMP Analysis
2025 PM Peak Hour
Project

NB/EB SB/WB Facility
Link Location Volume Capacity V/C Lanes LOS Volume Capacity V/C Lanes LOS Type

Interstate/State Highways
I-880 - north of A St 9,007 8400 1.07 4 F 8,859 8400 1.05 4 F FWY
I-880 - north of Tennyson 7,187 6300 1.14 3 F 6,671 6300 1.06 3 F FWY
I-880 - north of Whipple 7,046 6300 1.12 3 F 7,644 6300 1.21 3 F FWY
I-238 - east of I-880 3,521 6300 0.56 3 C 5,772 6300 0.92 3 E FWY
I-580 - east of I-238 5,451 10500 0.52 5 B 9,805 10500 0.93 5 E FWY
I-580 - East of Grove Way 5,967 8400 0.71 4 C 10,277 8400 1.22 4 F FWY
Foothill Blvd (238) - north of A St 4,239 3481 1.22 4 F 2,780 3481 0.80 4 B Class 1A
Foothill Blvd (238) - south of A St 4,565 4121 1.11 5 F 3,568 4121 0.87 5 C Class 1A
Mission Blvd (238) - north of Harder Rd 2,810 2841 0.99 3 D 2,369 2841 0.83 3 C Class 1A
Mission Blvd (238) - north of Tennyson Rd 3,079 2841 1.08 3 F 2,474 2841 0.87 3 C Class 1A
Mission Blvd (238) - north of Industrial 2,934 2841 1.03 3 F 2,301 2841 0.81 3 C Class 1A

Arterials
Harder Rd - west of Mission Bl 1,372 1800 0.76 2 D 749 1800 0.42 2 C Class 1B
Tennyson Rd- west of Mission Bl 1,643 1800 0.91 2 E 1,017 1800 0.57 2 C Class 1B
Industrial Pkway - west of Dixon Rd 1,397 1800 0.78 2 D 713 1800 0.40 2 C Class 1B
Whipple Rd- west of Mission Bl 741 840 0.88 1 E 674 840 0.80 1 E Class 2

Sum 60,959 65,673

* Freeway segment includes only mixed-flow lane travel  


