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El Cerrito del Norte 
Station Modernization 







Station Modernization Goals


Additional Goals:  El Cerrito del Norte


• Expand Station Capacity and 
Functionality


• Reduce Fare Evasion


• Maintain Options for Future 
Development
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Outreach


• Coordination with San Pablo 
Ave. Specific Plan (2013‐2014)


• 2 public in‐station events
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Project Timeline


2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019


EC Del Norte 
+ Plaza Concept 
Planning Kickoff


Follow‐up public 
in‐station event


EC City Council + 
Plan. Commission


Public 
in‐station 
event: 
Del NorteConcept Plan 


Completion


Bid package
released


Planned Construction Period


Planned completion







Station Context


Access


• ~18,000+ daily riders (entries + exits)
• Highest ridership BART station in Contra 


Costa County; 15th highest in system


• Major intermodal hub (7 bus providers)
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Walk
25%


Bicycle
4%Bus, train, or 


other transit
13%


Motorcycle / 
motorized 
scooter
0%


Drive alone / 
carpool
32%


Drop off / taxi 
/ other
26%


2015 Mode Split (Home Based Trips)


Land Use
• San Pablo Specific Plan adopted in 
2014


• Zoned for TOD; form‐based code 
with parking maximum
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Existing Conditions


5


• Elevators outside paid area


• Conflicts between vehicles 
and pedestrian/bicycle 
movements


• Limited vertical circulation; 
insufficient fare gates and 
emergency egress


• 44 year‐old station
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Station Modernization Improvements
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Expanded
Paid Area


Existing
Paid Area


Utility
BART
Police


Improved
Seating / Windscreens


Relocated Passenger Drop‐off


Ohlone Greenway Improvements


Base Project 
• Expanded Paid Area
• New elevators
• New Stairs
• Glass stair & elevator enclosure
• New station agent booth+ fare gates


• Station agent break room upgrades
• Provide new public artwork
• Trash & recycling receptacles
• New Bus operator Bathrooms
• New Public restrooms


Options 
• Enhanced Ohlone


Greenway Connection + 
Relocated Passenger 
Drop-off


• New Bus Shelters
• New paving, ceilings, and 


lighting in the bus 
intermodal area


New Stairs
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New Elevators







Expanded Paid Area
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Ohlone Greenway + Intermodal 
Improvements  (Option)
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Existing Proposed
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Short-Term System Capacity 
Improvements, Next Steps


Feb 9, 2017
Photo: Michael Short / Special To The Chronicle







• Increased ridership during commute 
periods has led to high levels of crowding, 
complaints, and decreased customer 
satisfaction


• Many customers have been unable to 
board trains or experience crush load 
conditions


• BART subsequently tested three new 
seating configurations in 2016 to try to 
open up more space to accommodate the 
heavy demand


• Total of 60 cars in the test – 20 of each 
type


• Survey conducted to obtain customer 
feedback
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Background


Photo: Santiago Mejia, The Chronicle
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Seating Configurations Tested
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Note:  All 


dedicated seating 


for seniors and 


people with 


disabilities 


preserved in each 


of the three 


configurations.


2







Survey


Analysis based on respondents taking survey after May 25 (i.e. when all 60 cars were in service).  n>6,300.  Data weighted by 
gender based on 2014 Customer Satisfaction Survey and seat reconfiguration type.
BART Marketing & Research Department 3 3
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Survey Results For Each Configuration


32% 35% 34%


14%
26%


17%


54%
38%


49%


7 single
seats, one


side


4 rows x 2
seats, from


middle


4 rows x 2
seats, near


door


Q: How did your ride on the test train car compare to your ride on 
a typical BART train car?


Better


About the
same


Worse


1st car type 2nd car type 3rd car type


Seats removed 
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Survey Results For Each Configuration


81%
76%


70%


55%


72%


56% 58%
49%


83%
76%


67%


49%


Amount of standing
room


Ease of getting on
and off the train


Handholds for
standing passengers


Quantity of seats


Q: Specifically, how would you rate the following on the test train car? 
(Excellent+Good Rating shown)


7 single seats, one
side


4 rows x 2 seats,
from middle


4 rows x 2 seats,
near door
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Verbatim comments


1st car type:
“There was more room for luggage and standing riders as we moved through the more crowded downtown SF 
stations. GREAT improvement.”
“Love the option of sitting alone. It's good for women. Also a logical use of space. More can stand where before 
only one could sit. Good work, BART!”
“Single seat is more convenient for senior, disable and pregnant people.”
“Definitely more standing room. Still crowded during rush hour but not packed to the walls.”
“Adding more hanging straps does not help stabilize all the standing people. You need to have more vertical bars 
for this layout to work.”


2nd car type:
“Still has bottleneck between the center of the car and doors. People just don't want to have to squeeze past 
each other to exit.”
“Suitcases from airport passengers still getting stuck going through car.”


3rd car type:
“When I got on today there was a ton of space for standing, it stayed pretty roomy for the rest of my trip to 
Montgomery. Meaning I was able to stand without someone breathing down my neck or accidentally touching 
me... This is a good layout!”
“Have bike, was easily able to fit on.”
“More room during busy commute time. Train capacity is noticeably increased and more comfortable for those 
who have to stand everyday such as myself.”
“Much more room for passengers to onboard off-board and to move around.”
“Easier to get on/off the train, more space while on train.” 


BART Marketing & Research Department 6







Accessibility


• Reconfigured cars decongest doorway areas
o Helps make room for people who use wheelchairs, blind 


customers, and others to board
o Reduces pass-ups


• But concerns from seniors and people with disabilities 
about:
o Adequate number of straps
o Customers not yielding senior/disabled seating to those who 


most need them
o Needing to stand, especially for long trips


• Issues discussed with BART Accessibility Task Force
• Staff proposal includes mitigations


BART Marketing & Research Department 7







Operations Planning Department


Choke Point Analysis
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Current Situation


• In a Spring 2016 customer survey, 18% reported riding BART 
less on weekdays vs. a year ago, and the top BART-related 
reason was “Trains too crowded.”


• Continue to see pass-ups - Montgomery, Embarcadero, West 
Oakland, Lake Merritt, 12th St. Oakland, 19th St. Oakland, 
MacArthur, and Fruitvale


• Recent improvements in car count, but not enough to fully 
address heavy demand. Also, Warm Springs opening will 
exacerbate crowding on the Fremont Line.


• Weekday ridership is below budget YTD.  May be partly due to 
capacity constraints.  


Trains too crowded 9%


BART delays or service disruptions 7%


BART fares too expensive 5%


Can’t find parking at BART station 4%


Travel time is too long using BART 3%


BART is too dirty 3%


BART parking fees 1%


Concern about crime on BART 1%
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Theoretical Capacity Valuation


Additional peak period capacity
(AM and PM peak weekday trips)


10,122


Average fare $3.80


Valuation - weekday $38,500


Annual multiplier 250


Upper Bound Valuation - annual $9.62 million


Valuation based on two new customers accommodated for each seat removed. Staff to evaluate outcome of short 


term capacity improvement program before revising fare revenue forecasts.
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Longer Term Outlook For Seating
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899 and 1081 scenarios based on 669 old cars plus balance of new cars. one bike rack or flex space per car, and 40% cab cars.
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Recommendations


1. For future modifications, use reconfiguration type 1 with the single row of seats
• Has the best customer ratings


• Keeps more seats compared to the other two options


• Eliminates all the existing choke points in the center of the car, which helps draw customers away from 
the door


• Preserves all seats dedicated for seniors and people with disabilities


• Endorsed by the BART Accessibility Task Force


2. Modify the fleet in proportion to customer sentiment
• This will provide further crowding relief to the 54% who feel the new seating configuration makes their 


ride better, while capping the number of modified cars in deference to the 32% who say it makes their 
ride worse


3. Achieve this objective by limiting the modifications to only the 380 B cars in the fleet
• Limiting it to B cars will provide a more consistent experience for customers, because of the somewhat 


predictable location of B cars in BART train consists


• 20 B cars are already modified, so balance is 360 cars


4. Incorporate improvements for seniors and people with disabilities
• Similar to the Fleet of the Future, install an alternate color for senior/disabled seats  to help remind 


riders to yield those seats to others who need them, and complement this with more audio 
announcements


• Add more hand straps, including longer ones


5. Changes would proceed at roughly ten cars per week


6. $1.5 million in funding through Transit Performance Initiative (TPI) grant







MTC Grant


• $1,503,239 in MTC/federal grant funds for the BART 
Train Seat Modification Project


• To obtain the funds, BART must adopt a resolution 
agreeing to meet project delivery and obligation 
deadlines and to provide the required local match of 
$194,761


• Total project cost is $1,698,000


• Project will be completed within two years of grant 
award


• BART staff recommends that the BART Board adopt 
the attached Resolution 
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Quarterly Service Performance Review
Second Quarter, FY 2017
October - December, 2016


Operations & Safety Committee
February 9, 2017







SUMMARY CHART 2nd QUARTER FY 2017
    PERFORMANCE INDICATORS CURRENT QUARTER PRIOR QTR ACTUALS YEAR TO DATE


LAST THIS QTR
ACTUAL STANDARD STATUS QUARTER LAST YEAR ACTUAL STANDARD STATUS


Average Ridership - Weekday 425,944 444,589 NOT MET 432,002 431,339 429,122 445,992 NOT MET
Customers on Time
   Peak 87.53% 95.00% NOT MET 90.00% 87.73% 88.77% 95.00% NOT MET
   Daily 90.09% 95.00% NOT MET 91.97% 90.85% 91.03% 95.00% NOT MET
Trains on Time
   Peak 82.28%       N/A N/A 85.84% 82.51% 84.06% N/A N/A
   Daily 84.66% 92.00% NOT MET 88.24% 86.75% 86.45% 92.0% NOT MET
Peak Period Transbay Car Throughput
   AM Peak 98.57% 97.50% MET 98.71% 94.28% 98.64% 97.50% MET
   PM Peak 99.16% 97.50% MET 99.72% 94.61% 99.44% 97.50% MET
Car Availability at 4 AM (0400) 592 595 NOT MET 596 583 594 587 MET
Mean Time Between Service Delays 5,322 4,000 MET 5,179 4,228 5,251 4,000 MET
Elevators in Service
   Station 98.23% 98.00% MET 98.50% 97.87% 98.37% 98.00% MET
   Garage 95.63% 98.00% NOT MET 97.60% 95.70% 96.62% 98.00% NOT MET
Escalators in Service
   Street 92.27% 95.00% NOT MET 91.40% 91.20% 91.83% 95.00% NOT MET
   Platform 96.83% 96.00% MET 96.67% 94.33% 96.75% 96.00% MET
Automatic Fare Collection
   Gates 99.07% 99.00% MET 99.12% 99.14% 99.09% 99.00% MET
   Vendors 95.68% 95.00% MET 95.92% 95.90% 95.80% 95.00% MET
Wayside Train Control System 1.92 1.00 NOT MET 1.08 1.33 1.50 1.00 NOT MET
Computer Control System 0.157 0.08 NOT MET 0.029 0.250 0.093 0.08 NOT MET
Traction Power 0.46 0.20 NOT MET 0.12 0.63 0.29 0.20 NOT MET
Track 0.13 0.30 MET 0.88 0.67 0.51 0.30 NOT MET
Transportation 0.42 0.50 MET 0.43 0.46 0.43 0.50 MET
Environment Outside Stations 2.75 2.80 NOT MET 2.71 2.73 2.73 2.80 NOT MET
Environment Inside Stations 2.63 3.00 NOT MET 2.66 2.73 2.65 3.00 NOT MET
Station Vandalism 2.98 3.19 NOT MET 2.97 3.04 2.98 3.19 NOT MET
Station Services 2.88 3.06 NOT MET 2.92 2.97 2.90 3.06 NOT MET
Train P.A. Announcements 3.10 3.17 NOT MET 3.09 3.08 3.09 3.17 NOT MET
Train Exterior Appearance 2.83 3.00 NOT MET 2.86 2.89 2.84 3.00 NOT MET
Train Interior Appearance 2.89 3.00 NOT MET 2.95 3.00 2.92 3.00 NOT MET
Train Temperature 3.11 3.12 NOT MET 3.10 3.16 3.11 3.12 NOT MET
Customer Complaints
   Complaints per 100,000 Passenger Trips 6.53 5.07 NOT MET 7.41 4.20 6.97 5.07 NOT MET


Safety
   Station Incidents/Million Patrons 2.11 5.50 MET 2.05 4.89 2.08 5.50 MET
   Vehicle Incidents/Million Patrons 0.26 1.30 MET 0.59 1.07 0.43 1.30 MET
   Lost Time Injuries/Illnesses/Per OSHA 6.56 7.50 MET 8.48 6.97 7.52 7.50 NOT MET
   OSHA-Recordable Injuries/Illnesses/Per OSHA 10.80 13.30 MET 12.72 14.63 11.76 13.30 MET
   Unscheduled Door Openings/Million Car Miles 0.110 0.300 MET 0.000 0.110 0.055 0.300 MET
   Rule Violations Summary/Million Car Miles 0.110 0.500 MET 0.330 0.170 0.220 0.500 MET


Police
   BART Police Presence 0.11 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
   Quality of Life per million riders 60.08 N/A N/A 29.08 65.36 44.58 N/A N/A
   Crimes Against Persons per million riders 2.24 2.00 NOT MET 2.18 1.61 2.21 2.00 NOT MET
   Auto Theft and Burglaries per 1,000 parking spaces 6.89 8.00 MET 5.72 7.61 6.31 8.00 MET
   Police Response Time per Emergency Incident (Minutes) 6.29 5.00 NOT MET 6.43 4.17 6.36 5.00 NOT MET
   Bike Thefts (Quarterly Total and YTD Quarterly Average) 109 150.00 MET 163 201 136 150.00 MET


LEGEND:                                                                                       Goal met        Goal not met but within 5%   Goal not met by more than 5%
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FY17 Second Quarter Overview


 Ridership declined; down 2.7% overall
 Peak period ridership not declining
 Train service reliability declined
 Equipment Reliability:  Car, Track and Transportation met; Traction 


Power, Train Control and Computer Control System not met
 Equipment Availability:  Platform Escalators, Station Elevators, Fare 


Gates, Ticket Machines met; Street Escalators, Garage Elevators and 
Cars not met


 Passenger Environment:  2 of 4 Station indicators improved, none met 
goal; 2 of 4 Train indicators improved, none met goal


 Complaints decreased
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Customer Ridership
Av


er
ag


e 
W


ee
kd


ay
 T


rip
s


370,000


380,000


390,000


400,000


410,000


420,000


430,000


440,000


450,000


460,000


470,000


480,000


Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec


Results


Goal


 Total ridership decreased by 2.7% compared to same quarter last year
 Average weekday ridership (425,944) down 1.3% from same quarter last year
 Core weekday ridership down by 1.0% from same quarter last year
 SFO Extension weekday ridership down by 2.9% from same quarter last year
 Average peak ridership during the period was up slightly (0.26%) compared


to the same quarter last year.
 During Q2 there were two Top 10 Ridership Days:


• 10/6/2016 – 465,688 – Dreamforce 2016; 49ers vs. Arizona (#9)
• 11/3/2016 – 464,224 – Warriors vs. Oklahoma City (#10)


 Saturday and Sunday down by 7.1% and 2.2%, respectively, over same 
quarter last year
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On-Time Service - Customer
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 90.1%, 95.00% goal not met, down 1.9 %
 Delay events causing the most late trains:
1


2


3


4
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10 Equip 52


62


10‐Dec‐16 Balboa Park 3rd Rail Power(Repeat ing Sect ional Trip)(1318‐1709) 


15‐Dec‐16 Systemwide Weather (Heavy Rain)(Reduced Speed)(0700‐2 40 0) Weather
Vehicle 62


62


13‐Dec‐16 T‐Bay Tube Brake (Smoke Odor)(Circuit  Breaker Tripped)


16‐Dec‐16
B.F M erge 
I‐Lk


Routing (Switch)(Broken Spring)(0520‐0 932 ) Equip
Equip 66


66


29‐Nov‐16 24th St. I‐Lk Routing (Switch)


15‐Oct ‐16 Civic Center Person On Trackway(Person Refuses to Leave Wayside) People
Equip 75


82


19‐Oct‐16 Emb. I‐Lock Routing (Switch)


14‐Oct‐16 Daly City PG & E Power Outage Utilities
Equip 86


124


20‐Oct ‐16 Lake M errit t M UX (False Occupancy)


03‐Nov‐16 Daly City Net.com (Field Comm Link) Equip
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On-Time Service - Train
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Results
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 84.7%, 92.00% goal not met; down 3.8%
 8,555 Late trains at End-of-Line


1. *Multiple small delays  (each under 5 min) 47.7% of delayed trains 
2. Other Miscellaneous (multiple cause, object 


on track, passenger transfers, person struck) 15.4% of delayed trains
3. Train Control 9.9% of delayed trains
4. BPD 8.4% of delayed trains
5. Revenue Vehicle 4.3% of delayed trains
6. Wayside Maintenance Work 3.2% of delayed trains 
7. Vandalism 2.6% of delayed trains
8. Traction Power 2.3% of delayed trains
9. Operations 2.2% of delayed trains
10. Sick Passenger 1.8% of delayed trains


*new category, not previously included







5


0.0


0.5


1.0


1.5


2.0


2.5


3.0


3.5


4.0


4.5


5.0


Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec


Results


Goal


Wayside Train Control System


 1.92, 1.00 goal not met
 Working with Alstom to remedy Switch Motor Controller failure 


in new switches.
 Biggest Train Control caused delay (86 late trains) due to aged 


cable insulation on track circuit receiver coil, system wide 
replacement project underway.


Includes False Occupancy & Routing, Delays Per 100 Train Runs
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Computer Control System
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Includes ICS computer & SORS, Delays per 100 train runs
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 Goal not met due to one incident in December
 Local software glitch required engineering support  
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Results
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 Multiple third rail coverboard pin failures throughout quarter identified as 
pin fatigue; caused by high winds, high speed train vibration.  Installing 
metal collars on pins to mitigate.


 Debris fire; damage to expansion joint cables at Montgomery repairs 
completed.


 Planning underway to move third rail expansion joints out of the platform 
area and to make them cableless.


Traction Power 
Includes Coverboards, Insulators, 


Third Rail Trips, Substations, 
Delays Per 100 Train Runs


D
el


ay
ed


  T
ra


in
s  


pe
r 1


00
 T


ra
in


 T
rip


s







8


0.0


0.5


1.0


1.5


Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec


Results


Goal


Transportation


Includes Late Dispatches, Controller-Train 
Operator-Tower Procedures and Other 
Operational Delays Per 100 Train Runs
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 Goal met
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 Goal met


Track


Includes Rail, Track Tie, 
Misalignment, Switch, 


Delays Per 100 Train Runs
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Car Equipment - Reliability
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 Goal met – MTBSD 5,322 hours
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Car Equipment –
Availability @ 0400 hours
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Goal not met – 592 Actual vs. 595 Required
 Fleet car availability requirement went up to 595 in fall. 
 Rains causing wheel flats impacted mostly the Concord fleet.  Due to 


Concord not having a wheel truing machine, Concord cars were queued 
up in Hayward for wheel cutting or axle changes. 
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Elevator Availability - Stations


 Goal met 
 Blue line measures availability including planned project 


work (doors and floors)
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Elevator Availability - Garage
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Results
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 Goal 98% not met, attained 95.63%, a drop of 1.97% from last quarter
 Pleasant Hill and San Bruno were worst performers, San Bruno due to 


water intrusion which damaged the elevator controller
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Weighted Availability


Escalator Availability - Street


 Goal 95%, actual 92.27%, slight improvement.
 Escalator electrical shorts due to water intrusion from the rain continue to 


outpace resources.
 Major repairs at Civic Center and 16th Street.
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Escalator Availability - Platform


 Goal met and performance improved
 Relocated department and bid reworked to improve efficiency
 Five (5) Trainee’s completed CCCM Program & awaiting State Certification
 Attempt to contract repairs when failures outpace resources, contractor 


availability limited
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AFC Gate Availability
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 Goal met
 Working to resolve problem with Gate Aisle Sensor on Asset Refresh







17


60%


70%


80%


90%


100%


Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec


Results


Goal


AFC Vendor Availability


 Goal exceeded, 95.90%
 Add Fare Availability – 98.35%
 Add Fare Parking Availability – 98.87%
 Parking Validation Machines Availability – 99.99%
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Environment - Outside Stations


Composite rating of:
Walkways & Entry Plaza Cleanliness (50%)  2.65↑
BART Parking Lot Cleanliness (25%)           2.96
Appearance of BART Landscaping (25%)     2.72↑


 Goal not met but improved performance (Walkways/Entry 
Plaza and Landscaping)


 Cleanliness ratings of either Excellent or Good:
Walkways/Entry Plazas:  61.7%       
Parking Lots:  77.2%
Landscaping Appearance:  65.2%


Ratings guide: 
4 = Excellent
3 = Good
2.80 = Goal
2 = Only Fair 
1 = Poor


↑ indicates a statistically significant increase over the prior quarter
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Environment - Inside Stations


 Goal not met, slight improvement on M/W Line
 Cleanliness ratings of either Excellent or Good:


Station Platform:  68.6%
Other Station Areas:  58.1%
Restrooms:  38.8%
Elevators:  46.6%


Composite rating for Cleanliness of:
Station Platform (60%) 2.78
Other Station Areas (20%) 2.59
Restrooms (10%)  2.15
Elevator Cleanliness (10%) 2.31


Ratings guide: 
4 = Excellent
3 = Good
3.00 = Goal
2 = Only Fair 
1 = Poor
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Station Vandalism
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Results


Goal


 Goal not met, slight improvement 
 76.5% of those surveyed ranked this category as either Excellent or 


Good


Station Kept Free of Graffiti


Ratings guide: 
4 = Excellent
3.19 = Goal
3 = Good
2 = Only Fair 
1 = Poor
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Station Services
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Results


Goal


Composite rating of:
Station Agent Availability (65%) 2.85
Brochures Availability (35%) 2.92 ↓


 Goal not met, lower rating in both areas
 Availability ratings of either Excellent or Good:


Station Agents:  71.6%
Brochures:  74.0%


Ratings guide: 
4 = Excellent
3.06 = Goal
3 = Good
2 = Only Fair 
1 = Poor


↓ indicates a statistically significant decrease from the prior quarter
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Train P.A. Announcements
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Results


Goal


 Goal not met but slight improvement for all three types
 Announcement ratings of either Excellent or Good:


Arrivals:  77.8% 
Transfers:  76.6% 
Destinations:  83.7%


Composite rating of:
P.A. Arrival Announcements (33%) 3.07
P.A. Transfer Announcements (33%) 3.03
P.A. Destination Announcements (33%) 3.20


Ratings guide: 
4 = Excellent
3.17 = Goal
3 = Good
2 = Only Fair 
1 = Poor
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Train Exterior Appearance


 Goal not met
 73.0% of those surveyed ranked this category as either Excellent or Good


2.89 2.88 2.85 2.86 2.83
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Results


Goal


Ratings guide: 
4 = Excellent
3.00 = Goal
3 = Good
2 = Only Fair 
1 = Poor
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Train Interior Cleanliness


Composite rating of:
Train interior cleanliness (60%) 2.61 ↓


Train interior kept free of graffiti (40%) 3.30 ↓


 Goal not met
 Making adjustments to better balance work program
 Train Interior ratings of either Excellent or Good:


Train Interior Cleanliness:  59.5%
Graffiti-free:  90.1%


3.00 2.95 2.94 2.95 2.89


1
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FY2016 Qtr 2 FY2016 Qtr 3 FY2016 Qtr 4 FY2017 Qtr 1 FY2017 Qtr 2


Results


Goal


Ratings guide: 
4 = Excellent
3 = Good
3.00 = Goal
2 = Only Fair 
1 = Poor


↓ indicates a statistically significant decrease from the prior quarter
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Train Temperature
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Results


Goal


Comfortable Temperature Onboard Train


 Goal not met but slight improvement
 84.1 % of those surveyed ranked this category as either Excellent or Good


Ratings guide: 
4 = Excellent
3.12 = Goal
3 = Good
2 = Only Fair 
1 = Poor
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Customer Complaints
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Results


Goal


 6.53 complaints/100,000 riders, goal 5.07/100,000 riders
 Total complaints decreased 366 (15.3%) from last quarter
 All categories improved except Announcements, Passenger Information, and 


Train Cleanliness.
 A new category, “Quality of Life” was instituted to capture complaints related 


to non-criminal matters but formerly logged under BPD.
 “Compliments” dropped to 86, down from 116


Complaints Per 100,000 Customers
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Employee Safety:
Lost Time Injuries/Illnesses
per OSHA Incidence Rate
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Employee Safety:
OSHA-Recordable Injuries/Illnesses


per OSHA Incidence Rate
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Operating Safety:
Rule Violations per Million Car Miles
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BART Police Presence


Starting FY17 Q2, the way BART Police Presence is measured was changed. 
The new questions are:
• Did you see BART Police on the Train? (Yes, No, Don’t Know)
• Did you see BART Police Outside the Station? (Yes, No, Don’t Know)
• Did you see BART Police in the Station? (Yes, No, Don’t Know)


Overall Police Presence is also reported as are results for after 7:00 PM.
Goals will be set after approximately a year of using the new measures. 


BART Police Presence Avg. 10.9%


Rider saw Police on train 5.6%


Rider saw Police outside the station 16.3%


Rider saw Police in the station 11.1%


Rider saw Police on train after 7:00PM 4.8%


Rider saw Police outside the station after 7:00PM 16.0%


Rider Saw Police in the station after 7:00PM 11.4%
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*Quality of Life Violations include: Disturbing the Peace, Vagrancy, Public Urination,
Fare Evasion, Loud Music/Radios, Smoking, Eating/Drinking and Expectoration


 Quality of Life incidents are up from the last quarter and down from 
the corresponding quarter of the prior fiscal year.
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Crimes Against Persons
(Homicide, Rape, Robbery, and Aggravated Assault)
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Results


Goal


 Goal not met
 Crimes against persons are up from the last quarter, and up from the 


corresponding quarter of the prior fiscal year. 
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Auto Theft and Burglary
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Results
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 Goal met
 The number of incidents per thousand parking spaces are up from last 


quarter and down from the corresponding quarter from the prior fiscal year.
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 The average Emergency Response Time goal was not met for the quarter.
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Bike Theft
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Goal


 Goal met
 109 bike thefts for current quarter, down 54 from last quarter and down 


92 from the corresponding quarter of the prior fiscal year.


* The penal code for grand theft value changed in 2011. The software was updated, which 
resulted in a change of bicycle theft statistics effective FY12-Q3.








BART Tri‐Valley Overview


February 9, 2017


1
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Discussion Items


• Tri‐Valley Update
1. BART to Livermore


2. BART –ACE Connection


3. Dublin/Pleasanton Garage Expansion


• Action Items


• Dublin/Pleasanton Garage Expansion
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Tri‐Valley
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BART‐Related Activities in the Tri‐Valley


Dublin/
Pleasanton
Station


3. Dublin/ 
Pleasanton 
Garage 
Expansion


1. BART to 
Livermore


2. BART –ACE 
Connection


Potential 
Isabel 
Station Downtown 


Livermore 
ACE Station


Vasco 
ACE 


Station
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I‐580
I‐580
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BART to Livermore Project Goals


• Provide affordable and effective inter‐regional and 
intermodal link


• Link existing BART, inter‐regional rail, Priority 
Development Areas (Isabel, downtown, East Side)


• Create TOD opportunities


• Provide alternative to I‐580 congestion
• Improve air quality, reduce greenhouse gases (GHG)







6


BART to Livermore Project
• 2008‐2010 Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR)


• Jul 2010 Board certifies Program EIR and adopts downtown 
alignment


• Jul 2011 City of Livermore adopts freeway alignment


• Feb 2012 Board direction to advance BART to Livermore (Isabel) 
conceptual engineering and environmental review


• Aug 2012 Notice of Preparation (NOP) for Project EIR


• BART is the lead agency


• Feb 2014 Board discussion of alternatives to include


• Nov 2014 Alameda County Measure BB


• Feb 2016 I‐580 Express Lanes project completed
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Alt 1  Conventional BART to Isabel


Cost $1.2 billion*


* 2009 Draft Program EIR estimate escalated to 2016 dollars, being updated
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Alt 2  DMU/EMU to Isabel


Cost TBD
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Alt 3  Express Bus/BRT


Cost $200 million*


* Preliminary 2013 estimate, being updated
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Alt 3  Express Bus/BRT
Dublin/Pleasanton Station


Above shows cross‐section at the station
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Alt 4  Enhanced Bus


Cost $55 million*


* Preliminary 2013 estimate, being updated
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New BART Trips
Conventional BART Alternative


Livermore 28%
Dublin 13%


Pleasanton 17%
Contra Costa County 18%
San Joaquin County 24%


1 dot= 1 new trip


Stockton


Tracy


LivermorePleasanton


Dublin


San Ramon San Joaquin Co


DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION ONLY – SUBJECT TO CHANGE
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BART to Livermore Project Funding


• $533 million total committed design & construction funding


• $398 million Alameda County Measure BB


• $80 million AB1171 (bridge tolls)


• $15 million RM1 (bridge tolls)


• $40 million Livermore Traffic Impact Fees
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EIR Work Completed
• Analyzed and settled project definition details


• Completed conceptual engineering drawings


• Identified right‐of‐way and property impacts


• Conducted environmental studies


• Identified environmental impacts and mitigation strategies


• Developed ridership and traffic forecasts
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BART to Livermore Project Schedule


• Spring 2017 Release Draft EIR


• Fall 2017 Identify recommended alternative


• Late 2017 Release Final EIR, adopt project


• 2019 Release Draft EIS


• 2020 Release Final EIS


• 2022 Complete design


• 2026 Complete construction


Tentative
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ACE Forward


Existing ACE
Project EIR
Program EIR
BART


To Merced


• Today
• Stockton to San Jose
• 4 round trips
• 5,000 weekday riders


• Project EIR
• Extend to Modesto
• 6 round trips


• Program EIR
• Extend to Merced
• 10 round trips
• Evaluate several ACE‐


BART connections
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BART –ACE Connection
• 2007 MTC San Francisco Bay Area Regional Rail Plan


• Identifies BART –ACE as an important interregional connection


• Altamont Regional Rail Working Group
• “… support ... a rail connection of the BART and ACE rail systems in the Tri‐
Valley”


• Members
• Alameda County, San Joaquin County


• Livermore, Dublin, Pleasanton, Tracy


• BART, ACE, LAVTA


• Innovation Tri‐Valley, East Bay Leadership Council, San Joaquin Partnership
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Altamont Regional Rail Working Group
• $660,000 MTC RM1 funding


• To study rail projects east of Isabel


• Executive consultant Frank Wilson


• Exploring creation of a Joint Powers Authority
• AB2762, Baker


• Have not identified a preferred alignment or technology
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Dublin Transit Center
• Dublin Transit Center mixed‐use development 


• EIR approved in 2002 by City of Dublin 
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540 net 
new spaces


540 net 
new spaces


Existing garage 
1,500 spaces


Existing garage 
1,500 spaces


Parking Expansion
• 655 space garage (540 new)


• Real‐time monitoring


• Flat floors (supports 
potential conversion to 
other land uses)


• Environmental addendum 


# on reserved parking 
wait list


Weekday (M‐Th) a.m. 
fill times


Dublin/Pleasanton 3,000 7:45 am


W Dublin/Pleasanton  3,700 7:40 am
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View from east 


Phase 2
Proposed 
Expansion


Phase 2
Proposed 
Expansion


Phase 1 (2007) -
Existing garage
Phase 1 (2007) -


Existing garage


Parking Expansion
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Station Access Policy


Dublin/Pleasanton: Auto‐Dependent


Primary Investments: 
BART will prioritize investments of funds 
and staff time on and off of BART 
property, consistent with access goals; 
priority projects best achieve policy goals, 
focus on safety and sustainability. 


Secondary Investments: 
BART will invest funds and staff time on 
and off of BART property, consistent with 
policy goals; secondary investments 
balance policy goals. 


Accommodated: 
BART will maintain and manage existing 
assets, and partner with other access 
providers as needed. 


Not Encouraged: 
BART will not invest in construction of 
parking expansion. 
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Environmental 
Review


Design Construction


Local/regional sources $8.6 m TBD


BART sources $0.4 m TBD


Total cost $8.6 m $28.5 m


Grand Total  $37.1 million


Project Costs & Funding
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Relationship to BART to Livermore


• Travel markets: similar for the two projects 


• Timing:  Garage could be open in about 3.5 years; Livermore will 
take considerably longer   


• Scale:  BART to Livermore expected to generate about 10 times 
more  daily trips than the Dublin garage expansion
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CEQA ADDENDUM 


Introduction 


This CEQA analysis is based on Section 15162 and 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines, described 
below, and serves as an addendum to the Dublin Transit Center Final Environmental Impact 
Report (DTC EIR) certified in 2002. The San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) is 
the Lead Agency for this Addendum. This Addendum analyzes a proposed expansion to an 
existing BART parking structure in the Dublin Transit Center, which would implement a part of 
the project analyzed in the DTC EIR. 


CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 (Addendum to an EIR or Negative Declaration) states that an 
addendum to a certified EIR shall be prepared when some changes or additions are necessary 
and none of the conditions requiring preparation of a subsequent EIR or Negative Declaration 
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21166 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 have 
occurred. 


The analysis in the 2002 DTC EIR directly applies to the Proposed Project, providing the basis 
for the use of an Addendum. 


Project Modifications 


The Proposed Project is an expansion of the existing BART parking structure located on the 
north side of the Dublin/Pleasanton BART station. In 2002, the City of Dublin prepared a 
program-level EIR for the Dublin Transit Center (DTC) project, including a parking structure to 
be owned by BART. In 2005, the City adopted the East Dublin BART Parking Structure project, 
finding that the project was within the scope of the program DTC EIR and no further 
environmental review was required. Following the 2005 project approval, the Phase I parking 
structure was constructed by the Alameda County Surplus Property Authority (ACSPA). The 
ACSPA subsequently conveyed ownership of the parking structure and property to BART. BART 
now proposes to construct Phase II of the parking structure project in order to provide 
additional parking for BART patrons.  


The Proposed Project is consistent with the location, scale and design of the parking structure 
analyzed in the DTC EIR. The DTC project included a parking structure on Site P/SP of the DTC 
area, which would be constructed in two phases and contain up to 2,200 parking spaces. The 
parking structure was anticipated to be five to seven levels in height. The parking structure 
described in the DTC EIR, when fully constructed, would replace surface parking for BART 
patrons in the DTC project area. Under the Proposed Project the parking structure would be 
expanded to contain approximately 2,052 parking spaces, slightly less than the number 
analyzed in the DTC EIR. Parking for BART employees located southwest of the existing 
structure at the west end of Altamirano Avenue would remain unchanged.  


Consistent with the description of the parking structure in the DTC EIR, the Proposed Project 
would include a temporary parking lot during construction to ensure that the total number of 
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available BART parking spaces is maintained. Following construction of the expansion, the 
temporary parking area would be removed.  


The DTC EIR included an option for the parking structure to include “up to 10,000 square feet 
of retail use facing Iron Horse Parkway.” No retail space was constructed with the first phase of 
the parking structure construction, and no retail is included under the Proposed Project.  


The DTC EIR included construction of Altamirano Avenue (at the time referred to as Altamirano 
Road), which would be a two-lane roadway extending west from Arnold Road to the parking 
structure. This roadway has already been constructed, and the Proposed Project would not alter 
the roadway. 


The Proposed Project would include a variable message display sign, which would be installed 
outside of the DTC project area. The sign would be visible to motorists travelling on I-580 
westbound and would have real-time information on the expected fill-time for the parking 
structure. This sign was not included in the DTC EIR, and is therefore a modification to the DTC 
project. 


Conditions for an Addendum 


Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines states that a lead agency shall prepare an addendum to a 
previously certified EIR if some changes or additions are necessary, as long as none of the 
conditions described in Section 15162 calling for the preparation of a subsequent EIR have 
occurred. Section 15162 states that: 


(a) When an EIR has been certified or a negative declaration adopted for a project, no 
subsequent EIR shall be prepared for that project unless the lead agency determines, on 
the basis of substantial evidence in the light of the whole record, one or more of the 
following: 


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


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


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


a) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the 
previous EIR or negative declaration; 


b) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than 
shown in the previous EIR; 
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c) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in 
fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects 
of the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation 
measure or alternative; or 


d) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those 
analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant 
effects on the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the 
mitigation measure or alternative. 


 
Based on the following environmental evaluation, implementation of the Proposed Project 
requires some changes and additions to the DTC EIR, but does not meet any of the conditions 
of Section 15162 and therefore an addendum is appropriate. This Addendum to the previously 
certified DTC EIR will be presented to the BART Board for consideration prior to adoption of the 
Proposed Project. 


Project’s Consistency with Sections 15162 and 15164  


In accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21166; and CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 
and 15164 and as set forth in the CEQA Guidelines Checklist below, the proposed Project 
qualifies for an addendum because the following findings can be made: 


 The analyses conducted and the conclusions reached in the DTC EIR certified by the City 
Council on November 19, 2002 remain valid. The Proposed Project would not cause new 
significant impacts not previously identified in the DTC EIR, or result in a substantial 
increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts. No new mitigation 
measures would be necessary to reduce significant impacts. No changes have occurred with 
respect to circumstances surrounding the DTC project that would cause significant 
environmental impacts to which the Proposed Project would contribute considerably, and no 
new information has been put forward that shows that the Proposed Project would cause 
significant environmental impacts. Therefore, no supplemental environmental review is 
required in accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21166, and CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15162 and 15164. 
 


Summary of Addendum 


The purpose of this CEQA document is to evaluate the potential environmental effects of BART’s 
proposed changes to the existing parking structure, including minor modifications to the DTC 
Project as analyzed in the DTC EIR, and determine whether the conditions requiring 
supplemental CEQA review are triggered. The Proposed Project would implement the Phase II 
Parking Structure Expansion as described in the certified DTC EIR and the 2005 City of Dublin 
staff report and related conditions of approval. Nevertheless, given the passage of time since 
the 2002 certification of the DTC EIR and 2005 project approval, this Addendum analyzing the 
Proposed Project was prepared to verify that no changes in circumstances or new information 
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would result in new or substantially more severe impacts from implementation of the proposed 
project.  


The variable display message sign is proposed to be placed along the north side of I-580 
between the Tassajara Road and Fallon Road interchanges (the exact location has yet to be 
determined). The sign has been added as a modification to the DTC project and evaluated in 
this Addendum to ensure that no new significant or substantially greater impacts would result 
from this modification to the Proposed Project. No other changes to the project as described in 
the DTC EIR and 2005 project approval are proposed. 


As such, BART acting as Lead Agency for the Proposed Project has prepared this Addendum to 
analyze the Proposed Project under current conditions and confirm that no new or substantially 
more severe impacts would result from implementation of the Proposed Project.  


Conclusion  


The Proposed Project and project changes, which are limited to the addition of the variable 
display message sign, were evaluated for each environmental impact category analyzed in the 
Final EIR. In addition, topics that were not considered at the time of the prior EIR (specifically, 
greenhouse gas emissions and tribal cultural resources) have been included in this analysis to 
confirm the absence of new environmental impacts. Additionally, topics that were determined 
to have no potential to be impacted by the DTC Project, and were therefore not analyzed in the 
DTC EIR, are analyzed in this Addendum to confirm that no impacts will occur as a result of the 
Proposed Project.  


The analysis provided below uses the 2016 CEQA Guidelines Checklist to evaluate the potential 
project-specific environmental effects of the Proposed Project. The analysis compares the 
Proposed Project to existing environmental conditions using current CEQA analysis 
methodologies. The Checklist evaluates whether impacts of the Proposed Project were 
adequately covered by the DTC EIR and whether any of the conditions triggering supplemental 
environmental review have occurred. The analysis incorporates by reference the information 
contained in the DTC EIR. Mitigation measures identified in the DTC EIR that would apply to the 
Proposed Project are listed in each checklist section and in Attachment A, DTC EIR Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program. The Proposed Project will incorporate the applicable 
requirements of the mitigation measures identified in the DTC EIR; therefore, the mitigation 
measures therein are assumed to be included as part of the Proposed Project (see 
Attachment A). 


The analysis conducted in this document demonstrates that preparation of an addendum to the 
DTC EIR is appropriate for the Proposed Project. The analysis did not identify any substantial 
changes to the affected environment and did not identify any new or substantially more severe 
impacts not already identified in the DTC EIR. Based on the evaluation presented in this 
Addendum, there is no substantial evidence in the light of the whole record that the conditions 
outlined in Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines requiring a subsequent EIR are met. 
Therefore, an EIR Addendum is appropriate and no further review or analysis under CEQA is 
required. This CEQA Analysis is considered to be the addendum.  
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


1. Project Title: Dublin/Pleasanton BART Garage Expansion 


2. Lead Agency Name and Address: 
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) 
300 Lakeside Drive, 21st Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 
 


3. Contact Person and Phone Number: 
Ryan Greene-Roesel, Principal Planner 
RGreene@BART.gov  
510-287-4797 
 


4. Project Location: 
The Proposed Project site is located immediately northeast of the Dublin/Pleasanton BART 
Station (Dublin/Pleasanton Station) and adjacent to Interstate 580 (I-580), within the Dublin 
Transit Center (DTC) project area, in the City of Dublin, Alameda County (APN #986-34-19). 
 


5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address: 
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 21st Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 


6. General Plan Designation: 
The Proposed Project site is designated Public/Semi-Public. 


7. Zoning: 
The Proposed Project site is zoned Planned Development. 


8. Description of Project: 
The following describes the Proposed Project background, site location, surrounding land 
uses, Proposed Project components, and regulatory requirements to complete the project as 
proposed. 


Background 


In November 2002, the City of Dublin City Council certified an EIR for and adopted the DTC 
project. 


DTC Project 


The DTC area is comprised of approximately 91 acres immediately north of the 
Dublin/Pleasanton station. In 2002, the Dublin City Council approved the DTC project and 
certified the DTC EIR. The approvals included a General Plan/Eastern Dublin Specific Plan 
Amendment, Stage 1 Planned Development Zoning, and Vesting Tentative Map. These approvals 
established the land use and development standards for up to 1,800 residential units on DTC-
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designated Sites A, B, C, and E-1; 1.7-million square feet of campus office on Sites D and E-2; 
and 70,000 square feet of ancillary retail uses to be dispersed between Sites B though E and 
adjacent to the BART parking structure. The approval also included 12.20 gross acre park 
located on Site F and a one-acre Village Green located between Sites B and C. Site F has since 
been removed from the DTC project. The DTC project also includes 8.65 gross acres of 
public/semi-public uses, including the BART parking structure (Phase I and the proposed Phase 
II expansion) and surface parking lots for BART patrons and BART employees. 


The approved DTC project included a multi-level BART parking structure to replace surface 
parking throughout the Dublin Transit Center area. The parking structure as approved was to 
be constructed in two phases: 


1. Phase I: a seven-level, 1,528-space structure, to be constructed by ACSPA on property 
owned by ACSPA. 


2. Phase II: a six-level, 655-space expansion, to be constructed by BART1 on BART property  


In October 2005, the Dublin City Council approved site development review for both phases of 
the BART parking structure.2  


The Phase I parking structure was constructed by ACSPA in 2007. The Phase I parking structure 
is accessed by Iron Horse Parkway to the northwest and Altamirano Avenue to the south. It 
contains 1,512 parking spaces – slightly less than the number approved – and is generally 
seven levels (except for the elevator shaft on the southwest corner of the structure, which 
extends an additional level and provides roof access). 


BART has developed preliminary plans for the 655-space Phase II Parking Structure Expansion, 
and is now proposing to adopt the Phase II expansion of the parking structure component of 
the DTC project, herein referred to as the “Parking Structure Expansion” or “Proposed Project”. 
The Proposed Project would provide additional parking for BART patrons adjacent to the 
Dublin/Pleasanton Station. This Addendum considers the potential environmental consequences 
of BART’s proposed implementation of the Phase II parking structure.  


The DTC EIR determined that the DTC project’s impacts to the following resources would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level with the implementation of the following mitigation 
measures: aesthetics; biological resources; cultural resources; hazards and hazardous 
materials; hydrology and water quality; geology, soils and seismicity; noise; and public services 
and utilities.  


The DTC EIR found that the DTC project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts 
related to air quality, specifically, emissions of criteria pollutants during operation would have a 
significant and unavoidable impact on regional air quality, and no feasible mitigation measures 


                                               
1 Dublin City Council agenda packet for October 18, 2005, page 4 of 15. 
2 Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Dublin Amending the Zoning Map to Rezone Property and Approving a 


Related Stage 2 Development Plan; Resolution of the City Council of the City of Dublin Approving the Site Development 
Review, October 18, 2005.  
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could be developed to reduce this impact. The DTC EIR also found that the DTC project would 
result in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts, specifically: 


 Unacceptable levels of service would result at two intersections – Dougherty Road and 
Dublin Boulevard and Hacienda Drive/I-580 westbound off-ramp, 


 The Dublin Boulevard and Dougherty Road intersection would experience congested 
conditions that would exceed the threshold of significance, and 


 In 2025 I-580 mainline volumes would exceed thresholds of significance 


Due to the potential for significant unavoidable impacts, a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations was adopted as part of the City’s approvals.  


The DTC EIR remains relevant and retains informational value for evaluation of the Parking 
Structure Expansion because the project area is substantially the same as described in the DTC 
EIR and development that has occurred is consistent with DTC project evaluated in the EIR. No 
changes to the project as considered in the DTC EIR and 2005 project approval are proposed, 
with the exception of the variable display message sign. New, project-specific analysis has been 
completed in this Addendum which confirms that the DTC EIR remains relevant and its analysis, 
impacts, and mitigation measures are still applicable and adequate. 


Project Location 


The Parking Structure Expansion Project site is located in the City of Dublin, immediately north 
of I-580 and northeast of the Dublin/Pleasanton Station, as shown in Figure 1. Local arterials in 
the project vicinity include Dougherty Road to the west, Dublin Boulevard to the north and 
Hacienda Drive to the east. The Proposed Project site is located on Site P/SP within the DTC 
area, as shown in Figure 2. Site P/SP is owned by BART and designated in the DTC plan for BART 
station parking. Site P/SP is currently developed with the Phase I structure, surface parking and 
ancillary BART structures. 


Project Purpose and Need 


The Parking Structure Expansion is proposed to address an existing demand for parking at the 
Dublin/Pleasanton Station.  


The Phase I parking structure is open to BART patrons seven days a week. On an average 
weekday, all 2,886 parking spaces (both surface and structured) at the Dublin/Pleasanton 
Station are at 100 percent occupancy. All spaces are typically filled by approximately 7:30 a.m.3 
which limits the ability of additional patrons to access the system, reducing potential BART 
ridership and increasing commute vehicle traffic on Bay Area roadways as commuters forego 
transit for automobile travel. The purpose of the Proposed Project is to provide additional 
parking for BART patrons, improving access to the system. 


  


                                               
3 BART parking and entry and exit data, June 2016.  







DUBLIN


PLEASANTON


580


DUBLIN BL


W LAS POSITAS BL


H
O


P
YA


R
D


 R
D


OWENS DR


SA
NT


A 
RI


TA
 R


D


D
O


U
G


H
E


R
TY


 R
D


CENTRAL PW


IRON HORSE TRAIL


H
A


C
IE


N
D


A 
D


R


A
R


N
O


LD
 R


D


GLEASON DR


C
H


A
B


O
T 


D
R


SC
AR


LE
TT


 C
T


MARTINELLI WY


C
A


M
P


U
S


 D
R


C
A


M
P 


PA
R


K
S


 B
L


Proposed Project Site


Figure 1
Project Vicinity


Alameda County


Project SiteDUBLIN


PLEASANTON


HAYWARD


580


Dublin/Pleasanton BART Garage Expansion


Not to Scale
Source: Alameda County, 2016, Urban Planning Partners, 2016


N


Legend


Municipal Boundary


Proposed Project Site


Proposed Project Site - Temporary 
Parking and Staging Area


Dublin/Pleasanton Station


Iron Horse Trail (Bicycle and Ped. Only)


Dublin Crossing Speci�c Plan Area


Eastern Dublin Speci�c Plan Area







Figure 2


DTC Area and Phase II Parking Structure Expansion SiteDublin/Pleasanton BART Garage Expansion


Not to Scale


Source: Alameda County, 2016, Urban Planning Partners, 2016


N


DUBLIN CROSSING 
SPECIFIC PLAN AREA


SITE B


SITE C


SITE E-1


SITE F (DTC),
Commercial/


Mixed Use 
(Dublin Crossing 


SITE D-1


SITE P/SP


SITE E-2


SITE D-2


SITE AIRON HORSE TRAIL
C


A
M


P 
PA


R
K


S
 B


V


DUBLIN BV


MARTINELLI WY


R
D 


S
U


P
M


A
C


D
R 


DL
O


N
R


A


Y
W


K
P 


E
S


R
O


H 
N


O
RI


3RD ST


DEMARCUS BV


CAMPBELL LN


580
Dublin/Pleasantion 
BART Station


Legend


Dublin Transit Center (DTC) 
Plan Area (2002)


Plan Area (2013)


Phase II Parking Structure 
Expansion Site


Phase I Garage (Existing)


Dublin Transit Center EIR 
Proposed Garage Location


Proposed Temporary 
Parking and Staging Area


BART Station
Dublin/Pleasantion 







DECEMBER 2016 DUBLIN/PLEASANTON BART GARAGE EXPANSION  
ADDENDUM  


10 
 


Project Site 


The Proposed Project site is comprised of approximately 1 acre on a portion of Site P/SP. In 
addition, temporary parking and staging would be located on a 2-acre portion of Site D-2, an 
adjacent parcel of the DTC project owned by ACSPA. Both parcels are shown on Figure 2 and 
Figure 3. The parking structure expansion site includes a paved parking lot with a landscaped 
perimeter with trees located immediately south of the Phase I parking structure where the 
Proposed Project would be constructed (development site). The undeveloped ACSPA-owned 
parcel to the east is partially used as a storage yard for construction materials and included in 
the Proposed Project as a temporary parking and staging area. The site and surrounding area 
are generally flat. 


The 1-acre development site is currently developed with a 118-space surface parking lot for 
BART patrons. The northern portion of Site P/SP is developed with the seven-level Phase I 
parking structure which contains 1,512 parking spaces. Access to the site is via the Phase I 
parking structure, which is accessed from Iron Horse Parkway to the north and Altamirano 
Avenue to the south. The development site includes landscaping along its eastern and southern 
edges, and also has a landscaped buffer to the north between the parking lot and the Phase I 
parking structure. 


The proposed temporary parking and staging area is east of the development site, across 
Campus Drive on DTC Site D-2. Use of the D-2 site for the parking structure expansion project 
would be subject to an agreement between BART and the property owner, ACSPA.  


Site D-2 is undeveloped and primarily vacant, but is partially used for storage and staging of 
construction materials – such as cast concrete highway guard rail – for various nearby 
construction projects. A portion of the storage area is graveled and is sometimes used for 
vehicle parking. Current use of the site for materials storage and staging would continue with 
the Proposed Project. The area is unpaved and is predominantly bare soil and low-lying, weedy 
vegetation. The area currently is accessed from Martinelli Way and the northern end of Campus 
Drive. 


Land uses surrounding the Proposed Project site include: 


 East – undeveloped land that is designated for office campus and general commercial 
use 


 South - Altamirano Avenue and I-580 and the Dublin/Pleasanton station platform to the 
southwest 


 West and Northwest - medium-density residential use 


 North – undeveloped land planned for office campus or residential use (anticipated 
under the DTC project) 
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Historically, the Proposed Project site and surrounding areas were used as a dump and salvage 
yard affiliated with the Camp Parks military base, which was constructed in the early 1940s.4  


Minor structures affiliated with the Camp Parks military base within the DTC area were 
demolished in the 1970s and 1980s.5 In the intervening years, the Proposed Project site and 
vicinity were undeveloped and largely unused until development of the Phase I parking 
structure with paved surface parking area and surrounding DTC development. 


Proposed Project 


The Proposed Project is an expansion of the existing Phase I structure. The expansion is 
comprised of a new six-level structure with 655 spaces at the south side of the existing Phase I 
structure, replacing the existing surface parking lot. A series of auto ramps would connect the 
proposed expansion to the existing structure. The new structure would eliminate 118 parking 
spaces in the existing surface parking lot and would also remove some small number of spaces 
in the Phase I structure to accommodate the new ramps.  


Since the exact number of spaces to be removed will not be known until final design, this 
Addendum conservatively estimates that 115 spaces will be removed, resulting in a net increase 
of 540 spaces and a total of approximately 2,052 parking spaces on Site P/SP. By conservatively 
underestimating the number of parking spaces removed, this approach ensures that all 
available spaces resulting from the Parking Structure Expansion are counted and corresponding 
environmental impacts are captured in this analysis.  


Parking Structure Expansion 


The footprint of the expansion is approximately 278 feet long by 139 feet wide – totaling 
38,642 square feet (0.89 acre) – and the gross floor area is 215,604 square feet. The proposed 
maximum height is 70 feet, the same height as the Phase I structure. The final height of the 
expansion structure, as determined by final design, may be less. Exterior elevations would have 
a similar appearance to the Phase I parking structure, with a defined base and depth articulation 
and varying colors and materials to add visual interest. Elevation materials would be similar to 
those of the Phase I parking structure and may include stone cladding, stucco, and paint. 
Preliminary plans, sections, and elevations for the Phase II parking structure are illustrated in 
Figures 4 through 8. 


Real-Time Parking Monitoring 


The Proposed Project would include a real-time parking monitoring system with signs displaying 
the estimated fill time for both existing and new parking spaces at the parking structure 
entrances. Real-time fill-time parking information would also be displayed on a variable display 
message sign located along the I-580 westbound freeway frontage approximately ½ mile east of 
the Hacienda interchange. The exact location of the sign as not been determined, however, the  


                                               
4 Holman, 2000. 
5 Ibid. 
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Figure 5
Schematic Ground Floor PlanDublin/Pleasanton BART Garage Expansion 
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Figure 6
Schematic Roof PlanDublin/Pleasanton BART Garage Expansion 
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location would be between the Tassajara Road and Fallon Road interchanges. Along this portion 
of I-580, the highway alignment is at grade with surrounding development. The signage on I-
580 would be located far enough in advance of the parking structure to provide westbound 
patrons with sufficient time for them to maneuver across traffic lanes and exit at Hacienda 
Drive, the most direct access to the parking structure. The location would likely be in one of the 
commercial developments on the north side of the freeway, or possibly in the Caltrans right-of-
way. The distance between the sign and the nearest receptor would be at least 100 feet. The 
variable display sign would be approximately 6 feet tall by 8 feet wide, or similar in size to the 
standard contractor information signs often seen along Bay Area freeways. 


Site Improvements 


The Proposed Project includes site improvements to the development area on Site P/SP. These 
are described in detail below. 


Access 


Access to the Parking Structure Expansion site is proposed from Iron Horse Parkway through 
the Phase I parking structure and from Altamirano Avenue as shown in Figure 3. The Parking 
Structure Expansion would be accessible directly from Altamirano Avenue via two curb cuts. A 
future third access to the structure from Campus Drive to the east is possible as a part of DTC 
project development.  


During construction, access to the existing Phase I parking structure for BART patrons would be 
maintained via Iron Horse Parkway, however, access from Altamirano Avenue would be 
temporarily restricted. However, access from Altamirano Avenue to the BART employee parking 
lot to the southwest of the Phase I parking structure would be maintained and employee 
parking would not be affected.  


Bicycle Parking  


Existing bicycle parking for BART patrons at the Dublin/Pleasanton Station includes 40 bike 
lockers. Under the Proposed Project, BART would provide approximately 27 additional bike 
parking spaces. Although BART is not subject to the City of Dublin’s zoning ordinance, the 
proposed number of bicycle parking spaces is consistent with the City zoning ordinance, 
Chapter 8.76 Off-Street Parking and Loading Regulations, which defers to the California Green 
Building Standards Code6 for consistency with the City’s Climate Action Plan.7 The exact location 
of the new bicycle spaces would be determined during final design. 


Landscaping and Lighting 


Existing landscaping in and around the existing surface parking lot would be removed to 
accommodate construction of the Parking Structure Expansion. However, once complete, 
landscaping would be replaced around the structure perimeter. The precise design and species 
type(s) for the new landscaping have not yet been determined. 


                                               
6 California Green Building Standards Code, 2013. 
7 City of Dublin, 2013. 
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The Proposed Project would include new lighting in the Parking Structure Expansion for safety, 
and would include temporary lighting in the temporary parking area. At project completion, the 
temporary lighting would be removed. The project does not yet include a detailed lighting plan. 


Operation 


The Parking Structure Expansion would be an unmanned facility; therefore, the Proposed Project 
would not create any new permanent jobs. The expanded parking structure would maintain its 
current operating schedule, being open to BART patrons seven days a week. 


Temporary Improvements and Construction 


During construction of the Parking Structure Expansion, a temporary parking lot with 
approximately 118 spaces would be developed on Site D-2 to maintain the existing number of 
parking spaces available to BART patrons. Staging for construction would also occur on Site D-
2, adjacent to the temporary parking area. Staging would include typical activities such as 
materials lay-down and equipment storage. The combined staging and temporary parking area 
would be approximately 2 acres.  


The exact configuration of temporary parking and staging has not yet been determined, 
however, construction activity and vehicle circulation would occur largely within areas 
previously disturbed and/or graveled. However, the temporary use area would extend to 
Campus Drive on the west and Altamirano Avenue on the south. Existing drainage ditches along 
the west and south perimeter of the D-2 site would be maintained.  


The temporary parking area would be graded enough to provide adequate drainage and then 
would be covered with a thin coat of asphalt paving material. Once BART use of the site is 
complete, BART would remove the paving material.  


Construction Access 


During construction, the Phase I parking structure would be open to BART patrons and access 
from Iron Horse Parkway would continue. Access to the structure from the south would be 
temporarily closed to the public.  


The Parking Structure Expansion development area would be accessed by the construction 
contractor as necessary from the Phase I parking structure to the north, Altamirano Avenue to 
the south, and Campus Drive to the east. The temporary parking and staging area could be 
accessed via the existing paved portion of Campus Drive. Additional access points would be 
added to surrounding streets (Campus Drive, Altamirano Avenue) as necessary.  


Project Construction 


Construction would occur over approximately 24 months. Construction is anticipated to begin 
in mid-2017. Construction work hours would be 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. daily. Nighttime work is 
not anticipated. During construction, the Proposed Project would create temporary jobs for 
construction workers. 
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Consistent with previous BART projects, BART has committed to reducing diesel exhaust 
emissions from off-road construction equipment by requiring contractors to prepare and 
implement a Construction Emissions Reduction Plan. As described in BART’s standard contract 
specifications, the Construction Emissions Reduction Plan must describe specific emissions-
reduction measures, (e.g., retrofitting older diesel engines with oxidation catalysts and Level 3 
diesel particulate filters certified by the California Air Resources Board).  


To construct the Parking Structure Expansion, excavation equipment would be used to remove 
existing pavement and for site preparation, trenching, minor grading, and drainage work. The 
area of excavation will be approximately 38,642 square feet resulting in approximately 2,900 
cubic yards of excavated material. The excavated material consisting of asphalt and soil would 
be off-hauled from the Proposed Project site and disposed of using dump truck-style vehicles. In 
a worst case scenario, if the soil under the Parking Structure Expansion area needed to be 
removed due the presence of expansive soil, a total of approximately 6,000 cubic yards of 
excavation may be required.  


After the relocation of any existing utilities (if necessary), construction of the six-level Parking 
Structure Expansion would begin. Construction would require the partial demolition of the 
south face of the Phase I parking structure, to allow the Parking Structure Expansion to be 
connected. Pile driving would not be necessary or included in construction. A more detailed 
overview of the anticipated construction schedule and duration is contained in Table 1. Some 
construction steps would be completed concurrently, which is reflected in the total length of 
construction time.  


Consistent with previous BART projects, initial site preparation and site clearing would be timed 
to avoid interference with the nesting season for birds (September 1 through January 31). If any 
construction or vegetation removal were scheduled for the period February 1 through August 
31, BART would conduct a survey by a qualified biologist to verify that no nests were in the 
affected area. If active nests were observed, appropriate buffer zones would be established 
through consultation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife.  


Table 1 – Anticipated Construction Timeline 
Construction Steps (Chronological) Duration 


Demolition 5 weeks 


Site preparation 1week 


Grading 5 weeks 


Building construction 89 weeks 


Paving 2 weeks 


Architectural coatings 2 weeks 
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Total 104 weeks 
(24 months) 


Note: Several of these construction activities could occur concurrently.  


Construction of the real-time parking monitoring sign would require construction of a sign 
base, sign structure, and connection to electrical power. The sign base would be of relatively 
modest size, approximately 10 feet by 15 feet. Connection to the power grid would require 
trenching to the closest power pole or underground utility. The trenched area would be repaved 
if necessary, depending on the sign’s location. Construction of the sign is anticipated to take up 
to 14 days.  


Project Approvals 


BART is not subject to the City of Dublin’s land use regulations, and is exempt from compliance 
with the City’s building standards, zoning, and from the jurisdiction of the City’s Building 
Official by state law. However, the project is designed to be consistent with the Stage 2 Planned 
Development Rezoning and Site Development Review approved by the City in October 2005.8 


Lead Agency Permit/Approval 


BART - 


Responsible Agencies  


City of Dublin 


Encroachment permits for utility connections and 
construction 


Fire Marshall review for Fire Life Safety Program  


Caltrans 
Possible encroachment permit or other approval 
for real-time parking monitoring sign 


Alameda County Surplus 


Property Authority (ACSPA) 
Agreement for use of D-2 parcel for temporary 
parking 


  


                                               
8 Dublin City Council Staff Report, Ordinance and Resolution, October 18, 2005.  
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 


The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, 
involving at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact,” as indicated by the 
checklist on the following pages. 


 Aesthetics 
  Biological Resources 
 Greenhouse Gas 


Emissions 
  Land Use/Planning 
  Population/Housing 
  Transportation/Traffic 


 Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources 


 Cultural Resources 
 Hazards & Hazardous Materials 
 Mineral Resources 
 Public Services 
  Tribal Cultural Resources 


 Air Quality 
 Geology/Soils 
 Hydrology/Water Quality 
 Noise 
 Recreation 
 Utilities/Service Systems 
 Mandatory Findings of 


Significance 
   


Determination (To be completed by the Lead Agency.) 


On the basis of this initial evaluation: 


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


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


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


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


 I find that although the Proposed Project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed 
adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable 
standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed 
upon the Proposed Project, nothing further is required. 


 


 
______________________________________________________ _________________ 
Signature        Date  
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 


This section considers the potential effects of the Proposed Project for each environmental topic 
considered under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This CEQA Checklist hereby 
incorporates by reference the discussion and analysis of all potential environmental impact 
topics as presented in the certified 2002 DTC EIR. As described above, the Proposed Project site 
is within the Dublin Transit Center (DTC) project area, which covers approximately 91 acres 
immediately north of the Dublin/Pleasanton Station and is generally bounded by the Iron Horse 
Trail, Dublin Boulevard, Arnold Road, and I-580. 


Each environmental topic discussion is organized into three parts: 


 DTC EIR Findings: This section provides an overview of the analysis, findings, impacts 
and mitigation measures adopted in the 2002 DTC EIR. Where applicable, a discussion 
of the relationship between DTC EIR mitigation measures to the Proposed Project is 
included in this section. Some mitigation measures adopted for the larger DTC project 
were determined to not be applicable to the Proposed Project, and the reasoning for this 
is provided in this section. 


 2016 Analysis: This section includes a new, project-specific analysis of the Proposed 
Project using the 2016 CEQA Guidelines Checklist, current methodologies, and current 
significance criteria where applicable. Current conditions are used to evaluate potential 
impacts of the Proposed Project, and DTC EIR mitigation measures are identified and 
carried forward where applicable. 


 Conclusion: Supported by the preceding analysis, for each environmental topic this 
document concludes that implementation of the Proposed Project would not 
substantially increase the severity of significant impacts identified in the DTC EIR, nor 
would it result in new significant impacts that were not identified in the DTC EIR. 
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I. AESTHETICS 
 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Less Than 


Significant 
With 


Mitigation 
Incorporated 
(from DTC 


EIR) 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 


No 


Impact 


Would the project:     


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


    


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


    


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


    


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


    


 


DTC EIR FINDINGS 


The DTC EIR evaluated potential impacts related to aesthetics, light and glare in the project 
area. The DTC EIR determined that the DTC project, including the Phase II Parking Structure 
Expansion, would result in less than significant impacts with mitigation, and no significant 
cumulative impacts were identified. 


Two mitigation measures were recommended to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level: 
DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.1-1 (views and vistas) and DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.1-2 
(light and glare). DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.1-1 (views and vistas) was implemented via the 
2005 Stage 2 Planned Development Rezoning and Site Development Review, and no further 
action is required to fulfil this mitigation measure under the Proposed Project. DTC EIR 
Mitigation Measure 4.1-2 (light and glare) applies to this project and is discussed in the analysis 
below.  


2016 ANALYSIS 


Project-specific analysis using the 2016 CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist has been 
completed for the Proposed Project to confirm that no new or substantially more severe impacts 
than those identified in the DTC EIR would occur as a result of the Proposed Project. As the 
following analysis demonstrates, the Proposed Project and related impacts are consistent with 
the Parking Structure Expansion analyzed in the DTC EIR, and no new or substantially more 
severe impacts would result.  


The overall visual character of the immediate project vicinity is an area that includes a mix of 
new and older development as well as a fair amount of undeveloped parcels. The project site is 
developed with surface parking, some landscaping and the seven-level Phase I parking 
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structure. The area immediately to the west across Iron Horse Parkway includes relatively new 
five-story multi-family residential development (Dublin Station) and then further west is the Iron 
Horse Trail and a mix of older one- and two-story light industrial and commercial development. 
The areas immediately east and north of the site are undeveloped but are planned for future 
campus office development. The lands further east between Arnold Road and Hacienda Drive 
are also undeveloped but planned for general commercial development. East of Hacienda Drive 
there is a regional serving commercial center (Hacienda Crossings) with movie theaters, 
restaurants, and big box retail stores. Directly south of the site is Interstate 580 (I-580) (10 
lanes), which contains the Dublin/Pleasanton Station platform and tracks within the median. I-
580 and the BART platform are the most visually prominent features south of the Proposed 
Project site, generally obstructing views to the south. Further south, beyond I-580, is the 
southern BART surface parking lot and a mix of mid-rise office development. These features are 
shown in site vicinity photos below. Photo locations are shown on Figure 9. 


Discussion 


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


Less Than Significant. The Proposed Project proposes a new six-level parking structure on a 
site located between an elevated portion of I-580 and the existing seven-level Phase I parking 
structure. The proposed parking structure expansion may be up to 70 feet in height – equal to 
the height of the existing parking structure – due to greater ceiling heights in the proposed 
expansion. This analysis assumes that the parking structure expansion will be the same height 
as the existing structure.  
 
Public viewpoints in the vicinity are primarily limited to views from west I-580 and surface 
streets. There are no nearby public parks from which the Proposed Project site is visible, and 
the site is visible from a short portion of the Iron Horse Trail, a bicycle and pedestrian trail, just 
north of the trail’s crossing under the I-580. Under current conditions, there are limited views of 
the rolling hills to the north of the Proposed Project area, as existing DTC project development 
(including the Phase I parking structure) obscures these views in the immediate vicinity, as 
shown in Figure 15.  


I-580 and the Phase I parking structure dominate the visual environment at the Proposed 
Project site, limiting views of the surrounding area; the north entrance to the Dublin/Pleasanton 
station is visible to the west. Undeveloped land, which is part of the DTC program, is easily 
visible to the east. These features are shown in Figures 15–18. 


Construction 


During construction, the temporary parking and staging area would be occupied with BART 
patron vehicles, construction equipment, and construction materials. The development area of 
the Proposed Project site would be occupied by large pieces of construction equipment, such as 
cranes, excavators, and backhoes. This equipment would be visible from I-580 as motorists 
travel westbound on I-580 but it would not obscure views through or beyond the site as the 
construction activity and new structure would all occur south of the existing structure which  
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Site Vicinity Photos, DTC Development
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Site Vicinity Photos, Iron Horse Trail and Adjacent Development
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Site Vicinity Photos, Undeveloped Areas to the North and East
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Site Vicinity Photos, Hacienda Crossings
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Site Vicinity Photos, I-580 and Dublin/Pleasanton Station


14a


14b


14c







Dublin/Pleasanton BART Garage Expansion


Not to Scale
Source: Urban Planning Partners, 2016 Figure 15


Views from Proposed Project Site, North
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Views from Proposed Project Site, East
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Views from Proposed Project Site, South
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already obscures views through the site. Views from the residences to the northwest and views 
from the west are blocked by the Phase I parking structure and the existing BART facilities 
building as can be seen in the photos included in Figures 15 through 19. Similarly, during 
construction of the variable display message sign, construction equipment would be visible 
from I-580 in both the eastbound and westbound direction, and would be visible to users of the 
adjacent commercial buildings. The presence of this construction equipment and materials 
would likely be perceived as a temporary negative visual impact for the duration of 
construction. However, views of this equipment would be limited and would not block views to 
scenic vistas. As a result, the visual quality impacts associated with the construction phase of 
the Proposed Project would be less than significant. 


Operation 


Once construction is completed, the Proposed Project would not significantly restrict views 
north to the hills, but would instead add a parking structure similar in size, bulk, and 
architectural style as the existing Phase I parking structure, with the Phase I structure and other 
development of a similar size and bulk visible in the background to the north, and northwest. 
The Proposed Project would not be visible from the north when looking south, as it would be 
obscured by the existing Phase I parking structure. The Proposed Project would be visible from 
undeveloped areas to the east, and would be seen in the context of surrounding DTC 
development and the northern entrance to the Dublin/Pleasanton Station in the background. 
The placement of the Proposed Project immediately south of the existing Phase I structure 
would alter views from I-580. Drivers traveling west on I-580 would see the Proposed Project in 
the foreground to their right, with the existing Phase I structure and other DTC development in 
the background. The Proposed Project would not be visible to travelers travelling east on I-580 
as the grade differential, the median barriers, and the BART platform all obscure views of the 
Proposed Project Site. 


The Proposed Project is not anticipated to significantly reduce views of Mount Diablo or the 
surrounding ridgelands from public viewpoints due to its location and the existing DTC 
development. The proposed Phase II Parking Structure would be constructed on the south side 
of the existing Phase I Parking Structure, and would not be taller or have a wider footprint than 
the existing parking structure. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not further obscure views 
of these scenic resources.  


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.1-1 (views and vistas) has already been implemented for the 
Proposed Project through the Stage 2 Planned Development Rezoning and Site Development 
Review conditions of approval, approved by the City of Dublin in 2005. The Proposed Project 
would be consistent with these approvals.  


The variable display message sign would not further restrict views to the north of the valley or 
hills in a significant way, and would be similar to existing signage along this portion of 
westbound I-580, which includes variable display message signs of similar size to the proposed 
sign, signage from regional-serving commercial uses that are generally two to three stories in 
height, and typical Caltrans directional signage (green, reflective signage). The variable display 
message sign would be visible to drivers on I-580 in both directions, but legible only to drivers 
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traveling in the westbound direction. The sign would also be visible from the surrounding 
commercial uses, and would be viewed in the context of other large signage as described 
above.  


City of Dublin Policies 


BART is not subject to the City of Dublin’s land use regulations; however, by way of 
information, the Proposed Project’s relationship to scenic vistas and other visual resources 
identified in the City of Dublin General Plan9 (General Plan) and other planning documents is 
described below. 


General Plan. Chapter 5 of the General Plan includes scenic routes and highways and policies 
relating to these elements. These policies include: 


5.7.1, A.1: Guiding Policy. Incorporate County-designated scenic routes, and the Fallon 
Road extension, in the General Plan as adopted City-designated scenic routes, and work 
to enhance a positive image of Dublin as seen by through travelers. 


5.7.1, B.1: Implementing Policy. Exercise design review of all projects visible from a 
designated scenic route. 


5.7.1, B.2: Implementing Policy. Implement the Eastern Dublin Scenic Corridors Policies 
and Standards for projects within the Eastern Extended Planning Area. 


As stated above, the Proposed Project would be visually consistent with surrounding 
development and would not further obstruct scenic views to the north. The project would 
support Guiding Policy A.1 through high-quality architectural design, as shown in the plan set 
included in Dublin’s 2005 Stage 2 Planned Development Rezoning and Site Development Review 
approval. 


Eastern Dublin Specific Plan. In 1996, as part of the implementation of the Eastern Dublin 
Specific Plan,10 the City of Dublin designated I-580 as a scenic corridor along the southern 
boundary of the plan area, extending from Arnold Road to Croak Road. With adoption of the 
Specific Plan, the City adopted the “Eastern Dublin Scenic Corridor Standards and Policies” to 
allow development conforming with the Specific Plan to be implemented along the scenic 
corridor, while maintaining the visual character of the surrounding landscape. The Specific Plan 
identifies the rolling, grassy hills located east of Fallon Road as “Visually Sensitive Ridgelands.” 
The Eastern Dublin Scenic Corridor Standards and Policies document includes Standard 1.2, 
which states: 


Structures adjacent to the corridor, generally within 700 feet of the Scenic Corridor, 
should be allowed to obstruct views of the Visually Sensitive Ridgelines from I-580 for 
not more than approximately 50% of the developed frontages. 


                                               
9 City of Dublin, 1985. 
10 City of Dublin, 1994. 
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The Visually Sensitive Ridgelands identified in the Specific Plan are approximately 2.75 miles 
east of the Proposed Project. These ridgelands are somewhat visible in the distance from 
eastbound I-580 in the project vicinity, and existing views are cluttered by the Phase I parking 
structure, other similarly sized development east of the DTC project area, and the 
Dublin/Pleasanton Station as shown in Figure 20. The Proposed Project would add an additional 
structure to this view, which would block some views of undeveloped land to the east and north 
of the parking structure; however, the structure would be on the edge of the Visually Sensitive 
Ridgelands viewshed identified in the Specific Plan and would not significantly detract from 
views of this resource. 


The variable display message sign would add an additional piece of signage to the Visually 
Sensitive Ridgelands viewshed, which is somewhat visible to drivers traveling on I-580 
eastbound between Tassajara Road and Fallon Road interchanges. As stated above, I-580 is at 
grade along this portion of the alignment. This creates views that are limited and cluttered by 
existing development. Any undeveloped portions of the freeway frontage are planned for 
development. The sign would be relatively small in size when considered in the surrounding 
context, and visible for a short period of time as drivers pass through the area. Therefore, the 
sign would not significantly detract from views of this resource. 


As detailed above, the visual changes resulting from the Proposed Project would not 
significantly alter views from public viewpoints, nor would they degrade public views of any 
scenic vistas or other visual resources. 
  


b) Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, 
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State Scenic Highway? 


No Impact. California’s Scenic Highway Program serves to protect and enhance California’s 
natural scenic beauty and to protect the social and economic values provided by the state’s 
scenic resources. Interstate 680 (I-680) is the closest designated scenic highway to the 
Proposed Project site, although the site is not visible from I-680. The Proposed Project site is 
immediately north of I-580, which is not officially designated as a state scenic highway, but has 
been determined to be eligible according to the California Scenic Highway mapping system.11  
For the purposes of this discussion, I-580’s designation as eligible is conservatively considered 
equivalent to it being a scenic resource within the State Scenic Highway System. This ensures 
that impacts are accurately captured, and takes into consideration that major changes to views 
from State Eligible Scenic Highways can potentially impact their eligibility and future 
designation. 
 
No trees, rock outcroppings, historic buildings, or other scenic resources exist in the Proposed 
Project site or vicinity. As discussed above under question a), the Proposed Project would not 
obstruct views of identified scenic resources, including the Visually Sensitive Ridgelands 
identified by the Eastern Dublin Specific Plan. The visual contribution of the Proposed Project


                                               
11 Caltrans, 2014.  
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along I-580 would not significantly impact the context of existing visual conditions along this 
segment of the highway, as the expansion would not obstruct scenic views and would be 
visually consistent with existing and planned development in this area. 
Similarly, the variable display message sign would not be located in an area containing trees, 
rock outcroppings, historic buildings, or other scenic resources, and would not obstruct views 
of identified scenic resources, as discussed above under question a). 
 
As a result, the Proposed Project would have no impact as it would not substantially damage 
scenic resources within a State Scenic Highway. 


c) Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site 
and its surroundings? 


Less Than Significant. The Proposed Project would result in temporary visual changes to the 
temporary parking and staging area during construction and would result in permanent visual 
changes to the development area and the variable display message sign location. The Proposed 
Project would be consistent with the surrounding height, bulk, and style of existing DTC project 
development and would maintain the cohesive look of the area. The Proposed Project would 
appear as an extension of the Phase I structure. The Proposed Project would include an 
articulated façade similar to the Phase I parking structure, to break up the building’s mass and 
add visual interest.  


The overall impression of the Proposed Project within the context of the surrounding DTC 
project would be one of consistent, mid-rise development that continues to carry out the vision 
of the DTC project. 


The variable display message sign would be visually similar with other signage along the I-580 
alignment between Tassajara Road and Fallon Road interchanges. It would not be more visually 
prominent than other signage and development in this area. The overall impression of the sign 
within this context would be one of a developed commercial area. 


The Proposed Project would not have a demonstrable negative aesthetic effect nor result in 
significant impacts to visual quality or aesthetics. 


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


Less Than Significant with DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.1-2 (light and glare) Incorporated. 
The DTC EIR identified potentially significant impacts relating to light and glare, which would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level through implementation of DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 
4.1-2 (light and glare). The Proposed Project would construct a non-residential building along 
Iron Horse Parkway; therefore, this mitigation measure applies and is applicable to the 
Proposed Project: 


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.1-2 (light and glare): As a condition of Site Development 
Review for individual projects, the City of Dublin shall require submittal of lighting plans 
for all non-residential projects along Iron Horse Parkway to ensure that all exterior 
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lighting fixtures will either be oriented downward or equipped with cut-off lenses to 
ensure that no spill-over of unwanted light onto adjacent residential areas shall occur. 
(LTS) 


As the lead agency on the Proposed Project, BART will ensure this mitigation measure is 
implemented. The Proposed Project would include new safety lighting in the Parking Structure 
Expansion, and temporary lighting in the temporary parking area. At project completion, the 
temporary lighting would be removed. The project does not yet include a detailed lighting plan. 
New permanent lighting in the parking structure would not affect daytime views in the area and 
would not significantly affect nighttime views.  


The DTC area site vicinity is occupied with the existing parking structure, which has similar 
lighting, surrounding mixed-use development with exterior lighting, and streetlights. The 
addition of safety lighting in the Parking Structure Expansion would be consistent with the 
existing nighttime light conditions in the DTC area, and would be consistent with the City of 
Dublin’s conditions of approval under the Stage 2 Planned Development Rezoning and Site 
Development Review issued in 2005, which implements DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.1-2 
(light and glare).  


These conditions of approval require lighting to be “adequate to provide for security needs” and 
require the preparation of a commercial lighting plan to ensure adequate lighting.12 Project 
lighting would be limited to what is required for user safety and would not be in excess of these 
requirements. Requirements under the 2005 conditions of approval include a provision that 
non-residential projects along Iron Horse Parkway must “ensure that all exterior light fixtures 
will either be oriented downward or equipped with cut-off lenses to ensure that no spoil-over of 
unwanted light onto adjacent residential areas shall occur.” Lighting installed for the Parking 
Structure Expansion would meet these requirements, consistent with DTC EIR Mitigation 
Measure 4.1-2 (light and glare).  


Therefore, with implementation of DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.1-2 (light and glare), lighting 
from the parking structure would not be substantial and would have a less-than-significant 
impact. 


CONCLUSION 


A review of potential impacts to aesthetic resources using the 2016 CEQA Guidelines 
Environmental Checklist has demonstrated that there are no changes in circumstances that 
would alter the impacts or level of impacts to aesthetics identified in the DTC EIR. There is no 
new information relating to aesthetics that would alter the findings of the DTC EIR analysis. The 
Proposed Project is consistent with the location, scale and design of the parking structure 
expansion considered in the DTC EIR, and the Proposed Project would not result in significant 
aesthetic impacts not previously identified in the DTC EIR, or change the level of impact 
previously identified. As the preceding analysis demonstrates, implementation of the Proposed 


                                               
12 City of Dublin Conditions of Approval, 2005. 







DECEMBER 2016 DUBLIN/PLEASANTON BART GARAGE EXPANSION  
ADDENDUM  


43 
 


Project would have no additional impact on aesthetics beyond those evaluated in the DTC EIR. 
The proposed project would be required to implement DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.1-2 (light 
and glare). DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.1-1 has already been implemented and therefore no 
further action is required.   
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II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES 
 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Less Than 


Significant 
With 


Mitigation 
Incorporated 
(from DTC 


EIR) 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 


No 


Impact 


In determining whether impacts to agricultural 
resources are significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to the California agricultural land 
evaluation and site assessment model (1997) prepared 
by the California Dept. of conservation as an optional 
model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and 
farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest 
resources, including timberland, are significantly 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to 
information compiled by the California department of 
forestry and fire protection regarding the state’s 
inventory of forest land, including the forest and 
range assessment project and the forest legacy 
assessment project; and forest carbon measurement 
methodology provided in forest protocols adopted by 
the California Air Resources Board. Would the project:
 


    


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


    


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


    


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


    


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


    


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


    


 


DTC EIR FINDINGS 


The DTC EIR determined that the DTC project would not impact agricultural resources.  
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2016 ANALYSIS 


No Impact. The Proposed Project site is in a developed area that is not used for agricultural 
production, is not encumbered by a California Land Conservation Act (Williamson Act) 
agreement, and does not contain any forest land.  


The Proposed Project site was rezoned by the Dublin City Council in October 2005 as part of 
the DTC project to permit the development of a parking structure at this location. As a result, 
the project would not convert any Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance to non-agricultural use, nor would the project result in the loss of forest land or 
convert forest land to non-forest use. Therefore, the project would not result in any impacts 
related to agriculture and forest resources. 


CONCLUSION 


Analysis of potential impacts to agricultural resources using the 2016 CEQA Guidelines 
Environmental Checklist has demonstrated that, consistent with the DTC EIR, the Proposed 
Project would not result in impacts to agricultural resources.  


  







DECEMBER 2016 DUBLIN/PLEASANTON BART GARAGE EXPANSION  
ADDENDUM  


46 
 


III. AIR QUALITY 


 
Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Less Than 


Significant 
With 


Mitigation 
Incorporated 
(from DTC 


EIR)  


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 


No 


Impact 


 
    


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


    


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


    


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


    


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


    


d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 


    


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


    


 
DTC EIR FINDINGS 


The DTC EIR evaluated potential local and regional air quality impacts related to construction 
and operation of the DTC project, including the BART parking structure envisioned in the DTC 
project. The DTC EIR determined that emissions of criteria pollutants during operation would 
have a significant and unavoidable impact on regional air quality (Impact 4.2-3) and no feasible 
mitigation measures could be developed to reduce this impact. The DTC EIR also determined 
that project operations would have a less-than-significant impact on local air quality (Impact 
4.2-2) and no mitigation measures were required. Construction of the DTC project was found to 
have a less-than-significant impact on local air quality after implementation of DTC EIR 
Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 (construction impacts). As described below, this mitigation measure 
is applicable to the Proposed Project. 


2016 ANALYSIS 


The DTC EIR used thresholds of significance recommended by the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD) in the 1999 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines to evaluate local and 
regional air quality impacts. To analyze if the Proposed Project would result in a new significant 
impact and/or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified impacts identified in 
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the DTC EIR, the current thresholds of significance adopted by the BAAQMD were used to 
analyze air quality impacts. No new impacts were identified. The BAAQMD’s current thresholds 
of significance are described below under the 2016 CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist 
questions and analysis. As the following analysis demonstrates, the Proposed Project and 
related impacts are consistent with the parking structure expansion analyzed in the DTC EIR, 
and no new or substantially more severe impacts would result. 


The Proposed Project Site is located in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB), which is 
under the jurisdiction of the BAAQMD. In June 2010, the BAAQMD adopted thresholds of 
significance to assist lead agencies in the evaluation and mitigation of air quality impacts under 
CEQA.13 The BAAQMD’s thresholds—which were incorporated into the 2011 CEQA Air Quality 
Guidelines14—established levels at which emissions of ozone precursors (i.e., reactive organic 
gases [ROGs] and nitrogen oxides [NOx]), particulate matter (PM), carbon monoxide (CO), toxic 
air contaminants (TACs), and odors would cause significant air quality impacts. Two fractions of 
PM emissions are regulated based on aerodynamic resistance: those with diameters equal to or 
less than 10 microns (PM


10
) and those with diameters equal to or less than 2.5 microns (PM


2.5
). 


The BAAQMD’s thresholds that relate to the analysis of the project's impacts on the 
environment are used in this CEQA analysis in conjunction with the BAAQMD’s current CEQA Air 
Quality Guidelines.15 The thresholds of significance used in this CEQA analysis are summarized 
in Table 2 below.  


Table 2 - BAAQMD Project-Level Thresholds of Significance  


Impact Analysis Pollutant Threshold of Significance 


Regional Air 
Quality 


(Construction) 


ROG 54 pounds/day 


NOx 54 pounds/day 


Exhaust PM
10


  82 pounds/day 


Exhaust PM
2 5


 54 pounds/day 
Fugitive Dust (PM


10
 


and PM
2.5


) 
Best management practices 


Regional Air 
Quality  


(Operation) 


ROG 54 pounds/day 


NOx 54 pounds/day 


Exhaust PM
10


  82 pounds/day 


Exhaust PM
2 5


 54 pounds/day 


Local Community 
Risks and Hazards 
(Operation and/or 


Construction) 
 


CO 
9.0 ppm (8-hour average) 
20.0 ppm (1-hour average) 


PM
2.5


 (project) 0.3 μg/m3 (annual average) 


PM
2.5


 (cumulative) 0.8 μg/m3 (annual average)  


DPM (project) Cancer risk increase > 10 in 1 million 
DPM (project) Chronic Hazard Index > 1.0  
DPM (cumulative) Cancer risk > 100 in 1 million 


                                               
13 http://www.baaqmd.gov/plans-and-climate/california-environmental-quality-act-ceqa/updated-ceqa-guidelines. 
14 BAAQMD, 2011a. 
15 BAAQMD, 2012 
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DPM (cumulative) Chronic Hazard Index > 10.0 
 
Note: ppm = part per million 


 DPM = diesel particulate matter 
 μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 


Source: BAAQMD, 2011a. 


Discussion 


a) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality 
plan? 


Less Than Significant. In accordance with the federal Clean Air Act and California Clean Air 
Act, the BAAQMD is required to prepare and update an air quality plan that outlines measures 
by which both stationary and mobile sources of pollutants can be controlled in order to achieve 
federal and State ambient air quality standards. In September 2010, the BAAQMD adopted the 
Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan (CAP), which includes 55 control measures to reduce ROG, NOx, 
PM, TACs, and greenhouse gases (GHGs).16 The 2010 CAP was developed based on computer 
modeling and analysis of existing air quality monitoring data and emissions inventories, and 
incorporated traffic and population growth projections prepared by the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission and the Association of Bay Area Government, respectively.  


Based on the BAAQMD’s current (2012) CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, the following criteria 
should be considered to determine if a project would conflict with or obstruct implementation 
of the 2010 CAP: 


 Does the project include applicable control measures from the air quality plan?  


 Does the project disrupt or hinder implementation of any air quality plan control 
measures?  


 Does the project support the primary goals of the air quality plan? 


The 2010 CAP includes control measures that aim to reduce air pollution from stationary, area, 
and mobile sources. The control measures are organized into five categories: stationary source 
measures, mobile source measures, transportation control measures, land use and local impact 
measures, and energy and climate measures. As described in Table 3, the project would be 
consistent with applicable control measures from the 2010 CAP.  


The traffic growth projected for the Proposed Project would generally be accounted for by the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission growth projections used in the 2010 CAP, and the 
project would not result in a population increase. Therefore, the project would not be expected 
to hinder or disrupt implementation of the 2010 CAP.  


                                               
16 BAAQMD, 2010. 







DECEMBER 2016 DUBLIN/PLEASANTON BART GARAGE EXPANSION  
ADDENDUM  


49 
 


The primary goals of the 2010 CAP are to reduce the emissions and ambient concentrations of 
ozone precursors, PM, TACs, and GHGs, and to reduce public exposure to harmful pollutants. 
Because the project would not result in any significant and unavoidable air quality impacts 
related to emissions, ambient concentrations, or public exposures (see Sections b-d, below), the 
project supports the primary goals of the 2010 CAP. According to the 2012 CEQA Air Quality 
Guidelines, the project would have a less-than-significant impact on the implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan.  


Table 3 - Project Consistency with BAAQMD’s 2010 CAP 


Control Measures Proposed Project Consistency 


Stationary Source 


Stationary source measures are enforced by the BAAQMD pursuant to its 
authority to control emissions from permitted facilities. The Proposed 
Project would not generate any point-source pollutant emissions subject to 
BAAQMD permit restrictions. Because the Proposed Project would not be a 
permitted BAAQMD facility, the stationary source measures are not 
applicable to the Proposed Project. 


Mobile Source 


Mobile source measures are generally statewide programs implemented by 
the California Air Resources Board (CARB) that aim to reduce vehicle 
emissions by accelerating the replacement of older vehicles and 
equipment. Consistent with the mobile source measures, heavy-duty diesel 
vehicles used during Proposed Project construction would be required to 
comply with the CARB’s In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation (Title 12 
of the California Code of Regulations [CCR], Section 2449). 


Transportation 


Transportation control measures are strategies to reduce vehicle trips, use, 
miles traveled, idling, or traffic congestion for the purpose of reducing 
vehicle emissions. The Proposed Project would be consistent with the 
transportation control measures by improving access to a regional 
transportation hub. 


Land Use and 
Local Impact 


Land use and local impact measures are designed to promote mixed‐use 
compact development to reduce motor vehicle travel and emissions and 
ensure that growth is planned in a way that protects people from exposure 
to air pollution from stationary and mobile sources of emissions. Because 
the Proposed Project would not result in a population increase, the land 
use and local impact measures are not applicable to the Proposed Project.  


Energy and 
Climate 


Energy and climate measures are designed to reduce ambient 
concentrations of criteria pollutants, reduce emissions of carbon dioxide, 
and protect the climate by promoting energy conservation, renewable 
energy production, reductions in “urban heat island” effects, and plantings 
of trees with low emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs). The 
Proposed Project’s emissions of GHGs associated with energy use for 
lighting would be relatively low, and the Proposed Project would be exempt 
from measures described under the California State Green Building Code 
(also known as “CALGreen”) to reduce energy usage in buildings. 


Source:  BAAQMD, 2010 and BASELINE Environmental Consulting, 2016. 


b) Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing 
or projected air quality violation?  


Less Than Significant With DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 (construction impacts) 
Incorporated. Construction and operation of the Proposed Project would generate criteria 
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pollutant emissions that could potentially impact regional air quality. The BAAQMD 
recommends using the most current version of the California Emissions Estimator Model 
(CalEEMod) to estimate construction and operational emissions of pollutants for a Proposed 
Project. CalEEMod utilizes widely accepted models for emission estimates combined with 
appropriate default data for a variety of land use projects that can be used if site-specific 
information is not available. The default data (e.g., type and power of construction equipment) 
are supported by substantial evidence provided by regulatory agencies and a combination of 
statewide and regional surveys of existing land uses. The primary input data used to estimate 
emissions associated with construction and operation of the proposed temporary parking lot 
and Parking Structure Expansion are summarized in Table 4. A copy of the CalEEMod report for 


the Proposed Project, which summarizes the input parameters, assumptions, and findings, is 


provided in Appendix B. 


Table 4 - Summary of Land Use Input Parameters For CalEEMod 


Project  
Land Use Type 


CalEEMod  
Land Use Type 


Spaces 


Temporary Parking Lot Parking Lot 118


Parking Structure Expansion  
Un-enclosed Parking with 
Elevator 


540


Notes: The Parking Structure Expansion would add 655 parking spaces; however, because some existing parking 
spaces would be removed, the net increase of 540 parking spaces was used in CalEEMod to estimate the net 
increase in mobile emissions. 
The Parking Structure Expansion footprint would be about 0.89 acre and the total gross floor area would be 
about 215,604 square feet. 


Regional Criteria Pollutant Emissions From Construction 


Project construction activities would generate criteria pollutant emissions that could potentially 
affect regional air quality. Based on the Proposed Project design, construction activities would 
include demolition, site preparation, grading, building construction, paving, and applications of 
architectural coatings. The primary pollutant emissions of concern during project construction 
would be ROG, NOx, PM


10
, and PM


2.5
 from the exhaust of off-road construction equipment and 


on-road vehicles (worker vehicles, vendor trucks, and haul trucks). In addition, fugitive dust 
emissions of PM


10
 and PM


2.5
 would be generated by soil disturbance activities and fugitive ROG 


emissions would result from the application of architectural coatings and paving.  


Emissions of ROG, NOx, PM
10


, and PM
2.5


 during project construction were estimated using the 
CalEEMod input parameters summarized in Table 5. Based on the project description, 
construction is assumed to begin in early mid- 2017 and last for approximately 2 years. The 
additional project-specific information used to calculate construction emissions in CalEEMod 
(including the changes to default data) is summarized in Table 5.  


Table 5 - Summary of Construction Input Parameters For CalEEMod 
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CalEEMod Input 
Category Construction Assumptions and Changes to Default Data 
Construction 
Phase 


The default construction schedule (approximately 12 months) was extended 
to 24 months. 


Off-Road 
Equipment 


Two excavators are anticipated during demolition. These pieces of 
equipment were added to the default equipment list for demolition. 


Dust From Material 
Movement 


Under a worst-case scenario, up to 6,000 cubic yards of soil and asphalt is 
expected to be hauled off site. 


Note: Default CalEEMod data used for all other parameters not described.  
Source: CalEEMod (Appendix B) 


To analyze daily emission rates during project construction, the total estimated emissions were 
averaged over the estimated days of off-road equipment operation (520 work days) and 
compared to the BAAQMD’s thresholds of significance in Table 6. The project’s estimated 
unmitigated emissions for ROG, NOx, and exhaust PM


10
 and PM


2.5
 are below the applicable 


thresholds. These emission estimates are conservative because they do not account for 
emission-reduction measures (e.g., oxidation catalysts, diesel particulate filters, low-sulfur 
fuels) required under the Construction Emissions Reduction Plan for the Proposed Project, 
which the contractor must prepare and implement in accordance with BART’s standard contract 
specifications. 


Table 6 - Estimated Unmitigated Construction Emissions (pounds per day) 


Emissions Scenario ROG NOx 


Exhaust  Fugitive Dust 


PM
10
 PM


2 5
  PM


10
 PM


2 5
 


Unmitigated Construction Emissions 8 22 1.1 1.1  1.4 0.5 


BAAQMD’s Thresholds of Significance 54 54 82 54  BMPs BMPs 


Exceed Quantitative Threshold? No No No No  --- --- 


Notes: BMPs = best management practices 
--- = not applicable 
The emissions are conservative because they do not account for emission-reduction measures from the 
Construction Emissions Reduction Plan that would be required for the Proposed Project.  


 Source:  CalEEMod (Appendix B) 


The BAAQMD does not have a quantitative threshold of significance for fugitive dust PM
10
 and 


PM
2.5


 emissions; however, the BAAQMD considers implementation of best management practices 
(BMPs) to control dust during construction sufficient to reduce potential impacts to a less-than-
significant level. Therefore, unmitigated emissions of fugitive dust during project construction 
would result in a potentially significant impact to regional air quality standards. Implementation 
of dust-control measures described under DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 (construction 
impacts) (e.g., watering all construction areas and sweeping paved access road daily) would 
satisfy the BAAQMD’s BMPs. 


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 (construction impacts): The following measures are 
recommended, based on BAAQMD standards, to reduce construction impacts to a level 
that is less than significant. The following construction practices should be required 
during all phases of construction on the project site: 
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 Water all active construction areas as needed; 


 Watering or covering of stockpiles of debris, soil, sand, or other materials that can 
be blown by the wind; 


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


 Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all 
unpaved access roads, parking areas and staging areas at construction sites; 


 Sweep daily (preferably with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas 
and staging areas at construction sites; 


 Sweep streets daily (preferably with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried 
onto adjacent pubic streets; 


 Hydroseed or apply non-toxic soil stabilizers to inactivate construction areas; 


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


 Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph; 


 Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public 
roadways; 


 Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible (LTS) 


Because implementation of DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 (construction impacts) would 
satisfy the BAAQMD’s threshold of significance, the impact of the Proposed Project on regional 
air quality standards during construction would be less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated. 


Regional Criteria Pollutant Emissions From Operation 


Based on the project description, operation was assumed to begin in 2019. Project operation 
would generate criteria pollutant emissions that could potentially affect regional air quality. The 
primary pollutant emissions of concern during project operation would be ROG, NOx, PM


10
, and 


PM
2.5


 from mobile sources (i.e., vehicle trips) and area sources (e.g., consumer products, 
architectural coatings, and landscape maintenance equipment).  


However, since the project will be facilitating public transit via access to BART, the project is 
expected to decrease daily vehicle miles travelled (VMT) by about 21,000 miles per average 
weekday.17 Rather than estimate the net reduction in criteria pollutant emissions associated with 
the project’s net decrease in VMT, it was conservatively assumed that the project would result 
in zero emissions of criteria pollutants from mobile sources. Thus, the emissions from area 
sources only are presented below as total emissions from the project despite the fact that the 


                                               
17 TJKM and BART, 2016. 
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mobile source plus area source emissions, offset by the effect of reduced VMT, likely would 
result in an overall net reduction in emissions.  


To analyze daily emission rates from area sources during project operation, the estimated 
annual emissions were averaged over 365 calendar days and compared to the BAAQMD’s 
thresholds of significance in Table 7. The project’s estimated unmitigated emissions for ROG, 
NOx, and exhaust PM


10
, and PM


2.5
 were below the applicable thresholds, and therefore would 


have a less-than-significant impact on regional air quality standards.  


Table 7 - Estimated Unmitigated Operation Emissions (pounds per day) 


Emissions Scenario ROG NOx 
Exhaust 


PM
10
 


Exhaust 
PM


2 5
 


Unmitigated Operation Emissions 6.2 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 


BAAQMD's Thresholds of Significance 54 54 82 54 


Exceed Threshold? No No No No 


Source:  CalEEMod (Appendix B) 


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


Less Than Significant With DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 (construction impacts) 
Incorporated. Impacts from regional air pollution in the SFBAAB generally are cumulative 
impacts; therefore, future development projects contribute to the region’s adverse air quality 
impacts on a cumulative basis. In developing the project-level thresholds of significance (Table 
5), the BAAQMD considered levels for which a project’s individual emissions would be 
cumulatively considerable and result in a potentially significant adverse air quality impact to the 
region’s existing air quality conditions. This includes emissions of criteria pollutants already 
exceeding Federal and/or State ambient air quality standards.  


The SFBAAB is currently designated a nonattainment area for ozone, PM 2.5 and PM 10. NOx 
and ROG are precursors to ozone. Since the project’s unmitigated emissions of NOx, ROG, and 
exhaust PM 2.5 and PM 10 during construction and operation would not exceed BAAQMD’s 
thresholds of significance, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the region is in nonattainment.  


As described under question b), above, BAAQMD does not have a quantitative threshold of 
significance for fugitive dust PM 2.5 and PM 10 emissions; however, BAAQMD considers 
implementation of BMPs to control dust during construction sufficient to reduce potential 
impacts to a less-than significant level. Therefore, the project’s unmitigated fugitive dust 
emissions during construction would be considered cumulatively considerable and would result 
in a potentially significant impact to regional air quality. However, implementation of DTC EIR 
Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 (construction impacts) (see above) would satisfy the BAAQMD’s 
threshold of significance for fugitive dust emissions and the project’s cumulative contribution 
to existing regional air quality impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. No 
further mitigation is necessary.  







DECEMBER 2016 DUBLIN/PLEASANTON BART GARAGE EXPANSION  
ADDENDUM  


54 
 


d) Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?  


Less Than Significant. The term “sensitive receptor” refers to a location where individuals are 
more susceptible to poor air quality. Sensitive receptors include schools, convalescent homes, 
and hospitals because the very young, the old, and the infirm are more susceptible than the 
rest of the public to air-quality-related health problems. Residential areas are also considered 
sensitive to poor air quality because people are often at home for extended periods, thereby 
increasing the duration of exposure to potential air contaminants.  


The BAAQMD recommends evaluating the potential impacts to sensitive receptors located 
within 1,000 feet of a project. As shown in Table 2, the BAAQMD recommends evaluating the 
potential health risks and hazards to sensitive receptors in local communities from emissions of 
CO and TACS (e.g., diesel particulate matter (DPM) and PM


2.5
). Unlike other criteria pollutants 


that generally affect regional air quality, CO is generally localized in areas with heavy traffic 
congestion and when inhaled at high concentrations can reduce the oxygen-carrying capacity in 
the bloodstream. In the SFBAAB, adverse air quality impacts on public health from TACs are 
predominantly from DPM. DPM is a particular health concern as it can penetrate deeply into the 


lungs, where it can contribute to a range of health problems. More than 90 percent of DPM is a 
subset of PM


2.5
. The BAAQMD recommends evaluating the potential impacts of CO and TACs to 


sensitive receptors located within 1,000 feet of a project, as discussed further below. 


Localized Carbon Monoxide Concentrations 


The occurrence of localized CO concentrations, also known as “hotspots,” can impact sensitive 
receptors in local communities. The source of local CO emissions is often associated with heavy 
traffic congestion, which most frequently occurs at signalized intersections of high-volume 
roadways. The BAAQMD’s threshold of significance for local CO concentrations is equivalent to 
the 1- and 8-hour California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) of 20.0 and 9.0 parts per 
million, respectively, because these represent levels that protect public health. The BAAQMD 
has developed conservative screening criteria that can be used to determine if a project would 
generate traffic congestion at an intersection that could potentially cause or contribute to local 
CO levels above the CAAQS. According to the 2011 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, the Proposed 
Project would result in a less-than-significant impact to localized CO concentrations if the 
following screening criteria were met: 


 The project is consistent with an applicable Congestion Management Program (CMP) 
established by the County Congestion Management Agency for designated roads or 
highways, regional transportation plans, and local congestion management agency 
plans. 


 The project traffic would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to more 
than 44,000 vehicles per hour. 


 The project traffic would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to more 
than 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal mixing is substantially 
limited (e.g., tunnel, parking garage, bridge underpass, natural or urban street canyon, 
below-grade roadway). 
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The Alameda County Transportation Commission (ACTC) serves as the County Congestion 
Management Agency. The ACTC updates the County’s CMP every 2 years to assess, monitor, 
and improve the performance of the County’s multimodal transportation system and strengthen 
the integration of transportation and land use planning. The current CMP18 requires an analysis 
of any project that is expected to generate more than 100 weekday PM peak-hour vehicle trips. 
Because the Proposed Project is expected to generate 232 weekday PM peak-hour trips, a traffic 
analysis was conducted for the Proposed Project (see Section XVI, Transportation/Traffic).  


Based on the traffic analysis, the amount of vehicles generated by the Proposed Project that 
would traverse CMP’s designated roadway network would not be considerable or measurable. 
For example, the project would generate about 68 PM peak-hour trips along portions of I-580, 
which would result in a net traffic increase of 0.3 percent; this net increase in hourly traffic 
would not be considerable relative to the current freeway traffic volumes. In addition, according 
to the ACTC’s 2015 CMP, none of CMP-designated roadways that are near the Proposed Project 
site, or that would experience a measurable increase in traffic volumes from the Proposed 
Project, operate at unacceptable service levels. Based on these findings, the Proposed Project is 
consistent with the current CMP. 


Based on a traffic analysis of 22 intersections that could be affected by the project (see Section 
XVI, Transportation/Traffic), the intersection of Dougherty Road and Dublin Boulevard 
northwest of the Proposed Project is the most heavily congested intersection in the project 
vicinity. The maximum hourly traffic volume forecasted at this intersection in 2025 with project-
generated trips is about 10,600 vehicles per hour, which is below the 24,000-vehicle-per-hour 
screening threshold where ambient air mixing is limited and the 44,000-vehicle-per-hour 
screening threshold where ambient air mixing is not limited. The maximum hourly traffic 
volumes at all other intersections affected by the project would also be below the screening 
thresholds. Because it satisfies the BAAQMD’s screening criteria, the project would have a less-
than-significant impact on nearby sensitive receptors related to local CO concentrations. 


Project Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions  


TACs are airborne substances capable of causing adverse human health effects (i.e., injury or 
illness). Common sources of TAC emissions include stationary sources such as gasoline stations 
and dry cleaners, and mobile sources such as vehicle exhaust from construction equipment. 
Project operations would not introduce any stationary sources of TAC emissions (e.g., backup 
generator) or generate traffic that would substantially contribute to existing mobile sources of 
TACs (e.g., diesel trucks) since the project is expected to result in a net decrease in overall VMT 
by providing access to BART transit. However, project construction would generate DPM and 
PM


2.5
 emissions from off-road diesel construction equipment and on-road vehicles (driven by 


workers, vendors, and haulers) accessing the Proposed Project site that could impact nearby 
sensitive receptors.  


The annual average concentrations of DPM and PM
2.5


 were estimated within 1,000 feet of the 
Proposed Project using the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Industrial Source Complex 


                                               
18 ACTC, 2015. 
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Short Term (ISCST3) air dispersion model. For this analysis, emissions of exhaust PM
2.5


 from off-
road equipment were modeled to estimate concentrations of DPM at nearby sensitive receptors. 
The concentration of total PM


2.5
 at nearby sensitive receptors was estimated based on emissions 


of fugitive dust and exhaust PM
2.5


 from off-road equipment and on-road vehicles accessing the 
Proposed Project site. It was conservatively assumed that all emissions from off-road equipment 
used for the temporary parking lot would occur at the Parking Structure Expansion site, which is 
closer to sensitive receptors than the temporary parking lot. The input parameters and 
assumptions used for estimating on-site emission rates are included in Appendix B.  


Daily emissions from off-road construction equipment and on-road vehicles were assumed to 
occur over an 8-hour period between 8 a.m. and 4 p.m. between Monday and Friday. The 
exhaust from off-road equipment on the Proposed Project site was represented in the ISCST3 
model as a series of volume sources with a release height of 5 meters to represent the mid-
range of the expected plume rise from frequently used construction equipment. Fugitive dust 
from off-road equipment on the Proposed Project site was also represented in the ISCST3 model 
as a series of volume sources with a ground-level (i.e., 0-meter) release height. On-road vehicles 
accessing the Proposed Project site were represented in the ISCST3 model as a series of line-
area sources with a release height of 3 meters for exhaust emissions and 1 meter for dust 
emissions. While the on-road vehicle emissions would primarily occur off site during trips that 
average approximately 7.3–20 miles, it was conservatively assumed that 100 percent of the 
emissions estimated in CalEEMod from off-site mobile sources would occur along a 0.2-mile 
segment of roadway adjacent to the project (see Appendix B).  


A uniform grid of receptors spaced 10 meters apart with receptor heights of 1.5 meters was 
encompassed around the development area as a means of developing isopleths (i.e. 
concentration contours) that illustrate the dispersion pattern from the various emission 
sources. The ISCST3 model input parameters included 1 year of BAAQMD meteorological data 
from the Pleasanton weather station located about 0.9 mile southwest of the project.  


The air dispersion model was used to estimate annual average concentration of DPM and PM
2.5


 
taking into account BART’s emission-reduction measures that must be implemented under a 
Construction Emissions Reduction Plan. Emission-reduction measures would include, but are 
not limited to, retrofitting older diesel engines with Level 3 diesel particulate filters to reduce 
emissions of DPM and PM


2.5
, or use of Tier 4 diesel engines which have already incorporated the 


best available control technologies into the engine design. Emissions of DPM and PM
2.5


 from off-
road equipment retrofitted with diesel particulate filters were estimated in CalEEMod and then 
used for air dispersion modeling.19 Based on the results of the air dispersion model (Appendix 
B), the annual average concentration of DPM and PM


2.5
 at the maximally exposed individual 


resident (MEIR), which is located about 265 feet to the northwest of the Proposed Project, are 
summarized in Table 8. 


Table 8 - Annual Average Concentrations at MEIR During Project Construction  


                                               
19 Tier 2 or 3 engines equipped with Level 3 diesel particulate filters can also reduce DPM emissions to levels that 


are generally equivalent to Tier 4 engines. 
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Emissions Scenario 


Annual Average 
Concentration  


(μg/m3) 


DPM Total PM
2 5


 


Construction Emissions  0.012 0.025 


Notes:  µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
Source: See Appendix B 
 


In accordance with guidance from the BAAQMD20 and the Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment (OEHHA),21 a health risk assessment was conducted to calculate the incremental 
increase in cancer risk and chronic hazard index (HI) to sensitive receptors from DPM emissions 
during construction. The acute HI for DPM was not calculated because an acute reference 
exposure level has not been approved by the OEHHA and the CARB, and the BAAQMD does not 
recommend analysis of acute non-cancer health hazards from construction activity. The annual 
average concentration of DPM at the MEIR was used to conservatively assess potential health 
risks to nearby sensitive receptors. 


The incremental increase in cancer risk from on-site DPM emissions during construction was 
assessed for an infant exposed to DPM at the MEIR location. This exposure scenario represents 
the most sensitive individual who could be exposed to adverse air quality conditions in the 
vicinity of the Proposed Project. It was also assumed that the MEIR would be exposed to an 
annual average DPM concentration over the entire estimated duration of construction, which is 
about 2 years. Since construction equipment will not be operated continuously at the point of 
closest proximity to the MEIR for the full construction period, under no circumstances would 
the MEIR actually be exposed to these emission levels; therefore, this analysis is conservative. 
The input parameters and results of the health risk assessment are included in Appendix B. 


Estimates of the health risks to the MEIR from DPM and PM
2.5


 concentrations during project 
construction, taking into account BART’s commitment to using emissions-reduction measures, 
are summarized and compared to the BAAQMD’s thresholds of significance in Table 9. The 
estimated chronic HI for DPM and annual average PM


2.5
 concentrations from construction 


emissions for all off-road diesel equipment were below the BAAQMD’s thresholds of 
significance and the cancer risk level would not exceed the BAAQMD’s threshold of significance. 
Therefore, the project’s emissions of DPM and PM


2.5
 during construction would have a less-than-


significant impact on nearby sensitive receptors. 


  


                                               
20 BAAQMD, 2012b. 
21 OEHHA, 2015. 
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Table 9 - Health Risks at MEIR During Project Construction  


Emissions Scenario 


Diesel Particulate Matter Total PM
2 5


 


Cancer Risk
(per million)


Chronic 
Hazard 
Index 


Annual Average 
Concentration 


(μg/m3) 


Construction Emissions  3.1 <0.01 0.025 


BAAQMD's Thresholds of Significance 10 1 0.3 
Note:  µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter  
Source: See Appendix B 
 


Cumulative Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions  


In addition to a project’s individual TAC emissions, the BAAQMD recommends evaluating the 
potential cumulative health risks to sensitive receptors from existing sources of TACs. The 
BAAQMD’s online screening tools were used to provide conservative estimates of how much 
existing TAC sources would contribute to cancer risk, HI, and PM


2.5
 concentrations at the MEIR. 


Existing sources of TAC emissions within 1,000 feet of the MEIR, which is located about 265 
feet to the northwest of the Proposed Project, include one stationary source (a BART diesel 
generator) and one mobile source (I-580). Health risk screening values at the MEIR from the 
stationary source were determined using the Stationary Source Screening Analysis Tool.22 The 
health risk screening values at the MEIR from the mobile source were estimated using the 
Highway Screening Analysis Tool.23  


Estimates of the cumulative health risks to the MEIR from unmitigated TAC emissions posed by 
project construction and existing stationary and mobile sources are summarized and compared 
to the BAAQMD’s cumulative thresholds of significance in Table 10. The excess cancer risk and 
chronic HI from DPM emissions and annual average PM


2.5
 concentrations at the MEIR were below 


the BAAQMD’s cumulative thresholds. Therefore, the cumulative impact to nearby sensitive 
receptors from unmitigated TAC emissions during construction would be less than significant. 


  


                                               
22 BAAQMD, 2012c. 
23 BAAQMD, 2011b. 
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 Table 10 - Cumulative Health Risks at MEIR From DPM and PM
2.5


 Emissions  


Source Source Type 


Distance 
from MEIR 


(feet) 


Cancer  
Risk  


(per million) 


Chronic 
Hazard 
Index 


 PM
2.5


 
Concentration 


(μg/m3) 


Project Construction           


Emissions  Construction 265 3.1 <0.01 0.03 


Existing Stationary Sources       


Bay Area Rapid Transit 
(BAAQMD Plant 18895) 


Diesel Engine 220 16.7 0.01 0.02 


Existing Mobile Sources       


I-580 Freeway 440 56.8 0.05 0.39 


Unmitigated Cumulative Health Risks 94.8 0.08 0.50 


BAAQMD's Cumulative Threshold 100 10.0 0.8 


Exceed Threshold? No No No 
Note:  µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 


 


e) Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 


Less Than Significant. Project construction and operation would not be expected to generate 
significant odors because the project would not include handling or generation of noxious 
materials. Therefore, project impacts related to odors would be less than significant. 


CONCLUSION 


There is no new information relating to air quality that would impact the DTC EIR analysis. The 
Proposed Project is consistent with the location, scale and design of the parking structure 
expansion considered in the DTC EIR, and the Proposed Project would not result in impacts 
related to air quality not previously identified in the DTC EIR, or change the level of impacts 
related to air quality at the project site. As the preceding analysis demonstrates, 
implementation of the Proposed Project would have no new or substantially more severe 
impacts related to air quality beyond those evaluated in the DTC EIR.  







DECEMBER 2016 DUBLIN/PLEASANTON BART GARAGE EXPANSION  
ADDENDUM  


60 
 


IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Less Than 


Significant 
With 


Mitigation 
Incorporated 
(from DTC 


EIR) 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 


No 


Impact 


Would the project:     


a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 
or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species in local or regional plans, 
policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW or 
USFWS? 


   


b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the CDFW or USFWS? 


   


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


   


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


   


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


   


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


   


 


DTC EIR FINDINGS 


The biological resources setting of the Proposed Project site is substantially similar to that 
described in the DTC EIR. The DTC EIR evaluated the biological resources within the Proposed 
Project site and the potential for the DTC project to disturb sensitive biological species and 
habitats. The Final EIR found that the DTC project could result in significant impacts on several 
special-status species, including rare plants, California red-legged frog, and burrowing owl. 
However, with implementation of the three adopted mitigation measures – DTC EIR Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-1 (Congdon’s spikeweed), DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 (California red-
legged frog), and DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 (burrowing owl) – potential impacts would 
be reduced to a less-than-significant level.  
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Construction of the variable display message sign base and the installation of associated 
utilities have the potential to impact the same biological resources identified for the DTC 
project and to be mitigated through the DTC EIR mitigation measures. Therefore, potential 
biological impacts from sign construction are adequately addressed through the DTC EIR and 
applicable mitigation measures would be implemented. 


As discussed below, DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 (Congdon’s spikeweed) and DTC EIR 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 (burrowing owl) applies to the Proposed Project and would be 
implemented. The Parking Structure Expansion does not have the potential to impact California 
red-legged frog, therefore DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 (California red-legged frog), does 
not apply to this component of the Proposed Project. However, construction of the variable 
display message sign could have the potential to impact this species, depending on the final 
location selected. Therefore, DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 (California red-legged frog) 
would apply to the sign component of the Proposed Project. 


2016 ANALYSIS 


Analysis using the 2016 CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist has been completed for the 
Proposed Project to confirm that no new or substantially more severe impacts to biological 
resources than those identified in the DTC EIR would occur as a result of the Proposed Project. 
As the following analysis demonstrates, the Proposed Project and related impacts are consistent 
with the parking structure expansion analyzed in the DTC EIR, and no new or substantially more 
severe impacts would result.  


Subsequent biological investigations performed by ESA in 2016 in support of the Proposed 
Project characterized biological conditions, assessed vegetation and wildlife habitats, and 
considered the potential for wetlands and special-status species24 to occur on site. The portion 
of the site where the parking structure is proposed has no biological conditions as it is 
currently a surface parking lot. The proposed temporary parking and staging area on DTC Site 
D-2, as described under Project Site above, is an undeveloped parcel immediately east of the 
proposed structure, across Campus Drive, and has some biological conditions and is the focus 
of this biological assessment. In addition, the precise location of the variable display message 
sign north of I-580 has not been determined, however, the location would be between the 
Tassajara Road and Fallon Road interchanges. This area includes both developed and 
undeveloped, vegetated areas.  


                                               
24 “Special-status” species include those that are listed and that receive specific protection defined in federal or 


State endangered species legislation, as well as those not formally listed as threatened or endangered, but designated 
as “Rare” or “Sensitive” on the basis of adopted policies and expertise of State resource agencies or organizations or 
policies adopted by local agencies such as counties, cities, and special districts to meet local conservation objectives. A 
principle source for this designation is the California “Special Animals List” 
(http://www.dfg.ca.gov/whdab/pdfs/spanimals.pdf). 
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Discussion 


a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in 
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS?  


Less Than Significant With DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 (Condon’s spikeweed), DTC 


EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 (California red-legged frog), and DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 
4.3-3 (burrowing owl) Incorporated. A portion of the temporary parking site is currently utilized 
for material staging, which appears to be related to DTC project development and/or highway 
projects, which would continue with the Proposed Project. While most of the site is barren, 
vegetated portions of the area are dominated by weedy annual vegetation, including ripgut 
brome (Bromus diandrus), wild oats (Avena sp.), and yellow star thistle (Centaurea solstitialis), 
with lesser amounts of black mustard (Brassica nigra), bristly ox tongue (Helminthotheca 
echioides), prickly lettuce (Lactuca serriola), curly dock (Rumex crispus), and stinkwort 
(Dittrichia graveolens). 


Several data sources were consulted to characterize the distribution of special-status plants and 
wildlife in the Proposed Project area. The California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) 
California Natural Diversity Database was utilized to identify special status species plants and 
wildlife within the United States Geological Survey (USGS) Dublin 7.5-minute quadrangle and 
surrounding USGS quadrangles.25 In addition, a U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
Endangered Species List was generated for the DTC footprint.26 The DTC Draft EIR27 and Final 
EIR,28 which examined the same location, were also evaluated for this assessment. The following 
assessment of biological resources is based on a review of the above sources and the 
reconnaissance-level biological survey  


Rare Plants 


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 (Condon’s spikeweed) requires that the individual 
development projects include rare plant surveys prior to ground disturbing activities and that 
the locations of special-status plant populations that are detected be reported to the City of 
Dublin. This mitigation measure is applicable to the Proposed Project, and was implemented for 
the Parking Structure Expansion component of the Proposed Project through the biological 
investigations performed by ESA in August of 2016. Site D-2 is currently in use for materials 
and equipment staging, and habitat for rare plants was not identified in this area during the 
survey. Some Congdon’s spikeweed was observed east of the existing BART parking structure 
and outside of the proposed temporary parking and staging area on Site D-2. Therefore, no 
impacts are anticipated to rare plants and the majority of the mitigation measure provisions do 
not apply to this component of the larger DTC project. 


                                               
25 CDFW, 2016. 
26 USFWS, 2016. 
27 City of Dublin, 2001. 
28 City of Dublin, 2002. 
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For the variable display message sign, DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 (Condon’s 
spikeweed) applies if the sign is placed in an undeveloped area. Implementation would reduce 
potential impacts to less than significant. ESA’s August 2016 biological survey did not include 
the area proposed for installation of the sign, therefore, additional surveys may be required 
depending on the final location chosen for the sign. 


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 (Congdon’s spikeweed): The following mitigation 
measures would mitigate the loss of a population of Congdon’s spikeweed (CNPS List 
1B) and potential loss of four other special-status plant species and their habitat. 


a) If avoidance of Congdon’s spikeweed is not feasible, a long-term off-site mitigation 
program should be created. The program should include identification of 
appropriate area(s), including shallow bowls or depressions designed with an 
appropriate hydrological regime for Congdon’s spikeweed to be sown with seed 
collected from the Dublin Transit Center site. Seed for Congdon’s spikeweed should 
be collected from the Transit Center site prior to initiation of construction activities. 


b) The details of the off-site mitigation program should be developed in conjunction 
with the Mitigation Monitoring Plan for this EIR. The plan will be submitted to the 
City of Dublin for their approval prior to the first entitlement for the first specific 
development project within the Transit Center 


c) If other special-status species are found on the site, the Mitigation and Monitoring 
Plan should include measures to avoid, preserve or mitigate for these plants. 
Measures to protect and preserve the plant populations may include collection of 
seeds during the appropriate development stage of the plant, descriptions of sowing 
techniques appropriate to the life cycle of the plant, development of a maintenance 
and monitoring plan (i.e., provide the environmental conditions necessary for the 
survival of the new population including periodic disturbance if necessary), 
identification of funding resources to provide for the implementation of the plan, 
and management and maintenance of the mitigation area. (LTS) 


California Red-Legged Frog  


The DTC EIR considered that a pool on Site D-2 and the off-site drainage features bordering the 
DTC project provided potential foraging, cover, and hydration habitat for California red-legged 
frog. However, the site has changed substantially since the DTC EIR was adopted. Specifically, 
the on-site pool no longer exists and the site has become isolated due to surrounding 
development. California red-legged frogs are known to occur in stock ponds in the Camp Parks 
Reserve Forces Training Area in the City of Dublin,29 more than 2 miles north of the Proposed 
Project site. However, the Proposed Project footprint does not provide suitable aquatic habitat 
or dry-season refugia for California red-legged frogs. California red-legged frogs attempting to 
move from Camp Parks to the Proposed Project footprint are hindered by several barriers, such 
as the distance between the two areas, security fencing around Camp Parks, a six-lane traffic 
corridor (Dublin Boulevard), and several high-density housing developments, which contribute 


                                               
29 CDFW, 2016. 
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to high vehicle and foot traffic surrounding the Proposed Project area. Given the distance to the 
nearest potential habitat for California red-legged frogs and barriers to site access, California 
red-legged frogs are not expected within the parking structure expansion area and no impacts 
to this species are anticipated. Therefore, DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 (California red-
legged frog) would not apply to the Parking Structure Expansion component of the Proposed 
Project. 


If the variable display message sign was constructed in an undeveloped area with the potential 
for California red-legged frogs to occur, DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 (California red-
legged frog) applies and would be implemented, thereby reducing potential impacts to less 
than significant. While the mitigation measure specifies areas within the DTC project area, the 
Proposed Project would implement all requirements of the measure to the final sign location. 


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 (California red-legged frogs): The following steps 
shall be taken to reduce impacts to California red-legged frogs to a less-than-significant 
level. 


a) In order to determine if red-legged frogs occur on or adjacent to the Transit Center 
project area, a preconstruction survey for red-legged frogs shall be conducted prior 
to initiation of construction activities on adjacent development sites (Sites A and F). 
The survey will include all drainage channels and potential hydration, foraging, or 
cover habitat on or immediately adjacent to the Transit Center (e.g., pool in the 
northwest corner of Site A drainage channel along Iron Horse Trail, and flood control 
channel along northern boundary of Site F.) The survey will be conducted according 
to current USFWS survey protocols by a qualified biologist. Results of the survey will 
be reported to the City of Dublin. 


b) If red-legged frogs are found on or adjacent to the Transit Center project area, the 
project proponent will consult with the USFWS to determine a) the appropriate 
course of action to avoid or mitigate impacts to red-legged frogs and their habitat, 
and b) any necessary permits that must be obtained. All mitigation measures and 
permits will be obtained prior to initiation of construction activities. (LTS) 
 


California Tiger Salamander  


The California tiger salamander was newly listed as a federal and state-listed species since the 
DTC EIR was approved. Therefore, California tiger salamander was not discussed in the DTC EIR. 
However, as discussed below, no impacts to this species are anticipated as a result of the 
Proposed Project. 


The California tiger salamander is a federal and State threatened amphibian species that most 
commonly breed in vernal pools, but can also breed in the quiet waters of ponds, reservoirs, 
lakes, and drainages.  
 
California tiger salamanders are known from seasonal wetlands and ponds at Camp Parks, more 
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than 2 miles away from the Proposed Project area.30 The Proposed Project footprint does not 
provide suitable aquatic habitat or dry-season refugia for California tiger salamanders. 
California tiger salamanders are not expected in the Proposed Project area due to the distance 
between Camp Parks and the Proposed Project site and barriers between the two areas that 
inhibit salamander movement. For these reasons, no impacts to this species are anticipated.  


Nesting Birds 


Most native breeding birds are protected under Section 3503 of the Fish and Game Code (FGC), 
and raptors are protected under Section 3503.5 of the FGC. In addition, Section 3513 of the 
FGC as well as the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act31 prohibit the killing, possession, or trading 
of migratory birds. Section 3800 of the FGC prohibits the taking of non-game birds, which are 
defined as birds occurring naturally in California that are neither game birds nor fully protected 
species. While little nesting habitat is present within the Proposed Project footprint, two 
sizeable coyote bushes (Baccharis pilularis) and tall weedy annuals have the potential to 
support nesting birds in the adjacent staging area, and a singular large coast live oak (Quercus 
agrifolia) in the parking lot expansion area could support nesting birds such as oak titmouse 
(Baeolophus inornatus). Disruption of any nesting native birds would violate the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act and the FGC.  


However, as described in the Project Description, the construction schedule for the Proposed 
Project would not result in site clearing, grubbing, grading, or other construction during the 
nesting bird season. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in any impact to nesting 
birds.  


Western Burrowing Owl 


The DTC EIR considered the potential presence of burrowing owls on DTC Site D-2, and DTC 
EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 (burrowing owl) was adopted to reduce potential impacts to a 
less-than-significant level.  


Currently, the Proposed Project site is not known to support burrowing owls and none have 
been detected on the site, including during ESA’s August 2016 survey. However, the continued 
presence of California ground squirrel burrows in short annual grasslands on the western 
portion of the temporary parking and staging area (Site D-2) presents the potential for 
burrowing owl occurrence. Inspection of the approximately 10 ground squirrel burrows 
identified on site did not yield evidence of burrowing owl presence, such as pellets, prey 
remains, white wash, feathers, or nest ornamentation.  


The potential presence of burrowing owl habitat on the site was recognized in the DTC Draft 
EIR, and potentially suitable conditions persist in the staging area portion of the site. The Camp 
Parks Reserve Forces Training Area located about 2 miles from the Proposed Project area is 
known to support a robust population of burrowing owls, and another recorded observation 
detected owls within 1 mile of the Proposed Project site. This species is not expected to occur 


                                               
30 CDFW, 2016. 
31 16 U.S. Code, Sec. 703 Supp. I, 1989. 
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within the parking structure expansion site, but has potential to occur within the staging area 
and nearby vacant lot immediately north of the existing parking structure. If burrowing owls are 
present on site at the time of construction, the Proposed Project could have a significant impact 
on this species; however, the implementation of DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 (burrowing 
owl) will ensure that owls are not directly impacted by the Proposed Project and would reduce 
the impact to burrowing owls to a less-than-significant level.  


Therefore, DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 (burrowing owl) would apply to the Proposed 
Project. 


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 (burrowing owl): The following measures will reduce 
potential impacts to burrowing owls to a less-than-significant level. 


a) No more than 30 days prior to initiation of grading or construction activities, a 
qualified biologist will conduct a protocol-level, preconstruction survey for 
burrowing owls. Surveys should be conducted during the periods of one hour before 
to two hours after sunrise and/or two hours before to one hour after sunset. Surveys 
should be conducted without regard to season, as the site provides both potential 
breeding and wintering habitat for burrowing owls. Preconstruction surveys should 
be conducted for each phase or parcel to be developed. If more than 30 days passes 
between the completion of the survey and the initiation of grading or construction 
activities, the preconstruction survey should be conducted again. 


b) If burrowing owls are found on a development site within the Transit Center, the 
project proponent will notify the City of Dublin. A qualified biologist will establish an 
exclusion zone around each occupied burrow in which no construction-related 
activity will occur until the burrows are confirmed to be unoccupied. The exclusion 
zone will be 160 feet (50 meters) in diameter during the non-breeding season 
(February 1 through August 31). The appropriate avoidance (if during the breeding 
season) or passive (if outside the breeding season) relocation methods in accordance 
with established policies [shall be followed], following consultation with the City of 
Dublin. (LTS) 


b) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by 
the CDFW or USFWS?  


No Impact. No project construction is proposed within any riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural community in the project area. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have no impact to 
any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, 
policies, regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS. 


c) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as 
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal 
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 
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No Impact. A channelized drainage runs parallel to and approximately 40 feet east of Campus 
Drive. This drainage was determined to be non-jurisdictional by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers in 200132 and would be maintained under the Proposed Project. Vegetation present in 
the drainage consists primarily of upland-associated vegetation identified in the Affected 
Environment discussion. Project construction would have no direct impact on federal or State-
protected wetlands. 


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


No Impact. Project construction would not interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species. No native wildlife nursery sites exist on the 
Proposed Project site or in the vicinity. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not have any 
impact on these biological resources. 


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


Less Than Significant. BART is exempt from local policies or ordinances specific to the 
preservation of trees in the city of Dublin, and the Proposed Project site includes only small 
young trees that were installed as a part of landscaping during construction of the Phase I 
parking structure. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact. 


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


No Impact. No habitat conservation plans, natural community conservation plan, or other 
approved conservation plans have been approved for lands that include the Proposed Project 
site. 


Cumulative Impacts  


The applicable DTC EIR mitigation measures would reduce the Proposed Project’s contribution 
to less than cumulatively considerable. In addition, mitigation measures identified for protected 
bird species, including burrowing owls, are applicable to other development projects that may 
affect these species. As a result, cumulative impacts to special status wildlife species would be 
reduced to less than significant. 


CONCLUSION 


Analysis of potential impacts to biological resources using the 2016 CEQA Guidelines 
Environmental Checklist has demonstrated that there are no changes in circumstances that 
would alter the impacts or level of impacts to biological resources identified in the DTC EIR. 


                                               
32 City of Dublin, 2001. 
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There is no new information relating to this topic that would impact the DTC EIR analysis. The 
Proposed Project is consistent with the location, scale, and design of the parking structure 
expansion considered in the DTC EIR, and the Proposed Project would not result in biological 
resource impacts not previously identified in the DTC EIR, or change the level of impact 
previously identified. As the preceding analysis demonstrates, implementation of the Proposed 
Project would have no additional impact on this topic beyond those evaluated in the DTC EIR. 
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES 
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Section 15064.5? 
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significance of an archaeological resource 
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c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 


    


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


    


 


DTC EIR FINDINGS 


The DTC EIR evaluated cultural resources in the project area and vicinity to assess the DTC 
project’s potential impacts. The DTC EIR determined that the DTC project, including the Phase II 
parking structure expansion, would have a less-than-significant impact to cultural resources 
after mitigation, and did not identify significant cumulative impacts related to cultural 
resources.  


The DTC EIR identified one impact to cultural resources, Impact and DTC EIR Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-1 (historical, archeological and Native American Resources). This mitigation 
measure is applicable to the Proposed Project, and implementation would reduce the impact to 
a less-than-significant level (see discussion below). The DTC EIR did not identify any significant 
impacts to paleontological resources. 


2016 ANALYSIS 


Analysis using the 2016 CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist has been completed for the 
Proposed Project to confirm that no new or substantially more severe impacts to cultural 
resources than those identified in the DTC EIR would occur as a result of the Proposed Project. 
As the following analysis demonstrates, the Proposed Project and related impacts are consistent 
with the parking structure expansion analyzed in the DTC EIR, and no new or substantially more 
severe impacts would result.  


Information regarding cultural resources for the Proposed Project is based on the cultural 
resources survey and analysis performed for the DTC EIR and analysis completed for the Dublin 
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Crossing Specific Plan EIR in the vicinity of the Proposed Project.33,34 The Dublin Crossing 
Specific Plan EIR was completed in 2013 and covers the Dublin Crossing Specific Plan area, 
which begins approximately 0.3 miles north of the Proposed Project site.  


Although the analyses were prepared in 2000 and 2012, respectively, no changes have since 
occurred to archeological, paleontological, or buried human remains at or near the Proposed 
Project site that would invalidate the findings of those analyses or their relevance to the 
Proposed Project. A records search at the California Historical Resources Information Systems 
Northwest Information Center (NWIC) was completed for the DTC EIR and found the DTC project 
area contains no recorded archeological sites, either historic or prehistoric.35 A records search 
and literature review at the NWIC was also completed for the Dublin Crossing Specific Plan EIR 
and did not identify cultural resources in the vicinity of the Proposed Project.36 Analysis for the 
Dublin Crossing Specific Plan EIR also included a search of the Sacred Lands file by the 
California Native American Heritage Commission, which failed to indicate the presence of Native 
American cultural resources within the area. 


During previous investigations at the Proposed Project site, minor amounts of existing debris 
(from previous use of the site as a dump and the demolition of buildings) were found to be 
mixed in with the soil. This debris may be more than 50 years old. The DTC EIR analysis 
identified and considered this debris, and found it to be historically insignificant due to the lack 
of discreet deposits (further discussed below). No other historic resources or potential historic 
resources were found within or adjacent to the Proposed Project site.37 


Discussion 


a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 
resource as defined in Section 15064.5? 


Less Than Significant With DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 (historical, archeological and 
Native American resources) Incorporated. The Proposed Project site and vicinity consist of 
undeveloped land, the I-580 alignment and BART rail line, and buildings less than 50 years old. 
Historically, the site and surrounding areas were used as a dump and salvage yard affiliated 
with the Camp Parks military base, which was constructed in the early 1940s.38 Minor structures 
affiliated with the Camp Parks military base within the DTC area were demolished in the 1970s 
and 1980s.39 In the intervening years, the Proposed Project site and vicinity were vacant and 
largely unused until development of the current paved parking area, Phase I parking structure, 
and surrounding DTC development. 


                                               
33 Holman, 2000. 
34 City of Dublin, 2013a. 
35 Holman, 2000. 
36 ECORP Consulting, 2012. 
37 Holman. 
38 Holman, 2000. 
39 Ibid. 
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The Proposed Project site, temporary parking and staging area, and surrounding area are 
generally flat. The 1-acre development area of the Proposed Project site is currently developed 
with an existing surface parking lot and landscaping. The 2-acre temporary parking and staging 
area of the Proposed Project site (DTC Site D-2) is currently undeveloped and is partially used as 
a staging and materials storage area for nearby construction projects. No structures exist on the 
staging and temporary parking area, and the existing Phase I parking structure adjacent to the 
proposed development area was constructed in 2007.  


The cultural resources study completed for the DTC project in December 2000 (which included 
the Proposed Project site) found no significant historic resources within the DTC area.40 The 
study included a review of base maps and records, survey reports, and other materials on file at 
the NWIC,41 as well as additional research conducted at the University of California, Berkeley Map 
Library to trace historical settlement and/or use inside the DTC project area. The cultural 
resources study cited four other surveys completed between 1986 and 1989 that found no 
historic resources at the Proposed Project site. 


Additionally, a records search and literature review was completed for the Dublin Crossing 
Specific Plan EIR at the NWIC at Sonoma State University in March 2012. In addition to the official 
records and maps for archaeological sites and surveys on file at the NWIC, the following historic 
references were reviewed:  


 Historic Property Data File for Alameda County, Office of Historic Preservation, 2012;  


 The National Register Information System Web Site, National Park Service, 2012;  


 Office of Historic Preservation, California Historical Landmarks Web Site, Office of 
Historic Preservation, 2012;  


 California Historical Landmarks Web Site, Office of Historic Preservation, 1996;  


 1500 California Place Names, William Bright, 1998;  


 Caltrans Local Bridge Survey, 2012; 


 Caltrans State Bridge Survey, 2012; and  


 Historic Spots in California, Douglas E. Kyle, 2002 
 


Several documents and reports that contain information about cultural resources within the 
Dublin Crossing Specific Plan area were reviewed in addition to the records search and review of 
historic references:  


 U.S. Army Reserve Command Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plans, Parks 
Reserve Forces Training Area, 2001;  


                                               
40 Ibid. 
41 Sonoma State University, Rohnert Park (File No. 00-929). 
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 Final Environmental Impact Statement on Master Planned Redevelopment at Camp Parks, 
2009;  


 Geo-archaeological Investigations in the Parks Reserve Forces Training Area, Alameda 
and Contra Costa Counties, California, 2004;  


 Master Plan Summary Report, Park Reserve Forces Training Area, 2004;  


 Cultural Resources Literature Search and Field Reconnaissance of Field Reconnaissance 
of Camp Parks, Alameda and Contra Costa Counties; California; and  


 National Register of Historic Places, Inventory and Evaluation of Previously Unevaluated 
World War II and Cold War Era Buildings, Park Reserve Forces Training Area, Alameda 
and Contra Costa Counties, California  


Cultural resource investigations completed for the Dublin Crossing Specific Plan EIR determined 
that the only resource eligible for the National Register of Historic Places is the Camp Parks 
entrance sign, which is located outside of both the Dublin Crossing Specific Plan area and the 
DTC project area, and is not in close proximity to the Proposed Project. 


As described in the DTC EIR, historic debris – including metal, glass, and porcelain fragments –
exists in the DTC area and may exist within the Proposed Project area. As stated above, this 
debris may be more than 50 years old. Although discreet historic debris deposits may be 
potentially significant due to their age and affiliation with the Camp Parks military base, it is 
unlikely that discreet concentrations of historical archeological material exist because the DTC 
area (including the Proposed Project site) has been disturbed through grading, fill material has 
been placed, and the area has been developed. Additionally, no discreet deposits were 
discovered during any of the on-site surveys conducted. 


Although unlikely, there is some potential that the project could disturb unidentified and 
unrecorded historical artifacts. However, DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 (historical, 
archeological and Native American resources) from the DTC EIR would reduce this potential 
impact to a less-than-significant level.  


The variable display message sign was not specifically included in the DTC EIR analysis; 
however, implementing DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 (historical, archeological and Native 
American resources) at the site of installation would ensure that no new or greater impacts to 
cultural resources result from installation of the sign. 


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 (historical, archeological and Native American 
resources): If, during construction of individual development projects within the Transit 
Center, archeological, discrete historical or Native American artifacts are encountered, work 
on the project shall cease until compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 is 
demonstrated. Project work may be resumed in compliance with any applicable resource 
protection plan. If human remains are encountered, the County Coroner shall be contacted 
immediately. (LTS) 
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b) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5? 


Less Than Significant With DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 (historical, archeological and 
Native American resources) Incorporated. A cultural resources study completed for the DTC 
project in December 2000 found no archaeological materials on the surface of the project 
area.42 Additionally, archival research conducted at the NWIC for the Dublin Crossing Specific 
Plan EIR in 2012 found no recorded archaeological sites, either historic or prehistoric in nature, 
within the DTC project area or its vicinity.43,44 The nearest archaeological sites were recorded in 
the 1970s and 1980s to the south of I-580, within the Hacienda Business Park. These sites are 
well outside the Proposed Project site and vicinity, lying about 1 mile to the south. Both the DTC 
EIR and the Dublin Crossing Specific Plan EIR concluded that the project site and vicinity does 
not contain any known archeological resources and is unlikely to contain unknown 
archeological resources. 


Although the likelihood of encountering archaeological resources on the Proposed Project site 
is low, the site is in the vicinity of areas with recorded resources, and the Proposed Project 
could disturb unidentified archeological deposits or human remains. Should archaeological 
resources or human remains be uncovered during earth disturbing activities, including 
installation of the variable display message sign, DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 (historical, 
archeological and Native American resources) shall be followed. Implementation of this 
mitigation measure would reduce impacts to archaeological resources to a less-than-significant 
level. 


There is a low possibility of unrecorded buried cultural resources in this area. The site’s 
integrity had already been significantly diminished through its previous use as a dump, the 
repeated placement of fill, grading, and construction of the existing parking lot. Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would not result in any additional cumulative impacts to any cultural 
resources.  


Implementation of DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 (historical, archeological and Native 
American resources) would reduce potential impacts on archaeological deposits and human 
remains to less-than-significant levels, including potential impacts resulting from installation of 
the variable display message sign. 


c) Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature? 


Less Than Significant With DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 (historical, archeological and 
Native American resources) Incorporated. The DTC EIR found that no paleontological sites, 
unique resources, or unique geological features have been recorded on or adjacent to the 
Proposed Project site. Therefore, the DTC EIR found impacts to paleontological resources to be 


                                               
42 Holman, 2000.  
43 Ibid. 
44 ECORP Consulting, 2012. 
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less than significant and no mitigation measures were required. However, the DTC EIR did find 
that the DTC project area could contain buried prehistoric archaeological materials similar to 
those found south of I-580 inside the Hacienda Business Park.  


Under modern CEQA practice, paleontological resources are commonly and 
conservatively addressed with a separate mitigation measure, recognizing there is a minor 
potential to encounter unknown paleontological resources during grading and construction. 
However, the potential presence of paleontological and prehistoric archaeological resources was 
evaluated in the DTC EIR and there is no new information, as defined by CEQA, regarding the 
potential presence of such resources.  


BART has committed to implementation of DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 (historical, 
archeological and Native American resources) to address the potential discovery of unknown 
archaeological resources during construction of the Proposed Project, including installation of 
the variable display message sign. In the absence of any known unique paleontological 
resources, but in the event that unknown unique paleontological resources are encountered, 
they would be addressed by the same actions prescribed in DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 
(historical, archeological and Native American resources) for encountering unknown 
archaeological resources. To ensure that this mitigation measure would reduce impacts to 
paleontological resources to a less-than-significant level, the mitigation measure is modified as 
follows:  


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 (historical, archeological, unique paleontological and 
Native American resources): If, during construction of individual development projects 
within the Transit Center, archeological, unique paleontological, discrete historical or Native 
American artifacts are encountered, work on the project shall cease until compliance with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 is demonstrated. Project work may be resumed in 
compliance with any applicable resource protection plan. If human remains are 
encountered, the County Coroner shall be contacted immediately. (LTS) 


d) Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated 
cemeteries? 


Less Than Significant With DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 (historical, archeological, 
unique paleontological, and Native American resources) Incorporated. Although no human 
remains are recorded at the Proposed Project site, there remains a potential for discovering 
unknown human remains during excavation and site preparation. Implementation of DTC EIR 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 (historical, archeological, unique paleontological, and Native 
American resources) would reduce potential impacts on archaeological deposits and human 
remains to a less-than-significant level. 


CONCLUSION 


Analysis of potential impacts to cultural resources using the 2016 CEQA Guidelines 
Environmental Checklist has demonstrated that there are no changes in circumstances that 
would alter the impacts or level of impacts to cultural resources identified in the DTC EIR. There 







DECEMBER 2016 DUBLIN/PLEASANTON BART GARAGE EXPANSION  
ADDENDUM  


75 
 


is no new information relating to this topic that would impact the DTC EIR analysis. The 
Proposed Project is consistent with the location, scale and design of the parking structure 
expansion considered in the DTC EIR, and the Proposed Project would not result in cultural 
resource impacts not previously identified in the DTC EIR, or change the level of impact 
previously identified. As the preceding analysis demonstrates, implementation of the Proposed 
Project would have no additional impact on this topic beyond those evaluated in the DTC EIR. 
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DTC EIR FINDINGS 


The DTC EIR evaluated potential impacts related to hazards and uses/releases of hazardous 
materials in the DTC area. The DTC EIR determined that the DTC project, including the Phase II 
parking structure expansion, would have a less-than-significant impact related to hazards and 
hazardous materials after mitigation; and that potential cumulative impacts related to hazards 
and hazardous materials would be less than significant.  


Potential impacts related to hazardous materials resulting from past military uses of the project 
area were identified, and DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 (hazardous materials) – which 
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requires environmental investigation and cleanup of individual development projects within the 
DTC – was developed to address this impact. This mitigation measure is applicable to the 
Proposed Project and would be implemented to reduce impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials, as described below. 


Additionally, the DTC EIR identified a “risk of upset” to future residences constructed near the 
Iron Horse Trail, and found the impact to be less than significant with mitigation DTC EIR 


Mitigation Measure 4.6-2 (risk of upset). Given that the Proposed Project does not include 
residential development and is not adjacent to the Iron Horse Trail, this impact and mitigation 
measure would not be applicable to the Proposed Project.  


2016 ANALYSIS 


Analysis using the 2016 CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist has been completed for the 
Proposed Project to confirm that no new or substantially more severe impacts relating to 
hazards and hazardous materials than those identified in the DTC EIR would occur as a result of 
the Proposed Project. As the following analysis demonstrates, the Proposed Project and related 
impacts are consistent with the parking structure expansion analyzed in the DTC EIR, and no 
new or substantially more severe impacts would result.  


The description and analysis for this section is based on the 2005 project approvals, the DTC 
EIR including the Hazardous Materials Assessment,45 and information available on electronic 
databases of regulatory agencies.  


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


Less Than Significant. The proposed land use as a parking structure would not involve the 
routine storage, use, or disposal of hazardous materials during operation of the Proposed 
Project. 


Hazardous materials (e.g., oil, grease, fuels, paint) would be transported and used on site for 
proposed construction activities. The routine transport, use, or disposal of these hazardous 
materials could pose a potential hazard to construction workers as they would be handling the 
hazardous materials and could therefore be exposed through inhalation of vapors, direct 
contact with skin, or accidental ingestion. The routine transport, use, or disposal of these 
hazardous materials would not pose a significant hazard to the public or environment unless 
the hazardous materials were accidentally spilled or released into the environment, as 
discussed in discussion question b), below.  


Worker health and safety is regulated at the federal level by the Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (OSHA). OSHA regulations include training requirements for construction 
workers and a requirement that hazardous materials are accompanied by manufacturer’s Safety 
Data Sheets. The Federal Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 authorizes states to 


                                               
45 Treadwell & Rollo, 2000. 
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establish their own safety and health programs with OSHA approval; in California, worker health 
and safety is regulated by the California Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
(Cal/OSHA). Cal/OSHA regulations include requirements for protective clothing, training, and 
limits on exposure to hazardous materials. California standards for workers dealing with 
hazardous materials are contained in 8 California Code of Regulations (CCR); they include 
practices for all industries (in the General Industrial Safety Orders), with specific practices for 
construction and other industries. The routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous 
materials at the Proposed Project site would be required to comply with a project Health and 
Safety Plan prepared in accordance with 8 CCR, which would mitigate potential health hazards 
for construction workers from the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials to 
a less-than-significant level.  


Because the Proposed Project would result in soil disturbance greater than 1 acre, management 
of hazardous materials during construction activities would be subject to the requirements of 
the stormwater Construction General Permit (CGP), which requires preparation and 
implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) with hazardous materials 
storage requirements. For example, construction site operators must store chemicals in 
watertight containers (with appropriate secondary containment to prevent any spillage or 
leakage) or in a storage shed (completely enclosed). 


In 1990 and 1994, the federal Hazardous Material Transportation Act was amended to improve 
the protection of life, property, and the environment from the inherent risks of transporting 
hazardous material in all major modes of commerce. The United States Department of 
Transportation (DOT) developed hazardous materials regulations that govern the classification, 
packaging, communication, transportation, and handling of hazardous materials, as well as 
employee training and incident reporting. The transportation of hazardous materials is subject 
to DOT, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), and State regulations. The California 
Highway Patrol, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), and the California 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) are responsible for enforcing federal and State 
regulations pertaining to the transportation of hazardous materials. 


Construction of the Proposed Project would result in the generation of various waste materials 
that would require recycling and/or disposal, including some waste materials that may be 
classified as hazardous waste. Hazardous wastes would be required to be transported by a 
licensed hazardous waste hauler and disposed of at facilities that are permitted to accept such 
materials as required by DOT, RCRA, and State regulations. 


Compliance with the regulations described above—including OSHA and Cal/OSHA regulations; 
the CGP; and DOT, RCRA, and State regulations—would ensure that the Proposed Project would 
not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment with regard to routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 


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


Less Than Significant With DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 (hazardous materials) 
Incorporated. Project construction activities would include the use of hazardous materials such 
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as motor fuels, oils, solvents, and lubricants. An accidental release of hazardous materials (e.g., 
oils, grease, fuels, and paint) during project construction could result in exposure of 
construction workers, the public, and/or the environment to hazardous materials.  


As discussed above, the Proposed Project would be subject to the requirements of the CGP, 
which requires preparation and implementation of a SWPPP to reduce the risk of spills or leaks 
from reaching the environment, including procedures to address minor spills of hazardous 
materials. Measures to control spills, leakage, and dumping must be addressed through 
structural as well as nonstructural BMPs, as required by the CGP. For example, according to the 
regulations, equipment and materials for cleanup of spills must be available on site, and spills 
and leaks must be cleaned up immediately and disposed of properly. BMPs also include 
treatment requirements, operating procedures, and practice to control site runoff, spillage or 
leaks, sludge or waste disposal, or drainage from raw material storage. 


As discussed above, the transportation of hazardous materials is subject to both RCRA and DOT 
regulations. If a discharge or spill of hazardous materials were to occur during transportation, 
the transporter would be required to take appropriate immediate action to protect human 
health and the environment (e.g., notify local authorities and contain the spill), and would be 
responsible for the discharge cleanup. 


The Proposed Project Site may also have some subsurface contamination. The following 
information was obtained from review of the Hazardous Materials Assessment for the DTC 
project: 


 The DTC project is located on land used by the military from the early 1940s through 
the early 1990s, identified at various times as Camp Parks, Parks Air Force Base, and 
Parks Reserve Forces Training Area.  


 ACSPA purchased the western half of the DTC project area in 1994 and the eastern half 
of the site shortly after.  


 Based on a review of a 1945 Navy map, a salvage yard was present in the southernmost 
portion of the DTC area.  


The following information was obtained from a review of the Cultural Resources section of the 
2002 DTC EIR: 


 Based on aerial photographs and historic maps, a dump (possibly servicing Camp Parks) 
was present near the center of the DTC project area by 1953.  


 A 1989 archeological field and archival study covering a 35-acre parcel slated for 
construction of BART parking and associated streets (since completed) indicated several 
north-south trending depressions containing burned metal, glass, bone, and ash.  


 A 2000 visual inspection of the DTC project area revealed an area of darkened soil that 
contained unspecified historic debris in the approximate center of Site D, near I-580.  
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 Geophysical surveys performed throughout Sites D and E (including the area of darkened 
soil discussed above) to determine the presence of subsurface utilities and other metal 
obstructions noted several unspecified anomalies, including the darkened soil.  


 In 2001, trenches were excavated across the Sites D and E in which various buried 
objects (including pieces of pipe, metal roofing, barbed wire, scrap metal, cable, 
reinforced concrete rubble, and steel rebar) were found. 


A review of aerial photos from two Phase I Environmental Site Assessments (ESAs)46,47 completed 
for a property located just to the east found that, in 1939, the area surrounding the Proposed 
Project site was used as agricultural fields and the Proposed Project site was occupied by a few 
small structures surrounded by many unidentifiable objects which were grouped in clusters and 
concentrated around the perimeter of the property, indicating that this property may have been 
used as a storage or salvage yard. Based on a 1949 aerial photo of the area,48 the Proposed 
Project site and areas adjacent to the west, north, and east were occupied by a series of north-
south trending small access roads surrounded by scattered debris, unidentifiable objects, and 
dark spots (possibly darkened soil); to the northwest of the Proposed Project site was what 
appears to be a large ditch with darkened soil, and to the north was what appears to be a dump 
with large piles of debris and unpaved access roads. The features shown on the aerial photos 
indicate a salvage yard and their location corresponds with the description of a salvage yard in 
the southern portion of the DTC project area as indicated on a 1945 Navy map.49  


Figures from a Phase II ESA50 prepared for a property east of the Proposed Project site also 
indicate the presence of a salvage yard in the area of the Proposed Project site. In a 1950 aerial 
photo,51 the apparent salvage yard and dump were still present in the area; in a 1958 aerial 
photo,52 the apparent salvage yard and dump were no longer present and the area appeared to 
have been re-graded. 


The above discussion suggests that buried waste and contaminated soil may be present at the 
Proposed Project site, and no information was found indicating that investigation or 
remediation had been performed for the former dump and salvage yard in this area. 
Contaminants commonly present in historic dumps and salvage yards include metals, asbestos, 
petroleum hydrocarbons, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, polychlorinated biphenyls, 
organochlorine pesticides (OCPs), volatile organic compounds, and semi-volatile organic 
compounds. 


Excavation and trenching for construction of the variable display message sign along I-580 
could encounter soil impacted with aerially deposited lead from past vehicle emissions and/or 
OCPs from past agricultural uses of the area. Based on the review of DTSC’s Envirostor 


                                               
46 Strata Environmental, 2007. 
47 ENGEO, 2013. 
48 Ibid. 
49 Treadwell & Rollo, 2000. 
50 Ground Zero, 2014. 
51 Strata Environmental, 2007. 
52 Ibid. 
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database53 and the State Water Resources Control Board’s (State Water Board’s) GeoTracker 
database54, no hazardous materials releases were identified in the area where the variable 
display message sign would be constructed. Further evaluation of potential hazardous materials 
impacts in the area of the sign would be performed as part of a Phase I ESA and Phase II ESA (if 
recommended by the Phase I ESA), as required by DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 
(hazardous materials) of the DTC EIR, described below.  


Disturbance or reuse of soil potentially impacted with hazardous materials, or the encountering 
of buried objects that could contain hazardous materials (e.g., buried drums) during 
construction could result in exposure of construction workers, the public, and/or the 
environment to hazardous materials. This is a potentially significant impact; however, 
implementation of DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 (hazardous materials) would reduce this 
impact to a less-than-significant level. 


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 (hazardous materials): Phase I and, if required, 
Phase II level environmental investigations shall be performed for each individual 
development project within the proposed Transit Center prior to any grading or 
construction activity. Individual developers shall be responsible for performing any 
necessary cleanup, as recommended in the environmental investigations and as required 
by regulatory authorities. (LTS) 


As required by DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 (hazardous materials), Phase I ESA and Phase 
II ESA (if recommended by the Phase I ESA) environmental investigations would be performed at 
the Proposed Project site and area of the proposed variable display message sign, and cleanup 
of the Proposed Project site and area of the variable display message sign would be performed 
as recommended in the environmental investigations and as required by regulatory authorities.  


A Phase I ESA would involve the review of historic land use records and hazardous materials 
databases to evaluate the potential for contamination from hazardous materials. A Phase II ESA 
would involve soil and groundwater sampling to determine whether the soil and groundwater at 
the Proposed Project site and variable display message sign area contain hazardous materials 
contamination. A Phase II ESA report documenting the results of the sampling and analysis 
activities would be prepared and submitted to BART for review and approval. The report would 
document the sampling activities performed and subsurface characteristics observed, and 
would compare sample results to applicable regulatory agency screening levels (e.g., the 
RWQCB Environmental Screening Levels [ESLs]55). The report would include recommendations for 
further investigation and/or remediation, if warranted.  


If significant hazardous materials contamination was found during the Phase II ESA, (e.g., soil 
sample analytical results exceeding ESLs for commercial land use and naturally occurring 
background concentrations for metals in soil), BART would present the Phase II ESA report to 
the appropriate regulatory agency(ies) (e.g., Alameda County Department of Environmental 
                                               


53 DTSC, 2016a. 
54 State Water Board, 2016.  
55 RWQCB, 2016. 
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Health, RWQCB, or DTSC) and enter into an oversight agreement with the regulatory agency(ies). 
The regulatory agency(ies) would determine whether additional actions (e.g., further 
investigation, preparation of a health risk assessment, and/or remediation) would be required 
for the Proposed Project, and would oversee the development of plans for additional action and 
implementation of additional actions (if required) to ensure that the Proposed Project would not 
pose a threat to human health or the environment. 


The regulatory agency(ies) may require a Risk Management Plan (RMP) to be prepared for the 
Proposed Project. RMPs typically include following: 


 Protocols for observation during site demolition and soil disturbing activities for the 
purpose of evaluating the excavated soil for the presence of previously unidentified 
impacts from hazardous materials. Signs of potential impacts from hazardous materials 
in soil typically include staining/discoloration, odors, and presence of rubble/debris. 
Appropriate sample collection procedures to evaluate the nature and extent of potential 
contamination and to determine whether notification of appropriate regulatory 
agency(ies) and remediation is required.  


 Protocols for confirmation sampling to evaluate whether the extent of contaminated soil 
removal was sufficient, and whether the remaining soil is of acceptable quality (e.g., 
meets appropriate regulatory agency guidelines for residential land use) to remain on 
site.  


 Protocols for segregation of impacted soil from non-impacted soil.  


 Appropriate stockpile BMPs to ensure that stockpiles are constructed in a manner that 
would prevent potential contamination of underlying soil; spilling of soil from stockpile 
areas; infiltration of rainwater into stockpiles; and dust, vapor, or odor emissions from 
stockpiles.  


 Dust control/air monitoring procedures to ensure that potential emissions of fugitive 
dust are minimized to the maximum extent practicable.  


 Protocols for off-site waste disposal and on-site soil reuse.  


 Construction dewatering and treatment/management procedures.  


 Guidelines for import of fill material. 


 Notifications and response procedures for situations where previously unidentified 
impacted soil or groundwater is encountered, or where other features of environmental 
concern are discovered such as underground storage tanks, buried drums or other 
hazardous materials containers, pipelines containing hazardous materials, or buried 
asbestos-containing materials such as asbestos-cement pipelines or pipelines wrapped 
in asbestos insulation.  


 A Contingency Plan describing how construction activities would be modified if features 
of potential environmental concern or previously unidentified impacted soil and/or 
groundwater are identified.  
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 A Health and Safety Plan describing potential site hazards, training requirements, 
personal protective equipment, and safe work practices for site personnel.  


Compliance with the regulations discussed above, as well as the implementation of DTC EIR 
Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 (hazardous materials) would ensure that potential impacts from an 
accidental release of hazardous materials, disturbance of soil impacted with hazardous 
materials, or encountering buried objects that could contain hazardous materials during 
construction would be less than significant. 


c) Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within ¼ mile of an existing or proposed school? 


No Impact. No schools were identified within ¼ mile of the Proposed Project site or the area of 
the proposed variable display message sign. The nearest school to the Proposed Project site, 
James Dougherty Elementary School, is located at 5301 Hibernia Drive, more than ½ mile 
northeast of the Proposed Project site and more than ½ mile northwest of the variable display 
message sign area.56 Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in an impact. 


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


Less Than Significant With DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 (hazardous materials) 
Incorporated. The Proposed Project site is located within the boundaries of the former Parks 
Airforce Base, which is listed on the DTSC’s Envirostor database as a hazardous materials 
release site57 (and therefore on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5). As discussed in the Affected Environment section above, 
buried waste and contaminated soil may be present in the DTC area based on its likely past use 
as a military dump and salvage yard, and field observations of discolored soil and debris. In 
addition, aerially deposited lead from past vehicle emissions and/or OCPs from past agricultural 
uses of the area could be present at the variable display message sign area. Disturbance and 
potential reuse of soil potentially impacted with hazardous materials or the potential to 
encounter buried objects that contain hazardous materials (e.g., buried drums) during 
construction could result in exposure of construction workers, the public, and/or the 
environment to hazardous materials. Implementation of DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 
(hazardous materials) would ensure that impacts from disturbance of soil impacted with 
hazardous materials or potentially encountering buried objects that contain hazardous 
materials during construction would be less than significant.  


                                               
56 California Department of Education, 2016. 
57 DTSC, 2016. 
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e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in 
a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 


Less Than Significant. The Proposed Project site is located approximately 3.5 miles west-
northwest of the Livermore Municipal Airport. The area of the proposed variable display 
message sign is located approximately 1 mile northwest of the Livermore Municipal Airport. 
The Proposed Project site is not located within the airport influence area (AIA) of the Livermore 
Municipal Airport, where the Alameda County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) is 
authorized to review local land use actions affecting the area, or within the airport protection 
area, which was established to prevent the encroachment of incompatible land uses in areas 
frequently overflown by aircraft.58  


The area of the proposed variable display message sign is located within the AIA of the 
Livermore Municipal Airport, and the eastern portion of the area of the proposed variable 
display message sign is located within the Airport Protection Area (APA) of the Livermore 
Municipal Airport. The Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) includes a listing of actions 
within the AIA that have the potential to interfere with, or create hazards to aircraft in flight, 
and therefore may warrant Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) review.59 The actions listed in 
the ALUCP that that have the potential to interfere with, or create hazards to aircraft in flight 
which could result from construction of a lighted sign include creating lighting that could be 
mistaken for airport lighting or creating a source of glare.60 The proposed variable display 
message sign would be located over a mile away from the Livermore Municipal Airport and 
would be located on the opposite side of I-580 from the airport, and therefore would not be 
mistaken for airport lighting. The proposed sign would also not be a significant source of glare 
based on its limited size and because it would not be constructed of highly reflective materials.  


Non-residential land uses may be allowed within the APA insofar as they are consistent with the 
safety compatibility criteria set forth in the ALUCP. The area of the proposed variable display 
message sign is located within Safety Compatibility Zone 7 of the Livermore Municipal Airport. 
Lighted signs are not listed in the safety compatibility criteria of the ALUCP. The ALUCP 
indicates that proposed development not listed in safety compatibility criteria shall be evaluated 
by comparison to a similar use on the list. 61 The most similar land use to a lighted sign which is 
listed in the safety compatibility criteria is a utility pole, which is permitted within Safety 
Compatibility Zone 7. 


Based on the review of the ALUCP for actions within the AIA that could interfere with, or create 
hazards to aircraft in flight, and based on the safety compatibility criteria for land uses within 
the APA, the proposed variable display message sign would not warrant review by the ALUC, 


                                               
58 CDA, 2012. 
59 Although the ALUC does not have the authority under state law to require that all actions, regulations, and 


permits be referred for review, the ALUC requests that certain types of actions be referred to the ALUC for 
determination of consistency with the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) prior to their approval by the local 
jurisdiction 


60 CDA, 2012. 
61 CDA, 2012. 
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and potential aviation hazards associated with the Proposed Project would be less than 
significant. 


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


No Impact. The Proposed Project site is not located near any private use airports or airstrips. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in an impact. 


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


Less Than Significant. The Proposed Project would not be expected to impair implementation 
of or interfere with any emergency response or evacuation plans in the vicinity, as the Proposed 
Project would not alter existing streets that could be used for emergency access or evacuation. 
The Proposed Project would involve limited short-term uses of city streets for delivery of 
construction equipment and supplies and for workers commuting to the site. During 
construction activities, all construction equipment would be stored on the Proposed Project site 
or staging area. Potential impacts to emergency evacuation routes or emergency response plans 
from the Proposed Project are therefore less than significant. 


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


Less Than Significant. The city of Dublin is not within a very high fire hazard severity zone.62 
The Proposed Project site is surrounded by developed land that is largely covered by structures, 
pavement, and roadways to the north, west, and south. The area to the east of the Proposed 
Project site, including the staging area, is undeveloped and covered by gravel, soil, and low-
lying vegetation. The area of the proposed variable display message sign is surrounded by I-580 
to the south and commercial properties and undeveloped land with low-lying vegetation to the 
north. These types of environments are not prone to wildland fires; therefore, this is a less-
than-significant impact.  


CONCLUSION 


A review of hazards and uses/releases of hazardous materials in the project area determined 
that hazards and uses/releases of hazardous materials remain largely unchanged since 
publication of the DTC EIR. There is no new information relating to hazards and uses/releases 
of hazardous materials that would impact the DTC EIR analysis. The Proposed Project is 
consistent with the location, scale and design of the parking structure expansion considered in 
the DTC EIR, and the Proposed Project would not result in impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials not previously identified in the DTC EIR, or change the level of impacts 
related to hazards and hazardous materials at the project site. As the preceding analysis 


                                               
62 CAL FIRE, 2008. 
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demonstrates, implementation of the Proposed Project would have no additional impacts 
related to hazards and hazardous materials beyond those evaluated in the DTC EIR.  
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VII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Less Than 


Significant 
With 


Mitigation 
Incorporated 
(from DTC 


EIR) 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 


No 


Impact 


Would the project:     


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


    


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


    


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


    


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


    


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


    


f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     


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


    


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


    


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


    


j) Cause inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?     
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DTC EIR FINDINGS 


The DTC EIR evaluated potential hydrology and water quality impacts associated with 
development of the DTC area. The DTC EIR determined that the DTC projects, including the 
Phase II Parking Structure Expansion, would have less-than-significant hydrology and water 
quality impacts with the implementation of three mitigation measures: DTC EIR Mitigation 


Measure 4.7-1 (Stormwater runoff), DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-2 (Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP)), and DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-3 (soil erosion). These 
mitigation measures require the DTC project to comply with applicable National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) statewide and regional permits.  


This analysis concludes that compliance with the NPDES CGP is sufficient to reduce construction 
period impacts to water quality to a less-than-significant level, and that compliance with the 
CGP will also satisfy the requirements of DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-2 (SWPPP) and DTC 
EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-3 (soil erosion). The DTC EIR also determined that potential 
cumulative hydrology and water quality impacts would be less than significant because local 
and regional drainage facilities exist or have been planned to safely accommodate anticipated 
increases in stormwater runoff rates that would be caused by development of the DTC area, and 
because on-site measures to control the water quality and hydromodification impacts of 
construction and operation of DTC project would be required by the NPDES permits.  


2016 ANALYSIS 


Analysis using the 2016 CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist has been completed for the 
Proposed Project to confirm that no new or substantially more severe impacts to hydrology and 
water quality than those identified in the DTC EIR would occur as a result of the Proposed 
Project. As the following analysis demonstrates, the Proposed Project and related impacts are 
consistent with the parking structure expansion analyzed in the DTC EIR, and no new or 
substantially more severe impacts would result.  


Information regarding hydrology and water quality for the Proposed Project is based on the DTC 
EIR, a geotechnical investigation report63 conducted for the adjoining Dublin Transit Center Site 
D-2, and available public agency maps and reports. Although the EIR analysis and adjoining 
property geotechnical investigation were prepared in 2002 and 2001, respectively, no changes 
in hydrologic conditions at or near the Proposed Project site have since occurred that would 
invalidate the findings of those analyses or their relevance to the Proposed Project. 


Discussion 


a) Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? 


Less Than Significant With DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 (increased stormwater runoff), 
DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-2 (SWPPP), and DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-3 (soil 


                                               
63 Harding ESE, 2001. 
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erosion) Incorporated. As described in the DTC EIR, the Proposed Project site is located in the 
Chabot Canal Watershed, within Zone 7 of the Alameda County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District. The existing surface parking lot drains to both on- and off-site 
underground culverts. The temporary parking and staging area drains to drainage ditches on 
the western and southern borders of the area, which flow to off-site underground culverts. The 
underground culverts from the Proposed Project site all flow to the Chabot Canal, located just 
south of I-580, which flows to Arroyo Mocho, then to the Alamo Canal, and then to Arroyo de la 
Laguna, a creek located approximately 3 miles south of the Proposed Project site. Arroyo de la 
Laguna Creek flows to Alameda Creek and ultimately to San Francisco Bay. The proposed 
variable display message sign is located within the Arroyo Las Positas Watershed, also within 
Zone 7 of the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District. Similarly to the 
Proposed Project site, runoff from the proposed variable display message sign area drains to 
underground culverts that combine to one underground culvert before crossing underneath I-
580 and flowing to Arroyo Mocho. The State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) 
lists Arroyo de la Laguna and Alameda Creek as impaired water bodies for diazinon, a pesticide 
that has been banned from residential use since 2004.64,65 Diazinon would not be used on the 
Proposed Project site. 


Stormwater runoff quality is regulated by the NPDES program (established through the federal 
Clean Water Act). The NPDES program objective is to control and reduce pollutant discharges to 
surface water bodies. Compliance with NPDES permits is mandated by both State and federal 
statutes and regulations. Locally, the NPDES program is overseen by the San Francisco Bay 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). 


Construction Period Impacts 


Demolition and construction activities associated with development of the new parking 
structure would involve demolition and off-hauling of the existing surface parking lot; 
excavation to accommodate perimeter foundation and central columns installation; site 
preparation, minor grading, and drainage utility installation; and relocation of existing utilities, 
as needed. These activities would disturb and expose the ground surface. The installation of a 
temporary parking lot would involve minor grading and the coating of the area with a thin layer 
of asphalt. The asphalt would be removed once construction of the proposed parking structure 
is complete. The installation of the variable display message sign would involve excavation to 
accommodate the approximately 10 by 15-foot sign base, and trenching to the closest power 
pole or underground utility for connection to the power grid. These activities would also result 
in ground surface disturbance and exposure. The approximately 1-acre unpaved construction 
staging area would not involve any improvements, but would involve the movement of heavy 
construction equipment across an unpaved surface, which could disturb the ground surface. 
Therefore, construction of the Proposed Project could result in temporary erosion and 
movement of sediments into the storm drain system, particularly during precipitation events.  


                                               
64 State Water Board, 2012. 
65 National Pesticide Information Center, 2009. 
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The potential for chemical releases is present at most construction sites due to the use of 
paints, solvents, fuels, lubricants, and other hazardous materials associated with heavy 
construction equipment. Furthermore, the use of vehicles in the temporary parking lot would 
contribute to the release of fuels, lubricants, tire wear, brake dust, and fallout from exhaust. 
Once released, these hazardous materials could be transported to nearby surface waterways in 
stormwater runoff, wash water, and dust control water, potentially reducing the quality of the 
receiving waters. The release of sediments and other pollutants during demolition and 
construction activities could therefore adversely affect water quality in receiving waters. 


As described in the DTC EIR, groundwater was encountered at the temporary construction 
staging and parking area as high as 9.5 feet below ground surface during geotechnical 
investigation activities; the investigation noted that, given more time to equilibrate, 
groundwater levels could rise even higher to 8 feet below ground surface. Depth to 
groundwater at the Proposed Project site may fluctuate in response to seasonal changes, 
prolonged rainfall, changes in surface topography, and other factors. Depending on the depths 
of excavations performed during construction activities, temporary dewatering of excavations 
might be required. The improper management and discharge of dewatering effluent into the 
storm drainage system could adversely affect water quality in the receiving waters because 
contaminants and sediment may be present in the dewatering effluent.  


Because construction of the proposed parking structure would disturb 1 or more acres of soil, 
the Proposed Project would be required to comply with the NPDES General Permit for Storm 
Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities.66 The CGP is 
issued by the State Water Board and locally is overseen by the RWQCB. 


To obtain coverage under the CGP, the project applicant must provide via electronic submittal, a 
Notice of Intent, a SWPPP, and other documents required in Attachment B of the CGP. Activities 
subject to the CGP include clearing, grading, and disturbing the ground, such as grubbing or 
excavation. The CGP also covers linear underground and overhead projects such as pipeline 
installations.  


The CGP uses a risk-based permitting approach and mandates certain requirements based on 
the project risk level (i.e., Level 1, Level 2, or Level 3). The project risk level is based on the risk 
of sediment discharge and the receiving water risk. The sediment discharge risk depends on the 
project location and timing (i.e., wet season versus dry season activities). The receiving water 
risk depends on whether the project would discharge to a sediment-sensitive receiving water. 
The project applicant would determine the project risk level when filing the Notice of Intent.  


The CGP performance standard requires that dischargers shall minimize or prevent pollutants in 
stormwater discharges and authorized non-stormwater discharges through the use of controls, 
structures, and management practices that achieve best available technology for treatment of 
toxic and nonconventional pollutants and best conventional technology for treatment of 


                                               
66 Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ (as amended by Order No. 2010-0014-DWQ and 2012-006-DWQ), NPDES No. 


CAS000002. 
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conventional pollutants. A Qualified SWPPP Developer must prepare a SWPPP that meets the 
certification requirements in the CGP. The purpose of the SWPPP is to (1) help identify the 
sources of sediment and other pollutants that could affect the quality of stormwater discharges; 
and (2) describe and ensure the implementation of BMPs to reduce or eliminate sediment and 
other pollutants in stormwater as well as non-stormwater discharges resulting from 
construction activity. A Qualified SWPPP Practitioner must oversee the operation of BMPs that 
meet the requirements outlined in the permit.  


The SWPPP requires a construction site-monitoring program. Depending on a particular 
project’s risk level, the monitoring program may include visual observations of site discharges, 
water quality monitoring of site discharges (pH, turbidity, and non-visible pollutants, if 
applicable), and receiving water monitoring (pH, turbidity, suspended sediment concentration, 
and bioassessment). 


The CGP allows the non-stormwater discharge of dewatering effluent if the water is not 
contaminated and is properly filtered or treated, using appropriate technology. These 
technologies may include but are not limited to retention in settling ponds (where sediments 
settle out prior to discharge of water) and filtration using gravel and sand filters (to 
mechanically remove the sediment). The discharge of dewatering effluent is authorized under 
the CGP if the following conditions are met: 


 The discharge does not cause or contribute to a violation of any water quality standard. 


 The discharge does not violate any other provision of the CGP. 


 The discharge is not prohibited by the applicable Basin Plan. 


 The discharger has included and implemented specific BMPs required by the CGP to 
prevent or reduce the contact of the non-stormwater discharge with construction 
materials or equipment. 


 The discharge does not contain toxic constituents in toxic amounts or (other) significant 
quantities of pollutants. 


 The discharge is monitored and meets the applicable numeric action levels. 


 The discharger reports the sampling information in an annual report.  


If any of the above conditions are not satisfied, the discharge of dewatering effluent is not 
authorized by the CGP.  


The Proposed Project would be required to comply with these stormwater control regulations. 
Under these regulations, a SWPPP would be prepared that would address potential stormwater 
pollutants generated during construction at the proposed parking structure location, the 
temporary construction staging and parking area, and the variable display message sign 
location. After the proposed parking structure is constructed, the activities associated with the 
construction, operation, and removal of this temporary parking lot would be required to be 
covered under the SWPPP. Compliance with the CGP would reduce potential construction phase 
impacts on water quality to a less-than-significant level.  
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Compliance with the CGP would satisfy the requirements of DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-2 


(SWPPP) and DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-3 (soil erosion), which require individual 
development projects within the DTC area to comply the CGP, ensuring that impacts to water 
quality are reduced to a less-than-significant level. 


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-2 (SWPPP): Each individual development project within 
the Transit Center shall prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that 
incorporates Best Management Practices (BMPs) for construction and post-construction 
conditions. The SWPPP shall be prepared to Regional Water Quality Control Board 
standards in effect at the time SDR permits are requested. The SWPPP shall include, but 
is not limited to incorporation of grassy swales into landscaped areas, use of fossil 
filters, covering of solid waste and recycling areas and similar features. 


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-3 (soil erosion): The project sponsors shall prepare an 
erosion and sedimentation control plan for implementation throughout project 
construction. The plan should be prepared in accordance with City of Dublin and RWQCB 
design standards. It is recommended that this plan, at a minimum, include the following 
provisions: 


a) Existing vegetated areas should be left undisturbed until construction of 
improvements on each portion of the development site is actually ready to commence; 


b) All disturbed areas should be immediately revegetated or otherwise protected from 
both wind and water erosion upon the completion of grading activities; 


c) Stormwater runoff should be collected into stable drainage channels, from small 
drainage basins, to prevent the buildup of large, potentially erosive stormwater flows; 


d) Specific measures to control erosion from stockpiled earth and exposed soil; 


e) Runoff should be directed away from all areas disturbed by construction; 


f) Sediment ponds or siltation basins should be used to trap eroded soils before runoff 
is discharged into onsite or offsite drainage culverts and channels. 


g) To the extent possible, project sponsors should schedule major site development 
work involving excavation and earth moving for construction during the dry season. 


Operation-Period Impacts 


Construction of a multi-level parking structure at the existing surface parking lot would result 
in increased vehicle use and the discharge of associated pollutants. Leaks of fuel or lubricants, 
tire wear, brake dust, and fallout from exhaust would contribute petroleum hydrocarbons, 
heavy metals, and sediment to the pollutant load in runoff being transported to receiving 
waters. Runoff from new landscaped areas could contain residual pesticides and nutrients. 
Consequently, the long-term degradation of runoff water quality from project operation could 
adversely affect water quality in the receiving waters. Increasing the number of parking spaces 
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in the area could also increase the generation of trash at the Proposed Project site. Although 
the project would include appropriate trash disposal and collection facilities for management of 
the trash, littering and accidental releases of trash could result in trash being carried to 
receiving waters in stormwater runoff, causing adverse effects to water quality. 


Stormwater runoff during the operational phase of the Proposed Project would be subject to the 
statewide NPDES General Permit for the Discharge of Storm Water from Small Municipal Separate 
Storm Sewer Systems (Small MS4 Permit).67 The Small MS4 Permit is issued by the State Water 
Board and locally is overseen by the RWQCB. BART is a non-traditional permittee under this 
permit. 


Section F.5.g of the Small MS4 Permit requires implementation of low-impact development (LID) 
source control, site design, and stormwater treatment for regulated projects (in general, 
projects that create and/or replace 5,000 square feet or more of impervious surface). LID 
employs principles such as preserving and recreating natural landscape features, and 
minimizing impervious surfaces to create functional and appealing site drainage that treats 
stormwater as a resource rather than as a waste product. Practices used to adhere to these LID 
principles may include, among others, use of rain barrels and cisterns; green roofs; permeable 
pavement; preserving undeveloped open space; and biotreatment through rain gardens, 
bioretention units, bioswales, and planter/tree boxes.  


The proposed parking structure would be subject to water quality treatment standards 
established in Section F.5.g of the Small MS4 Permit. As discussed above, the temporary 
parking lot would be removed after the proposed parking structure is constructed, and would 
therefore be considered a temporary construction-period feature, subject to the stormwater 
treatment requirements of the CGP discussed above rather than to Section F.5.g of the Small 
MS4 Permit.68  


Under the Small MS4 Permit, projects that create and/or replace 1 acre or more of impervious 
surface, and that increase impervious surface area over pre-project conditions, are considered 
hydromodification management projects. Hydromodification projects have the potential to 
result in hydromodification impacts (i.e., increased potential for erosion of creek beds and 
banks, silt pollutant generation, or other adverse impacts on beneficial uses due to increased 
erosive force). The purpose of hydromodification management is to ensure that stormwater 
discharges do not cause an increase in the erosion potential of the receiving stream over the 
existing condition. Increases in runoff flow and volume must be managed such that the post-
project runoff does not exceed a certain level of estimated pre-project flows and volumes, as 
specified in the Small MS4 Permit. Development of the proposed parking structure would not 
increase impervious surfaces because the proposed parking structure footprint would not 
extend beyond the footprint of the existing parking lot. The temporary parking lot would be 
removed after the Parking Structure Expansion is constructed and therefore would not create 
permanent impervious surfaces.  


                                               
67 Order No. 2013-0001-DWQ. 
68 Hetzel, 2016. 







DECEMBER 2016 DUBLIN/PLEASANTON BART GARAGE EXPANSION  
ADDENDUM  


94 
 


The proposed variable display message sign would be located in either an already paved 
commercial area or in an undeveloped field. If located in an already paved commercial area, the 
sign would not increase impervious surface area over pre-project conditions, and the Proposed 
Project would not be considered a hydromodification project. However, if located in an 
undeveloped field, the sign could increase impervious surface area over pre-project conditions, 
in which case the Proposed Project would be subject to hydromodification requirements.  


The Proposed Project would be required to comply with all applicable stormwater control 
regulations detailed under the Small MS4 Permit. This would reduce potential operation phase 
impacts on water quality to a less-than-significant level. Compliance with the Small MS4 Permit 
would also satisfy the requirements of DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 (increased 
stormwater runoff), which requires individual development projects within the DTC area to 
comply the post-construction stormwater management requirements of the appropriate NPDES 
permit. 


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 (increased stormwater runoff): Development projects 
within the proposed Transit Center are subject to the City of Dublin's NPDES general 
construction permit from the State Water Resources Control Board. The terms of this permit 
require that project development not cause any increase of sedimentation, turbidity, or 
hazardous materials concentrations within downstream receiving waters. It is expected that 
implementation of the erosion control plan outlined below under Mitigation Measure 4.7-2 
would satisfy all NPDES erosion and sedimentation requirements, but additional provisions 
are needed for the proper handling and disposal of fuels and hazardous construction 
materials. 


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


Less Than Significant. The Proposed Project does not include the use of groundwater. 
Although no use of groundwater is proposed for the Proposed Project, some dewatering could 
be required during construction activities. Any dewatering activity would be expected to be 
temporary and affect only the uppermost water-bearing zone, not the deeper regional aquifer. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge, and impacts to groundwater supplies or recharge 
would be less than significant. 


c) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off site? 


Less Than Significant With DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-2 (SWPPP) and DTC EIR 
Mitigation Measure 4.7-3 (soil erosion) Incorporated. The Proposed Project would not alter the 
course of an off-site channel, stream, or river. The footprint of the proposed variable display 
message sign is not large enough to substantially change the drainage pattern.  
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Construction of the Proposed Project could temporarily alter the existing drainage pattern at 
the location of the proposed parking structure and at the temporary construction staging and 
parking area; however, compliance with construction-phase stormwater requirements specified 
in the CGP, consistent with the requirements of DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-2 (SWPPP) and 
DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-3 (soil erosion), would ensure that construction of the 
proposed parking structure, and the use of the adjacent lot for temporary construction staging 
and parking, would not result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off site.  


The operation of the proposed parking structure would not alter the existing drainage pattern 
of the site because the proposed parking structure would not increase impervious surface area 
relative to pre-project conditions, and because the parking structure would continue to drain to 
the existing stormwater drainage system. Therefore, the potential for the Proposed Project to 
increase on- or off-site erosion or siltation hazards is less than significant. 


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


Less Than Significant. As described above, the new parking structure would not increase the 
impervious surface area relative to pre-project conditions, and would continue to drain to the 
existing stormwater drainage system. Therefore, the proposed parking structure would not 
alter the existing drainage pattern of the site. In addition, the footprint of the proposed variable 
display message sign would not be large enough to result in a substantial change in the 
drainage pattern of the area where the sign is erected. The placement of a temporary parking 
lot in the currently undeveloped adjacent lot would add approximately 1 acre of impervious 
surface area, which could alter the existing drainage pattern of the undeveloped lot. However, 
the undeveloped lot would return to pre-project drainage conditions after the temporary 
parking lot pavement is removed and therefore would not have the potential to increase on- and 
off-site flooding. For these reasons, the potential for the Proposed Project to increase on- or off-
site flooding hazards is less than significant. 


e) Would the project create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources 
of polluted runoff? 


Less Than Significant. As described above, the new parking structure would not increase the 
impervious surface area relative to pre-project conditions. Therefore, the proposed parking 
structure would not have the potential to increase stormwater runoff flow or volume. In 
addition, the proposed variable display message sign would either be located in an already 
paved commercial area, or located in an undeveloped field where any stormwater displaced by 
the sign’s footprint could be readily absorbed by the surrounding areas. The placement of a 
temporary parking lot in the currently undeveloped adjacent lot would add approximately 1 
acre of impervious surface area, which would increase runoff flows and volumes from the 
undeveloped lot. However, the parking lot would be removed after the Parking Structure 
Expansion is constructed, and the undeveloped lot would return to pre-project drainage 
conditions and would therefore not have the potential to generate runoff that would exceed the 
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capacity of the existing stormwater drainage system. Consequently, the potential for the 
Proposed Project to generate runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing 
stormwater drainage system is less than significant. 


f) Would the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 


Less Than Significant with DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 (increased stormwater runoff), 
DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-2 (SWPPP), and DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-3 (soil 
erosion) Incorporated. The Proposed Project would not result in any substantial changes to on-
site water quality, with the exception of potential impacts associated with stormwater runoff 
and construction-period dewatering. Implementation of DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 


(increased stormwater runoff), DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-2 (SWPPP) and DTC EIR 
Mitigation Measure 4.7-3 (soil erosion), which require adherence to the requirements of 
construction and operation-phase stormwater permits (CGP and Small MS4 Permit, respectively) 
would reduce potential impacts to water quality to a less-than-significant level. No additional 
impacts to water quality would be expected. 


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


No Impact. No housing is included in the Proposed Project; therefore, no impact related to 
placement of housing in a 100-year flood hazard area would occur. 


h) Would the project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede 
or redirect flood flows? 


Less than Significant. No portion of the Proposed Project site is located within a 100-year flood 
hazard area.69 The proposed variable display message sign would be located within Zone AH, a 
100-year flood hazard area subject to inundation by shallow flooding (usually areas of ponding) 
where average depths are one to three feet.70 However, a sign base would not be large enough 
to impede or redirect flood flows. Therefore, the potential of the Proposed Project to place 
structures within a 100-year flood hazard area that would impede or redirect flows is less than 
significant. 


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


Less Than Significant. The Proposed Project site and the variable display message sign area 
are not located within a mapped dam failure inundation area.71 As discussed above, the sign is 
located within a 100-year flood hazard area subject to inundation by shallow flooding (usually 
areas of ponding) where average depths are one to three feet.72 However, the sign would not 
bring new people to the area, and one to three feet of ponding water would not have the 
                                               


69 FEMA, 2009. 
70 FEMA, 2009b. 
71 County of Alameda, 2014, 
72 FEMA, 2009. 
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potential to damage the sign. In addition, there are no levees protecting the site from flooding 
and, as a result, no risk of failure. Therefore, the potential for the Proposed Project to be 
subject to as a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding is less than significant. 


j) Would the project cause inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 


No Impact. No enclosed large surface water bodies, which might be subject to potential 
impacts from seiches, are located in the Proposed Project vicinity.73 The Proposed Project site is 
located more than 14 miles from San Francisco Bay, and is separated from the Bay by the Diablo 
Mountain Range. Therefore, the Proposed Project site is not subject to coastal hazards 
(tsunami, sea level rise, or extreme high tides). 


Mudflows are a type of landslide. Based on the level topography of the Proposed Project site 
and surrounding areas, mudflows would not affect the Proposed Project site. Please refer to 
Section VIII, Geology and Soils, for further information regarding landslides. 


CONCLUSION 


There is no new information relating to hydrology and water quality which could not have been 
known at the time of the DTC EIR that would impact the DTC EIR analysis. The Proposed Project 
is consistent with the location, scale and design of the Parking Structure Expansion considered 
in the DTC EIR, and the Proposed Project would not result in any hydrology or water quality 
impacts that were not previously identified in the DTC EIR, or change the level of potential 
hydrology or water quality impacts at the project site. As the preceding analysis demonstrates, 
implementation of the Proposed Project would have no additional hydrology or water quality 
impacts beyond those evaluated in the DTC EIR.  


                                               
73 Sowers, 2003. 
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VIII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Less Than 


Significant 
With 


Mitigation 
Incorporated 
(from DTC 


EIR) 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 


No 


Impact 


Would the project:     


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


    


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


    


ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?     


iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 


    


iv. Landslides?     


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


    


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


    


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


    


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


    


 
DTC EIR FINDINGS 


The DTC EIR evaluated potential geology and soils impacts associated with development of the 
DTC area. The DTC EIR determined that the DTC project, including the Phase II Parking 
Structure Expansion, would have less-than-significant impact to geology and soils with the 
implementation of mitigation measures.  


The DTC EIR included two mitigation measures for geology and soils: DTC EIR Mitigation 


Measure 4.5-1 (seismic hazards) and DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-2 (expansive soils), 
which require site-specific geotechnical investigations for each individual development within 
the DTC project area, including an evaluation of expansive soils, and design and construction in 
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accordance with design requirements of the Uniform Building Code (UBC). Both of these 
mitigation measures apply to the Proposed Project and would be implemented, as discussed 
below. The DTC EIR also determined that potential impacts related to geology and soils were 
site-specific and would not contribute to cumulative impacts.  


2016 ANALYSIS 


Analysis using the 2016 CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist has been completed for the 
Proposed Project to confirm that no new or substantially more severe impacts relating to 
hazards and hazardous materials than those identified in the DTC EIR would occur as a result of 
the Proposed Project. As the following analysis demonstrates, the Proposed Project and related 
impacts are consistent with the parking structure expansion analyzed in the DTC EIR, and no 
new or substantially more severe impacts would result. 


Information regarding geology and soils for the Proposed Project is based on the geology and 
soils analysis performed for the DTC EIR, a geotechnical investigation report conducted for the 
adjoining Dublin Transit Center Site D-2,74 and available public agency geologic hazard maps 
and references. Although the DTC EIR analysis and adjoining property geotechnical 
investigation were prepared in 2002 and 2001, respectively, no changes in geologic conditions 
at or near the Proposed Project site have since occurred that that would invalidate the findings 
of those analyses or their relevance to the Proposed Project. 


Discussion 


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


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


Less Than Significant. The Proposed Project site is located within a State of California 
designated Special Study Zone for the Pleasanton Fault,75 an active fault considered to have a 
relatively high potential for surface rupture. In the site vicinity, the fault alignment mapping is 
classified as uncertain due a lack of site-specific study at the time of mapping. Studies 
conducted in the 1970s determined that the Pleasanton Fault did not extend south of I-580,76 
but no information was available for the Proposed Project site or other areas north of I-580 in 
1982 when the most recent Special Study Zone Map was prepared. 


Since 1982, fault rupture hazard studies have been conducted at and near the Proposed Project 
site to determine if the Pleasanton Fault could cause fault rupture hazards in the vicinity. A 
study prepared in 1991 for the Dublin/Pleasanton station, immediately southwest of the 


                                               
74 Harding ESE, 2001. 
75 CGS, 1982. 
76 Haag, 2002. 
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Proposed Project site, revealed no evidence of fault traces.77 An additional study prepared in 
1999 for the Dublin Transit Center project, including the Proposed Project site, similarly did not 
identify any evidence of fault traces.78 That study concluded that the investigation requirements 
of the Alquist-Priolo Act had been satisfied, that the risk of surface fault rupture occurrence at 
the DTC site was very low, and that no building setback zones would be required for 
development within the DTC site.79 


Based on these studies, because no faults with known surface rupture are known to occur at the 
Proposed Project site or the variable display message sign location along the north side of I-
580, the potential for the Proposed Project to result in impacts due to fault rupture is less than 
significant. 


ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? 


Less Than Significant With DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-1 (seismic hazards) and DTC EIR 
Mitigation Measure 4.5-2 (expansive soils), Incorporated. Ground shaking is likely to occur 
during the life of project improvements as a result of future earthquakes. The Proposed Project 
site is located near several active faults: approximately 2 miles east of the Calaveras Fault, 8 
miles west of the Greenville Fault, 11 miles east of the Hayward Fault, and 26 miles east of the 
San Andreas Fault.80 The Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities and the USGS 
have predicted a 72-percent probability of a 6.7 magnitude or greater earthquake on one of the 
active regional San Francisco Bay Area faults between 2014 and 2044.81 


California Geologic Survey (CGS) modeling indicates a peak ground acceleration of 0.565g for a 
seismic event with a 10 percent of being exceeded in 50 years.82 This corresponds to Very 
Strong (VIII) shaking on the Modified Mercalli Intensity scale.83 Very strong shaking would be 
expected to result in extensive damage to unreinforced masonry buildings, including partial 
collapse, fall of some masonry walls, twisting and falling of chimneys and monuments, and 
shifting of unbolted wood structures on their foundations.  


Development at the site would be subject to the 2013 California Building Code (CBC).84 The CBC 
is based on the Uniform Building Code, which has been adopted as a Reference Standard in 
BART Facilities Standard (Section 01 42 19). The CBC includes seismic safety provisions to 
ensure that structures are able to resist minor earthquakes undamaged, resist moderate 
earthquakes without significant structural damage, and resist severe earthquakes without 
collapse. Site-specific calculations of seismic design parameters are required in accordance with 
Chapter 16 of the CBC, based on site-specific ground movement created by the maximum 
credible earthquake at the Proposed Project site. 


                                               
77 Ibid. 
78 Ibid. 
79 Ibid. 
80 USGS, 2014. 
81 USGS and CGS, 2015. 
82 CGS, 2008a. 
83 Richter, 1958. 
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Specialized geotechnical design requirements would apply to construction of the real-time 
parking monitoring sign along I-580. BART Facilities Standards include design criteria for sign 
construction. Section 1.2 of the Architecture-Wayfinding and Signage Design Criteria found in 
BART Facilities Standards references the CBC, and Section 6.A requires that signage be built to 
resist seismic events. Should the sign be within the Caltrans right of way, the Caltrans 
Geotechnical Manual would apply, which describes standard sign types, foundation types, and 
standard plans for signs, based on assumed soil strength parameters.85 DTC EIR Mitigation 
Measure 4.5-1 (seismic hazards) requires a site-specific geotechnical investigation for each 
individual development within the DTC project area, and requires that design and construction 
of structures be in accordance with requirements of the UBC. DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-


1 (seismic hazards) specifically requires the geotechnical investigation to evaluate the potential 
for liquefaction hazards at the project site. DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-2 (expansive soils) 
adds additional requirements for the geotechnical investigation, requiring an evaluation of 
potential impacts related to expansive soils for each building, public streets, and other paved 
areas developed, and incorporation of appropriate engineering and construction techniques for 
project design and construction.  


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-1 (seismic hazards) and DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-
2(expansive soils) in combination with BART Facilities Standards would ensure a geotechnical 
design for the Proposed Project that would reduce the potential for strong seismic shaking 
impacts to less-than-significant levels.  


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-1 (seismic hazard): Site specific geotechnical 
investigations shall be required for each individual development proposed within the Transit 
Center project area. Design and construction of structures shall be in accordance with the 
seismic design requirements of the Uniform Building Code (UBC), which includes 
construction standards near fault factors. The site-specific geotechnical investigation should 
further investigate the presence of potentially liquefiable material at the site. Conventional 
design engineering techniques should be able to mitigate for minor settlements. (LTS) 


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-2 (expansive soils): For each building, as well as public 
streets and other pavement areas constructed in the project area, the required site specific 
geotechnical investigation shall address expansive soils and provide appropriate 
engineering and construction techniques to reduce potential damage to buildings and 
pavement surfaces. (LTS) 


iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 


Less Than Significant With DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-1 (seismic hazards) 
Incorporated. Liquefaction of soils can occur when ground shaking causes saturated soils to 
lose strength due to an increase in pore pressure. The Proposed Project site is mapped in a 
potential liquefaction hazard zone.86 In accordance with the California Seismic Hazards Mapping 


                                               
85 Caltrans, 2014. Caltrans Geotechnical Manual, Standard Plan Overhead and Changeable Message Signs, October. 
86 CGS, 2008b. 
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Act, projects on sites within mapped liquefaction hazard zones must undergo a screening 
investigation with a quantitative evaluation and mitigation of liquefaction hazards, as 
warranted. A site-specific geotechnical investigation at Site D-2, immediately east of the 
Proposed Project site, concluded that layers of sandy soil at that site were dense to very dense 
and therefore not susceptible to liquefaction, and that no mitigation for liquefaction hazards 
would be necessary.87 As described under subsection ii above, a similar site-specific 
investigation would be required to evaluate liquefaction potential at the Proposed Project site 
and the proposed variable display message sign location along the north side of I-580. 


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-1 (seismic hazards), which requires preparation of a 
geotechnical investigation, including evaluation of liquefaction hazards, and incorporation of 
recommendations in design as part of the design-level geotechnical review to be prepared for 
the Proposed Project, would address the liquefaction hazard at the site and reduce any potential 
impacts to a less-than-significant level. No additional mitigation is required. 


iv. Landslides? 


Less Than Significant. Slope stability issues can result in either slow slumping earth 
movements or rapid landslide events. The Proposed Project site and the proposed variable 
display message sign location along I-580 are level and not located within a mapped landslide 
or landslide hazard area or within an official zone of required investigation for seismically 
induced landsliding.88 Project improvements do not include substantial mounding of earth or 
other substantive changes to grade that would create slope instability hazards. Therefore, the 
landslide impact would be less than significant. 


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


Less Than Significant. Grading and earthmoving during project construction has the potential 
to result in erosion and loss of topsoil. Exposed soils could be entrained in stormwater runoff 
and transported off site. However, this impact would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level 
through implementation of existing BART Facility Standards and stormwater requirements.  


Project construction would be subject to erosion and sedimentation control requirements in 
BART Facility Standards. These include requirements in 01 57 00 - Temporary Controls, Section 
31 00 00 - Earthwork. BART Facility Standards require construction contractors to prevent 
erosion of excavated areas, embankments, stockpiled earth materials, and other erodible areas. 
An Erosion and Sediment Control Plan is required to be prepared by contractors within 30 days 
of notice to proceed and submitted to BART for approval. The Plan must identify locations of all 
proposed barriers, berms, sediment retention basins, and any other erosion and temporary 
sediment control features. 


Because project construction would affect an area greater than 1 acre, a SWPPP would also be 
required for construction at the Proposed Project site. Although designed primarily to protect 


                                               
87 Harding ESE, 2001. 
88 CGS, 2008b. 
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stormwater quality, the SWPPP would incorporate BMPs to minimize erosion. Additional details 
regarding the SWPPP are provided in Section VI, Hydrology and Water Quality of this document. 


Compliance with BART Facility Standards and SWPPP requirements would reduce any potential 
soil erosion impacts to a less-than-significant level. No additional mitigation is required. 


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


Less Than Significant With DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-1 (seismic hazards) 
Incorporated. As noted above, liquefaction is a potential hazard at the Proposed Project site. 
DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-1 (seismic hazards), which requires incorporation of 
geotechnical report recommendations as part of the design-level geotechnical review to be 
prepared for the Proposed Project and the proposed variable display message sign location 
along I-580, would be required to address the potential for liquefaction and other concerns 
related to unstable soils that may represent a hazard at the site. Implementation of the 
recommendations would reduce any potential impacts to a less-than-significant level. No 
additional mitigation is required. 


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


Less Than Significant With DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-2 (expansive soils) Incorporated. 
Expansive soils expand and contract in response to changes in soil moisture, most notably 
when near surface soils change from saturated to dry and back again. The Proposed Project site 
is located within the Amador Valley, which lies within the Coast Range Geomorphic Province of 
California. Soils at the Proposed Project site consist of fine-grained alluvial soils, primarily silty 
sands and silty clays with interbedded silt, sand, and clay.89 The top 3–5 feet of soils have been 
classified as a “modern soil,” consisting of stiff, expansive silty clays with areas of artificial fill.90 


Clayey soils, such as the shallow soils identified at the Proposed Project site, have the potential 
to shrink and swell, which could potentially cause damage to building foundations, pavement, 
and other project improvements. A geotechnical report for the adjoining Site D-2 recommended 
use of a layer of non-expansive imported fill beneath pavement and foundations for proposed 
office buildings on that property, as well as scarifying native soils beneath the fill, moisture 
conditioning soils, and compacting them to at least 90 percent relative compaction.91 A similar 
site-specific investigation would be required to determine if expansive soils could affect the 
proposed parking structure and other improvements at the Proposed Project site and the 
proposed variable display message sign location along I-580, as well as any mitigation that 
might be warranted. 


                                               
89 Haag, 2002. 
90 Ibid. 
91 Harding ESE, 2001. 
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DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-2 (expansive soils), which requires a site-specific geotechnical 
report to address expansive soils and incorporation of geotechnical report recommendations as 
part of the design-level geotechnical review to be prepared for the Proposed Project, would 
address potential impacts from expansive soils and reduce them to a less-than-significant level. 
No additional mitigation is required. 


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


No Impact. The Proposed Project does not include the installation or use of septic or on-site 
wastewater disposal systems, and the proposed structure would be connected to the Dublin San 
Ramon Services District sanitary sewer system. Therefore, no geologic or soils impact would 
occur. 


CONCLUSION 


A review of geology and soils information for the project area determined that geologic 
conditions remain largely unchanged since publication of the DTC EIR. There is no new 
information relating to seismic or geologic hazards that would impact the DTC EIR analysis. The 
Proposed Project is consistent with the location, scale and design of the parking structure 
expansion considered in the DTC EIR, and the Proposed Project would not result in impacts 
related to geology and soils not previously identified in the DTC EIR, or change the level of 
impacts related to geology and soils at the project site. As the preceding analysis demonstrates, 
implementation of the Proposed Project would have no additional impacts related to geology 
and soils beyond those evaluated in the DTC EIR.  
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IX. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 


 
Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 
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Mitigation 
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Impact 


No 


Impact 


 
    


Would the project:     


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


    


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


    


 


DTC EIR FINDINGS 


The DTC EIR did not evaluate potential climate change impacts from greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions. However, GHG analysis of the Proposed Project demonstrates that it would not cause 
a potentially significant impact associated with climate change and GHG emissions. Thus, there 
is no new or substantially more severe significant CEQA impact resulting from GHG emissions 
from the Proposed Project.  


2016 ANALYSIS 


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


Less Than Significant. Climate change refers to changes in the Earth’s weather patterns, 
including the rise in temperature due to an increase in heat-trapping GHGs in the atmosphere. 
According to the BAAQMD, some of the potential effects of increased GHG emissions and the 
associated climate change may include loss in snow pack (affecting water supply), sea level rise, 
more frequent extreme weather events, more large forest fires, and more drought years. In 
addition, climate change may increase electricity demand for cooling, decrease the availability 
of hydroelectric power, and affect regional air quality and public health.92  


In 2006, the California State Legislature passed the California Global Warming Solutions Act 
(Assembly Bill [AB] 32), which requires the California Air Resources Board to develop and 
implement regulatory and market mechanisms that will reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 
2020. In addition, Governor Schwarzenegger’s Executive Order S-3-05 set a GHG reduction goal 
of 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. In 2010, the City of Dublin adopted a Climate Action 


                                               
92 BAAQMD, 2010. 
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Plan93 that outlines measures to satisfy the AB 32 GHG emission reduction goals. In 2013, the 
Climate Action Plan94 was updated to include a re-inventory of the City’s emissions for 2010 and 
add 11 new GHG reduction measures. In 2016, the State Legislature adopted Senate Bill 32, 
which requires further reduction of GHG emissions to 40% below the 1990 level by 2030. 


The primary GHG emissions of concern are carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide. Other 
GHGs of concern include hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride, but 
their contribution to climate change is less than 1 percent of the total GHGs that are well mixed 
(i.e., that have atmospheric lifetimes long enough to be homogeneously mixed in the 
troposphere).95 Each GHG has a different global warming potential. For instance, methane traps 
about 21 times more heat per molecule than does carbon dioxide. As a result, emissions of 
GHGs are reported in metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents (CO


2
e), where each GHG is 


weighted by its global warming potential relative to carbon dioxide. Carbon dioxide emissions 
dominate the GHG inventory in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB), accounting for 
more than 90 percent of the total CO


2
e emissions reported.  


While BART is not subject to local municipal plans and policies, it should be noted that the 
project would be consistent with the overall goals of the City of Dublin’s Climate Action Plan by 
facilitating public transit via access to BART and reducing VMT by personal vehicles. 
Furthermore, the project would provide 27 bicycle parking spaces (5 percent of the 540 vehicle 
spaces being added) in accordance with the California Green Building Standards Code 
(CalGreen), which is consistent with the bicycle parking requirements described in the Climate 
Action Plan to help reduce GHG emissions.  


In 2010, the BAAQMD developed and adopted GHG thresholds of significance that were 
incorporated into the 2011 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines.96 The GHG thresholds are designed to 
help lead agencies in the SFBAAB evaluate potential environmental impacts from GHG emissions 
for new projects and meet GHG emission reduction goals, such as those contained in AB 32. 
Therefore the BAAQMD’s thresholds of significance were used in this CEQA analysis.  


Construction and operation of the Proposed Project would primarily generate GHGs emissions 
from the following three sources: on-road vehicles, off-road equipment and energy use.  
Regarding on-road vehicle GHG emissions, the Proposed Project is expected to decrease daily 
vehicle miles travelled (VMT) by about 21,000 miles per average weekday since it will be 
facilitating public transit access via BART and thereby reducing the number of private vehicle 
miles traveled.97 Rather than estimate the net reduction in GHG emissions associated with the 
project’s net decrease in VMT, it was conservatively assumed that the project would result in 
zero GHG emissions from mobile sources. 


                                               
93 City of Dublin, 2010. 
94 City of Dublin, 2013. 
95 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 2013. 
96 BAAQMD, 2011. 
97 TJKM and BART, 2016. 
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The project’s GHG emissions from off-road equipment and energy use were then estimated 
using CalEEMod and the modeling assumptions described under Chapter III, Air Quality. The 
total GHG emissions estimated from project construction and operation are compared to the 
BAAQMD’s threshold of significance in Table 11. Since the BAAQMD does not have a threshold 
of significance for GHG emissions from construction, the project’s construction GHG emissions 
were amortized over the expected lifespan of the project (about 30 years) and combined with 
the operational GHG emissions to be conservative. As shown in Table 11, the project’s total 
GHG emissions are substantially less than the BAAQMD’s threshold of significance; therefore, 
the project’s GHG emissions would have a less-than-significant impact on global climate 
change. 


Table 11 - Estimated Unmitigated GHG Emissions 


Emission Source MT CO2e/year 


Construction1 30 


Operation – Energy 127 


Operation – Mobile2 0 


Total Project Emissions  157 


BAAQMD's Threshold of Significance 1,100 


Thresholds Exceedance? No 
Notes:  MT CO2e/year = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents per year  


1 Construction GHG emissions were amortized over the expected lifespan of the project (about 30 years). 
2 Since the project would result in a net decrease in GHG emissions from mobile sources, it was conservatively 
assumed that the annual GHG emissions from mobile sources is zero.  


Source:  CalEEMod (Appendix B) 


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


As discussed above, the project would be consistent with the City’s Climate Action Plan Update, 
which aims to meet the AB 32 GHG reduction goals. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have 
a less-than-significant impact on applicable plans, policies, or regulations related to GHG 
emission reductions in the SFBAAB. 


CONCLUSION 


There is no new information relating to climate change and GHG emissions that would impact 
the DTC EIR analysis. The Proposed Project is consistent with the location, scale and design of 
the parking structure expansion considered in the DTC EIR. Based on the GHG analysis for the 
Proposed Project, implementation of the Proposed Project would not result in new significant 
impacts related to construction and operational GHG emissions that were not identified in the 
DTC EIR. 
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X. LAND USE AND PLANNING 
 


Potentially 
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Impact 
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Would the project:     


a) Physically divide an established community?     


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


    


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


    


 
DTC EIR FINDINGS 


The DTC EIR evaluated potential impacts to land use and planning. The DTC EIR determined that 
the DTC project land use and planning impacts, including the Phase II parking structure 
expansion, would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation measures were required. 
Additionally, the DTC EIR did not identify cumulative impacts to land use and planning.  


2016 ANALYSIS 


BART is exempt by state law from local General Plans and zoning and building codes. 
Nevertheless, for informational purposes, General Plan designations and zoning are discussed 
in this section.  


Analysis of the Proposed Project has been completed using the 2016 CEQA Guidelines 
Environmental Checklist to confirm that no new or substantially more severe impacts to land 
use and planning than those identified in the DTC EIR would occur as a result of the Proposed 
Project. As the following analysis demonstrates, the Proposed Project and related impacts are 
consistent with the parking structure expansion analyzed in the DTC EIR, and no new or 
substantially more severe impacts would result. 


The approximately 1-acre Proposed Project site is located on developed land, and the 2-acre 
temporary parking and staging area is on undeveloped land partially used for storage of 
construction materials. The General Plan land use designation for the Proposed Project site is 
Public/Semi-Public (P/SP) and the temporary parking and staging area is designated Campus 
Office. Zoning for the Proposed Project site and the staging and temporary parking site is 
Planned Development (PD). Specific zoning for the Proposed Project site was established 
through the DTC project, approved by the City of Dublin through Ordinances 21-02 (as 
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amended by Ordinance 06-11) and 28-05. The DTC project required amendments to the Eastern 
Dublin Specific Plan and City of Dublin General Plan.  


The approved DTC project provides for the development of residential, office, retail, open 
space, and parking on several parcels with a maximum build out of 1,800 dwelling units, 1.7 
million square feet of office space, 70,000 square feet of retail, and 2,200 BART parking 
spaces. 


Site P/SP is currently developed with surface parking for BART patrons and employees, the 
Phase I BART parking structure (discussed below), and ancillary BART structures. The Proposed 
Project would expand the existing parking structure to the south, within the boundaries of the 
P/SP area, and would use a portion of Site D2 for staging and temporary parking. 


The area under consideration for installation of the variable display message sign includes the 
north side of I-580 between the Tassajara Road and Fallon Road interchanges (the exact 
location has yet to be determined). Land use along this portion of the I-580 alignment includes 
transportation uses (Caltrans right of way) and commercial uses and undeveloped property. 
Zoning in this area is Planned Development (PD). 


Discussion 


a) Would the project physically divide an established community? 


No Impact. The division of an established community usually refers to the construction of a 
physical boundary or element (such as a freeway) that hampers movement between or within 
existing communities. The expansion of the existing seven-level parking structure would not 
change or impede existing access to or within the Dublin Transit Center or its vicinity. The 
Proposed Project would improve access to the BART station through the provision of additional 
parking. The Proposed Project would not hamper movement between or within existing 
communities; therefore, the project would not physically divide an existing community. 


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


No Impact. Under state law, BART is exempt from the City of Dublin’s land use regulations and 
building standards and from the jurisdiction of the City’s Building Official. With respect to the 
Proposed Project, BART’s statutory exemption from City requirements is recognized in an 
agreement between the City and ACSPA, adopted by resolution.98 However, for informational 


                                               
98 TJKM and BART, 2016. 
98 Resolution between the City of Dublin and the Alameda County Surplus Property Authority, dated August 16, 


2005. 
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purposes, the Proposed Project’s consistency with the General Plan, Eastern Dublin Specific 
Plan, and zoning are discussed in this section.99  


The Proposed Project would not introduce new land uses or elements that would conflict with 
established or proposed uses within the Proposed Project site or vicinity. The project would be 
consistent with all applicable conditions of approval stipulated in the approved Stage 2 Planned 
Development Rezoning and Site Development Review. Therefore, the project would not conflict 
with an applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation. 


General Plan 


The City of Dublin General Plan was adopted on February 11, 1985 and last amended on 
October 6, 2016. The General Plan is organized into five sections: Land Use and Circulation, 
Housing, Environmental Resources Management, Community Design and Sustainability, and 
Economic Development. Individual elements of the General Plan are organized under these five 
sections.  


The relationship of the Proposed Project to many of these elements is addressed either directly 
or indirectly under other sections of this Addendum, and therefore these elements are not 
discussed further in this section. Elements not discussed in this section but addressed 
elsewhere in this document include Parks and Open Space; Schools, Public Lands and Utilities; 
Circulation and Scenic Highways; Conservation; Seismic Safety and Safety; Noise; and Water 
Resources. Some elements of the General Plan are not directly applicable to the Proposed 
Project due to the nature of the project, such as the Housing Element and Economic 
Development Element. These elements are not discussed further in this document. 


Land Use Element. The General Plan Land Use Element provides a policy framework for 
development decisions. The Proposed Project site is designated as P/SP and Office Campus 
under the General Plan. The project is consistent with this designation as it would continue and 
expand the existing use of the site as parking for BART patrons and employees through 
conversion of surface parking to structured parking. The project is consistent with the 
maximum land use development potential for P/SP use identified in Table 2.2 of the General 
Plan, which assumes up to 97.8 acres of P/SP land across the city, with up to 2.13 million 
square feet of this use. The project would not introduce any new uses.  


Community Design and Sustainability Element. This section guides public and private 
development to create a city that is diverse, functional, and aesthetically appealing. The 
Community Design and Sustainability Element contains goals and policies that provide a 
framework for community development and guidelines for new construction and improvements 
while protecting the City’s positive characteristics. 


The Proposed Project would include landscaping and high-quality design in an area classified as 
a gateway and regional corridor of Dublin. The project reinforces local General Plan policies and 
programs that emphasize maintaining high-quality design for new construction. The project 


                                               
99 Dublin City Council Staff Report, Ordinance and Resolution, October 18, 2005.  
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would be consistent with all applicable conditions of approval issued by the City Council under 
the Stage 2 Planned Development Rezoning and Site Development Review approved by the City 
in October 2005. 


Zoning 


The current zoning for the Proposed Project site is Planned Development (PD), including the 
proposed location of the variable display message sign. The purpose of the district is to 
establish a PD zoning district through which one or more properties are planned as a unit with 
development standards tailored to the site. No use other than an existing use is permitted in a 
PD zoning district except in accordance with a development plan adopted pursuant to Chapter 
8.32 of the zoning ordinance. The Proposed Project is consistent with zoning per the Eastern 
Dublin Specific Plan as amended by the DTC project. The Proposed Project would continue and 
expand the current use and would not introduce any new use to the site.  


The project would implement the Phase II parking structure envisioned in the DTC project and 
approved by the City of Dublin in 2005, and would construct a variable display message sign.  


Eastern Dublin Specific Plan 


The Eastern Dublin Specific Plan was adopted January 7, 1994 and amended in 2002 and 2014. 
The Specific Plan provides policy guidance for existing and future development in Eastern 
Dublin. I-580 forms the boundary of the plan area to the south; the Alameda/Contra Costa 
County line defines the boundary to the north, and the Iron Horse Trail marks the westernmost 
extent of the planning area. The eastern edge of the planning area follows a stepped alignment 
beginning east of Croak Road near I-580, and then stepping westward until it meets the county 
line at Tassajara Road.100 New development in this area needs to be consistent with PD zoning, 
which requires development regulations, architectural standards, and preliminary landscape 
plans. 


The Eastern Dublin Specific Plan was amended to include the DTC project in 2002. The 
Proposed Project would implement a component of the DTC project, consistent with prior 
approvals as described in the preceding section. The project is consistent with the DTC project, 
as incorporated into the Eastern Dublin Specific Plan.  


c)  Would the project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan? 


No Impact. The site is not within an area that is subject to a habitat or natural community 
conservation plan. Therefore, the project would not result in an impact. 


CONCLUSION 


Analysis of potential impacts to land use and planning using the 2016 CEQA Guidelines 
Environmental Checklist has demonstrated that there are no changes in circumstances that 


                                               
100 City of Dublin, 1994. 
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would alter the impacts or level of impacts to land use and planning identified in the DTC EIR. 
There is no new information relating to this topic that would impact the DTC EIR analysis. The 
Proposed Project is consistent with the location, scale and design of the parking structure 
expansion considered in the DTC EIR, and the Proposed Project would not result in impacts to 
land use and planning not previously identified in the DTC EIR, or change the level of impact 
previously identified. As the preceding analysis demonstrates, implementation of the Proposed 
Project would have no additional impacts on this topic beyond those evaluated in the DTC EIR. 
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XI. MINERAL RESOURCES 
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Would the project:     


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


    


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


    


 


DTC EIR FINDINGS 


The DTC EIR determined that mineral resources did not have the potential to be impacted by 
the DTC project, and therefore mineral resources were not analyzed in the EIR.  


2016 ANALYSIS 


No Impact. No mineral resources have been identified at the Proposed Project site or the area 
under consideration for the variable display message sign. The project area is not underlain by 
significant mineral resources and no unusual quantities of mineral resources are anticipated to 
be needed in the development of the Proposed Project. The project would therefore have no 
impact in relation to these criteria. The Proposed Project site is not designated by the General 
Plan or other land use plan as a locally important mineral recovery site. Therefore, 
implementation of the Proposed Project would not have an impact on mineral resources. 


CONCLUSION 


Analysis of potential impacts to mineral resources using the 2016 CEQA Guidelines 
Environmental Checklist has demonstrated that there are no changes in circumstances that 
would alter the “no impact” determination of the DTC EIR. There is no new information relating 
to this topic that would impact the DTC EIR analysis. The Proposed Project is consistent with the 
location, scale and design of the parking structure expansion considered in the DTC EIR, and 
the Proposed Project would not result in impacts to mineral resources not previously identified 
in the DTC EIR, or change the level of impact previously identified. As the preceding analysis 
demonstrates, implementation of the Proposed Project would have no impact on this topic, 
consistent with the DTC EIR. 
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XII. NOISE 
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Would the project:     


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


    


b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 
levels? 


    


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


    


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


    


e) For a project located within an airport land use 
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within 2 miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project expose people residing 
or working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 


    


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


    


DTC EIR FINDINGS 


The DTC EIR evaluated construction noise impacts, permanent noise impacts for residential 
uses, and helicopter overflight noise. The DTC EIR determined that the DTC project, including 
the Parking Structure Expansion, would have a less-than-significant noise impact with 
implementation of three mitigation measures: DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 (construction 
noise impacts), DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.9-2 (permanent noise impacts on residences, 
which is divided into parts a, b, and c), and DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.9-3 (helicopter 
overflight noise).  


 DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 (construction noise impacts), DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 
4.9-2a (permanent noise impacts for residential uses), DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.9-2b 


(permanent noise impacts for residential uses), DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.9-2c (permanent 
noise impacts for residential uses), and DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.9-3 (helicopter 
overflight noise) do not apply to the Proposed Project because the project would not involve the 
development of residential or commercial land uses.  
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The following three potential noise and vibration impacts were not addressed in the DTC EIR, 
but the analysis below demonstrates that the Proposed Project would not result in new or 
substantially more severe impacts in these categories: 1) the potential vibration impact during 
construction and operation of the Proposed Project; 2) the potential permanent increase in 
traffic noise resulting from the Proposed Project; and 3) the potential permanent increase in 
noise from the operation of new land uses. These potential impacts have been discussed for the 
Proposed Project and are included below under the 2016 CEQA Guidelines Environmental 
Checklist questions and analysis.  


2016 ANALYSIS 


As the following analysis demonstrates, the Proposed Project and related impacts are consistent 
with the parking structure expansion analyzed in the DTC EIR, and no new or greater impacts 
would result. 


Overview of Noise and Vibration 


Noise is commonly defined as unwanted sound that annoys or disturbs people and can have an 
adverse psychological or physiological effect on human health. Sound is measured in decibels 
(dB), which is a logarithmic scale. Decibels describe the purely physical intensity of sound based 
on changes in air pressure, but they cannot accurately describe sound as perceived by the 
human ear because the human ear is only capable of hearing sound within a limited frequency 
range. Therefore, the frequency of a sound must be taken into account when evaluating the 
potential human response to sound. For this reason, a frequency-dependent weighting system 
is used and monitoring results are reported in A-weighted decibels (dBA). Decibels and other 
technical terms are defined in Table 12. Typical A-weighted noise levels at specific distances are 
shown for different noise sources in Table 13. 


In an unconfined space, such as outdoors, noise attenuates with distance according to the 
inverse square law from point sources for hard surfaces. In particular, noise levels at a known 
distance from point sources are reduced by 6 dBA for every doubling of that distance for hard 
surfaces, such as cement or asphalt surfaces. However, noise levels at a known distance from 
point sources are reduced by 7.5 dBA for every doubling of distance for soft surfaces, such as 
undeveloped or vegetative surfaces.101 Noise levels at a known distance from line sources (e.g., 
roads, highways, and railroads) are reduced by 3 dBA for every doubling of the distance for 
hard surfaces and 4.5 dBA for every doubling of distance for soft surfaces.102 Greater decreases 
in noise levels can result from the presence of intervening structures or buffers.  


Table 12 - Definition of Acoustical Terms 


Term Definition 


Decibel (dB) 
A unit describing the amplitude of sound on a logarithmic scale. Sound 
described in dB is usually referred to as sound or noise “level.” This unit is 


                                               
101 Caltrans, 1998. 
102 Ibid. 
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not used in this analysis because it includes frequencies that the human 
ear cannot detect. 


Frequency (Hz) 
The number of complete pressure fluctuations per second above and below 
atmospheric pressure. 


A-Weighted Sound Level 
(dBA) 


The sound pressure level in dB as measured on a sound level meter using 
the A-weighting filter network. The A-weighting filter de-emphasizes very 
low and very high frequency components of sound in a manner similar to 
the frequency response of the human ear and correlates well with 
subjective reactions to noise. All sound levels in this report are A-weighted. 


Equivalent Noise Level 
(L


eq
) 


The average A-weighted noise level during the measurement period. For 
this CEQA evaluation, L


eq
 refers to a 1-hour period unless otherwise stated. 


Community Noise 
Equivalent Level (CNEL) 


The average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, obtained after 
addition of 5 dB in the evening from 7 to 10 p.m. and after addition of 10 
dB to sound levels during the night between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. 


Day/Night Noise Level 
(L


dn
) 


The average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, obtained after 
addition of 10 dB to levels measured during the night between 10 p.m. and 
7 a.m. 


Maximum Sound Level 
(L


max
) 


The maximum A-weighted sound level during the measurement period.  


Ambient Noise Level 
The composite of noise from all sources near and far. The normal or 
existing level of environmental noise at a given location. 


Vibration Decibel (VdB) A unit describing the amplitude of vibration on a logarithmic scale. 


Peak Particle Velocity 
(PPV) 


The maximum instantaneous peak of a vibration signal. 


Root Mean Square (RMS) 
Velocity 


The average of the squared amplitude of a vibration signal. 


Sources: Charles M. Salter Associates, 1998; FTA, 2006. 
 
A typical method for determining a person’s subjective reaction to a new noise is by comparing 
it to existing conditions. The following describes the general effects of noise on people103: 


 A change of 1 dBA cannot typically be perceived except in carefully controlled laboratory 
experiments. 


 A 3-dBA change is considered a just-perceivable difference. 


 A minimum 5-dBA change is required before any noticeable change in community response 
is expected. 


 A 10-dBA change is subjectively perceived as approximately a doubling or halving in 
loudness. 


 


Table 13 - Typical Sound Levels Measured in the Environment and Industry 


Noise Source (Distance in Feet) 
A-Weighted Sound Level 
(dBA) 


Jet Aircraft (200) 112 


Subway Train (30) 100 


                                               
103 Charles M. Salter Associates, 1998. 
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Noise Source (Distance in Feet) 
A-Weighted Sound Level 
(dBA) 


Truck/Bus (50) 85 


Vacuum Cleaner (10) 70 


Automobile (50) 65 


Normal Conversation (3) 65 


Whisper (3) 42 


Source: Charles M. Salter Associates, 1998. 
 
Because sound pressure levels are based on a logarithmic scale, they cannot be added or 
subtracted in the usual arithmetical way. For instance, if one noise source emits a noise level of 
90 dBA, and a second source is placed beside the first and also emits a noise level of 90 dBA, 
the combined noise level is 93 dBA, not 180 dBA. When the difference between two noise levels 
is 10 dBA or more, the amount to be added to the higher noise level is zero. In such cases, no 
adjustment factor is needed because adding in the contribution of the lower noise source 
makes no perceptible difference in what people can hear or measure. For example, if one noise 
source generates a noise level of 95 dBA and another noise source is added that generates a 
noise level of 80 dBA, the higher noise source dominates and the combined noise level will be 
95 dBA. 


General Information on Vibration 


Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which the motion’s amplitude can 
be described in terms of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. Several different methods are 
used to quantify vibration. Typically, groundborne vibration generated by man-made activities 
attenuates rapidly with distance from the source of the vibration. Sensitive receptors to 
vibration include structures (especially older masonry structures), people (especially residents, 
the elderly, and sick), and vibration-sensitive equipment. Vibration amplitudes are usually 
expressed as either peak particle velocity (PPV) or the root mean square (RMS) velocity. The PPV 
is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the vibration signal. PPV is appropriate for 
evaluating potential damage to buildings, but is not suitable for evaluating human response to 
vibration because it takes the human body time to respond to vibration signals. The response 
of the human body to vibration depends on the average amplitude of a vibration. The RMS of a 
signal is the average of the squared amplitude of the signal and is more appropriate for 
evaluating human response to vibration. PPV and RMS are normally described in units of inches 
per second (in/sec), and RMS is also often described in vibration decibels (VdB). 


Regulatory Framework 


Generally, noise is primarily regulated at a local level through general plan policies and local 
noise ordinances. However, BART is exempted by state law from local General Plans and land 
use regulations, and has adopted criteria from the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Transit 
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Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment guidelines104 for the evaluation of potential noise and 
vibration impacts.  


Existing Noise Conditions 


Surrounding Receptors. The nearest noise-sensitive receptors to the Proposed Project site are a 
four- to five-story apartment complex located along Iron Horse Parkway approximately 265 feet 
northwest of the Phase II Parking Structure Expansion site, and a three-story condominium 
complex located along Martinelli Way approximately 550 feet northwest of the temporary 
parking and staging area. The Phase I parking structure (“Phase I Garage” on Figure 3) is located 
adjacent to the northern border of the Phase II Parking Structure Expansion (“Phase II Parking 
Structure Expansion Site” on Figure 3); however, the Phase I parking structure is not considered 
a noise-sensitive receptor because neither noise-sensitive people nor noise-sensitive activities 
are located at this structure. The nearest noise-sensitive receptors to the proposed variable 
display message sign would be the commercial buildings located south of Dublin Boulevard and 
north of I-580. The distance between the variable display message sign and the nearest 
commercial building would be at least 100 feet.105 


Ambient Noise and Vibration Environment. The primary noise source in the vicinity of the 
Proposed Project site is traffic on I-580, which runs east-west and is located approximately 90 
feet south of the southern boundary of the site. The General Plan indicates that noise levels at 
the Proposed Project site from traffic along I-580 ranged from approximately 70 to 75 dBA 
CNEL in 2011. Noise levels are expected to range from 70 to 75 dBA CNEL in 2035. This is 
consistent with the noise contours for 2025 in the DTC EIR. Therefore, ambient noise levels at 
the Proposed Project site range from approximately 70 to 75 dBA CNEL. The same noise levels 
are anticipated at the proposed variable display message sign. Ambient noise levels at the four- 
to five-story apartment complex located along Iron Horse Parkway also range from 70 to 75 dBA 
CNEL, while ambient noise levels at the three-story condominium complex located along 
Martinelli Way are approximately 70 dBA CNEL. The variable display message sign would be 
located in close proximity to I-580 in order to be visible to passing motorists. As a result, the 
ambient noise levels in the areas where the variable display message sign could be located are 
75 dBA CNEL or greater. 


The City of Dublin General Plan indicates that many local area roadway noise levels in the 
vicinity of the Proposed Project site tend to be dominated by highway noise. However, as the 
distance from the highway increases, some local area roadway noise levels tend to be 
dominated more by local roadway traffic noise. Therefore, ambient noise levels in the vicinity of 
the Proposed Project site vary based on distance from I-580 and based on local roadway traffic. 
The General Plan indicates that ambient noise levels at the Gleason Boulevard/Hacienda Drive 
intersection (study intersection 10 in the traffic study prepared by TJKM, included in Appendix 
D) are approximately 60 dBA CNEL. Ambient noise levels at the other 21 intersections analyzed 


                                               
104 FTA, 2006. 
105 Dean, Don, 2016c. “Re: D/P BART Garage Expansion- Noise Question due 11/12.” Email to Brianna Ceglia 


Bohonok. December 6, 2016. 
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in the traffic study range from 65 dBA CNEL to 75 dBA CNEL as indicated in the City of Dublin 
General Plan and the City of Pleasanton General Plan.106 


The U.S. Army Camp Parks Reserve Forces Training Center is another contributor to ambient 
noise levels in the vicinity of the Proposed Project site. According to the DTC EIR, helicopters 
are used within the training center as part of ongoing operations of the facility. Properties 
within 1,000 feet of the boundary of the training center are identified a “helicopter noise 
impact” area. The Proposed Project site is located approximately 1,400 feet south of the 
training center, and therefore is not within an area impacted by helicopter noise. Additionally, 
the Proposed Project site and variable display message sign are not located within the 55 dBA 
CNEL noise contour of the Livermore Municipal Airport.107 


Although the Proposed Project site is located in the close proximity to I-580, it is unusual for 
vibration from sources such as buses and trucks to be perceptible even in locations close to 
major roads.108 Therefore, traffic on I-580 is not expected to generate perceptible levels of 
vibration at the Proposed Project site. 


The Proposed Project site is located approximately 195 feet north of the Dublin/Pleasanton 
station tracks. For this analysis, the vibration levels associated with BART operations are 
estimated to be similar to the predicted vibration levels in the noise and vibration impact 
assessment report for the aboveground BART Warm Springs Extension Project,109 which ranged 
from 55 VdB at 230 feet to 71 VdB at 115 feet. 


Thresholds of Significance 


Construction Noise Thresholds 


The FTA provides guidelines and criteria for performing a general assessment of the potential 
for noise-sensitive receptors to be exposed to excessive construction noise. Based on these 
guidelines and criteria, a significant impact would occur if the noise levels generated by the two 
noisiest pieces of equipment expected to be used during construction would exceed 90 dBA L


eq
 


during daytime hours (7 a.m. to 10 p.m.) and 80 dBA L
eq
 during nighttime hours (10 p.m. to 7 


a.m.) at the nearest noise-sensitive receptors.  
 
The FTA does not define criteria for what is considered a “substantial” temporary or periodic 
increase in noise levels. This analysis defines a substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
noise levels as an increase of 10 dBA L


eq
 or more above ambient noise levels at the nearest 


noise-sensitive receptors, which is perceived as a doubling of noise. 


                                               
106 City of Pleasanton, 2009. 
107 CDA, 2012. 
108 FTA, 2006, Page 7-1. 
109 Harris Miller Miller & Hanson Inc., 2003. 
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Construction Vibration Thresholds 


The FTA provides vibration thresholds for evaluating the potential of construction-generated 
vibration to disturb people (Table 14) or damage to buildings (Table 15) (Tables 8-1 and 12-3 in 
the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment). Based on these guidelines and criteria, 
a significant impact would occur if the construction of the Proposed Project would expose the 
occupants of the nearby residential buildings to groundborne vibration levels exceeding 80 
VdB, or expose buildings to groundborne vibration levels exceeding 0.3 in/sec PPV (for 
residential buildings) and 0.5 in/sec PPV (for the Phase I parking structure). 


As discussed above, the Phase I parking structure is not considered to be a noise-sensitive 
receptor; therefore, the potential of vibration to disturb users of the parking structure is not 
addressed in this analysis. However, the potential of construction-generated vibration to cause 
damage to the Phase I parking structure is considered. 


Table 14 - Vibration Criteria to Prevent Disturbance – RMS (VdB) 


Land Use Category Frequent Events 1 Occasional Events 2 Infrequent Events 3 


Buildings where vibration would 
interfere with interior operations 


65 65 65 


Residences and buildings where 
people normally sleep 


72 75 80 


Institutional land uses with 
primarily daytime use 


75 78 83 


Source: FTA, 2006. Table 8-1. 
Notes: 
1 = More than 70 vibration events of the same kind per day or vibration generated by a long freight train. 
2 = Between 30 and 70 vibration events of the same kind per day. 
3 = Fewer than 30 vibration events of the same kind per day. 
 
 


Table 15 - Vibration Criteria to Prevent Damage to Structures 


Building Category 
PPV 


(in/sec) 
RMS 
(VdB) 


Reinforced-concrete, steel or timber (no plaster) 0.5 102 


Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.3 98 


Non-engineered timber and masonry buildings 0.2 94 


Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12 90 


Source: FTA, 2006. Table 12-3. 


Operational Noise Thresholds 


The FTA provides screening distances for identifying locations where the operation of a project 
may cause noise impacts.110 The screening distance is the distance at which the operational 


                                               
110 FTA, 2006, Tables 4-1 and 4-2. 
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noise levels would be 50 dBA or less. No impacts would occur to noise-sensitive receptors 
located at or beyond this distance. According to the FTA, no noise analysis is needed if 
residential land uses are located more than 125 feet away from a parking facility with a 
maximum transit activity of 1,000 cars per hour.  


The FTA also provides criteria to evaluate the potential of project-generated noise to result in a 
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels. These criteria are used in this analysis 
to evaluate the potential traffic noise impact of the Proposed Project.111 Based on ambient noise 
levels in the vicinity of the Proposed Project site, the noise impact criteria that are applicable to 
the Proposed Project are listed in Table 16 below. 


Table 16 - Noise Levels Defining Impact for Transit Projects 


Existing Noise Exposure 


L
eq
 or L


dn
 (dBA) 


Project Noise Impact Exposure 
L


eq
 or L


dn
 (dBA) 


Category 1 or 2 Sites 


No 
Impact 


Moderate 
Impact 


Severe 
Impact 


60 <58 58-63 >63 


65 <61 61-66 >66 


70 <65 65-69 >69 


75 <66 66-73 >73 


Source: FTA, 2006. Table 3-1. 
Note:  
1. Category 1 includes uses where quiet is an essential element in their intended purpose, such as indoor concert 
halls or outdoor concert pavilions or National Historic Landmarks where outdoor interpretation routinely takes place. 
Category 2 includes residences and buildings where people sleep. 
2. No Impact indicates the project would result in an insignificant increase in the number of people highly annoyed by 
the new noise. Severe Impact indicates a significant percentage of people would be highly annoyed by the new noise. 


Cumulative Noise Thresholds 


The FTA does not provide thresholds for a cumulative scenario, which considers traffic 
generated by past, present, and probable future projects, including the Proposed Project. In this 
analysis, the Proposed Project would generate a significant cumulative noise impact if (1) the 
cumulative increase resulting from the Proposed Project and all reasonably foreseeable future 
projects results in a 5-dBA permanent increase in existing noise levels in the project vicinity (a 
minimum of 5-dBA change is required before any noticeable change in community response is 
expected); and (2) 3 dBA of the cumulative increase is attributable to the project because a 3-
dBA change is considered a just-perceivable difference. 


                                               
111 FTA, 2006, Table 3-1. 
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Discussion 


a) Would the project expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies? 


Less Than Significant.  


Construction Period  


Construction is expected to occur over a period of approximately 24 months and would 
temporarily increase noise levels in the vicinity of the Proposed Project site. Construction noise 
levels would vary from day to day, depending on the amount and condition of the equipment 
being used, the types and duration of activity being performed, the distance between the noise 
source and the receptor, and the presence or absence of barriers (if any) between the noise 
source and receptor. Demolition, excavation/grading, and foundation work are typically the 
noisiest phases of construction. The later phases of construction include activities that are 
typically quieter and that occur within the building under construction, thereby providing a 
barrier for noise between the construction activity and any nearby receptors. Although pile 
driving can generate extreme levels of noise, pile driving is not necessary or included in the 
Proposed Project. 


Table 17 shows the typical noise levels associated with various types of construction equipment 
that would be used during construction. Noise levels at 100 feet, 265 feet, and at 550 feet (the 
distance of the proposed Parking Structure Expansion to the nearest receptors) are presented in 
Table 17 to characterize the noise impact from the Proposed Project at the nearest noise-
sensitive receptors. 


Table 17 - Reference and Calculated Noise Levels From Heavy Construction Equipment 
(dBA L


eq
) 


Equipment1 


Referenc
e Noise 
Level at 
50 Feet 


(dBA L
eq
)2 


Calculate
d Noise 
Level at 
100 Feet 
(dBA L


eq
)3 


Calculate
d Noise 
Level at 
265 Feet 
(dBA L


eq
)3 


Calculate
d Noise 
Level at 
550 Feet 
(dBA L


eq
)3 


Excavator* 81 73 63 55 


Tractors/Loaders/Backhoe 85 77 67 59 


Industrial/Concrete Saw 76 68 58 50 


Grader 85 77 67 59 


Mobile Crane 83 75 65 57 


Truck 88 80 70 62 


Jackhammer 88 80 70 62 


Generator Sets 81 73 63 55 


Air Compressor 81 73 63 55 
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Cement and Mortar Mixer 85 77 67 59 


Paver 89 81 71 63 


Roller 74 66 56 48 


Rubber Tired Dozer 85 77 67 59 


Welder* 74 66 56 48 


Sources of construction equipment noise levels: FTA, 2006. *DOT, 2006.  
Notes:  
Bolded numbers indicate the two noisiest pieces of equipment. 
1. The types of construction equipment are based on the CalEEMod equipment list (see Air Quality section and 
Appendix B). Same list of construction equipment is conservatively used to analyze noise impact from all construction 
activities, including the construction of the Phase II Parking Structure Expansion site, the construction and removal of 
the temporary parking area, and the construction of the real-time parking monitoring sign. 
2. Reference noise levels at 50 feet expressed in Leq were calculated based on the reference noise levels expressed 
in Lmax, assuming full power operation for a time period of 1 hour because most construction equipment operates 
continuously for periods of 1 hour or more at some point in the construction period. 
3. Based on reference noise levels at 50 feet, the following propagation adjustment was applied to estimate noise 
levels at 100 feet, 265 feet, and 550 feet. 
dBA2 = dBA1 + 10 Log10(D1/D2)^2.5 
Where: 
dBA1 is the reference noise level at a specified distance (in this case 50 feet). 
dBA2 is the calculated noise level. 
D1 is the reference distance (in this case 50 feet). 
D2 is the distance from the equipment to the receiver. 
(Source of the equation: Caltrans, 1998. Technical Noise Supplement: A Technical Supplement to the Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol.P.27) 
 
Table 17 indicates that the two noisiest pieces of equipment would generate noise levels as 
high as 71 and 70 dBA L


eq
 at 265 feet and 63 and 62 dBA L


eq
 at 550 feet. Based on the additive 


properties of noise, the combined noise levels of the two noisiest pieces of equipment at the 
residential buildings located 265 feet and 550 feet from the Proposed Project site would be 
approximately 74 dBA L


eq
 and 66 dBA L


eq
, respectively. Construction would occur between 7:00 


a.m. and 7:00 p.m. daily (Project Description), and these noise levels are below the FTA daytime 
(7 a.m. to 10 p.m.) construction noise threshold of 90 dBA. These noise levels are also similar 
to or below existing ambient noise levels of 70-75 dBA CNEL at these residential receptors. 
Furthermore, the existing Phase I parking structure blocks the line-of-sight between the 
Proposed Project site and most of units in the nearby residential buildings, thereby attenuating 
noise from the Proposed Project site at these units by approximately 4.5 dBA.112 Therefore, the 
potential for construction of the proposed Parking Structure Expansion to generate construction 
noise in excess of FTA standards at nearby noise-sensitive receptors is less than significant. 


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 (construction noise impacts) requires individual projects 
within the DTC area to develop a Construction Noise Management Plan that identifies project 
specific noise control measures to minimize construction noise on surrounding developed 
properties, particularly residential developments. Implementation of this mitigation measure is 
not necessary to address impacts from construction noise, which are less than significant 
without mitigation.  


                                               
112 FTA, 2006, Page 5-12. 







DECEMBER 2016 DUBLIN/PLEASANTON BART GARAGE EXPANSION  
ADDENDUM  


124 
 


The Proposed Project would also include temporary parking for BART patrons in a temporary 
parking and staging area (Site D-2 on Figure 3) during construction. The parking of vehicles 
would not generate noise levels that would be audible relative to highway noise or noise 
generated by construction activities. Therefore, the potential for the operation of the temporary 
parking lot during construction to generate excessive noise at nearby noise-sensitive receptors 
is less than significant. 


The Proposed Project would also include the construction of a variable display message sign 
displaying the real-time parking information for both existing and new parking spaces. The 
exact location of the sign has not been determined, however, the location would be in one of 
the commercial developments or the Caltrans right-of-way between the Tassajara Road and 
Fallon Road interchanges on the north side of I-580. Noise generating activities associated with 
construction of the sign may involve minor excavation using jackhammers and backhoes, 
concrete pouring using a concrete truck, and hoisting using a small crane. In addition, some 
minor utility trenching may occur. The construction of the sign would last no more than 14 
days (with substantial downtime included in the 14 days), and therefore would be limited in 
comparison to the work occurring at the Proposed Project site, although it may be closer to 
existing uses.  


Because the sign would be located in close proximity to or on I-580, the construction of the 
sign would not be likely to generate noise levels that would be substantially higher than the 
noise generated by highway traffic. Furthermore, the distance between the sign and the nearest 
receptor would be at least 100 feet.113 Table 17 indicates that the two loudest pieces of 
equipment would generate noise levels as high as 81 and 80 dBA L


eq
 at 100 feet. Based on the 


additive properties of noise, the combined noise levels of the two loudest pieces of equipment 
at commercial buildings located 100 feet from the proposed sign would be approximately 84 
dBA L


eq
. Construction would occur between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. daily (as discussed in the 


Project Description), and these noise levels are below the FTA daytime (7 a.m. to 10 p.m.) 
construction noise threshold of 90 dBA. Therefore, the potential for construction of the 
proposed variable display message sign to generate construction noise in excess of FTA 
standards at nearby noise-sensitive receptors is less than significant. 


Operation Period  


The variable display message sign would not be a source of noise. The operation of the 
proposed Parking Structure Expansion adjacent to I-580 would not expose people who use the 
parking structure to excessive noise levels because no noise-sensitive people or activities are 
located in parking lots, and because the people using the parking structure would leave once 
they had parked their cars. However, the operation of the proposed Parking Structure Expansion 
could generate noise by (1) increasing the number of vehicles being parked at the Proposed 
Project site; and (2) increasing vehicular traffic along local roadways, which could lead to an 
increase in traffic noise. This could result in the exposure of nearby-noise-sensitive receptors to 
increased ambient noise levels.  


                                               
113 Dean, Don, 2016c. “Re: D/P BART Garage Expansion- Noise Question due 11/12.” Email to Brianna Ceglia 


Bohonok. December 6, 2016. 
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Increase in Parking Capacity. The operation of the proposed Parking Structure Expansion would 
not increase ambient noise levels. The proposed Parking Structure Expansion would contain 
655 parking spaces (540 net new spaces). Because people using the proposed Parking Structure 
Expansion would park their cars and then travel to other locations using BART, the maximum 
transit activity at the proposed Parking Structure Expansion would not be expected to exceed 
1,000 cars per hour. As indicated by the FTA screening criteria, a parking facility with a 
maximum transit activity of 1,000 cars per hour generates noise levels of 50 dBA at a distance 
of 125 feet. Because the nearest noise-sensitive receptor is an apartment complex located 265 
feet away from the proposed Parking Structure Expansion, the operation of the proposed 
Parking Structure Expansion would generate noise levels of less than 50 dBA at this receptor. As 
discussed above, noise levels at this receptor are approximately 70–75 dBA CNEL, which is 
more than 20 dBA higher than the noise levels that would be generated by the operation of the 
proposed Parking Structure Expansion. When the difference between two sources of noise is 10 
dBA or more, the higher noise source dominates and the lower noise source makes no 
perceptible difference in what people can hear or measure. Therefore, the potential for the 
operation of the proposed Parking Structure Expansion to increase ambient noise levels at 
nearby noise-sensitive receptors is less than significant.  


Project-Generated Traffic Noise. As indicated in Table 16, the project noise impact exposure 
criteria vary depending on ambient noise levels. As discussed above, the ambient noise level at 
the Gleason Boulevard/Hacienda Drive intersection is approximately 60 dBA CNEL. Ambient 
noise levels at all other study intersections are 65 dBA CNEL or greater. The assessment of AM 
and PM peak hour traffic volumes at the Gleason Boulevard/Hacienda Drive intersection 
indicates that the highest project-generated traffic volume among the four roadway segments 
surrounding this intersection would occur along Gleason Boulevard east of Hacienda Drive (nine 
vehicles/hour during AM peak hour) and along Hacienda Drive south of Gleason Boulevard (nine 
vehicles/hour during AM peak hour). The assessment of AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes 
at the remaining 21 study intersections indicates the highest project-generated traffic volume 
would occur along Iron Horse Parkway south of Martinelli Way (158 vehicles/hour during AM 
peak hour) (Appendix D). The existing noise levels, project-generated traffic volumes, and 
predicted project-generated traffic noise for these roadway segments are summarized in Table 
18 below.  


The traffic from the Proposed Project is expected to generate noise levels of 47.3 dBA L
eq
 along 


Gleason Boulevard east of Hacienda Drive and 45.9 dBA L
eq
 along Hacienda Drive south of 


Gleason Boulevard. Because peak hour project-generated traffic volumes at the other roadway 
segments at the Gleason Boulevard/Hacienda Drive intersection would be lower than nine 
vehicles/hour, project-generated traffic noise at these roadway segments would be less than 
45.9 dBA L


eq
. These project-generated traffic noise levels are below the 58 dBA L


eq
 No Impact 


criteria where ambient noise levels are 60 dBA CNEL (Table 16). In addition, traffic from the 
Proposed Project is expected to generate a noise level of 58.1 dBA L


eq
 along Iron Horse Parkway 


south of Martinelli Way. Because peak hour project-generated traffic volumes at all other 
roadway segments where noise levels are 65 dBA CNEL or greater are lower than 158 
vehicles/hour, project generated traffic noise at these roadway segments would be less than 
58.1 dBA L


eq
. These project-generated traffic noise levels are below the 61 dBA L


eq
 No Impact 
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criteria where ambient noise levels are 65 dBA L
dn
 (Table 16). Because traffic from the Proposed 


Project would not generate noise levels above the No Impact criteria in Table 16, the potential 
for the Proposed Project to expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of FTA 
standards during the operation period is less than significant.  


Table 18 - Existing Noise Exposure, Project-Generated Traffic Volumes and Predicted 
Project-Generated Traffic Noise 


Roadway Segment 
Existing Noise 


Levels (L
dn


) 


Project-Generated 
Traffic Volume 
(vehicle/hour) 


Predicted Project-
Generated Traffic Noise 


(dBA L
eq
 at 50 feet) 


Gleason Boulevard east 
of Hacienda Drive (AM 


Peak Hour) 
60 9 47.3 


Hacienda Drive south of 
Gleason Boulevard (AM 


Peak Hour) 
60 9 45.9 


Iron Horse Parkway 
south of Martinelli Way 


(AM Peak Hour) 
>65 158 58.1 


Note: Traffic noise model outputs are included in the Appendix D. FHWA TNM Version 2.5 was 
used for these results. 


b) Would the project expose persons to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 


Less Than Significant.  


Construction Period 


Construction activities can result in varying degrees of groundborne vibration, depending on 
the equipment, activity, and relative proximity to sensitive receptors. The vibration levels for 
construction equipment that could be used at the Proposed Project site are summarized in 
Table 19. Although the table provides one vibration level for each piece of equipment, there is 
considerable variation in reported ground vibration levels from construction activities, primarily 
due to variation in soil characteristics. Vibration levels are calculated at 5 feet, 265 feet, and 
550 feet based on the reference levels at 25 feet. 


Table 19 - Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment 


Equipment 
PPV at 
25 Feet 
(in/sec) 


PPV at 5 
Feet 


(in/sec) 


PPV at 
265 Feet 
(in/sec) 


PPV at 
550 Feet 
(in/sec) 


RMS at 
25 Feet 
(VdB) 


RMS at 5 
Feet 
(VdB) 


RMS at 
265 Feet 


(VdB) 


RMS at 
550 Feet 


(VdB) 


Vibratory 
Roller 


0.210 2.348 0.006 0.002 94 -- 63 54 


Large 
Bulldozer 


0.089 0.995 0.003 0.001 87 -- 56 47 


Loaded 0.076 0.850 0.002 0.001 86 -- 55 46 
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Trucks 


Small 
Bulldozer 


0.003 0.034 0 0 58 -- 27 18 


Source of construction generated vibration levels: FTA, 2006. 
Notes:  
- RMS levels are not calculated at 5 feet because the parking structure does not contain people that would be 
disturbed by groundborne vibration. 
Based on vibration levels at 25 feet, the following propagation adjustment was applied to estimate PPV vibration 
levels at 5 feet, 265 feet, and 550 feet assuming: 


PPV2 = PPV1 x (D1/D2)1.5 


Where: 


PPV1 is the reference vibration level at a specified distance. 


PPV2 is the calculated vibration level. 


D1 is the reference distance (in this case 25 feet). 


D2 is the distance from the equipment to the receiver. 


 


Based on vibration levels at 25 feet, the following propagation adjustment was applied to estimate RMS vibration 
levels at 5 feet, 265 feet, and 550 feet assuming: 


RMS2 = RMS1 – 30 Log10 (D2/D1) 


Where: 


RMS1is the reference vibration level at a specified distance. 


RMS2 is the calculated vibration level. 


D1 is the reference distance (in this case 25 feet).  


D2 is the distance from the equipment to the receiver. 
(Source of the equation: FTA, 2006, Chapter 12.) 
 
The construction of the Proposed Project would not have the potential to generate vibration 
levels at the nearby apartment complex and condominium complex that would exceed the 80-
VdB infrequent events threshold to prevent disturbance of people in residences (Table 14). 
Therefore, the potential for the Proposed Project to generate vibration levels that would disturb 
persons is less than significant. 


As indicated in Table 19, the construction of the Parking Structure Expansion would not have 
the potential to generate vibration levels exceeding the 0.3 in/sec threshold, and this would 
prevent damage buildings of standard construction (Table 15) at a distance of 265 or 550 feet. 
In addition, the proposed variable display message sign would not be placed within 25 feet of 
any existing buildings, and therefore its construction would also not have the potential to 
generate vibration levels exceeding the 0.3 in/sec threshold. Due to the proximity of the 
proposed Parking Structure Expansion to the Phase I parking structure, the construction of the 
Proposed Project could have the potential to generate vibration in excess of the 0.5 in/sec 
threshold, which is the threshold for preventing damage to reinforced concrete buildings (Table 
15). However, the proposed Parking Structure Expansion is intended to be an expansion of the 
Phase I parking structure and the proposed Parking Structure Expansion would therefore be 
connected to the Phase I parking structure through a series of ramps. This connection would 
require the modification of the southern portion of the Phase I parking structure, which is the 
portion closest to the Proposed Project site and therefore subject to potential damage from 
construction-generated vibration. The Phase I parking structure modifications would be subject 







DECEMBER 2016 DUBLIN/PLEASANTON BART GARAGE EXPANSION  
ADDENDUM  


128 
 


to the same design and review process by BART as the development of the proposed parking 
structure. This would ensure that the Phase I parking structure would remain in good condition 
both during and after construction of the Proposed Project. Therefore, the potential for 
construction-generated vibration to result in damage to the existing Phase I parking structure is 
less than significant. 


Operation Period  


The operation of the Proposed Project would not involve any activities or equipment with the 
potential to generate vibration. In addition, the Proposed Project site is not subject to vibration 
from I-580 because sources such as buses and trucks do not generate perceptible levels of 
vibration.114 The operation of the BART station in the center of I-580 is estimated to generate 
vibration levels of approximately 55 VdB at 230 feet and 71 VdB at 115 feet.115 Because the 
proposed Parking Structure Expansion is located approximately 195 feet away from the 
Dublin/Pleasanton BART train tracks, vibration levels at the proposed Parking Structure 
Expansion are expected to range from 55 VdB to 71 VdB. These vibration levels would not 
exceed the 90-VdB threshold to prevent damage to buildings extremely susceptible to vibration 
damage. Therefore, the operation of the BART lines is not expected to damage the proposed 
Parking Structure Expansion. The BART lines do not extend to the area where the proposed 
variable display message sign is proposed. Furthermore, the variable display message sign is 
not a building and would not contain any vibration sensitive materials, and would therefore not 
be prone to vibration damage. Consequently, the potential for the Proposed Project to expose 
persons to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels during 
operation is less than significant. 


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


Less Than Significant. There are two potential sources of noise that could result in a 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels during project operation: (1) increase in the number 
of vehicles being parked at the Proposed Project site; and (2) increase in vehicular traffic along 
local roadways that could lead to an increase in traffic noise. As discussed above under 
discussion question a, the increase in parking capacity would not result in a substantial 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels because of the existing high ambient noise 
environment. With regards to project-generated traffic noise, because the Proposed Project 
would increase ambient noise levels by less than 0.8 dBA on any study roadway segment (Table 
18), the operation of the Proposed Project would not result in a significant increase in traffic 
noise along local area roadways.  


Although the Proposed Project would not result in a significant increase in traffic noise levels, 
cumulative traffic noise levels generated by past, present, and probable future projects, 
including the Proposed Project could result in a significant cumulative noise impact along local 
area roadways. Under a cumulative scenario, the assessment of AM and PM peak hour traffic 


                                               
114 FTA, 2006. 
115 Harris Miller Miller & Hanson Inc., 2003. 
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volumes at 22 intersections surrounding the Proposed Project site indicates that traffic volume 
increases in surrounding roadways would range from approximately 0 to 1052 percent. The 
highest seven traffic volume increases would occur along Scarlett Drive east of Dougherty Road 
(1052 percent during the PM peak hour and 737 percent during the AM peak hour), Arnold 
Road south of Dublin Road (312 percent during the AM peak hour and 254 percent during the 
PM peak hour), Martinelli Way east of Iron Horse Parkway (245 percent during the PM peak 
hour), Arnold Road north of Martinelli Way (218 percent during the PM peak hour), and Iron 
Horse Parkway south of Dublin Boulevard (167 percent during the PM peak hour). The existing 
and cumulative traffic volumes and predicted traffic noise for these roadway segments are 
summarized in Table 20 below.  


Cumulative traffic noise is expected to increase by about 10.7 dBA L
eq
 along Scarlett Drive east 


of Dougherty Road (PM peak hour), 9.1 dBA L
eq
 along Scarlett Drive east of Dougherty Road (AM 


peak hour), 6.3 dBA L
eq
 along Arnold Road south of Dublin Road (AM peak hour), 5.5 dBA L


eq
 


along Arnold Road south of Dublin Road (PM peak hour), 5.4 dBA L
eq
 along Martinelli Way east 


of Iron Horse Parkway (PM peak hour), and 5.1 dBA L
eq
 along Arnold Road north of Martinelli 


Way (PM peak hour). This noise level increase is above the 5-dBA significance threshold for 
cumulative impacts. Traffic noise is expected to increase by about 4.3 dBA L


eq
 along Iron Horse 


Parkway south of Dublin Boulevard (PM peak hour), which is below the 5-dBA significance 
threshold for cumulative impacts. As these roadway segments have the greatest predicted 
increase in traffic, traffic noise increases along other roadway segments would be less than 4.3 
L


eq
, and therefore would be below the 5-dBA significance threshold for cumulative impacts.  


Although a significant cumulative noise increase of more than 5 dBA is anticipated to occur 
along Scarlett Drive east of Dougherty Road, Arnold Road south of Dublin Road, Martinelli Way 
east of Iron Horse Parkway, and Arnold Road north of Martinelli Way, Table 19 indicates that 0.5 
dBA or less of the cumulative noise increase along these roadway segments is attributable to 
the Proposed Project along all the roadway segments with significant cumulative noise increase. 
Therefore, the contribution of the Proposed Project to the significant cumulative noise increase 
along these roadway segments is below the 3-dBA cumulative contribution significance 
threshold. Consequently, the contribution of the Proposed Project to the significant cumulative 
traffic noise increase is less than cumulatively considerable. 


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


Less Than Significant. Activities associated with temporary parking would not increase 
ambient noise levels at the nearby receptors due to the existing high ambient noise levels at the 
temporary parking lot location. Noise levels generated by the use of construction equipment 
and activities could result in a temporary and periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity. However, as discussed above, construction of the Proposed Project would 
generate noise levels of 74 dBA L


eq 
at residences located 265 feet away and 66 dBA L


eq
 at 


residences located 550 feet away. Because ambient noise levels are approximately 70–75 dBA 
CNEL at receptors located 265 feet away and 70 dBA CNEL at receptors located 550 feet away, 
construction of the Proposed Project would temporarily increase ambient noise levels by 
approximately 5 dBA and 1 dBA, respectively. Furthermore, noise at residential units that are 
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shielded from the Proposed Project site by the existing Phase I parking structure would be 
approximately 4.5 dBA lower. Therefore, construction-generated noise would not increase 
ambient noise levels at nearby noise-sensitive receptors by 10 dBA or more and no mitigation is 
needed. 


Similarly, construction of the proposed variable display message sign would generate noise 
levels of approximately 84 dBA L


eq 
at commercial buildings located 100 feet away. Because 


ambient noise levels in the areas where the variable display message sign could be located are 
75 dBA CNEL or greater, construction of the sign would temporarily increase ambient noise 
levels by up to 9 dBA. Furthermore, construction of the sign would last no more than 14 days 
(with substantial downtime included in the 14 days), and consequently the potential exposure 
of any nearby receptors to construction noise would be limited in duration. Therefore, 
construction of the variable display message sign would not increase ambient noise levels at 
nearby noise-sensitive receptors by 10 dBA or more and no mitigation is needed. For these 
reasons, the potential for the Proposed Project to cause a substantial temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project 
is less than significant. 


e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?  


No Impact. The U.S. Army Camp Parks Reserve Forces Training Center uses helicopters as part 
of ongoing operations of the facility.116 As described above, the Proposed Project site is not 
located within the training center’s helicopter noise impact area.117 In addition, the Proposed 
Project would not introduce noise-sensitive people or activities to the Proposed Project site or to 
the location of the proposed variable display message sign. Therefore, the Proposed Project 
would not expose people in the project area to excessive noise from any public use airport. 


                                               
116 Haag, 2002.  
117 Ibid. 
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Table 20 - Existing and Cumulative Traffic Volumes and Predicted Traffic Noise 


Roadway 


Segment 


Existing 
Peak 


Hour 
Traffic 
Volume  


Cumulative 


(including 
Proposed 


Project) 
Peak Hour 


Traffic 


Volume  


Cumulative 


(without 
Proposed 


Project) 
Peak Hour 


Traffic 


Volume  


Existing 
Traffic 


Noise  


Cumulative 


(including 
Proposed 


Project) 
Traffic 


Noise  


Cumulative 
(without 
Proposed 


Project) Traffic 
Noise  


Estimated 
Increase in 


Noise 
Cumulative 


(including 
Proposed 


Project)-
Existing 


Estimated Increase in 


Noise Cumulative 
(including Proposed 


Project)-Cumulative 
(without Proposed 


Project) 


dBA L
eq
 at 50 feet dBA L


eq
 


Scarlett 
Drive east 


of 
Dougherty 
Road (PM 


Peak Hour) 


112 1290 1248 55.1 65.8 65.6 10.7 0.2 


Scarlett 
Drive east 


of 
Dougherty 
Road (AM 


Peak Hour) 


84 703 654 54.0 63.1 62.8 9.1 0.3 


Arnold 
Road south 
of Dublin 
Road (AM 


Peak Hour) 


173 712 644 58.3 64.6 64.1 6.3 0.5 
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Arnold 
Road south 
of Dublin 
Road (PM 


Peak Hour) 


345 1223 1161 61.4 66.9 66.7 5.5 0.2 


Martinelli 
Way east of 
Iron Horse 
Parkway 
(PM Peak 


Hour) 


293 1010 990 62.1 67.5 67.4 5.4 0.1 


Arnold 
Road north 


of 
Martinelli 
Way (PM 


Peak Hour) 


365 1159 1097 61.6 66.7 66.4 5.1 0.3 


Iron Horse 
Parkway 
south of 
Dublin 


Boulevard 
(PM Peak 


Hour) 


466 1242 1157 61.3 65.6 65.3 4.3 0.3 


Note: Traffic noise model outputs are included in the Appendix D. FHWA TNM Version 2.5 model was used for these results. 
--:  
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f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?  


No Impact. The Proposed Project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
In addition, the Proposed Project would not introduce noise-sensitive people or activities 
to the Proposed Project site or to the location of the proposed variable display message 
sign. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not expose people in the project area to 
excessive noise from any private airstrip. 


CONCLUSION 


A review of noise and vibration in the project area determined that the noise and vibration 
environment remains largely unchanged since publication of the DTC EIR. Three potential 
noise and vibration impacts associated with development of the Proposed Project that 
were not addressed in the DTC EIR are also considered in the preceding analysis, 
described at the beginning of this section. These three potential noise and vibration 
impacts were found to be less than significant.  


The Proposed Project is consistent with the location, scale and design of the Parking 
Structure Expansion considered in the DTC EIR, and the Proposed Project would not result 
in noise and vibration impacts that were not previously identified in the DTC EIR, or 
change the level of noise and vibration impacts at the Proposed Project site. As the 
preceding analysis demonstrates, implementation of the Proposed Project would have no 
additional noise and vibration impacts beyond those evaluated in the DTC EIR. 
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XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING 
 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Less Than 
Significant 


With 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 
(from DTC 


EIR) 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 


No 


Impact 


Would the project:     


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


   


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


   


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


   


DTC EIR FINDINGS 


The DTC EIR determined that the DTC project, including the Phase II parking structure 
expansion, would have a less-than-significant impact to population and housing, and in 
some cases would have a beneficial impact. No mitigation measures were required. 
Additionally, the DTC EIR did not identify cumulative impacts to population and housing.  


2016 ANALYSIS  


Analysis of the Proposed Project has been completed using the 2016 CEQA Guidelines 
Environmental Checklist to confirm that no new or substantially more severe impacts to 
population and housing than those identified in the DTC EIR would occur as a result of the 
Proposed Project. As the following analysis demonstrates, the Proposed Project would not 
impact population or housing and no new or substantially more severe impacts would 
result. 


Discussion 


No Impact. The Proposed Project would not involve construction of new homes or 
businesses, and would not result in the extension or construction of roads or 
infrastructure. There are no residential units on the site. As a result, the Proposed Project 
would not result in the displacement of residential units, nor necessitate construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere.  
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CONCLUSION 


Analysis of potential impacts to population and housing using the 2016 CEQA Guidelines 
Environmental Checklist has demonstrated that there are no changes in circumstances 
that would alter the impacts or level of impacts identified in the DTC EIR. There is no new 
information relating to this topic that would impact the DTC EIR analysis. The Proposed 
Project is consistent with the location, scale and design of the parking structure 
expansion considered in the DTC EIR, and the Proposed Project would not result in 
impacts to population and housing, consistent with the findings of the DTC EIR. 
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XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES 
 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Less Than 
Significant 


With 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 
(from DTC 


EIR) 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 


No 


Impact 


Would the project:     


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


    


 Fire protection?    


 Police protection?    


 Schools?    


 Parks?    


 Other public facilities?    


 


DTC EIR FINDINGS 


The DTC EIR evaluated potential impacts to public services. The DTC EIR determined that 
the DTC project, including the Phase II Parking Structure Expansion, would have a less-
than-significant impact on public services after mitigation, and did not identify significant 
cumulative impacts to public services related to fire, police, schools and electric power. All 
other impacts were determined to be less than significant without mitigation.  


Four mitigation measures were adopted to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. 
DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.12-2 (police services) is discussed below under the 2016 
CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist questions and analysis. DTC EIR Mitigation 
Measure 4.12-4 (electrical power) is discussed under section XVIII, Utilities and Service 
Systems. 


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 (fire protection) applies to high-rise buildings greater 
than six stories in height. The Proposed Project is not greater than six stories; therefore, 
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this mitigation measure would not apply to the Proposed Project. DTC EIR Mitigation 


Measure 4.12-3 (schools) requires that projects pay a fair share towards offsetting costs 
for new school facilities. The Proposed Project would not have the potential to generate 
new students or otherwise contribute to the need for additional school facilities; therefore 
this mitigation measure would not apply. 


2016 ANALYSIS 


This analysis has been completed for the Proposed Project to confirm that no new or 
substantially more severe impacts than those identified in the DTC EIR would occur as a 
result of the Proposed Project. As the following analysis demonstrates, the Proposed 
Project and related impacts are consistent with the parking structure expansion analyzed 
in the DTC EIR, and no new or substantially more severe impacts would result.  


Discussion 


Less Than Significant. The Proposed Project would not significantly affect the provisions 
of fire, police, schools, parks or other public facilities, and therefore would have a less-
than-significant impact. 


Fire 


The Proposed Project would be constructed and inspected to State of California and BART 
standards for fire safety. The Alameda County Fire Department serves as the fire 
department for the city of Dublin, and as such provides all fire prevention, fire protection, 
and First Responder Emergency Medical Services, including advanced life support 
(paramedics) within the city.118 Station 17, located at 6200 Madigan Road, is located 2.1 
miles from the Proposed Project site and has a response time of 5 minutes or less to the 
project area.119  


The Proposed Project would not add new residences, office space, or retail, but would 
replace existing surface parking with an expansion to the existing parking structure. The 
Phase II expansion project would have an internal fire suppression system. 
Implementation of the project could result in an incremental increased demand for fire 
protection services. However, the Proposed Project site is in a highly developed area, in 
close proximity to existing fire protection services. The Proposed Project would not 
require new or physically altered facilities to continue to serve the site. As a result, the 
project would not result in a substantial adverse physical impact nor would it substantially 
affect response times for fire services. The project’s impact related to the provision of fire 
services would be less than significant. 


                                               
118 City of Dublin, 1985.  
119 City of Dublin, 2002. 
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Police 


Police services in the project area are provided by the Dublin Police Department and the 
BART Police Department. The Dublin Police Department is located at 100 Civic Plaza, and 
is responsible for law enforcement in the city of Dublin, under contract with the Alameda 
County Sheriff's Office. 


The BART Police Department has primary jurisdiction over BART facilities. BART police 
officers are vested with the identical powers of arrest as city police officers and county 
sheriff deputies, and are authorized to take enforcement action off BART property (e.g., 
within city limits, county jurisdictions, or on State highways) if there is immediate danger 
to persons or property. 


Law enforcement services for the BART system are provided by the BART Police 
Department. BART contingency plans cover a full range of possible emergencies and 
integrate the support of local police, fire departments, and other emergency agencies, all 
of which practice emergency responses jointly with BART. 


Implementation of the Proposed Project could result in an incremental increased demand 
for police services as more patrons use the additional parking facilities. However, this 
increase would not be substantially greater than the existing demand for police services in 
the area; thus, meeting this additional demand would not require new or physically 
altered facilities to continue to serve the Proposed Project site. The project would 
therefore have a less-than-significant impact on police protection services and no 
mitigation measures are required. The DTC EIR includes Mitigation Measure 4.12-2 
(police services) but given the Proposed Project would not result in any significant impacts 
and that City of Dublin police services would not be needed for the Proposed Project as 
BART would provide police services, this mitigation measure would not be applicable to 
the Proposed Project.  
 
Schools 


The Proposed Project would not create new residences, and therefore would not generate 
new students. The project would not be subject to school impact fees for development, as 
the project does not meet the criteria for this fee. Because the project would not generate 
students or result in the need for new or expanded school facilities, the project’s impact 
would be less than significant.  


Parks 


The Proposed Project would not create new residences, office space, or other uses that 
could directly or indirectly increase the demand for park facilities. Therefore, the project 
would not result in the need for new or expanded park facilities, and the project’s impact 
would be less than significant. 
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CONCLUSION 


Analysis of potential impacts to public services using the 2016 CEQA Guidelines 
Environmental Checklist has demonstrated that there are no changes in circumstances 
that would alter the impacts or level of impacts identified in the DTC EIR. There is no new 
information relating to this topic that would impact the DTC EIR analysis. The Proposed 
Project is consistent with the location, scale and design of the parking structure 
expansion considered in the DTC EIR, and the Proposed Project would not result in 
impacts to public services not previously identified in the DTC EIR, or change the level of 
impact previously identified. As the preceding analysis demonstrates, implementation of 
the Proposed Project would have no additional impacts on this topic beyond those 
evaluated in the DTC EIR. 
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XV. RECREATION 
 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Less Than 
Significant 


With 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 
(from DTC 


EIR) 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 


No 


Impact 


Would the project:     


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


   


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


   


 


DTC EIR FINDINGS 


The DTC EIR evaluated potential impacts to recreation. The DTC EIR determined that the 
DTC project, including the Phase II parking structure expansion, would have a less-than-
significant impact to recreation, and no mitigation measures were required. Additionally, 
the DTC EIR did not identify cumulative impacts to recreation.  


Analysis of the Proposed Project has been completed using the 2016 CEQA Guidelines 
Environmental Checklist to confirm that no new or substantially more severe impacts to 
recreation than those identified in the DTC EIR would occur as a result of the Proposed 
Project. As the following analysis demonstrates, the Proposed Project and related impacts 
are consistent with the parking structure expansion analyzed in the DTC EIR, and no new 
or substantially more severe impacts would result. 


2016 ANALYSIS 


No Impact. The Proposed Project would not result, directly or indirectly, in residential 
growth or increased employment; therefore, the project would not result in an increase in 
the use of local, community or regional parks, playgrounds, or recreational facilities, and 
would not increase the future demand for these facilities. The project consists of 
expanding an existing parking structure on a site currently used for BART patron parking. 
The project would not create new incentives or attractions that would increase use of any 
recreational facilities or result in substantial or accelerated physical deterioration of any 
such facilities. 
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CONCLUSION 


Analysis of potential impacts to recreation using the 2016 CEQA Guidelines Environmental 
Checklist has demonstrated that there are no changes in circumstances that would alter 
the impacts or level of impacts identified in the DTC EIR. There is no new information 
relating to this topic that would impact the DTC EIR analysis. The Proposed Project is 
consistent with the location, scale and design of the parking structure expansion 
considered in the DTC EIR, and the Proposed Project would not result in impacts to 
recreation not previously identified in the DTC EIR, or change the level of impact 
previously identified. As the preceding analysis demonstrates, implementation of the 
Proposed Project would have no additional impacts on this topic beyond those evaluated 
in the DTC EIR. 
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XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 
 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Less Than 
Significant 


With 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 
(from DTC 


EIR) 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 


No 


Impact 


Would the project:     


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


   


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


   


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


   


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


   


e) Result in inadequate emergency access?    


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


   


 


DTC EIR FINDINGS 


The DTC EIR evaluated transportation and traffic issues in the project area and vicinity to 
assess any potential impacts. The following impacts were identified: 


Impact 4-11-1: Significant and unacceptable levels of service would result at two 
intersections – Dougherty Road and Dublin Boulevard and Hacienda Drive/I-580 
westbound off-ramp. (significant) 
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Impact 4.11-2 Traffic would increase on local streets, but not unacceptably (less 
than significant)  


Impact 4.11-3 Use of BART and LAVTA facilities would increase, but not 
significantly (less than significant) 


Impact 4.11-4 BART patrons could utilize on-street and nearby private parking, 
resulting in insufficient parking for these facilities (significant impact with 
mitigation required) 


Impact 4.11-5 The Dublin Boulevard and Dougherty Road intersection would 
experience congested conditions (significant and unavoidable, full mitigation not 
feasible) 


Impact 4.11-6 Hacienda Drive between Central Parkway and Gleason Drive would 
exceed 15,600 vehicles per day. The future extension of Scarlett Drive between 
Dublin Boulevard and Dougherty Road would approach maximum volumes. 
(significant impact with mitigation required) 


Impact 4.11-7 In 2025 I-580 mainline volumes will exceed thresholds of 
significance (significant and unavoidable, mitigation not feasible since freeway 
improvement is not under the jurisdiction of the City of Dublin.) 


As shown above, even with the implementation of mitigation measures, Impact 4.11-5 and 
Impact 4.11-7 remain significant and unavoidable. To reduce potential impacts to the 
extent feasible, the DTC EIR identified the following mitigation measures. Many of these 
mitigation measures have already been implemented by the City of Dublin, or are in 
progress. The current status of each mitigation measure improvement is provided in bold 
italics. 


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.11-1 (external intersection impacts): The following 
improvements shall be undertaken to reduce impacts to external intersections to a 
less-than-significant level: 


(a) Construct the Scarlett Drive extension between Dougherty Road and Dublin 
Boulevard (2016 Status: The Scarlett Drive extension is currently being 
designed and is expected to be constructed within approximately three 
years.) 


(b) Add specified lanes to the Dublin/Dougherty intersection (2016 Status: The 
specified lanes have been constructed and are operational.) 
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(c) Add specified lanes to the Hacienda/I-580 Westbound Off-ramp intersection 
(2016 Status: The northbound improvements have been made; widening 
the off-ramp to five lanes has not been accomplished.) 


(d) Add specified lanes to the Dougherty/Scarlett intersection (2016 Status: The 
specified lanes are currently under construction as part of the Dougherty 
Road improvement project.) 


(e) Add specified lanes to the Dublin/Scarlett intersection (2016 Status: The 
specified lanes [slightly modified based on more recent studies] are being 
designed as part of the project (a) described above. Construction is 
expected to occur within three years.) 


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.11-2 (parking): Post all nearby streets for short 
term parking and ensure that future development projects are designed to 
discourage unauthorized BART parking. (2016 Status: All nearby streets are 
posted for short term parking and all private parking prohibits BART 
parkers.) 


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.11-3 (cumulative traffic impacts): Add specified 
lanes to the Dublin/Dougherty intersection and monitor intersection volumes 
periodically. (2016 Status: With minor modification, all specified lanes have 
been installed. The City of Dublin monitors this intersection frequently.) 


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.11-4 (roadway segment impacts) Hacienda Drive 
should be widened to four travel lanes between Central Parkway and Gleason Drive 
and the Scarlett Drive extension shall be constructed with four lanes prior to 
buildout of the Transit Center. (2016 Status: Hacienda Drive has been widened 
to two lanes northbound; in the southbound direction widening will be easily 
accomplished by a planned narrowing of the median if and when the second 
southbound lane is needed. The planned construction of the Scarlett Drive 
extension within three years will be as a four lane street.) 


As presented above, two of the DTC mitigation measures have been fully implemented: 
DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.11-2 (parking) and DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.11-3 


(cumulative traffic impacts). DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.11-1(external intersection 
impacts) and DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.11-4 (roadway segment impacts) have been 
partially implemented. As described below, none of these mitigation measures are 
applicable to the Proposed Project given the Proposed Project’s transportation impacts 
would be less than significant and its contribution to intersections found to be impacted 
under the DTC project would be negligible.  
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To adequately analyze the Proposed Project and ensure that no new or substantially more 
severe impacts would result, an analysis using the 2016 CEQA Guidelines Environmental 
Checklist has been completed, and follows below. This analysis also includes a review of 
the cumulative traffic impacts caused in the study area by the Proposed Project with the 
added assumption that BART service is extended to Livermore by 2025. 


2016 ANALYSIS 


The section below provides background information and presents the methodology for 
used for this traffic analysis, based on the “Final Traffic Impact Study Report for 
Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station Parking Garage Expansion” prepared by TJKM 
Transportation Consultants and dated November 7, 2016 and included as Appendix D 
(available upon request).  


Background 


This analysis of environmental impacts at intersections is based on the concept of Level of 
Service (LOS). LOS is a qualitative description of traffic flow based on factors such as 
speed, travel time, delay, and freedom to maneuver. Six levels of service are defined 
ranging from LOS A (free flow conditions) to LOS F (over capacity conditions). LOS E 
corresponds to operations at capacity. When volumes exceed capacity, stop-and-go 
conditions result and operations are designated as LOS F. The city of Dublin generally 
strives to maintain LOS D or better for peak hour intersection operations. 


The study intersections were analyzed using methodologies published in the Highway 
Capacity Manual (HCM).120 This source contains methodologies for various types of 
intersection control, all of which are related to a measurement of delay in average number 
of seconds per vehicle. 


Standards of Significance 


The following standards of significance have been used in this analysis to determine 
whether potentially significant impacts to traffic could result from the Proposed Project. 
The determination of significance for project impacts is based on applicable policies, 
regulations, goals and guidelines defined by the City of Dublin, City of Pleasanton, 
Alameda County Transportation Commission (ACTC), and Caltrans. 


The Proposed Project was evaluated by first examining the current LOS at study 
intersections (Existing) and the anticipated future LOS in 2025 without the Proposed 
Project (2025 without Project). Then, trips that would be generated by the Proposed 
Project were added to the Existing conditions and 2025 without Project conditions. The 


                                               
120 Transportation Research Board, 2000. 
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LOS that would result at study intersections with implementation of the Proposed Project 
(Existing with Project) and under future conditions with the Proposed Project (2025 with 
Project) was compared to Existing and 2025 without Project to determine the Proposed 
Project’s impact on LOS. 


The following criteria were used to identify significant off-site intersection impacts that 
would result from the Proposed Project under both Existing with Project and 2025 with 
Project scenarios. 


City of Dublin  


Impacts to City of Dublin intersections could be considered significant if the Proposed 
Project would result in any of the following: 


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


 If a signalized intersection is projected to operate within delay ranges associated 
with less-than-capacity conditions (i.e., LOS D or better with an average control 
delay of equal to or less than 55 seconds per vehicle) without the project and the 
project is expected to cause the facility to operate at a LOS E or F (unless within 
the boundaries of the Downtown Dublin Specific Plan area). 


 If the intersection is already operating at unacceptable levels (i.e., LOS E or LOS F) 
under no project conditions and the project adds 50 or more peak hour trips. 


A queuing impact would occur if: 


 Project traffic causes the 95th percentile queue in a left turn pocket to extend 
beyond the turn pocket by 25 feet or more (i.e., the length of one vehicle) into 
adjacent traffic lanes that move separately from the left turn lane. 


 If the 95th percentile queue already exceeds that turn pocket length under no 
project conditions and the project traffic lengthens the queue by 25 feet or more. 


 If the operations of an unsignalized study intersection is projected to decline with 
the addition of project traffic and if the installation of a traffic signal based on the 
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices Peak Hour Signal Warrant (Warrant 3) 
would be warranted. 


The City of Dublin provides the following guidance for intersections that meet the above 
criteria and have an impact:  
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 Capacity-enhancing measures that do not degrade other modes of travel will be 
considered, including upgrading or installing signal equipment, extending left-turn 
pocket storage, providing non-motorized facilities to reduce vehicular demand, 
enhancing capacity on a parallel route and/or enhancing transit access to a site. 


 The determination of a significant impact and the appropriate mitigation measure 
will consider the City’s Complete Streets policy. 


City of Pleasanton  


Impacts to City of Pleasanton intersections could be considered significant if the Proposed 
Project would result in any of the following: 


 For signalized intersections located in Pleasanton, an impact would be assessed if 
the addition of project traffic results in the deterioration of a signalized 
intersection from LOS D (or better) to LOS E or LOS F. Impacts were assessed based 
on the HCM 2000 method121. There are a few exceptions to the LOS standard which 
includes the city of Pleasanton Gateway intersections. Gateway intersections 
include all ramp terminal intersections on I-580. For the Gateway intersections, the 
LOS standard would only be below D when no reasonable mitigation exists or the 
necessary mitigation is contrary to other goals and policies of the City. 


 For signalized intersections located in Pleasanton, an impact would be assessed at 
an intersection projected to operate at LOS E or F prior to the addition of project 
traffic, if the project adds 10 or more trips. 


MTS Arterial and Freeway Segments 


ACTC sets LOS standards for the metropolitan transit system (MTS) roadways. The MTS 
roadway system in the vicinity of the Proposed Project includes I-580, I-680, Dublin 
Boulevard, Dougherty Road, Tassajara Road, Hopyard Road, and Santa Rita Road122. The 
LOS standard for Congestion Management Agency analysis of roadway segments is LOS 
E.123  


An impact would be considered significant if traffic generated by the Proposed Project 
would cause an MTS network segment to fall from an acceptable LOS E (roadway segment, 
freeway segment, or freeway ramp v/c ratio of 0.99 or less) in the Existing (no project) 
case to an unacceptable LOS F (v/c of 1.00 or more); or, if a segment is already operating 
at LOS F in the Existing case, the v/c ratio increases by more than 0.02 (for example, from 
1.03 to 1.06). 


Vehicle Miles Traveled 


                                               
121 Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2010 
122 Ibid. 
123 Ibid. 
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Pursuant to recent legislation (Senate Bill 743), the Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research has proposed amendments to the CEQA Guidelines which would replace the LOS-
based methodology and threshold of significance for traffic impacts with an alternative 
methodology and threshold based on reductions in Vehicle-Miles-Traveled (VMT). Since 
these proposed CEQA Guidelines amendments are not yet in effect, the LOS methodology 
is utilized in this analysis. However, because the Proposed Project would increase access 
to public transit, which would result in reduced auto commute miles by patrons, it would 
be expected to result in a less-than-significant traffic impact under the VMT-based 
threshold of significance if that threshold were in effect. By facilitating public transit via 
access to BART, the Proposed Project is expected to decrease daily vehicle miles travelled 
(VMT) by about 21000 miles per weekday124 


Discussion 


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


Less Than Significant.  


Effects of the Proposed Project on the study area roadway facilities were evaluated by 
determining the impacts that traffic from the Proposed Project would have on 
intersections in the vicinity of the site as well as on regional roadway and freeway 
segments.  


Twenty-two study intersections are analyzed in this document. The study intersections 
and the jurisdictions in which they are located are listed below: 


1. Dougherty Road and Scarlett Drive¹ (Signal) 


2. Dougherty Road and Dublin Boulevard¹(Signal) 


3. Dougherty Road and Westbound I-580 Ramps² (Signal) 


4. Hopyard Road and Eastbound I-580 Ramps² (Signal) 


5. Dublin Boulevard and Scarlett Drive¹ (Signal) 


6. Dublin Boulevard and Demarcus Boulevard¹ (Signal) 


7. Dublin Boulevard and Iron Horse Parkway¹ (Signal) 


8. Dublin Boulevard and Arnold Road¹ (Signal) 


                                               
124 TJKM and BART, 2016. 
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9. Arnold Road and Central Parkway¹ (Signal) 


10. Gleason Boulevard and Hacienda Drive¹ (Signal) 


11. Dublin Boulevard and Hacienda Drive¹ (Signal) 


12. Hacienda Drive and Martinelli Way/ Hacienda Crossings¹ (Signal) 


13. Hacienda Drive and Westbound I-580 Ramps² (Signal) 


14. Hacienda Drive and Eastbound I-580 Ramps² (Signal) 


15. Dublin Boulevard and Hibernia Drive¹ (Signal) 


16. Dublin Boulevard and Myrtle Drive/Toyota Drive¹ (Signal) 


17. Tassajara Road and Dublin Boulevard¹ (Signal) 


18. Tassajara Road and Westbound I-580 Off Ramp² (Signal) 


19. Santa Rita Road and Eastbound I-580 Off Ramp/Pimlico Drive² (Signal) 


20. Arnold Road and Martinelli Way¹ (Signal) 


21. Iron Horse Parkway and Martinelli Way¹ (Unsignalized) 


22. Hacienda Drive and Owens Drive2 (Signal)  


Notes: 
¹ Denotes city of Dublin Intersection 
2 Denotes city of Pleasanton Intersection 


Level of Service 


This analysis addresses the following four traffic scenarios: 


 Existing – Existing volumes obtained from traffic counts and the existing roadway 
system configuration.  


 Existing with Project – Existing volumes obtained from traffic counts plus traffic 
estimated for the Proposed Project. The roadway system is the same as the 
Existing scenario. 


 2025 without Project – This scenario is similar to the Existing but with the traffic 
estimates for approved and pending developments, and/or traffic increases due to 
regional growth. The scenario reflects likely conditions in 2025. Traffic forecasts 
for this scenario were developed using the city of Dublin Travel Demand Model. 


 2025 with Project – This scenario is identical to 2025 without Project, but with the 
addition of traffic estimated for the Proposed Project. 


The existing operations of the study intersections were evaluated for the one-hour period 
with the highest traffic volumes during the weekday morning and weekday evening peak 
periods, based on recently collected count data. The morning and evening peak hour 
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varies by intersection. Field verification of existing intersection lane configurations and 
traffic controls were also conducted and provide the basis for the LOS analysis for the 
Existing scenario. Under the existing conditions, all the intersections operate within the 
standards of the cities of Dublin and Pleasanton during the AM and PM peak hours except 
for the intersection of Dougherty Road and Dublin Boulevard (Int. #2) which operates at 
LOS E with a delay of 55.8 seconds in the PM peak hour. 


For MTS freeway and surface street segments, all the roadway segments operate at LOS E 
or better during the AM and PM peak hours except the roadway segment on Dublin 
Boulevard east of Tassajara Road with LOS F in the PM peak hour, and all the freeway 
segments operate at LOS E or better during the AM and PM peak hours. 


The traffic analysis of future year conditions employs the City of Dublin’s Travel Demand 
Model (CDTDM) forecasts and includes build-out of all currently approved but unbuilt 
projects in the area. This scenario corresponds to the approved 2025 land use for Dublin. 


Project Trip Generation 


In determining trip generation for the Proposed Project, the magnitude of traffic entering 
and exiting the site is estimated for the AM and PM traffic peak hours. In order to 
accurately estimate the unique trip generation characteristics of the proposed 
development, TJKM used data from the DTC EIR to generate the number of trips expected 
to come to the proposed Parking Structure Expansion. Based on the DTC trip generation, 
the Proposed Project is expected to generate a net of 292 trips (254 inbound and 38 
outbound) during the AM peak hour. A net of 232 trips (71 inbound and 161 outbound) 
are generated during the PM peak hour. Recent BART data on parking entries and exits at 
the Dublin/Pleasanton Station (June 2016) confirms that the trip rates in the DTC EIR are 
conservative compared to current parking trip rates. Table 21 shows the expected trip 
generation for the Proposed Project. 


Table 21 – Proposed Project Trip Generation 


Land Use 
Parking 
Spaces 


Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 


Rate Trips Rate 
In : 
Out % 


In 
Trips 


Out 
Trips 


Total 
Trips 


Rate 
In: 
Out % 


In 
Trips 


Out 
Trips 


Total 
Trips 


Parking 
Structure 


540 3.47 1,874 0.54 87:13 254 38 292 0.43 30:60 71 161 232 


Net New 
Trips 


    1,874     254 38 292     71 161 232 


 Source: Trip generation rates obtained from DTC EIR July 2001, Appendix 8.7 Traffic report, Table 3 on page 27 


As part of the Proposed Project trip distribution, an estimate was made of the directions 
to and from which the project trips would travel. In the project trip assignment, the 
project trips were assigned to specific streets and intersections. The directional 
distribution of site-generated traffic to and from the Proposed Project area was developed 
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based on the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station Home-origin survey.125 The peak hour 
trips generated by the proposed uses were assigned to the roadway system at each study 
location. 


LOS analysis for the study intersections and MTS segments found all LOS impacts are less 
than significant. Tables 22 and 23 show LOS at each study intersection under Existing and 
Existing with Project conditions and 2025 without Project and 2025 with Project 
conditions respectively. Detailed LOS analysis for MTS segments can be found in Appendix 
D. 


  


                                               
125 BART Station Profile Study, 2015 
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Table 22 – Existing and Existing with Project Intersection LOS 


# Study Intersections Control 
Peak 
Hour1 


Existing 
Conditions 


Existing with 
Project 


Conditions 


Change 
In 


Delay4 
(Sec) 


Delay2 LOS3 Delay2 LOS3 


1 
Dougherty Road / Scarlett 


Drive 
Signalized


AM 10.8 B 10.9 B 0.1 


PM 14.0 B 14.2 B 0.2 


2 
Dougherty Road / Dublin 


Boulevard 
Signalized


AM 35.9 D 36.0 D 0.1 


PM 55.8 E 57.5 E 1.7 


3 
Dougherty Road / Westbound 


I-580 Ramps 
Signalized


AM 12.0 B 12.0 B 0.0 


PM 11.2 B 11.2 B 0.0 


4 
Hopyard Road / Eastbound 


I-580 Ramps 
Signalized


AM 46.1 D 46.0 D -0.1 


PM 41.6 D 42.3 D 0.7 


5 
Dublin Boulevard / Scarlett 


Drive 
Signalized


AM 9.9 A 9.9 A 0.0 


PM 11.0 B 11.0 B 0.0 


6 
Dublin Boulevard / Demarcus 


Boulevard 
Signalized


AM 12.7 B 12.6 B -0.1 


PM 8.4 A 8.3 A -0.1 


7 
Dublin Boulevard / Iron Horse 


Parkway 
Signalized


AM 15.0 B 16.0 B 1.0 


PM 12.0 B 13.0 B 1.0 


8 
Dublin Boulevard / Arnold 


Road 
Signalized


AM 36.4 D 37.2 D 0.8 


PM 28.0 C 27.9 C -0.1 


9 
Arnold Road / Central 


Parkway 
Signalized


AM 6.7 A 6.8 A 0.1 


PM 8.9 A 8.9 A 0.0 


10 
Gleason Boulevard / Hacienda 


Drive 
Signalized


AM 15.5 B 15.6 B 0.1 


PM 10.0 A 10.0 A 0.0 
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# Study Intersections Control 
Peak 
Hour1 


Existing 
Conditions 


Existing with 
Project 


Conditions 


Change 
In 


Delay4 
(Sec) 


Delay2 LOS3 Delay2 LOS3 


11 
Dublin Boulevard / Hacienda 


Drive 
Signalized


AM 39.4 D 39.2 D -0.2 


PM 39.4 D 39.5 D 0.1 


12 
Hacienda Drive / Martinelli 
Way-Hacienda Crossings 


Signalized
AM 27.7 C 30.3 C 2.6 


PM 42.8 D 43.0 D 0.2 


13 
Hacienda Drive / Westbound 


I-580 Ramps 
Signalized


AM 5.5 A 5.6 A 0.1 


PM 4.6 A 4.7 A 0.1 


14 
Hacienda Drive / Eastbound 


I-580 Ramps 
Signalized


AM 8.8 A 8.8 A 0.0 


PM 9.4 A 9.5 A 0.1 


15 
Dublin Boulevard/ Hibernia 


Drive 
Signalized


AM 16.8 B 16.5 B -0.3 


PM 25.6 C 25.5 C -0.1 


16 
Dublin Boulevard / Myrtle 


Drive / Toyota Drive 
Signalized


AM 10.8 B 10.6 B -0.2 


PM 15.7 B 15.5 B -0.2 


17 Tassajara Road/ Dublin Blvd. Signalized
AM 34.5 C 35.0 C 0.5 


PM 40.6 D 40.9 D 0.3 


18 
Tassajara Road / Westbound 


I-580 Off Ramp 
Signalized


AM 6.9 A 7.0 A 0.1 


PM 8.3 A 8.3 A 0.0 


19 
Santa Rita Road / Eastbound 


I-580 Off Ramp-Pimlico Drive 
Signalized


AM 43.5 D 43.7 D 0.2 


PM 51.1 D 51.3 D 0.2 


20 Arnold Road / Martinelli Way Signalized
AM 32.4 C 49.3 D 16.9 


PM 23.5 C 23.9 C 0.4 
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# Study Intersections Control 
Peak 
Hour1 


Existing 
Conditions 


Existing with 
Project 


Conditions 


Change 
In 


Delay4 
(Sec) 


Delay2 LOS3 Delay2 LOS3 


21 
Iron Horse Parkway / 


Martinelli Way 
All-Way 


Stop 


AM 13.7 B 17.7 C 4.0 


PM 11.1 B 12.3 B 1.2 


22 Hacienda Drive / Owens Drive Signalized
AM 15.8 B 15.9 B 0.1 


PM 33.8 C 33.7 C -0.1 


1AM – morning peak hour, PM – evening peak hour 
2Delay – Whole intersection weighted average control delay expressed in seconds per vehicle for signalized and 
all-way stop controlled intersections.  
3LOS – Level of Service. LOS calculations conducted using the Synchro 9 level of service analysis software 
package, which applies the method described in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual. 
4Change in average delay between Existing and Existing with Project Conditions 


Bold text indicates intersection operates at a deficient level of service. 


 


Table 23 – 2025 without Project and 2025 with Project Intersection LOS 


# Study Intersections Control 
Peak 
Hour1 


2025 
Conditions 


Near–Term 
with Project 
Conditions 


Change 
In Delay 


(Sec)4 
Delay2 LOS3 Delay2 LOS3 


1 
Dougherty Road / 


Scarlett Drive 
Signalized 


AM 23.7 C 24.4 C 0.7 


PM 30.1 C 30.7 C 0.6 


2 
Dougherty Road / Dublin 


Boulevard 
Signalized 


AM 38.5 D 38.5 D 0.0 


PM 63.0 E 63.2 E 0.2 


3 
Dougherty Road / 


Westbound I-580 Ramps 
Signalized 


AM 14.8 B 14.8 B 0.0 


PM 14.4 B 14.4 B 0.0 


4 


Hopyard Road / 
Eastbound 


I-580 Ramps 


Signalized 


AM 53.1 D 53.1 D 0.0 


PM 52.8 D 52.8 D 0.0 
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# Study Intersections Control 
Peak 
Hour1 


2025 
Conditions 


Near–Term 
with Project 
Conditions 


Change 
In Delay 


(Sec)4 
Delay2 LOS3 Delay2 LOS3 


5 
Dublin Boulevard / 


Scarlett Drive 
Signalized 


AM 37.9 D 42.8 D 4.9 


PM 29.4 C 30.0 C 0.6 


6 
Dublin Boulevard / 


Demarcus Boulevard 
Signalized 


AM 14.3 B 14.1 B -0.2 


PM 10.8 B 11.0 B 0.2 


7 
Dublin Boulevard / Iron 


Horse Parkway 
Signalized 


AM 10.9 B 11.0 B 0.1 


PM 32.0 C 34.0 C 2.0 


8 
Dublin Boulevard / 


Arnold Road 
Signalized 


AM 38.2 D 38.8 D 0.6 


PM 45.3 D 45.6 D 0.3 


9 
Arnold Road / Central 


Parkway 
Signalized 


AM 14.9 B 15.1 B 0.2 


PM 14.5 B 14.5 B 0.0 


10 
Gleason Boulevard / 


Hacienda Drive 
Signalized 


AM 15.5 B 15.6 B 0.1 


PM 9.9 A 9.9 A 0.0 


11 
Dublin Boulevard / 


Hacienda Drive 
Signalized 


AM 36.2 D 35.7 D -0.5 


PM 40.2 D 41.1 D 0.9 


12 
Hacienda Drive / 


Martinelli Way-Hacienda 
Crossings 


Signalized 
AM 31.7 C 33.2 C 1.5 


PM 45.5 D 50.0 D 4.5 


13 


Hacienda Drive / 
Westbound 


I-580 Ramps 


Signalized 


AM 6.7 A 7.2 A 0.5 


PM 
10.3 B 10.7 B 0.4 


14 
Hacienda Drive / 


Eastbound 
Signalized 


AM 10.7 B 10.7 B 0.0 


PM 12.7 B 12.7 B 0.0 
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# Study Intersections Control 
Peak 
Hour1 


2025 
Conditions 


Near–Term 
with Project 
Conditions 


Change 
In Delay 


(Sec)4 
Delay2 LOS3 Delay2 LOS3 


I-580 Ramps 


15 
Dublin Boulevard/ 


Hibernia Drive 
Signalized 


AM 17.0 B 16.8 B -0.2 


PM 28.1 C 28.2 C 0.1 


16 
Dublin Boulevard / 


Myrtle Drive / Toyota 
Drive 


Signalized 
AM 10.5 B 10.3 B -0.2 


PM 20.1 C 20.1 C 0.0 


17 
Tassajara Road/ Dublin 


Blvd. 
Signalized 


AM 32.5 C 32.8 C 0.3 


PM 42.8 D 43.1 D 0.3 


18 


Tassajara Road / 
Westbound 


I-580 Off Ramp 


Signalized 


AM 6.7 A 6.7 A 0.0 


PM 11.4 B 11.4 B 0.0 


19 


Santa Rita Road / 
Eastbound 


I-580 Off Ramp-Pimlico 
Drive 


Signalized 


AM 46.9 D 47.1 D 0.2 


PM 
52.1 D 52.3 D 0.2 


20 
Arnold Road / Martinelli 


Way 
Signalized 


AM 32.9 C 35.0 D 2.1 


PM 47.9 D 49.1 D 1.2 


21 
Iron Horse Parkway / 


Martinelli Way 
All-Way 


Stop 


AM 18.8 C 25.6 D 6.8 


PM 14.1 B 17.1 C 3.0 


22 
Hacienda Drive / Owens 


Drive 
Signalized 


AM 18.6 B 18.8 B 0.2 


PM 47.7 D 47.6 D -0.1 


1AM – morning peak hour, PM – evening peak hour 
2Delay – Whole intersection weighted average control delay expressed in seconds per vehicle for signalized and 
all-way stop controlled intersections.  
3LOS – Level of Service. LOS calculations conducted using the Synchro 9 level of service analysis software 
package, which applies the method described in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual. 
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4Change in average delay between 2025 and 2025with Project Conditions 
Bold text indicates intersection operates at a deficient level of service. 


 
Based on the significance criteria discussed above and LOS intersection analysis, the 
Proposed Project is expected to have a less-than-significant impact at all study 
intersections and freeway segments. 


Analysis of Dublin BART Garage Expansion with Livermore BART Extension 


Environmental studies are currently being conducted for the proposed extension of BART 
service along the I-580 corridor to a new station near the Isabel Avenue interchange in 
Livermore. The impacts of the Proposed Project at study area intersections and roadway 
and freeway segments were analyzed with the assumption that the BART to Livermore 
extension would be in place by 2025. With the BART to Livermore extension in place, the 
distribution of the Proposed Project traffic changes since the new BART station would 
capture traffic from Livermore and the San Joaquin Valley. Also, the background traffic in 
the area changes as new patrons from the Dublin/Pleasanton area use spaces at the 
Dublin/Pleasanton Station vacated by BART riders who are now parking at the new 
Livermore station. The tables below show the results of the analyses. 


Table 24 – Livermore Extension without Project and Livermore Extension with Project 
Intersection LOS 


# Study Intersections Control 
Peak 
Hour1 


Livermore 
Extension 
Conditions 


Livermore 
Extension with 


Project 
Conditions 


Change 
In Delay 


(Sec)4 


Delay2 LOS3 Delay2 LOS3 


1 
Dougherty Road / 


Scarlett Drive 
Signalized 


AM 25.5 C 26.3 C 0.8 


PM 43.6 D 45.1 D 1.5 


2 
Dougherty Road / Dublin 


Boulevard 
Signalized 


AM 41 D 41.1 D 0.1 


PM 64.1 E 64.6 E 0.5 


3 
Dougherty Road / 


Westbound I-580 Ramps 
Signalized 


AM 13.0 B 13.1 B 0.1 


PM 14.7 B 14.7 B 0.0 


4 
Hopyard Road / 


Eastbound 
I-580 Ramps 


Signalized 
AM 53.5 D 53.5 D 0.0 


PM 50.0 D 50.3 D 0.3 


5 
Dublin Boulevard / 


Scarlett Drive 
Signalized 


AM 35.6 D 44.5 D 8.9 


PM 46.0 D 48.0 D 2.0 


6 
Dublin Boulevard / 


Demarcus Boulevard 
Signalized 


AM 14.5 B 13.8 B -0.7 


PM 31.1 C 31.0 C -0.1 


7 Dublin Boulevard / Iron Signalized AM 10.5 B 11.0 B 0.5 
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# Study Intersections Control 
Peak 
Hour1 


Livermore 
Extension 
Conditions 


Livermore 
Extension with 


Project 
Conditions 


Change 
In Delay 


(Sec)4 


Delay2 LOS3 Delay2 LOS3 


Horse Parkway PM 31.4 C 34.7 C 3.3 


8 
Dublin Boulevard / 


Arnold Road 
Signalized 


AM 43.5 D 44.6 D 1.1 


PM 46.8 D 47.3 D 0.5 


9 
Arnold Road / Central 


Parkway 
Signalized 


AM 18.8 B 19.0 B 0.2 


PM 14.5 B 14.6 B 0.1 


10 
Gleason Boulevard / 


Hacienda Drive 
Signalized 


AM 17.9 B 18.0 B 0.1 


PM 10.3 B 10.4 B 0.1 


11 
Dublin Boulevard / 


Hacienda Drive 
Signalized 


AM 33.9 C 33.9 C 0.0 


PM 43.2 D 44.5 D 1.3 


12 
Hacienda Drive / 


Martinelli Way-Hacienda 
Crossings 


Signalized 
AM 28.3 C 29.7 C 1.4 


PM 42.4 D 42.6 D 0.2 


13 
Hacienda Drive / 


Westbound 
I-580 Ramps 


Signalized 
AM 5.5 A 5.5 A 0.0 


PM 9.4 A 9.4 A 0.0 


14 
Hacienda Drive / 


Eastbound 
I-580 Ramps 


Signalized 
AM 11.4 B 11.4 B 0.0 


PM 8.3 A 8.4 A 0.1 


15 
Dublin Boulevard/ 


Hibernia Drive 
Signalized 


AM 17.2 B 17.1 B -0.1 


PM 29.1 C 29.4 C 0.3 


16 
Dublin Boulevard / 


Myrtle Drive / Toyota 
Drive 


Signalized 
AM 10.4 B 10.2 B -0.2 


PM 21.9 C 22.3 C 0.4 


17 
Tassajara Road/ Dublin 


Blvd. 
Signalized 


AM 32.5 C 33.0 C 0.5 


PM 43.8 D 44.3 D 0.5 


18 
Tassajara Road / 


Westbound 
I-580 Off Ramp 


Signalized 
AM 6.7 A 6.7 A 0.0 


PM 12.3 B 12.3 B 0.0 


19 


Santa Rita Road / 
Eastbound 


I-580 Off Ramp-Pimlico 
Drive 


Signalized 


AM 47.1 D 47.3 D 0.2 


PM 
50.4 D 50.5 D 0.1 


20 
Arnold Road / Martinelli 


Way 
Signalized 


AM 36.9 D 38.7 D 1.8 


PM 39.2 D 40.5 D 1.3 


21 
Iron Horse Parkway / 


Martinelli Way 
All-Way 


Stop 


AM 14.8 B 24.9 C 10.1 


PM 11.9 B 13.1 B 1.2 
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# Study Intersections Control 
Peak 
Hour1 


Livermore 
Extension 
Conditions 


Livermore 
Extension with 


Project 
Conditions 


Change 
In Delay 


(Sec)4 


Delay2 LOS3 Delay2 LOS3 


22 
Hacienda Drive / Owens 


Drive 
Signalized 


AM 18.1 B 18.3 B 0.2 


PM 37.8 D 37.9 D 0.1 


1AM – morning peak hour, PM – evening peak hour 
2Delay – Whole intersection weighted average control delay expressed in seconds per vehicle for signalized and 
all-way stop controlled intersections.  
3LOS – Level of Service. LOS calculations conducted using the Synchro 9 level of service analysis software 
package, which applies the method described in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual. 
4Change in average delay between Near-Term and Near-Term with Project Conditions 
Bold text indicates intersection operates at a deficient level of service. 
 


No significant impacts caused by traffic from the Proposed Project are forecasted to occur 
on study area streets and intersections when BART is extended to Livermore. 


Construction Traffic 


The construction of the Parking Structure Expansion will occur on the south side of the 
existing parking structure. Construction will occur over a 24-month period. Since the 
existing construction area is flat and level with the adjacent parking structure, no major 
grading efforts will be required. Temporary parking is planned to occur on the 
undeveloped site immediately east of the Parking Structure Expansion (DTC Site D-2); this 
general area will also be used to as a staging area for construction equipment, supplies, 
materials and possibly field offices.  


Construction traffic will occur between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m. on weekdays. There will be 20 to 
30 construction workers on site during peak construction periods with a maximum of 
about 90 daily trips. Truck traffic will be spread uniformly throughout the day and will 
consist of up to 24 truck trips per day during the two week periods of clearing and 
excavation and up to 18 truck trips per day for 120 days during concrete delivery. Trucks 
will arrive from one of the two nearest I-580 interchanges via Dublin Boulevard. Overall, 
construction traffic would have a lesser increase to traffic or congestion than the 
anticipated operational traffic of the Parking Structure Expansion. Therefore, construction 
traffic impacts are adequately captured in the preceding analysis and would be less than 
significant. 
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b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not 
limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards 
established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or 
highways? 


Less Than Significant. As noted above, implementation of the Proposed Project does not 
result in deterioration of traffic operating conditions, including the standard of LOS D for 
urban and suburban arterials including highways that serve as arterials. The Proposed 
Project therefore does not conflict with any standards and/or policies established by the 
County of Alameda’s Congestion Management Agency, and would result in a less-than-
significant impact based on the standards established by the Congestion Management 
Agency. 


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


No Impact. The Proposed Project does not include any elements that would generate or 
impede any air traffic patterns. Therefore, it would have no impact on air traffic patterns. 


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


Less Than Significant. Access to the Proposed Project site and Phase I parking structure 
would continue to be via two existing full access driveways – one on Iron Horse Parkway 
and one on Altamirano Avenue that serves the station area. Both driveways were designed 
to avoid any sharp curves and are consistent with the City of Dublin’s design standards, 
and minimum sight distance standards.  


Based on review of plans developed by BART for the Proposed Project, there would be a 
less-than-significant impact relative to increased hazards due to site design. 


e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 


Less Than Significant. Emergency access to the Proposed Project site would be via two 
existing full access driveways – one on Iron Horse Parkway and one on Altamirano Avenue, 
the I-580 frontage road that serves the station area. Either entrance would provide 
adequate access for emergency responders. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have a 
less-than-significant impact on emergency access. 


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


Less Than Significant. The Proposed Project would be accessed via two existing full 
access driveways. There would be no new conflicts with existing public transit, bicycle or 
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pedestrian facilities. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have a less-than-significant 
impact on alternative transportation. 


CONCLUSION 


The Dublin/Pleasanton BART station is located in an area that has experienced rapid 
growth in land use and traffic since the publication of the DTC EIR. However, the growth 
was consistent with earlier plans and the infrastructure also expanded to meet the 
increased demands. A comprehensive analysis to update all previous traffic studies, 
including new traffic counts at the original study locations plus additional locations, 
determined that there are no significant impacts related to the Proposed Project. The 
project-specific study included an analysis of 2025 cumulative conditions, also disclosing 
no significant transportation impacts. The same results were obtained under the 
assumption that the BART extension to Livermore is in place by 2025. The Proposed 
Project is consistent with the location, scale and design of the Parking Structure Expansion 
considered in the DTC EIR and the Proposed Project would not result in traffic and 
transportation impacts not previously identified nor change the level of traffic and 
transportation impacts in the vicinity of the project. As the preceding analysis 
demonstrates, implementation of the Proposed Project would have no additional impacts 
on traffic or transportation beyond those evaluated in the DTC EIR. Therefore, no 
additional mitigation measures are necessary.  
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XVII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Less Than 
Significant 


With 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 
(from DTC 


EIR) 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 


No 


Impact 


Would the project:     


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


    


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


   


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


   


DTC EIR FINDINGS 


The DTC EIR did not evaluate impacts to tribal cultural resources, as this topic was not 
included under CEQA at the time of the analysis. This topic was added to CEQA analysis 
through AB 52, which was enacted in 2014.  


Analysis of potential impacts to tribal cultural resources has been completed using the 
2016 CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist, as amended on September 29, 2016 
pursuant to AB 52, to confirm that no significant impacts would occur as a result of the 
Proposed Project. As the following analysis demonstrates, the Proposed Project has no 
potentially significant impacts to tribal cultural resources and mitigation is not required. 


2016 ANALYSIS 


Less Than Significant. The Proposed Project would not impact any resources listed or 
eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, as discussed under 
section V. Cultural Resources. Therefore, the project would not have any impact to tribal 
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cultural resources which are eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical 
Resources. Additionally, the Proposed Project does not have the potential to impact any 
resources that would be considered significant pursuant to PRC 5024.1.  


A search of the Sacred Lands file by the California Native American Heritage Commission 
was completed in 2013 as a part of the Dublin Crossing Specific Plan EIR analysis, and did 
not indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources in the Specific Plan area or 
vicinity. Additionally, California Native American tribes were contacted for consultation as 
a part of the Dublin Crossing Specific Plan EIR analysis, pursuant to Senate Bill 18, and no 
tribes or tribal representatives responded with requests for consultation. As discussed 
under the Project Description section of this Addendum, the Dublin Crossing Specific Plan 
area is adjacent to and in some locations overlaps the DTC project area. The analysis 
completed for the Dublin Crossing Specific Plan EIR combined with the developed nature 
of the project site and surrounding DTC development make it unlikely that tribal cultural 
resources exist on the project site or that the Proposed Project would result in a 
substantial adverse change to tribal cultural resources in the project vicinity. Therefore, 
impacts to tribal cultural resources would be less than significant. 


CONCLUSION 


Analysis of potential impacts to tribal cultural resources using the amended 2016 CEQA 
Guidelines Environmental Checklist has demonstrated implementation of the Proposed 
Project would not result in new impacts not previously identified in the DTC EIR. 
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XVIII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Less Than 
Significant 


With 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 
(from DTC 


EIR) 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 


No 


Impact 


Would the project:     


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


   


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


   


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


   


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


   


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


   


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


   


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


   


 


DTC EIR FINDINGS 


The DTC EIR evaluated potential impacts to utilities and determined that the DTC project, 
including the Phase II parking structure expansion, would have a less-than-significant 
impact to utilities after mitigation. The DTC EIR did not identify cumulative impacts to 
utilities. One impact was identified as significant before mitigation: Impact 4.12-8 (electric 
power) and DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.12-8 (electric power) was adopted. All other 
impacts were determined to be less than significant without mitigation.  


Impacts to the demand for electrical power are not included in the CEQA Guidelines 
Checklist and are not applicable to the Proposed Project given the Proposed Project’s 
demand for electrical power is less than significant. The Proposed Project would utilize 
energy efficient lighting. Energy use of other kinds for the Proposed Project would be 
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negligible as there is no heating or cooling involved. The Phase I project is currently 
receiving power and the additional wattage required by the Proposed Project would be 
insignificant. 


Analysis of the Proposed Project has been completed using the 2016 CEQA Guidelines 
Environmental Checklist to confirm that no new or substantially more severe impacts to 
utilities than those identified in the DTC EIR would occur as a result of the Proposed 
Project. As the following analysis demonstrates, the Proposed Project and related impacts 
are consistent with the parking structure expansion analyzed in the DTC EIR, and no new 
or substantially more severe impacts would result. Further, the Proposed Project would 
not result in any significant impacts so DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.12-8 (electric 
power) is not applicable to the Proposed Project.  


2016 ANALYSIS 


Less Than Significant. The Proposed Project would not create new sources of wastewater 
or expand upon any current sources of wastewater as it would not include any restrooms 
or other sanitary facilities. The project would not exceed wastewater treatment 
requirements of the RWQCB. No wastewater would be generated by the project; therefore, 
no wastewater treatment would be required. No new water or wastewater treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities would be required for the Proposed Project. 


New stormwater drainage facilities would not could be constructed as a part of the 
project, however if any facilities are temporarily removed or altered during project 
construction, they will be replaced in-kind at project completion. The project would not 
permanently increase the amount of impervious surface in the project area, and therefore 
would not result in increased stormwater runoff. Additionally, the Proposed Project would 
comply with all local, regional and State standards and regulations related to stormwater 
management (see Section VI. Hydrology). 


The Proposed Project would not place any new demands or increase existing demands on 
the water supply or sewer system because no water would be discharged into the sewer 
system and no water from the water supply would be used for the project.  


Debris and other materials from the removal of the existing parking lot and landscaping 
would be disposed of at an appropriate location designed or approved for receipt of 
construction and demolition waste. Facilities exist in the general vicinity of the Proposed 
Project, such as the Vasco Road Landfill in Livermore, operated by Republic Services, the 
Altamont Landfill in Livermore, operated by Waste Management Inc., and the Busch Road 
Materials Recovery Facility managed by Pleasanton Garbage Service. During operation, the 
project would not generate waste that would need to be disposed of at a landfill or solid 
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waste disposal site. Therefore, federal, State, and local statutes and regulations regarding 
solid waste would not apply to the Proposed Project. 


CONCLUSION 


Analysis of potential impacts to utilities using the 2016 CEQA Guidelines Environmental 
Checklist has demonstrated there are no changes in circumstances that would alter the 
impacts or level of impacts identified in the DTC EIR. There is no new information relating 
to this topic that would impact the DTC EIR analysis. The Proposed Project is consistent 
with the location, scale and design of the parking structure expansion considered in the 
DTC EIR, and the Proposed Project would not result in impacts to utilities not previously 
identified in the DTC EIR, or change the level of impact previously identified. As the 
preceding analysis demonstrates, implementation of the Proposed Project would have no 
additional impacts on this topic beyond those evaluated in the DTC EIR. 
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XIX. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Less Than 
Significant 


With 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 


No 


Impact 


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


    


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


    


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


    


 


Discussion 


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


Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The above analysis identifies 
potentially significant impacts to aesthetics; air quality; biological resources; cultural 
resources; hazards; hydrology and water quality; geology, soils and seismicity; noise; 
public services; and utilities, which could degrade the quality of the natural environment. 
However, each potential impact would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level through 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified within in each section. 


The Proposed Project site is currently in use as a surface parking lot and undeveloped 
land, surrounded by recent development (less than 50 years in age) and undeveloped 
land; thus, the Proposed Project would not eliminate important examples of major periods 
of California history or prehistory. 
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b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.) 


Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. Cumulatively, the Proposed Project 
combined with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would 
result in a physical change to the project site (Site P/SP of the Dublin Transit Center), 
adding more parking spaces to improve access to BART. Potentially significant impacts 
were identified for air quality, biology, cultural, geology and soils, hazards, and hydrology 
and water quality. However, with the mitigation measures identified in this Addendum, no 
significant cumulative impacts would result from the Proposed Project. The project 
analysis for each topic area included considers the cumulative effect of the Proposed 
Project. 


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


Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. The Proposed Project would be 
generally consistent with State and federal requirements, as described in the preceding 
sections. Potentially significant impacts that could cause impacts to human beings were 
identified for aesthetics, air quality, cultural, geology and soils, hazards, and hydrology 
and water quality. However, with the mitigation measures identified in this Addendum, no 
significant impacts would result from the Proposed Project.  


Mitigation Measures Included In This Addendum  


The following mitigation measures as described above have been incorporated into the 
Proposed Project to reduce environmental effects identified in this Addendum 


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.1-2 (light and glare) 


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 (construction air quality impacts) 


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 (Congdon’s spikeweed) 


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 (California red-legged frogs) 


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 (burrowing owl) 


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 (historical, archeological, unique paleontological, and 
Native American resources) 


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-1 (seismic hazard)  
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DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-2 (expansive soils)  


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 (hazardous materials) 


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 (Stormwater runoff),  


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-2 (Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)) 


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-3 (soil erosion).  
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 21st Floor 
Oakland CA 94612 
 
Ryan Greene-Roesel, Project Manager 
Donald Dean, Environmental Coordinator 
 
Urban Planning Partners, Inc., Prime Consultant 
505 17th Street, 2nd Floor 
Oakland CA 94612 
 
Lynette Dias, AICP, Principal-in-Charge 
Brianna Ceglia Bohonok, AICP, Project Manager 
Annelise Dohrer, Assistant Planner 
 


Additional Project Consultants 


Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Air Quality, Noise, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
and Hydrology and Water Quality 


BASELINE Environmental Consulting 
5900 Hollis St., Suite D 
Emeryville, CA 94608 
Bruce Abelli-Amen, Principal, Senior Hydrologist 
Monika Krupa, Environmental Scientist II 
Cem Atabek, Environmental Engineer 
Patrick Sutton, Environmental Engineer 
Todd Taylor, Environmental Associate 
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Biological Resources 


Environmental Science Associates 
1425 N McDowell Blvd, Suite 200 
Petaluma, CA 94954 
Brian Pittman, CWB, Senior Wildlife Biologist and Wildlife Program Manager 
 
Traffic and Transportation 


TJKM 
4305 Hacienda Drive, Suite 550 
Pleasanton, CA 94588 
Chris Kinzel, P.E., Vice President 
Lawrence Liao, Director of Travel Demand Modeling 
  







DECEMBER 2016 DUBLIN/PLEASANTON BART GARAGE EXPANSION  
ADDENDUM  


172 
 


REFERENCES 


Alameda County Community Development Agency (CDA), 2012. Livermore Municipal 
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. Available online at: 
https://www.acgov.org/cda/planning/generalplans/documents/LVK_ALUCP_08201
2_FULL.pdf. Accessed August 17.  


Alameda County Transportation Commission (ACTCACTC), 2015. Alameda County 
Congestion Management Plan. 


Baker, Suzanne and Laurence Shoup, 1989. Technical Report: Cultural Resources BART 
Dublin/Pleasantan Extension Project. On file, Northwest Information Center (NWIC), 
Sonoma State University.  


Barry, and Shaffer, 1994. The status of the California tiger salamander (Ambystoma 
californiense) at Lagunita: A 50-year update. Journal of Herpetology, 28(2),159-
164. 


Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), 1999. BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines; 
Assessing the Air Quality Impacts of Project and Plans. December.  


Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), 2009. Revised Draft Options and 
Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of 
Significance.  


Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), 2010. Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan. 
September 15. 


Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), 2011a. California Environmental 
Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines. May. 


Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), 2011b. Highway Screening Analysis 
Tool. 6-foot elevation reference. April 29. 


Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), 2012a. California Environmental 
Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines. May. 


Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), 2012b. Recommended Methods for 
Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Hazards. May.  


Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), 2012c. Stationary Source Screening 
Analysis Tool. May 30. 







DECEMBER 2016 DUBLIN/PLEASANTON BART GARAGE EXPANSION  
ADDENDUM  


173 
 


Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART), 2002. Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station Access Plan. August. 


Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART), 2015. System Facts. Available online at: 
http://www.bart.gov/about/history/facts. Accessed 2015.  


California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE), 2008. Alameda County, 
Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones in LRA. September 03. Available online at: 
http://frap.fire.ca.gov/webdata/maps/alameda/fhszl_map.1.pdf. Accessed August 
17. 


California Department of Education, 2016. California School Directory. Available online at: 
http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/sd/, Accessed August 17. 


California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), 2016. California Natural Diversity 
Database for the Dublin 7.5 minute USGS topographic quadrangle, Commercial 
Version, accessed August. 


California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), 1998. Technical Noise Supplement: A 
Technical Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol. 


California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), 2014. California Scenic Highway 
Mapping System. 


California Geologic Survey (CGS), 1982. Special Studies Zone Map, Dublin Quadrangle, 
Revised Official Map, January 1. 


California Geologic Survey (CGS), 2008a. Ground Motion Interpolator (2008). Available 
online at: http://www.quake.ca.gov/gmaps/PSHA/psha_interpolator.html. 
Accessed August 18. 


California Geologic Survey (CGS), 2008b. Seismic Hazard Zones Map, Dublin Quadrangle. 
Accessed August 27. 


California Green Building Standards Code, 2013. Section 5.106.4.1.2. Available online at: 
http://www.documents.dgs.ca.gov/bsc/CALGreen/2013-California-Green-Building-
Standards-Code.PDF. Accessed September 22.  


Charles M. Salter Associates, 1998. Acoustics – Architecture, Engineering, the 
Environment. William Stout Publishers. 


City of Dublin, 1985. City of Dublin General Plan. Adopted February 11. Amended October 
6, 2015. 


City of Dublin, 1994. Eastern Dublin Specific Plan. January 7. Updated October 7, 2014. 







DECEMBER 2016 DUBLIN/PLEASANTON BART GARAGE EXPANSION  
ADDENDUM  


174 
 


City of Dublin, 2001. Dublin Transit Center Draft Environmental Impact Report. 


City of Dublin, 2002. Dublin Transit Center Final Environmental Impact Report. 


City of Dublin, 2010. Climate Action Plan. November. 


City of Dublin, 2013. Climate Action Plan Update. July. 


City of Dublin, 2013a. Dublin Crossing Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report. 


City of Dublin, 2015. City of Dublin General Plan. Chapter 9 Environmental Resources 
Management Noise Element. 


City of Dublin, 2016. Commercial and Residential Project List. March. 


City of Pleasanton, 2009. Pleasanton General Plan 2005–2025. Chapter 11 Noise Element. 
Adopted July 21. Last amended January 6, 2015. 


County of Alameda, 2014. General Plan – Safety Element. Figure S-6. Updated February 4. 


Dean, Don, 2016a. “Re: D/P BART Temporary Parking Lot.” Email to Brianna Ceglia 
Bohonok. August 12, 2016. 


Dean, Don, 2016b. “Re: D/P BART Garage – Monday Call Follow-up.” Email to Brianna 
Ceglia Bohonok. August 19, 2016. 


Dean, Don, 2016c. “Re: D/P BART Garage Expansion- Noise Question due 11/12.” Email to 
Brianna Ceglia Bohonok. December 6, 2016. 


Department of Toxics Substances Control (DTSC), 2001. Information Advisory, Clean 
Imported Fill Material. October. Available online at: 
https://www.dtsc.ca.gov/Schools/upload/SMP_FS_Cleanfill-Schools.pdf. Accessed 
August 17. 


Department of Toxics Substances Control (DTSC), 2016a. Envirostor Database. Available 
online at: http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/. Accessed October 27. 


Department of Toxics Substances Control (DTSC), 2016. Envirostor Website for Parks Air 
Force Base. Available online at: 
http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/profile_report.asp?global_id=80000158. 
Accessed August 17.  


Dublin City Council, 2005. Dublin City Council Staff Report, Ordinance and Resolution, 
October 18. 







DECEMBER 2016 DUBLIN/PLEASANTON BART GARAGE EXPANSION  
ADDENDUM  


175 
 


ECORP Consulting, 2012. Supplemental Cultural Resources Assessment for the Dublin 
Crossing Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report Alameda County, California. 
April. 


ENGEO, 2013. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, The Green – General Plan 
Amendment Study, APNs 986-033-004, 986-033-005-2, and 986-033-006, Dublin, 
California. August 2. Available online at: 
http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/regulators/deliverable_documents/1530058
145/PHASE1_R_2013-08-02.pdf. Accessed August 16. 


Environmental Science Associates (ESA), 2016. Survey by Brian Pittman, Senior Wildlife 
Biologist and Wildlife Program Manager. 


Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), 2009a. Flood Insurance Rate Map, 
Alameda County, California and Incorporated Areas, Map Number 06001C0309G. 
Effective Date August 3. 


Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), 2009b. Flood Insurance Rate Map, 
Alameda County, California and Incorporated Areas, Map Number 06001C0328G. 
Effective Date August 3. 


Federal Transit Administration (FTA), 2006. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment (FTA-VA-90-1003-06). 


Ground Zero, 2014. Additional Subsurface Investigation Report, The Green, 5411 
Martinelli Way, Dublin, CA. August 18. Available online at: 
http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/esi/uploads/geo_report/9734000504/T100
00005547.PDF. Accessed August 16. 


Harding ESE, 2001. Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation and Fault Hazard Evaluation, 
Oracle Dublin Campus, Dublin, California. January 31. 


Harris Miller Miller & Hanson Inc., 2003. Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment for the 
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) Warm Springs Extension 
Project. Table 12. 


Hetzel, Fred. “Re: Question Regarding Parking Garage Project in Dublin.” Email to Monika 
Krupa. August 18, 2016. 


Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2010. 







DECEMBER 2016 DUBLIN/PLEASANTON BART GARAGE EXPANSION  
ADDENDUM  


176 
 


Holman, Miley P. and Holman Associates. 2000. Archival Research and Field Inspection of 
the Proposed Dublin Transit Center EIR Project Area, Dublin, Alameda County, 
California. 


Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 2013. Climate Change 2013; The Physical 
Science Basis; Working Group I Contribution to the Fifth Assessment Report of the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. 


Jennings and Hayes, 1994. Amphibian and Reptile Species of Special Concern in California. 
Final Report submitted to the California Department of Fish and Game, Inland 
Fisheries Division, Rancho Cordova, California. 


Jerry Haag, Urban Planner, 2002. Environmental Impact Report, Dublin Transit Center, 
September. 


National Pesticide Information Center, 2009. Diazinon General Fact Sheet. March. 


Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), 2015. Air Toxics Hot Spots 
Program Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments. February. 


Richter, C.F., 1958. Elementary Seismology. W.H. Freeman, San Francisco. 


Roop, William and Katherine Flynn, 1981. Cultural Resources Literature Search and Field 
Reconnaissance of Camp Parks, Alameda and Contra Costa Counties, California. 
On file, North West Information Center (NWIC). 


San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), 2016. Environmental 
Screening Levels. February. Available online at: 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/water_issues/programs/esl.shtml. 
Accessed August 17. 


Shuford, W. D., and Gardali, T. 2008, editors, California Bird Species of Special Concern: A 
Ranked Assessment of Species, Subspecies, and Distinct Populations of Birds of 
Immediate Conservation Concern in California, Studies of Western Birds 1, Western 
Field Ornithologists, Camarillo, California, and California Department of Fish and 
Game, Sacramento. 


Sowers, J.M., 2003. Creek and Watershed Map of the Pleasanton and Dublin Area. 
Available online at: http://explore.museumca.org/creeks/GIS/index.html. 
Accessed August 2. 


State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board), 2012. Final 2012 California 
Integrated Report (Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list/305(b) Report. Available 







DECEMBER 2016 DUBLIN/PLEASANTON BART GARAGE EXPANSION  
ADDENDUM  


177 
 


online at: 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/tmdl/integrated2012.sht
ml?wbid=CAB2031201019981217171707. Accessed August 12. 


State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board), 2016. GeoTracker Database. 
Available online at: http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/. Accessed October 27. 


Strata Environmental, 2007. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Emerald Place, 
Hacienda Drive and Martinelli Way, Dublin, California, 94568. February. Available 
online at: 
http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/regulators/deliverable_documents/1413955
509/PHASE1_R_2007-02-22.pdf. Accessed August 16. 


Treadwell & Rollo, 2000. Hazardous Materials Assessment, Dublin Transit Center, Dublin, 
California. December 11. 


TJKM and Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART), 2016. Email communication between Lawrence 
Liao (Director of Travel Demand Modeling at TJKM), Ryan Greene-Roesel (Principal 
Planner at BART), and Brianna Ceglia Bohonok (Urban Planning Partners, Inc.) 
regarding project net reductions in vehicle miles traveled. October 31.  


United States Department of Transportation (DOT), 2006. FHWA Highway Construction 
Noise Handbook. August. 


United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 2016. The SW-846 Compendium. 
Last updated July 5. Available online at: https://www.epa.gov/hw-sw846/sw-846-
compendium. Accessed August 17. 


United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), 2002. Final Recovery Plan for the 
California Red-legged Frog (Rana aurora draytonii). Region 1, Portland, OR. viii + 
173 pp, 2002. 


United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), 2016. Endangered Species List for the 
Dublin 7.5 minute USGS topographic quadrangle, accessed August. 


United States Geologic Survey (USGS), 2012. Topographic Map, Dublin Quadrangle, 7.5-
minute map. 


United States Geologic Survey (USGS), 2014. Fault Sources (interactive map). Available 
online at: http://earthquake.usgs.gov/hazards/qfaults/map/#hazfaults2014. 
Accessed August 18. 







DECEMBER 2016 DUBLIN/PLEASANTON BART GARAGE EXPANSION  
ADDENDUM  


178 
 


United States Geologic Survey (USGS), 2015. Topographic Map, Dublin Quadrangle, 7.5-
minute map. 


United States Geologic Survey (USGS) and California Geological Survey (CGS), 2015. 
UCERF3: A New Earthquake Forecast for California’s Complex Fault System, USGS 
Fact Sheet 2015-3009. March. 


Zeiner, D.C., W.F. Laudenslayer, Jr., K.E. Mayer, and M. White, eds. 1990. California’s 
Wildlife. Vol. II. Birds. California Department of Fish and Game, Sacramento. 732 
pp. 


  







DECEMBER 2016 DUBLIN/PLEASANTON BART GARAGE EXPANSION  
ADDENDUM  


179 
 


APPENDIX A: DTC EIR MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
(EXCERPTS) 


  







1 


MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 


This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) was formulated based on the 
findings of the Addendum to the Dublin Transit Center EIR (DTC EIR) prepared by San 
Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) for the Dublin/Pleasanton BART Garage Expansion 
Project in the City of Dublin. This MMRP complies with Section 15097 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, which requires that the Lead Agency “adopt a program for monitoring or 
reporting on the revisions which it has required in the project and the measures it has 
imposed to mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects.” The MMRP lists mitigation 
measures adopted under the DTC EIR and recommended in the Addendum and identifies 
mitigation monitoring requirements.  


The MMRP table below presents the mitigation measures identified in the 
Dublin/Pleasanton BART Garage Expansion Project Addendum as necessary to mitigate 
potentially significant impacts. Each mitigation measure is numbered according to the 
original numbering used in the DTC EIR, which has also been carried forward in the 
Addendum. Mitigation measures are ordered by topic area, and within each topic area are 
organized numerically.  


The first column of the MMRP table identifies the potential environmental impact, and the 
second column provides the Mitigation Measure. The third column identifies 
implementation responsibility and timing (schedule). The fourth column provides a place 
to record compliance with monitor dates and initials.  
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Potential  


Environmental 


Impacts (DTC EIR) 


Mitigation Measures / Standard Conditions 


of Approval (SCA) 


Mitigation Implementation/ 


Monitoring: 


Date 


Completed/Signature 


Schedule Responsibility 


Aesthetics 


Impact 4.1-5 (light 
and glare): 
Implementation of 
the proposed 
project would 
generate new 
sources of light and 
glare within the 
Transit Center 
project from office 
building[s] and 
parking structure 
lighting that could 
potentially intrude 
into adjacent 
residential units 
presenting a 
possible nuisance 
problem. 


Mitigation Measure 4.1-2 (light and glare): As a 
condition of Site Development Review for 
individual projects, the City of Dublin shall 
require submittal of lighting plans for all non-
residential projects along Iron Horse Parkway 
to ensure that all exterior lighting fixtures will 
either be oriented downward or equipped with 
cut-off lenses to ensure that no spill-over of 
unwanted light onto adjacent residential areas 
shall occur. 


Prior to 
Construction 


BART  


Air Quality 


Impact 4.2-1 
(construction 
impacts) The effects 
of project 
construction 
activities would be 
increased dustfall 
and locally elevated 
levels of PM10 
downwind of 


Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 (construction 
impacts): The following measures are 
recommended, based on BAAQMD standards, 
to reduce construction impacts to a level that 
is less-than-significant. The following 
construction practices should be required 
during all phases of construction on the 


During all 
construction 
activities 


BART 
 
Construction 
Contractor 
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Potential  


Environmental 


Impacts (DTC EIR) 


Mitigation Measures / Standard Conditions 


of Approval (SCA) 


Mitigation Implementation/ 


Monitoring: 


Date 


Completed/Signature 


Schedule Responsibility 


construction 
activity. 
Construction dust 
has the potential 
for creating a 
nuisance at nearby 
properties. 


project site: 


 Water all active construction areas 
as needed; 


 Watering or covering of stockpiles 
of debris, soil, sand, or other 
materials that can be blown by the 
wind; 


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


 Pave, apply water three times daily, 
or apply (non-toxic) soil stablizers 
on all unpaved access roads, 
parking areas and staging areas at 
construction sites; 


 Sweep daily (preferably with water 
sweepers) all paved access roads, 
parking areas and staging areas at 
construction sites; 


 Sweep streets daily (preferably with 
water sweepers) if visible soil 
material is carried onto adjacent 
pubic streets; 


 Hydroseed or apply non-toxic soil 
stablizers to inactivate construction 
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Potential  


Environmental 


Impacts (DTC EIR) 


Mitigation Measures / Standard Conditions 


of Approval (SCA) 


Mitigation Implementation/ 


Monitoring: 


Date 


Completed/Signature 


Schedule Responsibility 


areas; 


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


 Limit traffic speeds on unpaved 
roads to 15 mph; 


 Install sandbags or other erosion 
control measures to prevent silt 
runoff to public roadways; 


 Replant vegetation in disturbed 
areas as quickly as possible 


Biological Resources 


Impact 4.3-1 
(Congdon’s 
spikeweed): Loss of 
a population of 
Congdon’s 
spikeweed (CNPS 
List 1B) and 
potential loss of 
populations of four 
other special-status 
species. 


Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 (Congdon’s 
spikeweed): The following mitigation measures 
would mitigate the loss of a population of 
Congdon’s spikeweed (CNPS List 1B) and 
potential loss of four other special-status plant 
species and their habitat. 


a) If avoidance of Congdon’s 
spikeweed is not feasible, a long-
term off-site mitigation program 
should be created. The program 
should include identification of 
appropriate area(s), including 


Prior to and during 
construction 


BART 
 
Construction 
Contractor 
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Potential  


Environmental 


Impacts (DTC EIR) 


Mitigation Measures / Standard Conditions 


of Approval (SCA) 


Mitigation Implementation/ 


Monitoring: 


Date 


Completed/Signature 


Schedule Responsibility 


shallow bowls or depressions 
designed with an appropriate 
hydrological regime for Congdon’s 
spikeweed to be sown with seed 
collected from the Dublin Transit 
Center site. Seed for Congdon’s 
spikeweed should be collected from 
the Transit Center site prior to 
initiation of construction activities. 


b) The details of the off-site mitigation 
program should be developed in 
conjunction with the Mitigation 
Monitoring Plan for this EIR. The 
plan will be submitted to the City of 
Dublin for their approval prior to 
the first entitlement for the first 
specific development project within 
the Transit Center 


c) If other special-status species are 
found on the site, the Mitigation 
and Monitoring Plan should include 
measures to avoid, preserve or 
mitigate for these plants. Measures 
to protect and preserve the plant 
populations may include collection 
of seeds during the appropriate 
development stage of the plant, 
descriptions of sowing techniques 
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Potential  


Environmental 


Impacts (DTC EIR) 


Mitigation Measures / Standard Conditions 


of Approval (SCA) 


Mitigation Implementation/ 


Monitoring: 


Date 


Completed/Signature 


Schedule Responsibility 


appropriate to the life cycle of the 
plant, development of a 
maintenance and monitoring plan 
(i.e., provide the environmental 
conditions necessary for the 
survival of the new population 
including periodic disturbance if 
necessary), identification of funding 
resources to provide for the 
implementation of the plan, and 
management and maintenance of 
the mitigation area.  


Impact 4.3-2 
(California red-
legged frogs): The 
development of the 
proposed project 
could adversely 
affect California 
red-legged frogs 
and/or their 
habitat. 


Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 (California red-legged 
frogs): The following steps shall be taken to 
reduce impacts to California red-legged frogs 
to a less-than-significant level. 


a) In order to determine if red-legged 
frogs occur on or adjacent to the 
Transit Center project area, a 
preconstruction survey for red-
legged frogs shall be conducted 
prior to initiation of construction 
activities on adjacent development 
sites (Sites A and F). The survey will 
include all drainage channels and 
potential hydration, foraging, or 
cover habitat on or immediately 


Prior to 
construction 


BART  
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Potential  


Environmental 


Impacts (DTC EIR) 


Mitigation Measures / Standard Conditions 


of Approval (SCA) 


Mitigation Implementation/ 


Monitoring: 


Date 


Completed/Signature 


Schedule Responsibility 


adjacent to the Transit Center (e.g., 
pool in the northwest corner of Site 
A drainage channel along Iron 
Horse Trail, and flood control 
channel along northern boundary of 
Site F.) The survey will be 
conducted according to current 
USFWS survey protocols by a 
qualified biologist. Results of the 
survey will be reported to the City 
of Dublin. 


b) If red-legged frogs are found on or 
adjacent to the Transit Center 
project area, the project proponent 
will consult with the USFWS to 
determine a) the appropriate course 
of action to avoid or mitigate 
impacts to red-legged frogs and 
their habitat, and b) any necessary 
permits that must be obtained. All 
mitigation measures and permits 
will be obtained prior to initiation 
of construction activities. 


Impact 4.3-3 
(burrowing owl): 
The proposed 
project could result 
in the loss of 
potential nesting 


Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 (burrowing owl): The 
following measures will reduce potential 
impacts to burrowing owls to a less-than-
significant level. 


Prior to and during 
construction 


BART 
 
Construction 
Contractor 
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Potential  


Environmental 


Impacts (DTC EIR) 


Mitigation Measures / Standard Conditions 


of Approval (SCA) 


Mitigation Implementation/ 


Monitoring: 


Date 


Completed/Signature 


Schedule Responsibility 


and associated 
foraging habitat for 
burrowing owls in 
the project vicinity. 


a) No more than 30 days prior to 
initiation of grading or construction 
activities, a qualified biologist will 
conduct a protocol-level, 
preconstruction survey for 
burrowing owls. Surveys should be 
conducted during the periods of 
one hour before to two hours after 
sunrise and/or two hours before to 
one hour after sunset. Surveys 
should be conducted without 
regard to season, as the site 
provides both potential breeding 
and wintering habitat for burrowing 
owls. Preconstruction surveys 
should be conducted for each 
phase or parcel to be developed. If 
more than 30 days passes between 
the completion of the survey and 
the initiation of grading or 
construction activities, the 
preconstruction survey should be 
conducted again. 


b) If burrowing owls are found on a 
development site within the Transit 
Center, the project proponent will 
notify the City of Dublin. A qualified 
biologist will establish an exclusion 
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Potential  


Environmental 


Impacts (DTC EIR) 


Mitigation Measures / Standard Conditions 


of Approval (SCA) 


Mitigation Implementation/ 


Monitoring: 


Date 


Completed/Signature 


Schedule Responsibility 


zone around each occupied burrow 
in which no construction-related 
activity will occur until the burrows 
are confirmed to be unoccupied. 
The exclusion zone will be 160 feet 
(50 meters) in diameter during the 
non-breeding season (February 1 
through August 31). The 
appropriate avoidance (if during the 
breeding season) or passive (if 
outside the breeding season) 
relocation methods in accordance 
with established policies [shall be 
followed], following consultation 
with the City of Dublin. 


Cultural Resources 


Impact 4.4-1 
(historical, 
archeological and 
Native American 
Resources): 
Although no 
significant 
historical, 
archeological or 
Native American 
artifacts were 
encountered within 
the project area,  
construction of the 


Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 (historical, 
archeological, unique paleontological and 
Native American resources): If, during 
construction of individual development 
projects within the Transit Center, 
archeological, unique paleontological, discrete 
historical or Native American artifacts are 
encountered, work on the project shall cease 
until compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5 is demonstrated. Project work may be 
resumed in compliance with any applicable 


During construction Construction 
Contractor 
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Potential  


Environmental 


Impacts (DTC EIR) 


Mitigation Measures / Standard Conditions 


of Approval (SCA) 


Mitigation Implementation/ 


Monitoring: 


Date 


Completed/Signature 


Schedule Responsibility 


proposed Transit 
Center could 
disturb unidentified 
and unrecorded 
historical artifacts, 
including but not 
limited to artifacts 
remaining from 
previous military 
uses on the site, as 
well as 
archeological 
and/or Native 
American 
resources. 


resource protection plan. If human remains are 
encountered, the County Coroner shall be 
contacted immediately. 


Geology and Soils 


Impact 4.5-2 
(seismic hazards): 
During a major 
earthquake 
on a segment of 
one of the nearby 
faults, moderate to 
strong ground 
shaking can be 
expected to occur 
at the project site. 
Strong shaking 
during an 
earthquake could 
result in ground 
failure such as that 
associated with 
soil liquefaction and 


Mitigation Measure 4.5-1 (seismic hazard): Site 
specific geotechnical investigations shall be 
required for each individual development 
proposed within the Transit Center project 
area. Design and construction of structures 
shall be in accordance with the seismic design 
requirements of the Uniform Building Code 
(UBC), which includes construction standards 
near fault factors. The site-specific 
geotechnical investigation should further 
investigate the presence of potentially 
liquefiable material at the site. Conventional 
design and engineering techniques should be 
able to mitigate for minor settlements.  


Prior to 
construction 


BART 
 
Construction 
Contractor 
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Potential  


Environmental 


Impacts (DTC EIR) 


Mitigation Measures / Standard Conditions 


of Approval (SCA) 


Mitigation Implementation/ 


Monitoring: 


Date 


Completed/Signature 


Schedule Responsibility 


differential 
compaction. 
 


Impact 4.5-3  
(expansive soils): 
The presence of 
moderately to 
highly plastic clay 
occurring near 
surface soils in the 
project area exhibit 
a moderate to high 
expansion 
potential. The 
potential for 
shrink-swell of 
expansive soils can 
result in damage to 
buildings with 
improperly 
designed 
foundations. 


Mitigation Measure 4.5-2 (expansive soils): For 
each building, as well as public streets and 
other pavement areas constructed in the 
project area, the required site specific 
geotechnical investigation shall address 
expansive soils and provide appropriate 
engineering and construction techniques to 
reduce potential damage to buildings and 
pavement surfaces.  


Prior to and during 
construction 


BART 
 
Construction 
Contractor 


 


Hazards  


Impact 4.6-1 
(hazardous 
materials): 
Individual project 
site-specific 
hazardous material 
investigations may 
locate hazardous 
material or polluted 
groundwater 
resulting from past 


Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 (hazardous 
materials): Phase I and, if required, Phase II 
level environmental investigations shall be 
performed for each individual development 
project within the proposed Transit Center 
prior to any grading or construction activity. 
Individual developers shall be responsible for 
performing any necessary cleanup, as 


Prior to 
construction 


BART 
 
Applicable 
regulatory agency 
within jurisdiction 
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Potential  


Environmental 


Impacts (DTC EIR) 


Mitigation Measures / Standard Conditions 


of Approval (SCA) 


Mitigation Implementation/ 


Monitoring: 


Date 


Completed/Signature 


Schedule Responsibility 


military uses. recommended in the environmental 
investigations and as required by regulatory 
authorities. 


Hydrology and Water Quality 


Impact 4.7-1 
(increased 
stormwater runoff): 
Development 
of the Transit 
Center would 
introduce new 
impervious surfaces 
(primarily buildings, 
driveways, parking 
structures, roads 
and 
hardscape 
elements) onto the 
now vacant 
portions of the site, 
increasing 
stormwater 
runoff. 


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 (increased 
stormwater runoff): Development projects 
within the proposed Transit Center are subject 
to the City of Dublin's NPDES general 
construction permit from the State Water 
Resources Control Board. The terms of this 
permit require that project development not 
cause any increase of sedimentation, turbidity, 
or hazardous materials concentrations within 
downstream receiving waters. It is expected 
that implementation of the erosion control 
plan outlined below under Mitigation Measure 
4.7-2 would satisfy all NPDES erosion and 
sedimentation requirements, but additional 
provisions are needed for the proper handling 
and disposal of fuels and hazardous 
construction materials. 
 


Prior to 
construction, during 
construction, and 
post-construction, 
as required by 
applicable permits 


BART 
 
Construction 
Contractor 


 


Impact 4.7-1 
(increased 
stormwater runoff): 
Development 
of the Transit 
Center would 
introduce new 


Mitigation Measure 4.7-2 (SWPPP): Each 
individual development project within the 
Transit Center shall prepare a Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that 
incorporates Best Management Practices 


Prior to 
construction, during 
construction, and 
post-construction 


BART 
 
Construction 
Contractor 
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Potential  


Environmental 


Impacts (DTC EIR) 


Mitigation Measures / Standard Conditions 


of Approval (SCA) 


Mitigation Implementation/ 


Monitoring: 


Date 


Completed/Signature 


Schedule Responsibility 


impervious surfaces 
(primarily buildings, 
driveways, parking 
structures, roads 
and 
hardscape 
elements) onto the 
now vacant 
portions of the site, 
increasing 
stormwater 
runoff. 


(BMPs) for construction and post-construction 
conditions. The SWPPP shall be prepared to 
Regional Water Quality Control Board 
standards in effect at the time SDR permits are 
requested. The SWPPP shall include, but is not 
limited to incorporation of grassy swales into 
landscaped areas, use of fossil filters, covering 
of solid waste and recycling areas and similar 
features. 


Impact 4.7-4 (soil 
erosion): During 
construction, short-
term 
increases of soil 
erosion could result 
as the 
project area is 
stripped of the 
limited natural 
vegetation and 
exposure to wind 
and water 
erosion. 


DTC EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-3 (soil 
erosion): The project sponsors shall prepare an 
erosion and sedimentation control plan for 
implementation throughout project 
construction. The plan should be prepared in 
accordance with City of Dublin and RWQCB 
design standards. It is recommended that this 
plan, at a minimum, include the following 
provisions: 


a) Existing vegetated areas should be left 
undisturbed until construction of 
improvements on each portion of the 
development site is actually ready to 
commence; 


b) All disturbed areas should be immediately 
revegetated or otherwise protected from both 


Prior to 
construction and 
during construction 


BART 
 
Construction 
Contractor 
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Potential  


Environmental 


Impacts (DTC EIR) 


Mitigation Measures / Standard Conditions 


of Approval (SCA) 


Mitigation Implementation/ 


Monitoring: 


Date 


Completed/Signature 


Schedule Responsibility 


wind and water erosion upon the completion 
of grading activities; 


c) Stormwater runoff should be collected into 
stable drainage channels, from small drainage 
basins, to prevent the buildup of large, 
potentially erosive stormwater flows; 


d) Specific measures to control erosion from 
stockpiled earth and exposed soil; 


e) Runoff should be directed away from all 
areas disturbed by construction; 


f) Sediment ponds or siltation basins should be 
used to trap eroded soils before runoff is 
discharged into onsite or offsite drainage 
culverts and channels. 


g) To the extent possible, project sponsors 
should schedule major site development work 
involving excavation and earth moving for 
construction during the dry season. 
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Alameda County, Annual


Dublin/Pleasanton BART Garage Expansion


1.1 Land Usage


Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population


Parking Lot 118.00 Space 1.06 47,200.00 0


Unenclosed Parking with Elevator 540.00 Space 0.89 215,604.00 0


1.2 Other Project Characteristics


Urbanization


Climate Zone


Urban


4


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


1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data


1.0 Project Characteristics


Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company


2019Operational Year


CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)


427 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)


0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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Project Characteristics - PG&E's default 2008 CO2 intensity factor updated to the 2013 emission factor reported in PG&E’s (2015) Greenhouse Gas Emission 
Factors: Guidance for PG&E Customers.


Land Use - Default lot acreage (0.89) and gross floor area (215,604 SF) updated based on project description.


Construction Phase - Duration of construction phases extended to represent a total construction period of about 24 months (520 work days) based on project 
description.


Off-road Equipment - 


Off-road Equipment - Anticipated equipment (excavators) added.


Off-road Equipment - 


Off-road Equipment - 


Trips and VMT - 


Demolition - 


Grading - Under a worst-case scenario, up to 6,000 cubic yards of soil and asphalt is expected to be hauled off site.


Vehicle Trips - Project will result in net decrease in VMT; therefore, conservatively assumed zero emissions from vehicles.


Vechicle Emission Factors - 


Vechicle Emission Factors - 


Vechicle Emission Factors - 


Area Coating - Total floor areas for painting conservatively include the temporary parking lot.


Energy Use - PG&E's default 2008 CO2 intensity factor updated to the 2013 emission factor reported in PG&E’s (2015) Greenhouse Gas Emission Factors: 
Guidance for PG&E Customers.


Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Project sponsor has committed to using diesel particulate filters, as described under the contract specifications for 
a Construction Emissions Reduction Plan. 
Mitigation Measure includes implmentation of dust control.


Area Mitigation - 


Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value


tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 3


tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 3


tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 3


tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 3


tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 3


tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 3
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tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 3


tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 3


tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 3


tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 3


tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 3


tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 3


tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 3


tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 3


tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00


tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00


tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00


tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00


tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 2.00


tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00


tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00


tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 2.00


tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00


tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00


tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00


tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 3.00


tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 7.00


tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 3.00


tblConstructionPhase NumDays 200.00 445.00


tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 25.00


tblConstructionPhase NumDays 4.00 25.00


tblConstructionPhase NumDays 2.00 5.00


tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 6/15/2019 6/17/2019


tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 9/16/2017 9/18/2017
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2.0 Emissions Summary


tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 8/12/2017 8/14/2017


tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 6/1/2019 6/3/2019


tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 8/5/2017 8/7/2017


tblGrading MaterialExported 0.00 6,000.00


tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 216,000.00 215,604.00


tblLandUse LotAcreage 4.86 0.89


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 2.00


tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Demolition


tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 641.35 427


tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2019
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2.1 Overall Construction


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Year tons/yr MT/yr


2017 0.2245 1.7268 1.6156 2.6300e-
003


0.1336 0.0913 0.2249 0.0545 0.0864 0.1409 0.0000 225.1262 225.1262 0.0339 0.0000 225.8388


2018 0.4396 2.7858 3.1655 5.7600e-
003


0.1666 0.1453 0.3119 0.0451 0.1400 0.1851 0.0000 467.2446 467.2446 0.0546 0.0000 468.3912


2019 1.3017 1.1211 1.3203 2.5100e-
003


0.0712 0.0560 0.1272 0.0193 0.0539 0.0731 0.0000 200.4973 200.4973 0.0236 0.0000 200.9930


Total 1.9658 5.6338 6.1013 0.0109 0.3713 0.2927 0.6640 0.1189 0.2802 0.3991 0.0000 892.8681 892.8681 0.1121 0.0000 895.2229


Unmitigated Construction


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Year tons/yr MT/yr


2017 0.2245 1.7268 1.6156 2.6300e-
003


0.0917 0.0169 0.1085 0.0331 0.0159 0.0490 0.0000 225.1260 225.1260 0.0339 0.0000 225.8386


2018 0.4396 2.7858 3.1655 5.7600e-
003


0.1666 0.0285 0.1951 0.0451 0.0272 0.0722 0.0000 467.2443 467.2443 0.0546 0.0000 468.3909


2019 1.3017 1.1211 1.3203 2.5100e-
003


0.0712 0.0110 0.0822 0.0193 0.0105 0.0297 0.0000 200.4972 200.4972 0.0236 0.0000 200.9928


Total 1.9658 5.6338 6.1013 0.0109 0.3294 0.0564 0.3858 0.0974 0.0535 0.1509 0.0000 892.8675 892.8675 0.1121 0.0000 895.2223


Mitigated Construction
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2.2 Overall Operational


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Area 1.1401 6.0000e-
005


6.1100e-
003


0.0000 2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.0118 0.0118 3.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.0124


Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 125.8053 125.8053 8.5400e-
003


1.7700e-
003


126.5328


Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Total 1.1401 6.0000e-
005


6.1100e-
003


0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


0.0000 2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


0.0000 125.8171 125.8171 8.5700e-
003


1.7700e-
003


126.5452


Unmitigated Operational


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e


Percent 
Reduction


0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 11.30 80.73 41.90 18.05 80.90 62.18 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 11/2/2016 5:37 PMPage 6 of 35







2.2 Overall Operational


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Area 1.1401 6.0000e-
005


6.1100e-
003


0.0000 2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.0118 0.0118 3.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.0124


Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 125.8053 125.8053 8.5400e-
003


1.7700e-
003


126.5328


Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Total 1.1401 6.0000e-
005


6.1100e-
003


0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


0.0000 2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


0.0000 125.8171 125.8171 8.5700e-
003


1.7700e-
003


126.5452


Mitigated Operational


3.0 Construction Detail


Construction Phase


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e


Percent 
Reduction


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


Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week


Num Days Phase Description


1 Demolition Demolition 7/3/2017 8/4/2017 5 25


2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 8/7/2017 8/11/2017 5 5


3 Grading Grading 8/14/2017 9/15/2017 5 25


4 Building Construction Building Construction 9/18/2017 5/31/2019 5 445


5 Paving Paving 6/3/2019 6/14/2019 5 10


6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 6/17/2019 6/28/2019 5 10


OffRoad Equipment


Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 325,530; Non-Residential Outdoor: 108,510 (Architectural Coating – 
sqft)


Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 2.5


Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 9.38


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


Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73


Demolition Excavators 2 8.00 162 0.38


Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40


Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37


Site Preparation Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41


Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 1 7.00 255 0.40


Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37


Grading Graders 1 6.00 174 0.41


Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 6.00 255 0.40


Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 7.00 97 0.37


Building Construction Cranes 1 6.00 226 0.29


Building Construction Forklifts 1 6.00 89 0.20


Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74


Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 6.00 97 0.37


Building Construction Welders 3 8.00 46 0.45


Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 1 6.00 9 0.56


Paving Pavers 1 6.00 125 0.42


Paving Paving Equipment 1 8.00 130 0.36


Paving Rollers 1 7.00 80 0.38


Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37


Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48


Trips and VMT
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3.2 Demolition - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Fugitive Dust 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Off-Road 0.0431 0.4327 0.3464 4.4000e-
004


0.0250 0.0250 0.0233 0.0233 0.0000 40.1428 40.1428 0.0108 0.0000 40.3703


Total 0.0431 0.4327 0.3464 4.4000e-
004


0.0000 0.0250 0.0250 0.0000 0.0233 0.0233 0.0000 40.1428 40.1428 0.0108 0.0000 40.3703


Unmitigated Construction On-Site


3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction


Use DPF for Construction Equipment


Water Exposed Area


Clean Paved Roads


Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count


Worker Trip 
Number


Vendor Trip 
Number


Hauling Trip 
Number


Worker Trip 
Length


Vendor Trip 
Length


Hauling Trip 
Length


Worker Vehicle 
Class


Vendor 
Vehicle Class


Hauling 
Vehicle Class


Demolition 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 12.40 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT


Site Preparation 3 8.00 0.00 0.00 12.40 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT


Grading 3 8.00 0.00 750.00 12.40 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT


Building Construction 7 110.00 43.00 0.00 12.40 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT


Paving 5 13.00 0.00 0.00 12.40 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT


Architectural Coating 1 22.00 0.00 0.00 12.40 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Demolition - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


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


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


Worker 7.6000e-
004


1.1400e-
003


0.0109 2.0000e-
005


2.0400e-
003


2.0000e-
005


2.0600e-
003


5.4000e-
004


2.0000e-
005


5.6000e-
004


0.0000 1.7869 1.7869 1.0000e-
004


0.0000 1.7889


Total 7.6000e-
004


1.1400e-
003


0.0109 2.0000e-
005


2.0400e-
003


2.0000e-
005


2.0600e-
003


5.4000e-
004


2.0000e-
005


5.6000e-
004


0.0000 1.7869 1.7869 1.0000e-
004


0.0000 1.7889


Unmitigated Construction Off-Site


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Fugitive Dust 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Off-Road 0.0431 0.4327 0.3464 4.4000e-
004


3.7500e-
003


3.7500e-
003


3.5000e-
003


3.5000e-
003


0.0000 40.1428 40.1428 0.0108 0.0000 40.3703


Total 0.0431 0.4327 0.3464 4.4000e-
004


0.0000 3.7500e-
003


3.7500e-
003


0.0000 3.5000e-
003


3.5000e-
003


0.0000 40.1428 40.1428 0.0108 0.0000 40.3703


Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


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


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


Worker 7.6000e-
004


1.1400e-
003


0.0109 2.0000e-
005


2.0400e-
003


2.0000e-
005


2.0600e-
003


5.4000e-
004


2.0000e-
005


5.6000e-
004


0.0000 1.7869 1.7869 1.0000e-
004


0.0000 1.7889


Total 7.6000e-
004


1.1400e-
003


0.0109 2.0000e-
005


2.0400e-
003


2.0000e-
005


2.0600e-
003


5.4000e-
004


2.0000e-
005


5.6000e-
004


0.0000 1.7869 1.7869 1.0000e-
004


0.0000 1.7889


Mitigated Construction Off-Site


3.3 Site Preparation - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Fugitive Dust 0.0145 0.0000 0.0145 7.3800e-
003


0.0000 7.3800e-
003


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Off-Road 5.7800e-
003


0.0606 0.0398 4.0000e-
005


3.2700e-
003


3.2700e-
003


3.0100e-
003


3.0100e-
003


0.0000 3.9738 3.9738 1.2200e-
003


0.0000 3.9993


Total 5.7800e-
003


0.0606 0.0398 4.0000e-
005


0.0145 3.2700e-
003


0.0178 7.3800e-
003


3.0100e-
003


0.0104 0.0000 3.9738 3.9738 1.2200e-
003


0.0000 3.9993


Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


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


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


Worker 7.0000e-
005


1.0000e-
004


9.7000e-
004


0.0000 1.8000e-
004


0.0000 1.8000e-
004


5.0000e-
005


0.0000 5.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.1588 0.1588 1.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.1590


Total 7.0000e-
005


1.0000e-
004


9.7000e-
004


0.0000 1.8000e-
004


0.0000 1.8000e-
004


5.0000e-
005


0.0000 5.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.1588 0.1588 1.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.1590


Unmitigated Construction Off-Site


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Fugitive Dust 6.5200e-
003


0.0000 6.5200e-
003


3.3200e-
003


0.0000 3.3200e-
003


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Off-Road 5.7800e-
003


0.0606 0.0398 4.0000e-
005


4.9000e-
004


4.9000e-
004


4.5000e-
004


4.5000e-
004


0.0000 3.9738 3.9738 1.2200e-
003


0.0000 3.9993


Total 5.7800e-
003


0.0606 0.0398 4.0000e-
005


6.5200e-
003


4.9000e-
004


7.0100e-
003


3.3200e-
003


4.5000e-
004


3.7700e-
003


0.0000 3.9738 3.9738 1.2200e-
003


0.0000 3.9993


Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


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


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


Worker 7.0000e-
005


1.0000e-
004


9.7000e-
004


0.0000 1.8000e-
004


0.0000 1.8000e-
004


5.0000e-
005


0.0000 5.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.1588 0.1588 1.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.1590


Total 7.0000e-
005


1.0000e-
004


9.7000e-
004


0.0000 1.8000e-
004


0.0000 1.8000e-
004


5.0000e-
005


0.0000 5.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.1588 0.1588 1.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.1590


Mitigated Construction Off-Site


3.4 Grading - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Fugitive Dust 0.0618 0.0000 0.0618 0.0316 0.0000 0.0316 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Off-Road 0.0236 0.2474 0.1647 1.8000e-
004


0.0133 0.0133 0.0123 0.0123 0.0000 16.3201 16.3201 5.0000e-
003


0.0000 16.4251


Total 0.0236 0.2474 0.1647 1.8000e-
004


0.0618 0.0133 0.0751 0.0316 0.0123 0.0439 0.0000 16.3201 16.3201 5.0000e-
003


0.0000 16.4251


Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Hauling 8.0100e-
003


0.1009 0.0893 2.8000e-
004


6.3300e-
003


1.3000e-
003


7.6300e-
003


1.7400e-
003


1.1900e-
003


2.9300e-
003


0.0000 25.4340 25.4340 1.9000e-
004


0.0000 25.4379


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


Worker 3.4000e-
004


5.1000e-
004


4.8600e-
003


1.0000e-
005


9.1000e-
004


1.0000e-
005


9.2000e-
004


2.4000e-
004


1.0000e-
005


2.5000e-
004


0.0000 0.7942 0.7942 4.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.7951


Total 8.3500e-
003


0.1014 0.0942 2.9000e-
004


7.2400e-
003


1.3100e-
003


8.5500e-
003


1.9800e-
003


1.2000e-
003


3.1800e-
003


0.0000 26.2282 26.2282 2.3000e-
004


0.0000 26.2330


Unmitigated Construction Off-Site


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Fugitive Dust 0.0278 0.0000 0.0278 0.0142 0.0000 0.0142 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Off-Road 0.0236 0.2474 0.1647 1.8000e-
004


2.0000e-
003


2.0000e-
003


1.8400e-
003


1.8400e-
003


0.0000 16.3201 16.3201 5.0000e-
003


0.0000 16.4251


Total 0.0236 0.2474 0.1647 1.8000e-
004


0.0278 2.0000e-
003


0.0298 0.0142 1.8400e-
003


0.0161 0.0000 16.3201 16.3201 5.0000e-
003


0.0000 16.4251


Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Hauling 8.0100e-
003


0.1009 0.0893 2.8000e-
004


6.3300e-
003


1.3000e-
003


7.6300e-
003


1.7400e-
003


1.1900e-
003


2.9300e-
003


0.0000 25.4340 25.4340 1.9000e-
004


0.0000 25.4379


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


Worker 3.4000e-
004


5.1000e-
004


4.8600e-
003


1.0000e-
005


9.1000e-
004


1.0000e-
005


9.2000e-
004


2.4000e-
004


1.0000e-
005


2.5000e-
004


0.0000 0.7942 0.7942 4.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.7951


Total 8.3500e-
003


0.1014 0.0942 2.9000e-
004


7.2400e-
003


1.3100e-
003


8.5500e-
003


1.9800e-
003


1.2000e-
003


3.1800e-
003


0.0000 26.2282 26.2282 2.3000e-
004


0.0000 26.2330


Mitigated Construction Off-Site


3.5 Building Construction - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Off-Road 0.1108 0.7166 0.5367 8.2000e-
004


0.0460 0.0460 0.0443 0.0443 0.0000 69.2053 69.2053 0.0145 0.0000 69.5102


Total 0.1108 0.7166 0.5367 8.2000e-
004


0.0460 0.0460 0.0443 0.0443 0.0000 69.2053 69.2053 0.0145 0.0000 69.5102


Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


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


Vendor 0.0181 0.1461 0.2216 3.9000e-
004


0.0104 2.1200e-
003


0.0126 3.0000e-
003


1.9500e-
003


4.9500e-
003


0.0000 34.5501 34.5501 2.7000e-
004


0.0000 34.5557


Worker 0.0140 0.0209 0.2003 4.5000e-
004


0.0374 3.0000e-
004


0.0378 9.9600e-
003


2.8000e-
004


0.0102 0.0000 32.7602 32.7602 1.7600e-
003


0.0000 32.7972


Total 0.0321 0.1670 0.4218 8.4000e-
004


0.0479 2.4200e-
003


0.0503 0.0130 2.2300e-
003


0.0152 0.0000 67.3103 67.3103 2.0300e-
003


0.0000 67.3529


Unmitigated Construction Off-Site


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Off-Road 0.1108 0.7166 0.5367 8.2000e-
004


6.8900e-
003


6.8900e-
003


6.6500e-
003


6.6500e-
003


0.0000 69.2052 69.2052 0.0145 0.0000 69.5101


Total 0.1108 0.7166 0.5367 8.2000e-
004


6.8900e-
003


6.8900e-
003


6.6500e-
003


6.6500e-
003


0.0000 69.2052 69.2052 0.0145 0.0000 69.5101


Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


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


Vendor 0.0181 0.1461 0.2216 3.9000e-
004


0.0104 2.1200e-
003


0.0126 3.0000e-
003


1.9500e-
003


4.9500e-
003


0.0000 34.5501 34.5501 2.7000e-
004


0.0000 34.5557


Worker 0.0140 0.0209 0.2003 4.5000e-
004


0.0374 3.0000e-
004


0.0378 9.9600e-
003


2.8000e-
004


0.0102 0.0000 32.7602 32.7602 1.7600e-
003


0.0000 32.7972


Total 0.0321 0.1670 0.4218 8.4000e-
004


0.0479 2.4200e-
003


0.0503 0.0130 2.2300e-
003


0.0152 0.0000 67.3103 67.3103 2.0300e-
003


0.0000 67.3529


Mitigated Construction Off-Site


3.5 Building Construction - 2018


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Off-Road 0.3370 2.2599 1.8056 2.8600e-
003


0.1375 0.1375 0.1327 0.1327 0.0000 239.3103 239.3103 0.0481 0.0000 240.3194


Total 0.3370 2.2599 1.8056 2.8600e-
003


0.1375 0.1375 0.1327 0.1327 0.0000 239.3103 239.3103 0.0481 0.0000 240.3194


Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2018


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


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


Vendor 0.0594 0.4606 0.7383 1.3400e-
003


0.0363 6.8500e-
003


0.0431 0.0104 6.3000e-
003


0.0167 0.0000 118.1628 118.1628 9.2000e-
004


0.0000 118.1822


Worker 0.0432 0.0654 0.6216 1.5500e-
003


0.1303 1.0200e-
003


0.1313 0.0347 9.4000e-
004


0.0356 0.0000 109.7715 109.7715 5.6200e-
003


0.0000 109.8896


Total 0.1025 0.5259 1.3599 2.8900e-
003


0.1666 7.8700e-
003


0.1745 0.0451 7.2400e-
003


0.0523 0.0000 227.9343 227.9343 6.5400e-
003


0.0000 228.0717


Unmitigated Construction Off-Site


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Off-Road 0.3370 2.2599 1.8056 2.8600e-
003


0.0206 0.0206 0.0199 0.0199 0.0000 239.3100 239.3100 0.0481 0.0000 240.3191


Total 0.3370 2.2599 1.8056 2.8600e-
003


0.0206 0.0206 0.0199 0.0199 0.0000 239.3100 239.3100 0.0481 0.0000 240.3191


Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2018


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


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


Vendor 0.0594 0.4606 0.7383 1.3400e-
003


0.0363 6.8500e-
003


0.0431 0.0104 6.3000e-
003


0.0167 0.0000 118.1628 118.1628 9.2000e-
004


0.0000 118.1822


Worker 0.0432 0.0654 0.6216 1.5500e-
003


0.1303 1.0200e-
003


0.1313 0.0347 9.4000e-
004


0.0356 0.0000 109.7715 109.7715 5.6200e-
003


0.0000 109.8896


Total 0.1025 0.5259 1.3599 2.8900e-
003


0.1666 7.8700e-
003


0.1745 0.0451 7.2400e-
003


0.0523 0.0000 227.9343 227.9343 6.5400e-
003


0.0000 228.0717


Mitigated Construction Off-Site


3.5 Building Construction - 2019


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Off-Road 0.1234 0.8656 0.7330 1.2000e-
003


0.0497 0.0497 0.0480 0.0480 0.0000 99.3157 99.3157 0.0190 0.0000 99.7155


Total 0.1234 0.8656 0.7330 1.2000e-
003


0.0497 0.0497 0.0480 0.0480 0.0000 99.3157 99.3157 0.0190 0.0000 99.7155


Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2019


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


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


Vendor 0.0227 0.1755 0.2917 5.6000e-
004


0.0152 2.6600e-
003


0.0178 4.3500e-
003


2.4400e-
003


6.8000e-
003


0.0000 48.4953 48.4953 3.8000e-
004


0.0000 48.5032


Worker 0.0164 0.0249 0.2356 6.5000e-
004


0.0544 4.2000e-
004


0.0548 0.0145 3.9000e-
004


0.0149 0.0000 44.1975 44.1975 2.1800e-
003


0.0000 44.2434


Total 0.0391 0.2004 0.5273 1.2100e-
003


0.0696 3.0800e-
003


0.0726 0.0188 2.8300e-
003


0.0217 0.0000 92.6929 92.6929 2.5600e-
003


0.0000 92.7466


Unmitigated Construction Off-Site


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Off-Road 0.1234 0.8656 0.7330 1.2000e-
003


7.4500e-
003


7.4500e-
003


7.2000e-
003


7.2000e-
003


0.0000 99.3156 99.3156 0.0190 0.0000 99.7154


Total 0.1234 0.8656 0.7330 1.2000e-
003


7.4500e-
003


7.4500e-
003


7.2000e-
003


7.2000e-
003


0.0000 99.3156 99.3156 0.0190 0.0000 99.7154


Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2019


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


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


Vendor 0.0227 0.1755 0.2917 5.6000e-
004


0.0152 2.6600e-
003


0.0178 4.3500e-
003


2.4400e-
003


6.8000e-
003


0.0000 48.4953 48.4953 3.8000e-
004


0.0000 48.5032


Worker 0.0164 0.0249 0.2356 6.5000e-
004


0.0544 4.2000e-
004


0.0548 0.0145 3.9000e-
004


0.0149 0.0000 44.1975 44.1975 2.1800e-
003


0.0000 44.2434


Total 0.0391 0.2004 0.5273 1.2100e-
003


0.0696 3.0800e-
003


0.0726 0.0188 2.8300e-
003


0.0217 0.0000 92.6929 92.6929 2.5600e-
003


0.0000 92.7466


Mitigated Construction Off-Site


3.6 Paving - 2019


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Off-Road 4.4600e-
003


0.0453 0.0439 7.0000e-
005


2.5800e-
003


2.5800e-
003


2.3800e-
003


2.3800e-
003


0.0000 5.9219 5.9219 1.8400e-
003


0.0000 5.9605


Paving 1.3900e-
003


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Total 5.8500e-
003


0.0453 0.0439 7.0000e-
005


2.5800e-
003


2.5800e-
003


2.3800e-
003


2.3800e-
003


0.0000 5.9219 5.9219 1.8400e-
003


0.0000 5.9605


Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2019


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


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


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


Worker 1.8000e-
004


2.7000e-
004


2.5500e-
003


1.0000e-
005


5.9000e-
004


0.0000 5.9000e-
004


1.6000e-
004


0.0000 1.6000e-
004


0.0000 0.4792 0.4792 2.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.4797


Total 1.8000e-
004


2.7000e-
004


2.5500e-
003


1.0000e-
005


5.9000e-
004


0.0000 5.9000e-
004


1.6000e-
004


0.0000 1.6000e-
004


0.0000 0.4792 0.4792 2.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.4797


Unmitigated Construction Off-Site


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Off-Road 4.4600e-
003


0.0453 0.0439 7.0000e-
005


3.9000e-
004


3.9000e-
004


3.6000e-
004


3.6000e-
004


0.0000 5.9219 5.9219 1.8400e-
003


0.0000 5.9605


Paving 1.3900e-
003


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Total 5.8500e-
003


0.0453 0.0439 7.0000e-
005


3.9000e-
004


3.9000e-
004


3.6000e-
004


3.6000e-
004


0.0000 5.9219 5.9219 1.8400e-
003


0.0000 5.9605


Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2019


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


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


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


Worker 1.8000e-
004


2.7000e-
004


2.5500e-
003


1.0000e-
005


5.9000e-
004


0.0000 5.9000e-
004


1.6000e-
004


0.0000 1.6000e-
004


0.0000 0.4792 0.4792 2.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.4797


Total 1.8000e-
004


2.7000e-
004


2.5500e-
003


1.0000e-
005


5.9000e-
004


0.0000 5.9000e-
004


1.6000e-
004


0.0000 1.6000e-
004


0.0000 0.4792 0.4792 2.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.4797


Mitigated Construction Off-Site


3.7 Architectural Coating - 2019


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Archit. Coating 1.1316 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Off-Road 1.3300e-
003


9.1800e-
003


9.2100e-
003


1.0000e-
005


6.4000e-
004


6.4000e-
004


6.4000e-
004


6.4000e-
004


0.0000 1.2766 1.2766 1.1000e-
004


0.0000 1.2789


Total 1.1330 9.1800e-
003


9.2100e-
003


1.0000e-
005


6.4000e-
004


6.4000e-
004


6.4000e-
004


6.4000e-
004


0.0000 1.2766 1.2766 1.1000e-
004


0.0000 1.2789


Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2019


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


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


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


Worker 3.0000e-
004


4.6000e-
004


4.3200e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.0000e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.0100e-
003


2.7000e-
004


1.0000e-
005


2.7000e-
004


0.0000 0.8110 0.8110 4.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.8118


Total 3.0000e-
004


4.6000e-
004


4.3200e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.0000e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.0100e-
003


2.7000e-
004


1.0000e-
005


2.7000e-
004


0.0000 0.8110 0.8110 4.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.8118


Unmitigated Construction Off-Site


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Archit. Coating 1.1316 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Off-Road 1.3300e-
003


9.1800e-
003


9.2100e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.0000e-
004


1.0000e-
004


1.0000e-
004


1.0000e-
004


0.0000 1.2766 1.2766 1.1000e-
004


0.0000 1.2789


Total 1.1330 9.1800e-
003


9.2100e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.0000e-
004


1.0000e-
004


1.0000e-
004


1.0000e-
004


0.0000 1.2766 1.2766 1.1000e-
004


0.0000 1.2789


Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile


3.7 Architectural Coating - 2019


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


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


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


Worker 3.0000e-
004


4.6000e-
004


4.3200e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.0000e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.0100e-
003


2.7000e-
004


1.0000e-
005


2.7000e-
004


0.0000 0.8110 0.8110 4.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.8118


Total 3.0000e-
004


4.6000e-
004


4.3200e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.0000e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.0100e-
003


2.7000e-
004


1.0000e-
005


2.7000e-
004


0.0000 0.8110 0.8110 4.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.8118


Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.2 Trip Summary Information


4.3 Trip Type Information


Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated


Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT


Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00


Unenclosed Parking with Elevator 0.00 0.00 0.00


Total 0.00 0.00 0.00


Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %


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


Parking Lot 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0


Unenclosed Parking with 
Elevator


9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0


5.0 Energy Detail


5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy


4.4 Fleet Mix


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


0.542590 0.062129 0.167184 0.110637 0.030730 0.004573 0.019109 0.050292 0.001784 0.003671 0.005678 0.000201 0.001421


Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Electricity 
Mitigated


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 125.8053 125.8053 8.5400e-
003


1.7700e-
003


126.5328


Electricity 
Unmitigated


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 125.8053 125.8053 8.5400e-
003


1.7700e-
003


126.5328


NaturalGas 
Mitigated


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


NaturalGas 
Unmitigated


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


5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas


NaturalGa
s Use


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr


Unenclosed 
Parking with 


Elevator


0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


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


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


Unmitigated
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas


NaturalGa
s Use


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr


Unenclosed 
Parking with 


Elevator


0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


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


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


Mitigated


5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity


Electricity 
Use


Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr


Parking Lot 41536 8.0449 5.5000e-
004


1.1000e-
004


8.0914


Unenclosed 
Parking with 


Elevator


608003 117.7605 8.0000e-
003


1.6500e-
003


118.4414


Total 125.8053 8.5500e-
003


1.7600e-
003


126.5328


Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area


6.0 Area Detail


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Mitigated 1.1401 6.0000e-
005


6.1100e-
003


0.0000 2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.0118 0.0118 3.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.0124


Unmitigated 1.1401 6.0000e-
005


6.1100e-
003


0.0000 2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.0118 0.0118 3.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.0124


5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity


Electricity 
Use


Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr


Parking Lot 41536 8.0449 5.5000e-
004


1.1000e-
004


8.0914


Unenclosed 
Parking with 


Elevator


608003 117.7605 8.0000e-
003


1.6500e-
003


118.4414


Total 125.8053 8.5500e-
003


1.7600e-
003


126.5328


Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail


6.2 Area by SubCategory


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr


Architectural 
Coating


0.1132 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Consumer 
Products


1.0264 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Landscaping 5.8000e-
004


6.0000e-
005


6.1100e-
003


0.0000 2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.0118 0.0118 3.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.0124


Total 1.1401 6.0000e-
005


6.1100e-
003


0.0000 2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.0118 0.0118 3.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.0124


Unmitigated


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr


Architectural 
Coating


0.1132 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Consumer 
Products


1.0264 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Landscaping 5.8000e-
004


6.0000e-
005


6.1100e-
003


0.0000 2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.0118 0.0118 3.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.0124


Total 1.1401 6.0000e-
005


6.1100e-
003


0.0000 2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.0118 0.0118 3.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.0124


Mitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water


Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category MT/yr


Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


7.2 Water by Land Use


Indoor/Out
door Use


Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Land Use Mgal MT/yr


Parking Lot 0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Unenclosed 
Parking with 


Elevator


0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste


7.2 Water by Land Use


Indoor/Out
door Use


Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Land Use Mgal MT/yr


Parking Lot 0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Unenclosed 
Parking with 


Elevator


0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Mitigated


8.0 Waste Detail


Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


MT/yr


 Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


 Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use


Waste 
Disposed


Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Land Use tons MT/yr


Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Unenclosed 
Parking with 


Elevator


0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Unmitigated


Waste 
Disposed


Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Land Use tons MT/yr


Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Unenclosed 
Parking with 


Elevator


0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Mitigated


9.0 Operational Offroad


Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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10.0 Vegetation
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Source Type Units Value
Volume Source: Off‐Road Equipment Exhaust (without DPF)
Hours/Work Day hours/day 8
DPM Emission Rate gram/second 0.01617
Number of Sources count 24
Emission Rate/Source gram/second 0.00067
Release Height meters 5.0
Length of Side meters 10.0
Initial Lateral Dimension meters 2.3
Initial Vertical Dimension meters 1.0
Volume Source: Off‐Road Equipment Exhaust (with DPF)
Hours/Work Day hours/day 8
DPM Emission Rate gram/second 0.00243
Number of Sources count 24
Emission Rate/Source gram/second 0.00010
Release Height meters 5.0
Length of Side meters 10.0
Initial Lateral Dimension meters 2.3
Initial Vertical Dimension meters 1.0


Volume Source: Off‐Road Equipment Fugitive Dust
Hours/Work Day hours/day 8


Dust PM2.5 Emission Rate gram/second 0.00236


Number of Sources count 24


Emission Rate/Source gram/second 0.00010


Release Height meters 0.0


Length of Side meters 10.0


Initial Lateral Dimension meters 2.3


Initial Vertical Dimension meters 1.0


Line‐Area Source: On‐Road Vehicle Exhaust
Hours/Work Day hours/day 8


DPM Emission Rate gram/second 0.00082


Number of Sources count 4


Length of Side meters 9.0


Release Height meters 3.0


Initial Vertical Dimension meters 2.8


Line‐Area Source: On‐Road Vehicle Fugitive Dust
Hours/Work Day hours/day 8


Dust PM2.5 Emission Rate gram/second 0.00218


Number of Sources count 4


Length of Side meters 9.0


Release Height meters 1.0


Initial Vertical Dimension meters 2.8


Emissions Source Pollutant


Annual 
Average 


Concentration
DPM (µg/m3) 0.083 At maximum exposed individual resident (MEIR) location
PM2.5 (µg/m3) 0.085 At maximum exposed individual resident (MEIR) location
DPM (µg/m3) 0.012 At maximum exposed individual resident (MEIR) location
PM2.5 (µg/m3) 0.025 At maximum exposed individual resident (MEIR) location


Notes:


DPF = diesel particulate filter
DPM = diesel particulate matter
PM10 = particulate matter with aerodynamic resistance diameters equal to or less than 10 microns
PM2.5 = particulate matter with aerodynamic resistance diameters equal to or less than 2.5 microns


µg/m
3 = micrograms per cubic meter


SMAQMD, 2015
ISCST3 Calculator
SMAQMD, 2015


Off‐Road Equipment (w/ DPF) 
and Haul Trucks


Information from project sponsor
Exhaust PM2.5 from off‐road equipment with DPF
SMAQMD, 2015


SMAQMD, 2015


BAAQMD, 2012
ISCST3 Calculator


Information from project sponsor
Fugitive dust PM2.5 from on‐road vehicles
Based on maximum 1 width:10 length ratio 
ISCST3 Calculator


Information from project sponsor


ISCST3 Calculator


Exhaust PM2.5 from on‐road vehicles
Based on maximum 1 width:10 length ratio 
ISCST3 Calculator


SMAQMD, 2015


SMAQMD, 2015
SMAQMD, 2015


SMAQMD, 2015


ISCST3 Calculator


ISCST3 Model Results


Summary of ISCST3 Model Parameters, Assumptions, and Results for DPM and PM2.5 Emissions during Construction
ISCST3 Model Parameters and Assumptions


Notes


Exhaust PM2.5 from off‐road equipment without DPF
SMAQMD, 2015


SMAQMD, 2015
SMAQMD, 2015


Information from project sponsor


ISCST3 Calculator
SMAQMD, 2015


BAAQMD, 2012


Information from project sponsor


Fugitive dust PM2.5 from off‐road equipment


Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD), 2015. Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County . June. 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), 2012. Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Hazards . 


Notes
Off‐Road Equipment (w/o DPF) 
and Haul Trucks
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DPM Emissions without use of diesel particulate filters


3rd Trimester 0‐2 Years
DPM Concentration (C)   µg/m3 0.083 0.083 ISCST3 Annual Average
Daily Breathing Rate (DBR) L/kg‐day 361 1090 95th percentile under age of 2 (OEHHA, 2015)
Inhalation absorption factor (A) unitless 1.0 1.0 OEHHA, 2015
Exposure Frequency (EF) unitless 0.96 0.96 350 days/365 days in a year (OEHHA, 2015)
Dose Conversion Factor (CFD) mg‐m3


/μg‐L 0.000001 0.000001 Conversion of μg to mg and L to m3 


Dose mg/kg/day 0.000029 0.000087 C*DBR*A*EF*CFD (OEHHA, 2015)
Cancer Potency Factor (CPF) (mg/kg/day)


‐1 1.1 1.1 OEHHA, 2015
Age Sensitivity Factor (ASF) unitless 10 10 OEHHA, 2015
Annual Exposure Duration (ED) years 0.25 1.75 Based on total construction period of 2 years
Averaging Time (AT) years 70 70 70 years for residents (OEHHA, 2015)
Fraction of time at home (FAH) unitless 0.85 0.85 OEHHA, 2015
Cancer Risk Conversion Factor (CF) m


3/L 1000000 1000000 Chances per million (OEHHA, 2015)
Cancer Risk per million 0.96 20.30 At MEIR location
Total Cancer Risk  per million At MEIR location


Hazard Index for DPM Units Value
Chronic REL µg/m


3 5.0


Chronic Hazard Index for DPM unitless 0.02


DPM Emissions with use of diesel particulate filters


3rd Trimester 0‐2 Years
DPM Concentration (C)   µg/m3 0.012 0.012 ISCST3 Annual Average
Daily Breathing Rate (DBR) L/kg‐day 361 1090 95th percentile under age of 2 (OEHHA, 2015)
Inhalation absorption factor (A) unitless 1.0 1.0 OEHHA, 2015
Exposure Frequency (EF) unitless 0.96 0.96 350 days/365 days in a year (OEHHA, 2015)
Dose Conversion Factor (CFD) mg‐m3/μg‐L 0.000001 0.000001 Conversion of μg to mg and L to m3 


Dose mg/kg/day 0.000004 0.000013 C*DBR*A*EF*CFD (OEHHA, 2015)
Cancer Potency Factor (CPF) (mg/kg/day)‐1 1.1 1.1 OEHHA, 2015
Age Sensitivity Factor (ASF) unitless 10 10 OEHHA, 2015
Annual Exposure Duration (ED) years 0.25 1.75 Based on total construction period of 2 years
Averaging Time (AT) years 70 70 70 years for residents (OEHHA, 2015)
Fraction of time at home (FAH) unitless 0.85 0.85 OEHHA, 2015
Cancer Risk Conversion Factor (CF) m


3/L 1000000 1000000 Chances per million (OEHHA, 2015)
Cancer Risk per million 0.14 2.94 At MEIR location
Total Cancer Risk  per million At MEIR location


Hazard Index for DPM Units Value
Chronic REL µg/m


3 5.0


Chronic Hazard Index for DPM unitless 0.002


Notes:


DPM = diesel particulate matter


REL = reference exposure level
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter


L/kg‐day = liters per kilogram‐day
m3/L = cubic meters per liter
(mg/kg/day)‐1 = 1/milligrams per kilograms per day  
MEIR = maximum exposed individual resident


21.3


Notes
OEHHA, 2015
At MEIR location


Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), 2015. Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health 


Risk Assessments. February.


Inhalation Cancer Risk Assessment 
for DPM Units


Age Group
Notes


3.1


Notes
OEHHA, 2015
At MEIR location


Summary of Health Risk Assessment for DPM Emissions during Construction
Health Risk Assessment Parameters and Results


Inhalation Cancer Risk Assessment 
for DPM Units


Age Group
Notes
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Gleason Boulevard east of Hacienda Drive.txt[11/9/2016 10:31:30 AM]


                 * * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * *


         * * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * *


  Gleason Boulevard east of Hacienda Drive AM Project-Generated Traffic


      * * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * *


  Automobile volume (v/h):    8.0
  Average automobile speed (mph):   40.0
  Medium truck volume (v/h):    1.0
  Average medium truck speed (mph):   40.0
  Heavy truck volume (v/h):    0.0
  Average heavy truck speed (mph):   0.0
  Bus volume (v/h):     0.0
  Average bus speed (mph):    0.0
  Motorcycle volume (v/h):    0.0
  Average Motorcycle speed (mph):   0.0


 
         * * * * TERRAIN SURFACE INFORMATION * * * *
 
  Terrain surface:     hard
 
 
            * * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * *
 
  DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER #   1
 
  person
 
  Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft):  50.0
  A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 47.3
 







Hacienda Drive south of Gleason Boulevard.txt[11/9/2016 10:32:11 AM]


                 * * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * *


         * * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * *


  Hacienda Drive south of Gleason Boulevard AM Project-Generated Traffic


      * * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * *


  Automobile volume (v/h):    8.0
  Average automobile speed (mph):   35.0
  Medium truck volume (v/h):    1.0
  Average medium truck speed (mph):   35.0
  Heavy truck volume (v/h):    0.0
  Average heavy truck speed (mph):   0.0
  Bus volume (v/h):     0.0
  Average bus speed (mph):    0.0
  Motorcycle volume (v/h):    0.0
  Average Motorcycle speed (mph):   0.0


 
         * * * * TERRAIN SURFACE INFORMATION * * * *
 
  Terrain surface:     hard
 
 
            * * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * *
 
  DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER #   1
 
  person
 
  Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft):  50.0
  A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 45.9
 







Iron Horse Parkway south of Martinelli Way.txt[11/9/2016 10:32:28 AM]


                 * * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * *


         * * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * *


  Iron Horse Parkway south of Martinelli Way AM Project-Generated Traffic


      * * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * *


  Automobile volume (v/h):    148.0
  Average automobile speed (mph):   35.0
  Medium truck volume (v/h):    5.0
  Average medium truck speed (mph):   35.0
  Heavy truck volume (v/h):    3.0
  Average heavy truck speed (mph):   35.0
  Bus volume (v/h):     2.0
  Average bus speed (mph):    35.0
  Motorcycle volume (v/h):    0.0
  Average Motorcycle speed (mph):   0.0


 
         * * * * TERRAIN SURFACE INFORMATION * * * *
 
  Terrain surface:     hard
 
 
            * * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * *
 
  DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER #   1
 
  person
 
  Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft):  50.0
  A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 58.1
 







Scarlett Dr east of Dougherty Rd PM Existing.txt[11/9/2016 10:33:21 AM]


                 * * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * *


         * * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * *


  Scarlett Dr east of Dougherty Rd PM Existing


      * * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * *


  Automobile volume (v/h):    105.0
  Average automobile speed (mph):   30.0
  Medium truck volume (v/h):    4.0
  Average medium truck speed (mph):   30.0
  Heavy truck volume (v/h):    2.0
  Average heavy truck speed (mph):   30.0
  Bus volume (v/h):     1.0
  Average bus speed (mph):    30.0
  Motorcycle volume (v/h):    0.0
  Average Motorcycle speed (mph):   0.0


 
         * * * * TERRAIN SURFACE INFORMATION * * * *
 
  Terrain surface:     hard
 
 
            * * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * *
 
  DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER #   1
 
  person
 
  Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft):  50.0
  A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 55.1
 







Scarlett Dr east of Dougherty Rd PM Cumulative with Project.txt[11/9/2016 10:33:54 AM]


                 * * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * *


         * * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * *


  Scarlett Dr east of Dougherty Rd PM Cumulative with Project


      * * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * *


  Automobile volume (v/h):    1212.0
  Average automobile speed (mph):   30.0
  Medium truck volume (v/h):    39.0
  Average medium truck speed (mph):   30.0
  Heavy truck volume (v/h):    26.0
  Average heavy truck speed (mph):   30.0
  Bus volume (v/h):     13.0
  Average bus speed (mph):    30.0
  Motorcycle volume (v/h):    0.0
  Average Motorcycle speed (mph):   0.0


 
         * * * * TERRAIN SURFACE INFORMATION * * * *
 
  Terrain surface:     hard
 
 
            * * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * *
 
  DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER #   1
 
  person
 
  Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft):  50.0
  A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 65.8
 







Scarlett Dr east of Dougherty Rd PM Cumulative without Project.txt[11/9/2016 10:34:08 AM]


                 * * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * *


         * * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * *


  Scarlett Dr east of Dougherty Rd PM Cumulative without Project


      * * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * *


  Automobile volume (v/h):    1173.0
  Average automobile speed (mph):   30.0
  Medium truck volume (v/h):    37.0
  Average medium truck speed (mph):   30.0
  Heavy truck volume (v/h):    25.0
  Average heavy truck speed (mph):   30.0
  Bus volume (v/h):     13.0
  Average bus speed (mph):    30.0
  Motorcycle volume (v/h):    0.0
  Average Motorcycle speed (mph):   0.0


 
         * * * * TERRAIN SURFACE INFORMATION * * * *
 
  Terrain surface:     hard
 
 
            * * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * *
 
  DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER #   1
 
  person
 
  Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft):  50.0
  A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 65.6
 







Scarlett Dr east of Dougherty Rd AM Existing.txt[11/9/2016 10:34:50 AM]


                 * * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * *


         * * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * *


  Scarlett Dr east of Dougherty Rd AM Existing


      * * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * *


  Automobile volume (v/h):    79.0
  Average automobile speed (mph):   30.0
  Medium truck volume (v/h):    2.0
  Average medium truck speed (mph):   30.0
  Heavy truck volume (v/h):    2.0
  Average heavy truck speed (mph):   30.0
  Bus volume (v/h):     1.0
  Average bus speed (mph):    30.0
  Motorcycle volume (v/h):    0.0
  Average Motorcycle speed (mph):   0.0


 
         * * * * TERRAIN SURFACE INFORMATION * * * *
 
  Terrain surface:     hard
 
 
            * * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * *
 
  DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER #   1
 
  person
 
  Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft):  50.0
  A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 54.0
 







Scarlett Dr east of Dougherty Rd AM Cumulative with Project.txt[11/9/2016 10:35:05 AM]


                 * * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * *


         * * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * *


  Scarlett Dr east of Dougherty Rd AM Cumulative with Project


      * * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * *


  Automobile volume (v/h):    661.0
  Average automobile speed (mph):   30.0
  Medium truck volume (v/h):    21.0
  Average medium truck speed (mph):   30.0
  Heavy truck volume (v/h):    14.0
  Average heavy truck speed (mph):   30.0
  Bus volume (v/h):     7.0
  Average bus speed (mph):    30.0
  Motorcycle volume (v/h):    0.0
  Average Motorcycle speed (mph):   0.0


 
         * * * * TERRAIN SURFACE INFORMATION * * * *
 
  Terrain surface:     hard
 
 
            * * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * *
 
  DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER #   1
 
  person
 
  Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft):  50.0
  A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 63.1
 







Scarlett Dr east of Dougherty Rd AM Cumulative without Project.txt[11/9/2016 10:35:22 AM]


                 * * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * *


         * * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * *


  Scarlett Dr east of Dougherty Rd AM Cumulative without Project


      * * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * *


  Automobile volume (v/h):    615.0
  Average automobile speed (mph):   30.0
  Medium truck volume (v/h):    20.0
  Average medium truck speed (mph):   30.0
  Heavy truck volume (v/h):    13.0
  Average heavy truck speed (mph):   30.0
  Bus volume (v/h):     6.0
  Average bus speed (mph):    30.0
  Motorcycle volume (v/h):    0.0
  Average Motorcycle speed (mph):   0.0


 
         * * * * TERRAIN SURFACE INFORMATION * * * *
 
  Terrain surface:     hard
 
 
            * * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * *
 
  DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER #   1
 
  person
 
  Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft):  50.0
  A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 62.8
 







Arnold Rd south of Dublin Rd AM Existing.txt[11/9/2016 10:35:51 AM]


                 * * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * *


         * * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * *


  Arnold Rd south of Dublin Rd AM Existing


      * * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * *


  Automobile volume (v/h):    163.0
  Average automobile speed (mph):   35.0
  Medium truck volume (v/h):    5.0
  Average medium truck speed (mph):   35.0
  Heavy truck volume (v/h):    3.0
  Average heavy truck speed (mph):   35.0
  Bus volume (v/h):     2.0
  Average bus speed (mph):    35.0
  Motorcycle volume (v/h):    0.0
  Average Motorcycle speed (mph):   0.0


 
         * * * * TERRAIN SURFACE INFORMATION * * * *
 
  Terrain surface:     hard
 
 
            * * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * *
 
  DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER #   1
 
  person
 
  Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft):  50.0
  A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 58.3
 







Arnold Rd south of Dublin Rd AM Cumulative with Project.txt[11/9/2016 10:36:05 AM]


                 * * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * *


         * * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * *


  Arnold Rd south of Dublin Rd AM Cumulative with Project


      * * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * *


  Automobile volume (v/h):    669.0
  Average automobile speed (mph):   35.0
  Medium truck volume (v/h):    22.0
  Average medium truck speed (mph):   35.0
  Heavy truck volume (v/h):    14.0
  Average heavy truck speed (mph):   35.0
  Bus volume (v/h):     7.0
  Average bus speed (mph):    35.0
  Motorcycle volume (v/h):    0.0
  Average Motorcycle speed (mph):   0.0


 
         * * * * TERRAIN SURFACE INFORMATION * * * *
 
  Terrain surface:     hard
 
 
            * * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * *
 
  DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER #   1
 
  person
 
  Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft):  50.0
  A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 64.6
 







Arnold Rd south of Dublin Rd AM Cumulative without Project.txt[11/9/2016 10:36:18 AM]


                 * * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * *


         * * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * *


  Arnold Rd south of Dublin Rd AM Cumulative without Project


      * * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * *


  Automobile volume (v/h):    605.0
  Average automobile speed (mph):   35.0
  Medium truck volume (v/h):    19.0
  Average medium truck speed (mph):   35.0
  Heavy truck volume (v/h):    13.0
  Average heavy truck speed (mph):   35.0
  Bus volume (v/h):     7.0
  Average bus speed (mph):    35.0
  Motorcycle volume (v/h):    0.0
  Average Motorcycle speed (mph):   0.0


 
         * * * * TERRAIN SURFACE INFORMATION * * * *
 
  Terrain surface:     hard
 
 
            * * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * *
 
  DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER #   1
 
  person
 
  Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft):  50.0
  A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 64.1
 







Arnold Rd south of Dublin Rd PM Existing.txt[11/9/2016 10:36:41 AM]


                 * * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * *


         * * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * *


  Arnold Rd south of Dublin Rd PM Existing


      * * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * *


  Automobile volume (v/h):    324.0
  Average automobile speed (mph):   35.0
  Medium truck volume (v/h):    10.0
  Average medium truck speed (mph):   35.0
  Heavy truck volume (v/h):    7.0
  Average heavy truck speed (mph):   35.0
  Bus volume (v/h):     4.0
  Average bus speed (mph):    35.0
  Motorcycle volume (v/h):    0.0
  Average Motorcycle speed (mph):   0.0


 
         * * * * TERRAIN SURFACE INFORMATION * * * *
 
  Terrain surface:     hard
 
 
            * * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * *
 
  DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER #   1
 
  person
 
  Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft):  50.0
  A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 61.4
 







Arnold Rd south of Dublin Rd PM Cumulative with Project.txt[11/9/2016 10:36:53 AM]


                 * * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * *


         * * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * *


  Arnold Rd south of Dublin Rd PM Cumulative with Project


      * * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * *


  Automobile volume (v/h):    1150.0
  Average automobile speed (mph):   35.0
  Medium truck volume (v/h):    37.0
  Average medium truck speed (mph):   35.0
  Heavy truck volume (v/h):    24.0
  Average heavy truck speed (mph):   35.0
  Bus volume (v/h):     12.0
  Average bus speed (mph):    35.0
  Motorcycle volume (v/h):    0.0
  Average Motorcycle speed (mph):   0.0


 
         * * * * TERRAIN SURFACE INFORMATION * * * *
 
  Terrain surface:     hard
 
 
            * * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * *
 
  DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER #   1
 
  person
 
  Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft):  50.0
  A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 66.9
 







Arnold Rd south of Dublin Rd PM Cumulative without Project.txt[11/9/2016 10:37:06 AM]


                 * * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * *


         * * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * *


  Arnold Rd south of Dublin Rd PM Cumulative without Project


      * * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * *


  Automobile volume (v/h):    1091.0
  Average automobile speed (mph):   35.0
  Medium truck volume (v/h):    35.0
  Average medium truck speed (mph):   35.0
  Heavy truck volume (v/h):    23.0
  Average heavy truck speed (mph):   35.0
  Bus volume (v/h):     12.0
  Average bus speed (mph):    35.0
  Motorcycle volume (v/h):    0.0
  Average Motorcycle speed (mph):   0.0


 
         * * * * TERRAIN SURFACE INFORMATION * * * *
 
  Terrain surface:     hard
 
 
            * * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * *
 
  DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER #   1
 
  person
 
  Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft):  50.0
  A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 66.7
 







Martinelli Way east of Iron Horse Pkwy PM Existing.txt[11/9/2016 10:37:32 AM]


                 * * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * *


         * * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * *


  Martinelli Way east of Iron Horse Pkwy PM Existing


      * * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * *


  Automobile volume (v/h):    275.0
  Average automobile speed (mph):   40.0
  Medium truck volume (v/h):    9.0
  Average medium truck speed (mph):   40.0
  Heavy truck volume (v/h):    6.0
  Average heavy truck speed (mph):   40.0
  Bus volume (v/h):     3.0
  Average bus speed (mph):    40.0
  Motorcycle volume (v/h):    0.0
  Average Motorcycle speed (mph):   0.0


 
         * * * * TERRAIN SURFACE INFORMATION * * * *
 
  Terrain surface:     hard
 
 
            * * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * *
 
  DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER #   1
 
  person
 
  Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft):  50.0
  A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 62.1
 







Martinelli Way east of Iron Horse Pkwy PM Cumulative with Project.txt[11/9/2016 10:37:47 AM]


                 * * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * *


         * * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * *


  Martinelli Way east of Iron Horse Pkwy PM Cumulative with Project


      * * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * *


  Automobile volume (v/h):    950.0
  Average automobile speed (mph):   40.0
  Medium truck volume (v/h):    30.0
  Average medium truck speed (mph):   40.0
  Heavy truck volume (v/h):    20.0
  Average heavy truck speed (mph):   40.0
  Bus volume (v/h):     10.0
  Average bus speed (mph):    40.0
  Motorcycle volume (v/h):    0.0
  Average Motorcycle speed (mph):   0.0


 
         * * * * TERRAIN SURFACE INFORMATION * * * *
 
  Terrain surface:     hard
 
 
            * * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * *
 
  DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER #   1
 
  person
 
  Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft):  50.0
  A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 67.5
 







Martinelli Way east of Iron Horse Pkwy PM Cumulative without Project.txt[11/9/2016 10:37:58 AM]


                 * * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * *


         * * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * *


  Martinelli Way east of Iron Horse Pkwy PM Cumulative without Project


      * * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * *


  Automobile volume (v/h):    930.0
  Average automobile speed (mph):   40.0
  Medium truck volume (v/h):    30.0
  Average medium truck speed (mph):   40.0
  Heavy truck volume (v/h):    20.0
  Average heavy truck speed (mph):   40.0
  Bus volume (v/h):     10.0
  Average bus speed (mph):    40.0
  Motorcycle volume (v/h):    0.0
  Average Motorcycle speed (mph):   0.0


 
         * * * * TERRAIN SURFACE INFORMATION * * * *
 
  Terrain surface:     hard
 
 
            * * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * *
 
  DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER #   1
 
  person
 
  Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft):  50.0
  A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 67.4
 







Arnold Rd north of Martinelli Way PM Existing.txt[11/9/2016 10:38:18 AM]


                 * * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * *


         * * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * *


  Arnold Rd north of Martinelli Way PM Existing


      * * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * *


  Automobile volume (v/h):    343.0
  Average automobile speed (mph):   35.0
  Medium truck volume (v/h):    11.0
  Average medium truck speed (mph):   35.0
  Heavy truck volume (v/h):    7.0
  Average heavy truck speed (mph):   35.0
  Bus volume (v/h):     4.0
  Average bus speed (mph):    35.0
  Motorcycle volume (v/h):    0.0
  Average Motorcycle speed (mph):   0.0


 
         * * * * TERRAIN SURFACE INFORMATION * * * *
 
  Terrain surface:     hard
 
 
            * * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * *
 
  DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER #   1
 
  person
 
  Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft):  50.0
  A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 61.6
 







Arnold Rd north of Martinelli Way PM Cumulative with Project.txt[11/9/2016 10:38:31 AM]


                 * * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * *


         * * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * *


  Arnold Rd north of Martinelli Way PM Cumulative with Project


      * * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * *


  Automobile volume (v/h):    1089.0
  Average automobile speed (mph):   35.0
  Medium truck volume (v/h):    35.0
  Average medium truck speed (mph):   35.0
  Heavy truck volume (v/h):    23.0
  Average heavy truck speed (mph):   35.0
  Bus volume (v/h):     12.0
  Average bus speed (mph):    35.0
  Motorcycle volume (v/h):    0.0
  Average Motorcycle speed (mph):   0.0


 
         * * * * TERRAIN SURFACE INFORMATION * * * *
 
  Terrain surface:     hard
 
 
            * * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * *
 
  DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER #   1
 
  person
 
  Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft):  50.0
  A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 66.7
 







Arnold Rd north of Martinelli Way PM Cumulative without Project.txt[11/9/2016 10:38:42 AM]


                 * * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * *


         * * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * *


  Arnold Rd north of Martinelli Way PM Cumulative without Project


      * * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * *


  Automobile volume (v/h):    1031.0
  Average automobile speed (mph):   35.0
  Medium truck volume (v/h):    33.0
  Average medium truck speed (mph):   35.0
  Heavy truck volume (v/h):    22.0
  Average heavy truck speed (mph):   35.0
  Bus volume (v/h):     11.0
  Average bus speed (mph):    35.0
  Motorcycle volume (v/h):    0.0
  Average Motorcycle speed (mph):   0.0


 
         * * * * TERRAIN SURFACE INFORMATION * * * *
 
  Terrain surface:     hard
 
 
            * * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * *
 
  DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER #   1
 
  person
 
  Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft):  50.0
  A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 66.4
 







Iron Horse Pkwy south of Dublin Blvd PM Existing.txt[11/9/2016 10:39:01 AM]


                 * * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * *


         * * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * *


  Iron Horse Pkwy south of Dublin Blvd PM Existing


      * * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * *


  Automobile volume (v/h):    438.0
  Average automobile speed (mph):   30.0
  Medium truck volume (v/h):    14.0
  Average medium truck speed (mph):   30.0
  Heavy truck volume (v/h):    9.0
  Average heavy truck speed (mph):   30.0
  Bus volume (v/h):     5.0
  Average bus speed (mph):    30.0
  Motorcycle volume (v/h):    0.0
  Average Motorcycle speed (mph):   0.0


 
         * * * * TERRAIN SURFACE INFORMATION * * * *
 
  Terrain surface:     hard
 
 
            * * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * *
 
  DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER #   1
 
  person
 
  Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft):  50.0
  A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 61.3
 







Iron Horse Pkwy south of Dublin Blvd PM Cumulative with Project.txt[11/9/2016 10:39:11 AM]


                 * * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * *


         * * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * *


  Iron Horse Pkwy south of Dublin Blvd PM Cumulative with Project


      * * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * *


  Automobile volume (v/h):    1168.0
  Average automobile speed (mph):   30.0
  Medium truck volume (v/h):    37.0
  Average medium truck speed (mph):   30.0
  Heavy truck volume (v/h):    25.0
  Average heavy truck speed (mph):   30.0
  Bus volume (v/h):     12.0
  Average bus speed (mph):    30.0
  Motorcycle volume (v/h):    0.0
  Average Motorcycle speed (mph):   0.0


 
         * * * * TERRAIN SURFACE INFORMATION * * * *
 
  Terrain surface:     hard
 
 
            * * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * *
 
  DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER #   1
 
  person
 
  Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft):  50.0
  A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 65.6
 







Iron Horse Pkwy south of Dublin Blvd PM Cumulative without Project.txt[11/9/2016 10:39:23 AM]


                 * * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * *


         * * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * *


  Iron Horse Pkwy south of Dublin Blvd PM Cumulative without Project


      * * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * *


  Automobile volume (v/h):    1087.0
  Average automobile speed (mph):   30.0
  Medium truck volume (v/h):    35.0
  Average medium truck speed (mph):   30.0
  Heavy truck volume (v/h):    23.0
  Average heavy truck speed (mph):   30.0
  Bus volume (v/h):     12.0
  Average bus speed (mph):    30.0
  Motorcycle volume (v/h):    0.0
  Average Motorcycle speed (mph):   0.0


 
         * * * * TERRAIN SURFACE INFORMATION * * * *
 
  Terrain surface:     hard
 
 
            * * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * *
 
  DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER #   1
 
  person
 
  Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft):  50.0
  A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 65.3
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APPENDIX D: TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION 


Traffic and Transportation Study available upon request.  
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Introduction
A Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) dated July, 2001 was prepared for this


project and distributed for public review in July and August, 2001. The proposed
project involves the approval of the Dublin Transit Center by the City of Dublin as


well as related amendments to the Eastern Dublin Specific Plan and General Plan, a


Stage 1 PD (Planned Development) rezoning, a Tentative Parcel Map and


Development Agreement. 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 Dublin held a 45-day public review


period between July 6 and August 21, 2001.


Based on information uncovered in the response to comments, a new significant
and unavoidable traffic impact was discovered and the City re-circulated this new


impact pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 for a second 45-day period
between July 16 and August 30, 2002. The re-circulated document is included as


Appendix A.


This document contains all public comments received during the 45-day public
review process regarding the DEIR and responses to those comments. Included


within the document is an annotated copy of the comment letter, identifying


specific comments, followed by a response to that comment. Comments and


responses related to the re-circulated impact are also included.


The FEIR also contains clarifications and minor corrections to information


presented in the DEIR as well as revisions to the proposed project.


Clarifications and Modifications to the DEIR


The following substitute Mitigation Measures for those contained in the Draft EIR


are hereby made by reference. Responses to the Department of Fish and Game


comments contain further discussion of these modifications.
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environmental impacts on adjacent freeway systems within Alameda


County.


In the project study area, ACCMA has also identified I-580, I-680, Dublin


Boulevard, Dougherty Road/Hopyard Road, Tassajara Road/Santa Rita Road,
and San Ramon Road/Foothill Road as the Metropolitan Transportation
System (MTS) routes that are subject to the CMP Land Use Analysis Program
requirements. Since the City's standard is LOS D for Dublin Boulevard,


Dougherty Road, Tassajara Road and San Ramon Road, the LOS E standard


except where F is the level of service without Project traffic, in which case the


standard is F) is applicable only to freeways.


ACCMA Land Use Analysis Program guidelines also specify that any


proposed project generating 100 PM peak hour trips over existing conditions


must conduct a traffic analysis of the project using the Countywide
Transportation Model for the base years 2005 and 2020. However, the


guidelines also allow for other transportation models/projections to be used


and Year 2025 must be compared to the Countywide Transportation Model to


ensure that the more conservative of the two traffic projections are used for


CMP purposes. Discussions with ACCMA staff in November 2000 indicate


that Year 2025 analysis using the Tri-Valley Transportation Model would be


appropriate to use for the proposed Dublin Transit Center project. Compared
to the Countywide Transportation Model, the Tri-Valley Transportation
Model represents a more specific and focused travel demand-forecasting tool


for the Tri-Valley area of Alameda County and is generally the more


conservative of the two models."


Revised Project Description
Based on discussions with City of Dublin staff, minor changes have been made to


the underlying project description since completion of the DEIR and recirculation of


one of the traffic impacts. Specifically, previously planned Campus Office uses on


Site F are proposed to be replaced with a 8.73-acre (net) neighborhood park. Campus
Office uses previously shown on Site F have been redistributed onto adjacent sites


within the project area.


Revised Table 2 shows the location and extent of development currently being
proposed in the Transit Center.


Based on CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5,the revised project description has been


reviewed by the City of Dublin and it has been determined that the proposed change
would not result in any new, significant impact that has not already been disclosed


in the Draft Environmental Impact Report or the Re-circulated Impact.


Anticipated traffic impacts of proposed park construction have been deemed less-


than-significant by the City of Dublin Traffic Engineer (found in Appendix C) due to
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REPLY TO


ATTENTION OF


Environmental Division


Mr. Eddie Peabody Jr.


City of Dublin - Plannin


100 Civic Plaza


Dublin, CA 94568


Dear Mr. Peabody,


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
UNITED STATES ARMY GARRISON


PARKS RESERVE FORCES TRAINING AREA


BUILDING 790, 5TH STREET


DUBLIN, CALIFORNIA 94588-5201


August 20, 2001


Letter 1.1
g Department


Parks Reserve Forces Training Area (BETA) recently received the Draft Environmental


Impact Report (DEIR) for the Dublin Transit Center (PA 00-13). This project has the potential
to have a negative impact on Parks RFTA.


The mitigation measure listed for helicopter noise from Parks RFTA states that residents


will be given advanced notification ofhelicopter overflights. The DEIR does not state who will


make these notifications or how they will be made. A general disclosure statement is enclosed to


assist the City ofDublin with this notification process.


If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Marshall Marik at (925) 803-5638.


Sincerely,


I (!


awnLee DeYo g


Lieutenant Colonel; U.S. Arm


Commanding Officer
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3. How do the I-580 intersection improvements mentioned on Page 167 fit in with the 2.1.3


mitigation measures that Cisco Systems needs to address?


4. Mitigation measures at Dougherty Road/I-580 and hacienda Drive /I-580 interchanges (Page 2.1.4


167) involving on-ramps need to include the ramp metering system and the IiOV bypass


lane.


5. Year 2025 forecast for I-580 mainline (Table 25, Page 166) shows minimal project traffic for 2.1.5


the peak commute directions (westbound AM and eastbound PM). We recommend closer


study of this situation.


6. The site for the Dublin Transit Center is less than one mile from theI-580/I-680 interchange. 2.1.6


Please discuss the impacts toI-680.


In conclusion, we emphasize that the Dublin Transit Center DEIR should not ignore the 2.1.7


significant impacts that will occur with project implementation, including those impacts that


occur outside of its area of jurisdiction. These would include the significant traffic impacts to


the I-580 mainline. The California Environmental Quality Act mandates that public agencies


avoid or minimize the significant effects that the project would have on the environment,


whenever possible. We believe that there are feasible mitigation measures that will lessen the 2.1.8


impact the project will have on State transportation facilities. The City of Dublin, as lead agency,


needs to quantify the traffic impacts identified in the DEIR, develop measures to mitigate those


impacts, and incorporate those measures into the final EIR.


Should you require further information or have any questions regarding this letter, please call


Paul Svedersky of my staff at (510) 622-1639.


Sincerely,


HARRY Y. YAHATA


Distric Director


By


JEAN C. R. FiNNEY


District Branch Chief


IGR/CEQA


c: Katie Shulte Joung, State Clearinghouse
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
P O BOX 23660 '


OAKLAND, CA 91623.0660
Tel: (510)266.4441
F3,c (570) 266-6573


TDD (510) 2664454


August 20, 2001


Mr. Eddie Peabody, 7r. AICP


City of Dublin


100 Civic Plaza


Dublin, CA 94568


Dear Mr. Peabody:


ALA-580-19.35
ALA580671


fUis1 ~ I~I~~SCH#2000112039
Q/


Letter 2.1
Sl'A7E ~,LEARiNGHOUS~~


Dublin Transit Center -City of Dublin File No. PA 00-013 -Draft Environmental Impact


Report (DEIR)


Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Department) in the eazly


stages of the environmental review process for the above-referenced project. We have examined


the Draft Environmental Impact Report and have the following comments to offer:


1. We are very concerned about the additional traffic volume that this project will add to 2.1.1


Interstate 580 (I-580). The Dublin Transit Center will add about 10°!D to theI-580 peak hour


traffic volume for eastbound in the morning and westbound in the evening. The Draft EIlZ


page 166), states that the Dublin Transit Center traffic would worsen the mainline freeway


condition and have "significant and unavoidable impact." We concur that the additional


traffic is certainly significant. We disagree, however with the continued discussion of Impact


4-11-7, which cites that "mitigation is not feasible since freeway improvement is not under


the jurisdiction of the City of Dublin." This statement is shortsighted. Regardless of who


has jurisdiction, these significant traffic impacts need to be mitigated. The Department urges


the City of Dublin to participate in the development and funding of mitigation measures.


2. Regarding mitigation of the additional traffic to I-580, we recommend the following 2.1.2


mitigation measures to control, monitor, and improve the freeway traffic conditions:


Providing adequate storage for ramp metering queues at the on-ramps and adjacent


arterial streets at all the impacted on-ramps and interchanges for a more effective


ramp metering operation.
Providing High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) bypass lanes at the metered on-ramps and


impacted interchanges.


Installing Closed Circuit Television (CCTV), Changeable Message Signs (CMS),


Traffic Monitoring Stations, and other Traffic Operation Systems elements.







STATE OF CALIFORNIA


Governor's Office of Planning and Research


State Clearinghouse
Gray Davis


GOVERNOR


ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT


DATE: July 10, 2001


TO: Eddie Peabody Jr


City ofDublin


Planning Department Letter 2.2
100 Civic Plaza


Dublin, CA 94568


RE: Dublin Transit Center


SCH#: 2000112039


Q~~EOF FL.~,µO
o


TW~
0~~1OFC(•L~~a`!


Steve Nissen


DIRECTOR


This is to acknowledge that the State Clearinghouse has received your envirorunental document


for state review. The review period assigned by the State Clearinghouse is:


Review Start Date: July 5, 2001


Review End Date: August 20, 2001


We have distributed your document to the following agencies and departments:


California Highway Patrol


Caltrans, District 4


Department of Conservation


Department of Fish and Game, Region 3


Department of Health Services


Department of Parks and Recreation


Native American Heritage Commission


Public Utilities Commission


Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 2


Resources Agency
San Francisco Bay Conservation anal Development Commission


State Lands Commission


State Water Resources Control Board, Clean Water Program


The State Clearinghouse will provide a closing letter with any s?ate agency comments to your


attention on the date following the close of the review period.


Thank you for your participation in the State Clearinghouse review process.


ti~~~v~~
1 1~~1


J~i~ ~ Q~~~~~~
Ig00 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 99812-30ggv~~.~N
916-449-0613 FAX 916-33-3018 WW'~'.OPR.CA.GOVjCLEARINGHOUSE.HTML







STATE OF CALIFORNIA


Governor's Office of Planning and Research


State Clearinghouse
Grav Davis


GOVERNOR


OEOF PLgyNU,C
o t!,
o* Ns


o~g


Steve Nissen


DIRECTOR


August 21, 2001


Eddie Peabody Jr


City of Dublin


Planning Department
100 Civic Plaza


Dublin, CA 94568


RECEIVE®


Al1f; ~? 3 2001


DUBLIN PLANNING


Subject: Dublin Transit Center


SCH#: 2000112039


Dear Eddie Peabody Jr:


The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. On the


enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that


reviewed your document. The review period closed on August 20, 2001, and the comments from the


responding agency (ies) is (aze) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State


Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project's ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future


correspondence so that we may respond promptly.


Please note that Section 21104(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:


A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those


activities involved in a project which aze within an azea of expertise of the agency or which are


required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by


specific documentation."


These comments are forwazded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Should you need


more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the


commenting agency directly.


This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft


environmentai documents, pursuant to the C,aiifornia Environmental Qiiaiity Act. riease contact ine State


Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review process.


Sincerely,


E'SC~ ~-
Terry Roberts


Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse


Enclosures


cc: Resources Agency


I400 TENTH STREET P.O. BO% 304q SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812'3044


916-44>-0613 FAX 916-323-3018 W~'W.OPR.CA.GOV~CLE:^,RINGHOUSE.HTML







Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base


SCH# 2000112039


Project Title Dublin Transit Center


Lead Agency Dublin, City of


Type EIR Draft EIR


Description The project would include the development of a modem "transit village" on the site to take advantage


of the BART station, a planned regional trail immediately west of the site and several nearby public


transit routes. A maximum of 2 million square feet (sf) of office is proposed, many of which would be in


high rise buildings, as well as 1,500 multi-family dwellings (up to 70 du/ac) and 70,000 sf of local


serving retail uses. Parking would generally be structured parking. Uses would be sited near road


rights-of-way to increase pedestrian usage. Requested land use entitlements include an Amendment


to the Eastem Dublin General Plan/Specific Plan to include this site into the Eastern Dublin Specific


Plan, a Stage 1 Planned Development Rezoning and Subdivisions of existing properties for purpose of


sale.


Lead Agency Contact


Name Eddie Peabody Jr


Agency City of Dublin


Phone 925 833-6610 Fax


email


Address Planning Department
100 Civic Plaza


City Dublin State CA Zip 94568


Project Location


County Alameda


City Dublin


Region
Cross Streets Southeast comer of Dublin Boulevard and Amold Road


Parcel No. 986-01-9, -10, -11, -12, -13


Township Range Section Base


Proximity to:


Highways I-580 & I-680


Airports


Railways


Waterways Chabot Channel, Arroyo Mocho


Schools


Land Use The project site contains a Bay Area Rapid System District (BART) station and associated surface


parking lot. Other uses include minor utility installations. The majority of the site is vacant. Dublin


General Plan designates the site for "Public" uses. Existing zoning is "A", Agricultural.


Project Issues AestheticNisual; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Drainage/Absorption; Flood Plain/Flooding;


Geologic/Seismic; Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Public Services; Recreation/Parks;


Schools/Universities; Sewer Capacity; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste;


Toxic/Hazardous; Trafflc/Circulation; Vegetation; Water Quality; Water Supply; Wildlife; Growth


Inducing; Landuse; Cumulative Effects


Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Conservation; Department of Fish and Game, Region 3;


Agencies Department of Parks and Recreation; San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission;


California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 4; Department of Health Services; State Water Resources


Control Board, Clean Water Program; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 2; Native


American Heritage Commission; Public Utilities Commission; State Lands Commission


Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.























Mr. Eddie Peabody
August 21, 2001
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provided for any impacts. The Department recommends that impacts
be avoided in areas where these species occur on the project
site. Conservation areas should also include an appropriate
buffer. The Department does not approve of translocation as an


acceptable mitigation measure. There is no evidence to support
tha'~ translocation is a successful technique to perpetuate
populations of these plant species and, therefore, the proposed
mitigation is viewed as experimental and does not meet the


mitigation standards of CEQA.


If avoidance of impacts to this species is not possible, a


Mitigation and Monitoring Plan should be developed that will


provide for off-site conservation of populations of these


species. The plan should be reviewed and approved by the


Department. Surveys to be conducted at a later time, or


mitigation measures to be identified at some future time, are not


acceptable. It has been determined by court ruling that such


studies and mitigation measures would be improperly exempted from


the process of public and governmental review which is required
under CEQA. The document requests future studies and future


identification of mitigation and, therefore, is considered


inadequate.


It is the Department's opinion that mitigation measures


proposed for this project will nct reduce the effects or mitigate
the effects to a point where clearly no significant effect on the


environment would occur. Based en new information and cumulative


impacts, the Department does not believe that the DEIR for the


Dublin Transit Center establishes appropriate mitigation for


special status species.


It is the policy of the Department that a project should 2,3.6
cause no net loss of either wetland acreage or wetland habitat


value. In 1995, Bay P_rea Rapid Transit filled 2.88 acres of


wetlands on the site. Wetlands were created on Camp Parks as


compensation. These wetlands have never functioned properly.


Acceptable mitigation for all wetlands areas affected by the


project should be proposed.


A Streambed Alt eration Agreement must be obtained from the 2,3,E


Department prior to any work in a lake or stream corridor. Since


the issuance of such an Agreement is subject to CEQA review,


disclosure and incorporation of mitigation measures requested by


the Department is needed to meet the requirements of CEQA.







COUNTY OF ALAMEDA


PUBLIC WORKS AGENCY
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT


951 Turner Court, Room 100


PUBLIC Hayward, CA 94545-2698


WORKS ( 510) 670-6601-


FAX (510) 670-5269


August 6, 2001


Eddie Peabody, Jr.


Director Of Community Development
City of Dublin Letter 3.1


PO Box 2340


Dublin, CA 94568


Dear Mr. Peabody:


Subject: PA 00-013 Dublin Transit Center


We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Dublin Transit Center


located north of the existing Dublin-Pleasanton BART Station and bounded byI-580 to


the south, the Iron House Trail to the west, Dublin Boulevard to the north and Arnold


Road to the east and have the following comments:


Currently, it has been estimated that 90-95 percent of BART's ridership in this area is 3.1.1


vehicle oriented. The intrusion of "outside traffic" may develop an imbalance with a


greater demand for on-street parking than what is physically provided. Suggest


exploring a transit system and satellite parking lots (park and ride lots) interconnected


with the BART system in addition to the proposed permit parking (on private


property), the installation of on street limited-time parking and permit parking.


If you have any comments or questions please feel free to contact me at 510-670-5260.


Very truly yours,


J~'iliia:a ; ep~re


Development Services


CE1V~Cl
11C


c~


TO SERVE AND PRESERVE OUR COMMUNITY















Notes:


1)Signalized intersection LOS is based on Contra Costa Transportation Authority ( CCTA)
methodology. LOS for unsignaiized intersections is based on 1998 Highway Capacity Man+ia~


and represents average delay in seconds for stop-sign controlled minor street traffic.


2) Due to planned roadway improvements, some study intersections' LOS will improve
existing conditions. This is particularly true along Dublin Boulevard where the roadway woi


widened from two to six travel lanes between Dougherty Road and Hacienda Drive.


3) The Dougherty/Scarlett intersection is not expected to exist under existing plus future i


conditions. This intersection wnll be analyzed in future base scenarios with Year 2


cumulative development.
4) Italicized type represents future mitigated intersection conditions


Source: Omni-Means


STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE ~ ~ S


Alameda County Congestion Management Agency
The Alameda County Congestion Management Age ( ACCMA) has


established guidelines for pro sed projects within the


County that have the potential to impact the - roadway network.


Y de-~g#~a~ays-anc~-p-FinFipal--


a ~ -}~


Must ~~ ~~ 75,~ P~U~~~
i c~ ~


As stated in the Setting ction, in the project study area these MTS routes have


been identified as I-580, I~blin Boulevard,"bougherty Road,`lassajara Road,


VFiopyard Road and`'Santa Rita Road. Thpr,,,z„~„~~ r nc ~+ „a~-a =~ ~~ -_...,.
Y~


wharo F TAT7C +},a la col of corcrira ~nrieinnll:>~,-~`~r„rc TS _~~.r~t_~{~~~_i


Skta~-be-F- ` ~ r
CMA ~uideiines aura specify that any ~ ssl̀F;


proposed project generating 100 PM peak hour trips over existing conditions v~
must conduct a traffic analysis of the project using the Countywide ,~ _~ _
Transportation Demand Model for the base years 2005 and 2020. However, the


guidelines also allow for other transportation models/projections to be used for ~~~


this process. For this process to occur, transportation volume projections used for


the proposed Dublin Transit Center and Year 2025 must be compared to the


Countywide Transportation Model to ensure that the more conservative of the


two traffic projections are used for purposes. Discussions with Alameda


CMA staff indicate that the Tri-Valley Transportation Model is appropriate to use


Year 2025 analyses for this project. .


City of Dublin ~
C
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August 16, 2001


Mr. Eddie Peabody, Jr. AICP


City of Dublin Letter 3.3
Planning Department
100 Civic Plaza


Dublin, CA 94568


Subject: Draft EIR for the Dublin Transit Center (PA00-13)


Dear Mr. Peabody:


Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
for the Dublin Transit Center (PA00-13). Our agency has identified no impacts or necessary


mitigations beyond those identified in the Draft EIR. Our comments on the specific areas of our


service to the community in the area of the TransitCenter are detailed below.


Potable YYater Supply and Service


As you point out in the draft EIR, this project will create demand for an additional 447,000


gallons per day of potable water. Because of the planning already done by DSRSD in


cooperation with the City of Dubin a demand of 185,000 gallons per day for the Transit Center is


already incorporated into DSRSD's Urban Water Management Plan. The impact of the full


development of the Transit Center will be an additional demand of 262,000 gallons per day. As


you point out in your report, the facilities currently planned by DSRSD for this area will be of


sufficient capacity to meet the increased demand at full build out of this project; and this demand


will be mitigated somewhat by the extension of recycled water pipelines through the project area


and adherence to Dublin's standard water conservation measures.


The supply of the 447,000 gallons of potable water for this project is provided for in the long


term contracts between the Zone 7 Water Agency and DSRSD. No additional mitigation is


necessary is necessary for obtaining additional water supply for this project.


Recycled N%ater Supply and Service


As you note in the Draft EIR; DSRSD Ordinance No. 280 requires recycled water use for ail new


land uses that are commercial, multi-family residential and institutional irrigation within the


DSRSD potable water service area. The development of the Dublin Transit Center falls into these


categories. In your report you show an expected demand for recycled water of 27,500 gallons per


day for irrigation and an additiona12,200 gallons per day for cooling at the electrical generation


facility. The sum of these two demands equals 29,700 gallons per day, or 33.3 acre-feet per year.


Currently, DSRSD's Recycled Water Plan has 10 acre-feet per year of reclaimed water reserved


for the Dublin Transit Center project. The anticipated shortfall of 23.3 acr~feet per year is


3.3.1


3.3.2


G:\ENGDEPI\Dept Items'~AsstEng l \Ltr8 - Drafr Ell~erduJmlin3~a>usst,GaBeewkme District is a wm;~ snury







Mr. Eddie Peabody
City of Dublin


August 16, 2001


Page 2 of 2


expected to be mitigated in the long term by upgrades now planned for DSRSD's Recycled Water


Reclamation Plant. In the short term, sufficient potable water supplies are available to


supplement the Recycled Water Supply as necessary.


Wastewater Services and Wastewater Ef{luent Disposal


The Draft EIR notes that the Transit Center Project will generate 447,000 gallons per day of 3.3.3


wastewater flows at full build out. Also noted is the inclusion of this wastewater demand in the


planned capacity expansions of DSRSD's Wastewater Treatment Plant and LAVWMA's


wastewater effluent disposal facilities. No further mitigation appeazs to be necessary.


oa '- ~~ ~~•~ does rct dee... mi±igatien be ~or_:? *.hose specified !n ±he Draft 3.3.4ns not.,u a~ove, cur Abe...,, aŶ y


EIR for the areas of our Potable Water, Recycled Water or Wastewater Collection and Disposal
services to the community. We feel that the joint planning effort done between the City of Dublin


and DSRSD has successfully identified those areas of concern and planned reasonable solutions


to those areas.


Sincerely,


DAVID BEHRENS


Principal Engineer


DB:1,g


Cc: Stan Kolodzie, DSRSD


GÊNGDEP'PDept Items'J+sstEngi'S.tr8 -Draft EQt -Dublin Transit Center.doc
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BOARD OP DIRECTORS


John Sutter


President


August 20, 2001 Ward 2


Letter 3.4
Ayn Wieskamp
Vice-President


Mike Porto ward 6


City of Dublin
red Radke


Community Development Department/Planning Division
Treasurer
Ward ~


100 C1vic Plaza Doug Siden


Secretary


Dublin, CA 94568 Ward 4


Beverly Lane


RE: Comments on PA 00-013 Dublin Transit Center Draft Environmental
Ward 6


CaI01 $e Verin


Impact Report-Iron Horse Regional Trail ward 3


Jean Siri


Ward 1


Dear Mr. Porto:
Pat O'Brien


East Bay Regional Park District (the "District"), has received the Draft Environmental "
e"era' Manager


Impact Report (DEIR) for the PA 00-013 Dublin Transit Center and would like to make


the following comments regarding the Iron Horse Regional Trail, circulation, and


impacts on recreation.


The Iron Horse Trail, managed by the District, is both the main recreational feature in 3.4.1


the Diablo and San Ramon Valleys (and Tri-Valley in the future) as well as an


important component of the non-motorized transportation system in Alameda and


Contra Costa Counties. The multi-use, paved trail (10-foot paved asphalt with 2-foot


gravel shoulders on either side) currently extends more than 23 miles between Concord


and Dougherty Road in Dublin, with the extension to the Dublin/Pleasanton BART


Station to be constructed in the westerly end of the proposed Transit Center Area


scheduled for 2002). Beyond the BART Station, future Iron Horse Trail is being


planned to continue south to Shadow Cliffs Regional Recreation Area in Pleasanton and


eastward through Livermore to the San Joaquin County line connecting to major job
centers in Pleasanton such as Hacienda Business Park. Connections of the Iron Horse


Trail to multi-modal transportation facilities such as BART Stations are a goal of the


District, Alameda County, and BART, as are connections to employment destinations,


schools, commercial areas, and residential areas. Currently, the trail connects directly to


the Pleasant Hill BART Station and is located less than a mile away from the Walnut


Creek BART Station. The agencies have collaborated on providing maps of regional
trail and park facilities in all the BART Stations as well as on BART'S "Pathfinder"


program to develop directional signage and information to BART riders who may walk


or ride the trail to their ultimate destinations. The Iron Horse Trail also functions as the


major spine trail in the two counties connecting seven Cities and other local and


regional trails. For example, commuters and recreational users will be able to access


the trail along Dublin Blvd which will connect to the Tassaj ara Creek Regional Trail


and provide non-motorized connections to the Transit Center for the thousands of new
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another City-wide impact fee) funds regional traffic improvements. Financing bike


and pedestrian friendly facilities at the Center, on arterials and connectors in the project


area, and links to the proposed Village Green should be considered an appropriate use


of these funds.


Staging/Parking for trail users should also be identified which could include dedicated 3.4.4


parking in the vicinity of the Iron Horse Trail and regulating parking to allowed shared
I


parking for trail users, including weekends. The Transit Center itself will attract trail


users who will want to access the Iron Horse Trail and also shop or dine at the Center.


Recommended bicycle design practices, guidelines for bicycle parking, signal 3.4.5


standards, facilities such as short term, long term, and stationed bicycle lockers and


storage options, bicycle maintenance stations, etc. are outlined in the recently completed
Alameda Countywide Bicycle Plan, sponsored by the Alameda County's Congestion


Management Agency (CMA). This document was developed by a Bicycle Task Force


with representation of the City ofDublin, all cities in Alameda County and other


bicycle organizations and regional agencies, including East Bay Regional Park District,


in order to provide consistent guidelines for bicycle planning countywide and provide
information facilities which can be incorporated into Transit Center design to encourage


bicycle and pedestrian travel as an alternative to vehicle travel.


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Dublin Transit Center.


I can be reached at (510) 544-2602 should you have any questions.


Sincerely,


Steve Fiala


Trails Specialist
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Mr. Michael Porto FAX: 833-6628
DUBLIN PLANNING


Project Planner


Dublin Community Development Department
P. O. B. 2340


Dublin, CA 94568


Dear Mr. Porto: 
Letter 3.5


Subject: EIR PA 00-013 Dublin Transit Center


Dear Mr. Porto:


The following aze Pleasanton's comments on the EIR as they relate to transportation.


Dublin and Pleasanton have jointly planned for the implementation of adequate transportation
infrastructure to accommodate the joint General Plan buildout of each city, with the goal of maintaining


acceptable levels of service in each jurisdiction and at the freeway interchanges. Funding agreements


have been crafted to assure mutual accomplishment of these projects in an equitable manner. (See
attached June 27, 2001 letter to Eddie Peabody attached.)


The EIR states that Dublin will have to amend the "East Dublin Specific Plan/General Plan"' so that 3.5.1


entitlements can be given. Pleasanton needs to know how the specific traffic development fees that are


being collected to pay Dublin's pro rata share of interchange improvements will be impacted and if such


fees are adequate to meet the additional infrastructure needs required to insure that traffic impacts,
similaz to storm water run off, do not spill over into Pleasanton and overtax our facilities. The EIR on


page 137, "Financing Improvements" should clearly indicate that the development must not only
contribute fees / or improvements" but that Dublin is obligated by agreements to construct


improvements to maintain adequate levels of service. Pleasanton's Public Works staff, in meeting with


Dublin's Public Works staff, has been lead to believe that those interchange and intersection


improvements needed to be constructed to maintain reasonable levels of service depend on adequate
contributions from the Transit Center development. It is not cleaz to us that the City of Dublin Capital


Improvement Program includes adequate funding for the timely implementation of the needed


improvements.


The amount of traffic mitigation funding required relates to the degree of improvements needed, which 3.5.2


in tum relate to the trip generation chazacteristics of the development. Specific reductions in trip
1


generation were estimated for the EIR. These were reductions in trip productions due to proximity of 1


PUBLIC WORKS P.O. BOX 520, Pleasanton, CA 94566-0802


Administration Engineering Traffic Inspection Operations Service Center


200 Old Bernal Ave. 200 Old Bernal Ave. 200 Old Bernal Ave. 205-E Main Street 3333 Busch Road


925) 931-5648 925) 931-5650 925) 931-5650 925) 931-5680 925) 931-5500


Fax: 931-5479 Fax: 931-5479 Fax: 931-5479 Fax: 931-5484 Fax: 931-5595



















ITY of ~IVERNIORE


1;
t


s~~ -


ADMINISTRATION 1849'
BITILDDYG


1052 S. Livermore Avenue


Livermore. CA 94550-4899 VIA FACSIMILE
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6Letter 3TDD (425) 373-5052


MAYOR /COUNCIL August 21, 2001
373-5149


COPY MANAGER


Ph: 3735140. Fax: 373-5061 Mr. MlChael POrtO, Project Planner


CCI'Y ATTORNEY Dublin Planning Division
Ph: 373 5120. Fax: 373-5125


100 Civic Plaza


Dublin, CA 94568
Ph: 373-5 I30 . Fax: 373-5135


coMMUNITr RE: Dublin Transit Center Project DEIR (SCH #2000 1120395)
DEVELOPMENT


Building Davision


Ph: 373-5180.Fax:373-5183
Dear Mr. Porto:


Engineering Division


Ph: 373-5240 • Fax: 373-5267


Homing Division
ortunity to provide Itstes the oipPh: 373-5200•Fax:373-5318


Planning Division


pprec aThe City of Livermore ap
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR") for the


Ph: 373-5200 • Fax: 373-5318


proposed Dublin Transit Center project. In general, the City of


ECONOMIC Alameda our y,lauds the efforts of Dublinrts and aLiDEVELOPMENT


Ph: 373-5095•Fax: 454-2379


ppvermore suppo
and BART in regard to the planning of this project. We believe that the


ANCE DEPARTMENT primary objective of this project, i.e., developing a high intensity, mixed-
FIN


Ph: 373-51.50. Fax: 373-5165
use development in close proximity to the BART station and transfer


FIRE DEPARTMENT will encourage future residents and employees to use BART and
station


4550 East Avenue transit modes as an alternative to automobile dependency. We
th


Ph: 4542361 . Fax: 454-2367
ero


also recognize the value of reusing the existing BART surface parking
LIBRARY


A areas for higher intensity uses and replacing the loss of parking spaces
venue1000 S. Livermore


Ph: 373-SSOO.Fax:373-5503 with a new parking structure.


PERSONNEL


Ph: 373-5103.F'ax:373-5035 However, as an adjacent jurisdiction, the City of Livermore is concerned


POL[CEDL'PARTMENT about the potential regionally significant impacts of this proposed
1110 S. Livermore Avenue


4950 ro ect, and the otential cumulative impacts that affect us all in the Tri-
p ~ pPh:371-4900.Fax:371-


TDG 371-4982 Valley area. We do not believe that this EIR adequately addresses our


nor does it fulfill its obligations under the California
concernsPUBLIC SERVICES


3500RobersonParkRd. Environmental Quality Act as a full disclosure document, particularly
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ort DivisionAir pertaining to the following major topics of regional concern:
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a oNE~~ ALAMEDA COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT


5997 PARKSIDE DRIVE PLEASANTON, CALIFORNIA 94588-5127


August 21, 2001


RECEIVEC


AUC 2 2 2009


DUBLIN PLANNING


Mr. Michael Porto


Project Planner


Community Development
City ofDublin


P.O. Box 2340


Dublin, CA 94568


Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report
PA DO-013 Dublin Transit Center


Dear Mr. Porto:


Letter 3.7


Zone 7 has reviewed the above-referenced CEQA document. The proposed project will consist


of offices, high density residential dwellings, commercial retailing, and a parking garage and will


be located on a 91-acre site. Our comments below relate to Zone 7's responsibilities for water


supply, flood protection, and groundwater management in the Livermore-Amador Valley.
Reference should be made to our letter ofDecember 8, 2000 to Mr. Eddie Peabody, Jr. regarding
our response to the Notice of Preparation for this draft EIR.


We have the following comments:


1. Page 93, Hydrology and Water Quality, Environmental Setting, Water Quality 3.7.1


The draft EIR does not discuss the potential salt balance impacts to the main basin due to


irrigating landscape with recycled water. Salt loading from this project development to


the main basin is considered by Gone 7 to be "minimal to no" impact. Salt loading to


Alameda County Water District (ACWD) should be mentioned as a potential impact. This


impact is currently being addressed by a joint ACWD-DERWA study.


2. Page 95, Hydrology and Water Quality, Environment Impacts, Stormwater Runoff 3 , 7 , 2


a. The second paragraph mentioned that the development would generate


approximately 47 acres of new impervious area. It should be noted that mitigation
for impacts to flood control facilities downstream of the proposed project is


handled through the collection of appropriate drainage fees for the Special


Drainage Area 7-1 program. The 47 acres of impervious area would be subject to


said drainage fees.


Ption~e (9251 484-2600 cns (925) 462-3911
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Letter 3.8


CAROLE WARD ALLEN
aTH DISTRICT


Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the


PETER W. SNYDER Dublin Transit Center
5TH DISTRICT


THOMAS M. BLALOCK
6TH DISTRICT Dear Mr. Porto:


WILLIE B. KENNEDY
7TH DISTRICT BART would like to thank the City of Dublin for this opportunity to participate
JAMES FANG in the public review process of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
8TH DISTRICT


for the Dublin Transit Center. BART offers the following comments for your
TOM RADULOVICH atlonide9TH DISTRICT cons


The East Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station that serves Dublin is at the heart of 3.8.1


the City's efforts to create amixed-use transit-oriented center for development.
One of BART's primary goals is to encourage the development of community-
based plans that balance various opportunities and constraints associated with


transit-supportive land use and enhanced access to BART. As such, BART


supports the Dublin Transit Center proposal and has been working closely with


the Alameda County Surplus Property Authority (Authority) and City of Dublin


to ensure that the Center will enhance the BART station and the adjacent area.


BART believes that the basic concept of replacing much of the existing surface


parking with a parking garage will truly facilitate the " transit-oriented"


development of the proposed project. This will greatly enhance access to and


use of the BART station, and will also be an overall enhancement to the


surrounding area.















P.QV~~., ~. SAN JOA~UIN COUNTY


r.~~ .~ COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT


1810 E. HAZELTON AVE., STOCKTON, CA 95205-5L32


C4</GUR~~? PHONE: 209/468.3121 FAX: 209/468.3163


October 16, 2001


Mr. Eddie Peabody
Director of Community Development
City of Dublin


100 Civic Plaza


Dublin, CA 94568 ~ 4


Subject: Dublin Transit Center Draft EIR


Dear ivlr. Peabody:


RECEIVE®


OCT 1 7 2001


DUBLIN PLANNING


Letter 3.9


Thank you for forwarding a copy of the Dublin Transit Center Draft EIR which we have


reviewed. As you are aware, we sent you a letter in December 2000 requesting that San


Joaquin County be notified of any projects that have the potential of creating significant
traffic impacts on Interstate 580 and the Altamont Pass. The Dublin Transit Center with its


2 million square feet of office space and 70,000 square feet of commercial space and up to


1500 apartments located immediately adjacent toI-580 certainly has that potential.


The Dublin Transit Center Draft EIR, however, does not address cumulative traffic impacts 3.9.1


onI-580 east of_Fallon Road. Specifically, areas of concern regaxding unaddressed


potential cumulative traffic impacts includeI-580 from Fallon Road east over the Altamont


Pass to I-205 and also the Alameda and San Joaquin County access roads toI-580 in the


vicinity of Altamont Pass including Grant Line Road, Altamont Pass Road and Byron -


Bethany Road. The freeway and county roads in these areas are already experiencing
heavy congestion, and the Regional Transit Fees discussed as partial mitigation in the


DEIR do not cover these roadways.


In addition, Alameda County has been expressing its concern that all development in San 3.9.2


Joaquin County alongI-580 andI-205 address cumulative traffic impacts to the above


roadways. The residential development of concern in these areas has historically been


associated with the imbalance ofjob growth and housing development in Alameda County


and its neighboring counties which has led to heavy demand for housing in San Joaquin


County. It appears that the office development proposed in the Dublin Transit Center will


contribute to the jobs housing imbalance in Alameda County and continue to create more


need for residential development in San Joaquin County.


In order for the EIR to adequately address cumulative traffic impacts, we specifically 3.9.3


request that the FEIR evaluate cumulative traffic impacts toI-580 from Fallon Road east to


I-205 and county access roads to I-580 in the vicinity of Altamont Pass including Grant


Line Road, Altamont Pass Road and Byron Bethany Road.I In addition, the jobs housing 3.9.4
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Mike Porto .


City of Dublin


Community Development Department/ Planning Division


100 Civic Plana


Dublin, CA 94568


PAGE 02


Re: Comments on PA 00-013 Dublin Transit Center Environmental ,Fmpact Report as it


relates to the ,iron Horse Regional Trail.


Dear Mr. Porto,


I am writing on behalf of the Rails-to-Trails Conservancy California Field offtce to


comment on tote Draft EIIZ (DEIR) for the proposed Dublin Transit Center project.
Our comments focus mainly on issues related to the Iron horse Regional Trail and to


impacts on circulation and recreation. The Iron Horse Trail received national attention


when it was named a MiIlem~ium Trail by the White House in 2000. 1t has been


considered a model for other rail-trail projects around the state and the country.


k'irst, we would like to commend the City of Dublin for its intent to develop the land


surrounding the BART Station as a high density transit oriented development. We


applaud your efforts to reduce the number of auto trips that will be generated from this


development, and especially your emphasis on buses, BART, and bicycle/ pedestrian
activity as the primary means of transport to and from the Center. The presence of tlae


Iron Horse Trail, as well as providing the western boundary of the project, is a


siazlilacant asset to the people who will work, shop, and commute through the transit


village when it is completed.


Rails-to-Trails Conservancy is a national nonprofit organization with an office and


8,000 members in California. We envision a country laced with a network of trails,
sidewalks, and on-street bike lanes that will enable people to travel within and between


neighborhoods and cities by foot or bicycle. Numerous studies and the experience of


hundreds of communities across the country demonstrate that such networks create big
bang for the buck by serving real transportation needs. These facilities provide
numerous additional benefits to local communities by creatitng landscaped open places
for people to recreate and exercise- They also have tangible economic benefits to


surrounding neighborhoods and corrlmunity livability, particularly in terms of


enhanced property values and small business development. Completing this section of


the Iron Horse Trail and connecting it to the planned TOD would bring these beneflts


to Dublin.


As the primary bicycle and pedestrian route the Diablo Valley, the Iron Horse Trail 4.1.1


plays a crucial transportation and recreation role for the residents of Dublin and points
north. In order to enhance the transportation value of the corridor, special emphasis
should be placed on providing connections between the trail and the nevv Transit


Center. These connections, providing access between the trail and the center, are
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BART station and HOV lanes on I-580 from Tassajara Road to Vasco Road. The


proposed project would be subject to the TVTC fee.


The City of Dublin is also participating in the I-580 Smart Corridor project which


is being funded by the federal government. The Smart Corridor project involves


computer-assisted freeway information infrastructure improvements, such as


traffic monitoring and accident management, to maximize the use of vehicular


capacity on the I-580 freeway. The Smart Corridor project also includes


identification of alternative reliever routes.


Thus, although the Draft EIR identifies that mainline freeway operation impacts
along the I-580 freeway would be significant and unavoidable, the proposed
Transit Center would be contributing fair share fees to assist in funding regional
transportation improvements. The EIR identifies that major widenings and/or


improvements to the I-580 freeway would not be an economic or physically
feasible mitigation measure that could be undertaken by the sponsors of the


proposed project.


Comment 1.1: Department of the Army


Comment 1.1.1: Clarification is needed regarding who will provide
notifications for potential helicopter overflights of the project area.


Sample notification language is provided for use by the City.


Response: The suggested notification language is acknowledged.
Mitigation Measure 4-9.3 is included in the EIR that would require future


residents of dwelling units within the Transit Center project to be notified


of potential helicopter overflight noise. Typically, such disclosures and


notifications are required to be provided to future buyers and/or residents


by the City of Dublin as part of subdivision map or Site Development
Review (SDR) levels of land use entitlements.


Comment 2.1: Caltrans


Comment 2.1.1: The commenter is concerned about the volume of


additional traffic to the I-580 freeway contributed by the project and


disagrees with the DEIR finding that mitigation is not feasible. Caltrans


urges the City of Dublin to participate in the development of funding
mitigation measures.


Response: The proposed Dublin Transit Center project would add


approximately 10% (on average) to the AM and PM peak hour eastbound


and westbound commute direction traffic on I-580. These increases would


be experienced on I-580 west of the Dougherty/Hopyard interchange. East
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Response: The potential presence of California tiger salamander species
was addressed on pp 65-66 of the DEIR. No new California Tiger
Salamander surveys were conducted during the reconnaissance survey of


the site, however, the site was surveyed for California tiger salamanders


during 1994-1995. The survey was conducted for BART and covered the


same area currently under consideration for the Dublin Transit Center. In


the 1994-1995 survey, both nocturnal, visual surveys for adults and


dipnetting surveys for larvae were conducted on the project site.


Nocturnal surveys were conducted during rainy nights between


November 1994 and January 1995. Larval dipnet surveys were conducted


in May 1995. Each field visit to the project site was complemented by a


field visit to a known reference site on the same night or day. Nocturnal


surveys entailed 10 field visits during which roads around the project site


were driven and transects were walked throughout the site. During the 10


nighttime surveys, no California tiger salamanders were observed on the


Transit Center site. California tiger salamanders were observed at the


reference sites during 9 of the 10 nocturnal field visits, indicating that


California tiger salamanders were active and above ground at the time of


the surveys, and that environmental conditions were appropriate to


observe California tiger salamanders on the project site had they been


present. Similarly, no California tiger salamander larvae were observed in


any of the aquatic habitats on the project site (ditches and ponds), while


California tiger salamander larvae were observed at the ponds on


reference sites on the same days. The report concluded that California tiger
salamanders did not occur on or near the site.


Since the 1995 report to BART, the BART parking lot has been constructed


on the project site and additional development has occurred in the


vicinity of the Transit Center site, essentially isolating the site from


suitable estivation and breeding habitat that occur north and east of the


project site. Habitat fragmentation is an issue for California tiger
salamander populations in the Bay Area, but this site is already isolated by
other development in the area, particularly the extensive residential and


commercial development to the east.


In light of the 1995 survey results, the ongoing disturbed condition of the


site, its isolation from other natural open space areas, and the lack of


suitable breeding ponds onsite, the site does not currently provide habitat


for California tiger salamander. As an isolated parcel, development here


would not increase fragmentation. Other developments in the East Dublin


area have already fragmented the California tiger salamander habitat in


the region and development of this parcel, which is already surrounded by
development, will not contribute to further fragmentation of the


California tiger salamander habitat in the Eastern Dublin area. Thus, no


further analysis is required under CEQA.
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Comment 3.2.6: If this project is subject to the TVTD traffic mitigation fee,
it should be acknowledged in this section. For CMP purposes, project
contribution toward a fee to mitigate regional transportation impacts
counts toward project mitigation.


Response: The proposed Dublin Transit Center would be subject to and


would contribute towards the TVTD traffic mitigation fee should the


project be approved.


Comment 3.3: Dublin San Ramon Services District


Comment 3.3.1: Estimated water demand for the buildout of the proposed
project is estimated to be 447,000 gallons per day. Preliminary planning by
the City of Dublin and DSRSD has reserved 185,000 gallons per day for this


project, however, facilities currently planned by DSRSD will be of


sufficient capacity to serve the proposed project. Use of recycled water and


adherence to standard water conservation measures may reduce the total


anticipated estimated water demand. No mitigation is needed.


Response: Comment acknowledged that DSRSD has determined that


sufficient water supplies will exist to serve the buildout of the proposed
Transit Center. DSRSD recommends no additional mitigation measures


regarding potable water supply and service to serve the proposed project.


Comment 3.3.2: The DEIR notes that the project would result in an


expected demand for 27,500 gallons per day for recycled water and 2,200


gallons per day for electrical generation cooling purposes. There would be


a shortfall of 23.3 acre-feet per year of recycled water above what is


currently reserved to serve the project. This shortfall will be mitigated by
planned upgrades to DSRSD's Recycled Water Reclamation Plant.


Response: Comment acknowledged that short-term recycled water


supplies are available to serve the proposed project and that long-term
demand will be met through planned upgrades of the recycled water


system.


Comment 3.3.3:The proposed project would generate an estimated 447,000


gallons per day of wastewater at full buildout. This amount of wastewater


has been included in DSRSD's and LAVWMA's wastewater facility
planning and no additional mitigation is needed.
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Response: Construction of the residential component of the proposed
Transit Center is anticipated to increase the use of local, community and


regional recreational facilities. The City has planned for local and


community parks to serve new developments. As noted on p. 187 of the


DEIR, the Iron Horse Trail has long been planned as a major regional
facility. Multi-modal transportation as well as connections to the Iron


Horse Trail are addressed in the project and would further be refined in


further implementing development projects. There would also be impact
fees, property tax revenues and other sources of funding to assist in


construction and maintenance of recreational facilities.


Comment 3.4.4: Staging and parking areas for trail users should be


considered as part of the project, which could include dedicated parking
areas and shared use of parking facilities during non-peak times.


Response: The possibility of including staging and parking areas for the


Iron Horse Trail is not precluded in the EIR. These proposals will be


considered as part of more specific Stage 2 Planned Development
applications to be considered by the City of Dublin.


Comment 3.4.5: Bicycle facilities, including but not limited to bike parking,
signal standards, and related features should be included within the


proposed project.


Response: East Bay Regional Park District's comments and


recommendations regarding inclusion of bicycle facilities within future


Transit Center development projects are acknowledged. The application
for the project filed by the Alameda County Surplus Property Authority
identifies as an objective of the proposed project "to create safe and


convenient pedestrian/bicycle connections between local destinations,
transit stops and nearby regional trails." (Dublin Transit Center, General


Plan/Specific Plan Amendment and Stage 1 Planned Development
Rezoning, Alameda County Surplus Property Authority, 9/01). Specific
designs and locations of these connections will be identified through the


Site Development Review process as specific development plans are filed


with the City of Dublin within the Transit Center project area.


Comment 3.5: City of Pleasanton


Comment 3.5.1: The City of Pleasanton would like to review specific traffic


impact fees that would be collected by the City of Dublin to determine if


such fees are adequate to finance needed transportation infrastructure.
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process. In addition, a review of other office trip generation was conducted


for other office development around existing BART stations and is shown
in Table 3. As shown, the office trip generation rates used for the proposed
Dublin Transit Center are actually higher than those used by the City of
Pleasanton. It is true that Pleasanton's rates are 1.33 trips/1,000 square feet


for the AM and PM peak hour. However, these rates were reduced by 15%


due to their proximity to the planned West Dublin/Pleasanton BART


Station and Transit Village Development. This is evidenced in the trip
generation conducted for the Pleasanton portion of the West


Dublin/Pleasanton BART development. Office uses for the Pleasanton


portion were calculated using an AM and PM peak hour rate of 1.13


trips/1,000 square feet.


With respect to residential development, AM and PM peak hour rates


used for the proposed project were reduced by 25%. This is consistent with


residential trip rates for the planned West Dublin/Pleasanton BART


Station and Transit Village, which were reduced by 30%. Peak hour rates


used for the project's retail development are based on ITE research for


specialty retail development. The projected retail uses are planned to be


ancillary to Transit Center office development and serve the internal


office populations. None of the retail is expected to be "destination"


oriented and it would not generate the same number of vehicle trips as


other typical retail-commercial development.


Table 3. Dublin Transit Center Comparison of Trip Generation Rates


Reference AM Rate PM Rate


ksf) ksf)
Commerce One Report: Omni-Means


c~>
1.32 1.25


Usin Avera e ITE Co orate Office Rate)
West Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station cz~ 1.13 1.13


TJxM Trans ortation Consultants


Pleasant Hill BART Specific Plan Study (
s) 1.20 1.10


Actual Surve s)
Dublin Transit Center


c4~ 1.25 1.18


Usin ITE General Office e uations)


1) Omni-Means Engineers & Planners, Supplemental Traffic Circulation Analysis for the


Proposed Commerce One Project, City of Dublin. Administrative Draft, September
2000. Based on ITE Trip Generation, Average AM and PM peak hour trip rates for


Corporate Office Headquarters, 1997 and reduced i0% for proximity to BART.


2) TJKM Transportation Consultants, A Traffic Impact Study of the Proposed West


Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station and Transit Village, Dublin and Pleasanton,


Administrative Draft, July 21, 2000. Based on City of Pleasanton standard rates for
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which currently exist for buses accessing the BART Station from Demarks


and Iron Horse. In addition, a proposed BART parking structure would


help to remove some of the current congestion around the East Dublin


BART Station by concentrating the parking in one area rather than


spreading out the parking in multiple or temporary surface lots which


now exist. The entire circulation system design and concept of the


proposed Dublin Transit Center is to concentrate development as close as


possible to a central multi-modal public transit station in the Tri-Valley
and encourage pedestrian and bike use over single-occupant automobile


use.


Comment 3.6: City of Livermore


Comment 3.6.1: The DEIR recognizes that traffic conditions on the I-580


freeway is anticipated to operate at LOS F conditions in the year 2025, and


notes that only a partial mitigation measure, payment of fees, is available


to assist in reducing this congestion.


Response: The DEIR notes that the I-580 freeway is anticipated to operate at


unacceptable levels of service in the year 2025, whether or not the


proposed Transit Center is constructed. The DEIR concludes that the


project's impact to I- 580 freeway conditions is significant and unavoidable


see Impact 4.11-7). The size and scale of the proposed project is too small


to finance mitigation of freeway conditions to aless-than-significant
condition; however, the Transit Center will be required to pay traffic


impact mitigation fees (see Master Response) which are established in


proportion to the project's contribution to regional and local traffic


impacts.


Comment 3.6.2: The commenter notes that feasible mitigation measures


are available to address regionally significant impacts, including increased


financial contributions to construct HOV freeway lanes, financial


assistance to construct North Canyons Parkway and others. The DEIR


needs to evaluate the appropriate level of contribution to implement
these measures. The City of Dublin has approved significant development
elsewhere in Dublin and passing the responsibility of cumulative


development does not address regional solutions.


Response: The City of Dublin is not passing its regional responsibilities to


address traffic impacts from private development projects. The


development fee programs currently in place in Dublin contribute toward


regional transportation improvements and are explained in the Master


Response as well as the response to Comment 3.5.1. The proposed Transit
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working in cooperation with ACWD to mitigate projected salt loads


impacts on ACWD treatment facilities in Fremont.


Comment 3.7.2: The DEIR notes that the proposed project would generate
additional acreages of impervious surfaces, impacting downstream


stormwater facilities and will be subject to drainage fees.


Response: The comment regarding mitigation for identified stormwater


runoff impacts through payment of Zone 7 fees is acknowledged and no


further mitigation is needed.


Comment 3.7.3: An analysis for drainage lines G-1 and G-2 should be


done, similar to the analysis done for Line G-5 in the DEIR.


Response: Zone 7 recently completed a special Drainage Area 7 7-1


program update of channel improvements costs by Schaaf & Wheeler,


Consulting Civil Engineers (dated 6/30/00). The report addresses increases


in peak flows of all storm drain channels in the Zone 7 service area due to


anticipated development of the Dublin Transit Center and other nearby
development projects. The report includes peak stormwater flows, cost


estimates of needed improvements within all channels and fees that


would need to be collected in order to accommodate future peak storm


flows. Since new drainage fees are anticipated to be adopted by the City of


Dublin prior to any development within the proposed Transit Center and


fees levied on new development within the Transit Center as a standard


condition of approval, with a portion of these fees forwarded to Zone 7,


any increases in stormwater flows attributed to the Transit Center will be


off-set future regional drainage improvements financed by increased Zone


7 drainage fees.


One of the goals described in the Eastern Dublin Specific Plan is that as


development occurs, required drainage channel improvements will be


constructed to adequately accommodate increased drainage flows. With


the development of the neighboring Santa Rita area by the Alameda


County Surplus Property Authority, the Authority commissioned a


master drainage study entitled "Santa Rita Drainage Master Plan" that


includes the drainage area of the proposed Transit Center. This master


plan was prepared by Brian, Kangas, Foulk in May, 1999. Zone 7 and the


Alameda County Flood Control District has reviewed and approved this


drainage analysis of the project area. This document describes the existing
and proposed drainage flows and needed drainage improvements
surrounding the Transit Center that have been installed to control


drainage based on future development projects in accordance with Zone 7
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additional spaces, there would be a total of 2,200 parking spaces with the


expanded garage, a net difference of 500 parking spaces.


Trip Generation


After publication of the DEIR, both Alameda County and BART staff have


indicated that number of existing parking spaces at the East Dublin BART


Station was 1,870 spaces rather than 1,680. This was due to available street


parking on DeMarcus and Iron Horse Boulevard as well as several existing
smaller surface parking lots not accounted for in BART's total for the East


Dublin BART surface parking spaces. For these reasons, the AM and PM


peak hour trip generation rates would be reduced slightly from those used


in the Dublin Transit Center DEIR (daily rates would remain unchanged).
Daily and peak hour trip generation for an additional 520 parking spaces
has been shown in Table A, below. As calculated, an enlargement of the


proposed garage by 500 spaces would result in an additional 1,804 daily
trips with 152 AM peak hour trips and 134 PM peak hour trips.


Table A


Dublin Transit Center


Proposed East Dublin BART Parking Garage Expansion
AM and PM Peak Hour Trip Generation


a. Dublin Transit Center DEIR (1,680 spaces):1


Daily: 1,680 spaces x 3.47 trips/space = 5,830 trips
AM: 1,680 spaces x 0.54 trips/space = 904 (788 in, 116 out)
PM: 1,680 spaces x 0.43 trips/space = 274 (222 in, 502 out)


b. East Dublin BART Parking Garage Expansion (2,200 spaces):


Daily: 2,200 spaces x 3.47 trips/space = 7,634 trips
AM: 2,200 spaces x 0.48 trips/space =1,056 (920 in, 136 out)
PM: 2,200 spaces x 0.39 trips/space =858 (263 in, 595 out)


c. Net Trip Increase:


Daily: 7,634 - 5,830 = 1,804 trips
AM: 1,056 - 904 = 152 (132 in, 20 out)
PM: 858 - 724 = 134 (41 in, 93 out)


Trip Distribution


Peak hour vehicle distribution for the additional BART parking garage


trips was based on the same distribution found in the Dublin Transit


Center DEIR and was estimated as follows:
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Hacienda Drive to/from the south 55%


Hacienda Drive to /from the north 3


Dublin Boulevard to/from the east 10%


Dublin Boulevard to/from the west 30%


Arnold Drive to/from the north 2%


Total 100%


AM and PM peak hour trips attributed to the proposed East Dublin BART


Station parking garage expansion were distributed onto the street network


and added to "key" intersections within the project area.


Anticipated Traffic and Circulation Impacts
Additional peak hour vehicle trips related to the parking garage expansion
were added to key intersections in the project area. Key intersections were


identified as any intersection that is currently operating between LOS D


0.86) to LOS D (0.90) during the AM or PM peak hour with proposed
Dublin Transit Center traffic. The addition of BART parking garage


expansion trips that would cause these key intersections to operate at LOS


E (0.91) would be considered a significant impact and require additional


mitigation measures beyond those recommended in the DEIR.


Under Existing + Future Base + Proposed Project conditions, five key
intersections were identified as operating at LOS D (0.86-0.90) and are


shown in Table B. As calculated, the addition of proposed East Dublin


BART Station parking garage expansion trips to existing plus future base


plus project conditions would not cause key intersections in the study area


to operate below level of service D (0.90). However, there would be slight
increases in signalized intersections' volume/capacity ratio (= or < 0.01)


during the AM or PM peak hour.


Under Cumulative Year 2025 + Proposed Project, six key intersections


were identified as operating at LOS D (0.86-0.90) (see DEIR Table 23) and are


shown in Table B. The addition of 500 spaces to the proposed BART


parking garage trips to Cumulative Year 2025 plus project conditions


would not cause key intersections in the project area to operate below


level of service D (0.90). There would be slight increases in signalized
intersections' volume/capacity ratio (= or < 0.01) during the AM or PM


peak hour.
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Table B


Dublin Transit Center


Proposed East Dublin BART Station Parking Garage Expansion
Key Intersection AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service


Existing + Future Base +Project)


Intersection E+FB+Project E+FB+Project+
BART Ex ansion


AM PM AM PM


3. Dou her / Dublin D 0.86 D 0.87


13. Hacienda/The Boulevard D 0.88 D 0.89


14. Hacienda/I-580 WB Offram D 0.89 D 0.90


15. Hacienda/I-580 EB Offram D 0.90 D 0.90


20. Santa Rita/I-580 EB


Offram /Pimlico


D 0.87 D 0.87


Cumulative Year 2025+ Project


Cum. Year 2025 Cum. Year 2025 +


BART Ex ansion


4. Ho and/I-580 EB Offram D 0.90 D 0.90


12. Hacienda/Dublin D 0.88 D 0.88


13. Hacienda/The Boulevard D 0.88 D 0.89


14. Hacienda/I-580 WB Offram D 0.89 D 0.90


15. Hacienda/I-580 EB Offram D 0.90 D 0.90


20. Santa Rita/I-580 EB


Offramp /Pimlico


D 0.88 D 0.88


Conclusion


In summary, the addition of 500 parking spaces for the proposed East


Dublin BART parking structure beyond the 1,680 parking spaces analyzed
in the DEIR would not cause significant transportation impacts beyond
that previously analyzed in the DEIR. This would be true for existing plus
future base plus project and Cumulative Year 2025 plus project conditions.


Significant and unavoidable impacts would still result regarding
cumulative traffic impacts (Impact 4.11-5) and mainline freeway
operations (Impact 4.11-7). Given that the I-580 presently operates at


congested levels of service without the addition of project traffic, the


addition of 500 more parking spaces at the BART station is not anticipated
to divert a significant enough number of vehicles from the freeway to


reduce impacts to the I-580 freeway.


Comment 3.8.4: The commenter notes that the Final Supplemental EIR


for the West Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station and Transit Village stated


that BART is considering a parking reservation program at both the East


Transit Center PA 00-013 Page 45


City of Dublin September 2002



























STATE OF CALIFORNIA


Governor's Office of Planning and Research


State Clearinghouse
Gray Davis


GOVERNOR


Memorandum


Date: July 16, 2002
Letter R 1.1


To: All Reviewing Agencies


From: Gregoria Garcia, Project Analyst


Re: SCH # 2000112039


Dublin Transit Center (PA 00-013)


HAW...


0


a * 2


AOFCA


Tal Finney
INTERIM DIRECTOR


Pursuant to the attachment, the Lead Agency has re-circulated a portion of their EIR. 
R 1.1.1


Please be advised that the review period is July 16, 2002 to August 30, 2002. All other


project information remains the same.


cc: Eddie Peabody
City of Dublin


100 Civic Plaza


Dublin, CA 94568
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ALAMEDA COUNTY


AC Transit


Director


Patrisha Piras


Alameda County
Supervisors
Gail Steele


Scou Haggeny


City of Alameda


Mayor


Ralph Appezzato


CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY I


July 30, 2002


Mr. Eddie Peabody
Community Development Department
City ofDublin


100 Civic Plaza


Dublin, CA 94568


Letter R-2.1


City of Albany
Mayor SUBJECT: Re-circulation of a portion of the Dra$ Environmental Impact Report for


Peggy Thomsen
the proposed Dublin Transit Center in the City ofDublin


BART


Vice Chairperson
Director Dear Mr. Peabody:


Pete Snyder R 2.1.1


City of Berkeley
Councilmember The ACCMA has reviewed the re-circulated portion of the Draft Environmental Impact


Kriss 1N'orthington
Report (DEIR) for the proposed Dublin Transit Center. We look forward to seeing the


City of Dublin


responses to our comments on the previous DEIR lri the future. We respectfully submit
Councilmember


George A. Zika
one additional comment on the recirculated portion of the DEIR. In the second


City of Emeryville p~-agraph under "New Impact" reference to "the ACCMA standard ofLOS E would not
Vice Mayor -
Nora Davis be met" must be deleted. This standard applies -to the LOS Monitoring program, which


City of Fremont monitors existing conditions,"and does not apply to the Land Use Analysis Program,
Mayor


Gus Morrison which monitors the impact of development on the regional transportation network or


City of Hayward the study years 2005 and 2025.
Mayor


Roberta Cooper


City of Livermore
Thank you for the opportunity to review the recirculated DEIR. Please do not hesitate


Councilmember to contact me at 510/836-2560 ext. 13 ifyou require additional information.
Tom Vargas


City of Newark


Councilmember Sincerely,
Luis Freitas


City of Oakland


Vice Mayor p
r J


Larry Reid Lj t/J/
City of Piedmont


Councilmember


Jeff \Nieler Beth Walukas


City of Pleasanton Senior Transportation Planner
Chairperson


Mayor
Tom Pico CC: Chron


City of San Leandro Jean Hart, Deputy Director
Mayor
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CITY ~ OF DUBLIN


100-Civic Plaza, Dublin, California 94568


July 17, 2002


TO: Affected Agencies and Organizations


Website: http://www.ci.dublin.ca.us


FROM: City of Dublin Community Development Department


RE: Re-circulation of a portion of Draft Environmental Impact Report for


the proposed Dublin Transit Center (PA 00-013), SCH # 2001120395


Background: The proposed Transit Center includes the phased construction of up to


2.0 million square feet of office space, up to 70, 000 square feet of local-serving retail


commercial uses, up to 1500 attached dwelling units, and amulti-story parking garage


for BART parking at the existing Eastern Dublin BART station on a 91-acre project area.


The Transit Center site is located between Dublin Boulevard and theI-580 Freeway, and


between the Iron Horse Trail and Arnold Drive in the Eastern Dublin portion of the


City of Dublin, Alameda County.


The project would also include construction of new streets, landscaping and utility
connections to serve the proposed development.


The property owner, the Alameda County Surplus Property Authority, has requested


approval of a General Plan Amendment, an amendment to the Eastern Dublin Specific
Plan, a Stage 1 PD-Planned Development rezoning, a development agreement and a


parcel map to implement the above-described development program.


Environmental Review. A Draft EIIZ (DEIR) for the Transit Center project was


prepared by the City of Dublin and circulated for public comment for 45 days between


July 6 and August 21, 2001, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act


CEQA) and its related Guidelines. The City prepared draft responses to the comments


received during the public review period. Theresponses will be compiled in a Final


EIR.


Re-circulation of Portion of DEIR re: Impacts toI-680: In the course of preparing a


response to comments regarding the potential for project impacts onI-680, the City


developed information revealing a new significant impact that was not identified in the


original DEIR. More specifically, Impact 4.11-7 identified significant mainline freeway
Area Code (925) City Manager 833-6650 City Council 833-n""650 Personnel 833-6605 Economic Development 833-6650


Finance 833-5640 Pubiic Werks/Engineering 833-6630 Parks & Comrnun.it}.~ Services 833-6645 PuiiCe 833-66?^


Planning/Code Enforcement 833-6610 Buiiding irspeciion 533-6620 Fire Prevention Bureau 833-6606
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operation impacts forI-580 in the year 2025. New information generated forI-680


operations shows that the project may also have significant mainline freeway impacts
forI-680 in the year 2025. Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5,


information and analysis regarding this new significant impact is being circulated for a


45-day public review and comment period.


The new impact is described in more detail below.


New Impact:
TheI-580/I-680 freeway interchange is located more than one mile to the west of the


project area. However, mainline volumes alongI-680 both north and south ofI-580


have been evaluated for peak hour operation. These volumes and resulting impacts are


shown on the following Table 25a below.


As shown on Table 25a, with the Project traffic added to Year 2025 No Project mainline


freeway volumes, projected LOS for both directions of travel onI-680 would remain


unchanged during the AM and PM peak hours. With a projected LOS F in the PM peak
hour northbound direction betweenI-580 and Alcosta Boulevard, the proposed Project


trips would be adding to an already deficient condition, and the ACCMA standard of


LOS E would not be met, even without the Project trips. Although future developments
in the proposed Project would contribute TVTD regional traffic improvement fees,


which would also assist in funding the planned I-680 auxiliary lanes between Bollinger


Canyon Road and Diablo Road, based on the TVTC Strategic Expenditure Plan, these


measures will not avoid or substantially reduce the impact to theI-680 freeway.


Therefore, the project impact onI-680 would be significant and unavoidable.


Table 25a. Year 2025I-680 Mainline Freeway Operation,
AM and PM Peak Hour LOS ci,z~


Location Ca aci Year 2025 No Project Year 2025 With Project


A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M.


Vol. LOS Vol. LOS Vol. LOS Vol. LOS


I-680, I580 to Alcosta


Blvd.


NB 6,900 6,189 E 7,179 F 6,277 E 7,486 F


SB 6,900 5,714 E 5,654 E 6,074 E 5,762 E


I-680, I-580 to


Stonerid e Dr.


NB 6,900 4,449 D 5,368 D 4,674 D 5,436 D


SB 6,900 5,228 D 5,842 E 5,283 D 6,034 E
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1) Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual, 1997, Chapter 3, Table 3-1, LOS


Criteria for Basic Freeway Sections, December 1997. Assumes maximum service flow rate of


2,300 passenger vehicles per hour per lane.


2) Year 2025 base year no project volumes based on the Updated Tri-Valley Transportation
Model using ABAG projections'98. Proposed Dublin Transit Center peak hour trips were


then manually added into these base volumes to generate Year 2025 with project volumes.


The following new impact is hereby identified and discussed as Impact 4.11-8 and is


included by reference in the Dublin Transit Center DEIR.


Impact 411-8 (mainline freeway operations, I-680): In 2025, without the proposed
Transit Center project, I-680 mainline conditions would exceed Alameda County


Congestion Management Agency's threshold of significance. The addition of Transit


Center traffic would worsen that condition for theI-680 freeway near the project area


significant and unavoidable impact, mitigation is not feasible since freeway


improvements are not under the jurisdiction of the City ofDublin).


Close of Re-circulation Comment Period: Pursuant to Guidelines Section 15088.5 (f)


2), the City of Dublin requests that any comment on the new impact be limited to the


new impact being disclosed in this Re-circulated DEIR.


The close of comment period for the re-circulated DEIR information is 5:00 p.m.,


August 30, 2002. Comments should be forwarded to:


City of Dublin Community Development Department
Attn.: Eddie Peabody, Jr.


100 Civic Plaza


Dublin, CA 94568


For Further Information: Contact the City of Dublin Community Development


Department at (925) 833-6610.
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DUBLIN


SAN RAMON


SERVICES


DISTRICT


7051 Dublin Boulevard


Dublin, California 94568


FAX: 925 829 1180


925 828 0515


September 3, 2002


Mr. Eddie Peabody, Jr. AICP


City of Dublin


1J


i~ ~ ~0~~


Planning Department ~ U~LI~ PLANNUI[~
100 Civic Plaza


Dublin, CA 94568


Subject: Water Supply for Dublin Transit Center


Dear Mr. Peabody:


The purpose of this letter is to further clarify project and long-term water needs related to the


Dublin Transit Center. The project is currently undergoing environmental review and the City is


preparing responses to comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (PA00-13). As


noted in our August 16, 2001 letter, the Dublin San Ramon Services District (DSRSD), the water


supplier for the area in which the proposed Dublin Transit Center is located, identified no impacts
or necessary mitigations beyond those identified in the Draft EIR. Further, our March 26, 2002


letter to Mr. Michael Porto, explained the various sources of water supply available to DSRSD


through Zone 7 and concluded "DSRSD does have adequate long term water supply contracts


with Zone 7 [Water Agency] to serve this project."


In the DSRSD Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) the demand for the Transit Center was


assumed to be 185,000 gallons per day (gpd). As now proposed, the demand will be 447,000


gpd. This is an increase in demand of 262,000 gpd. DSRSD is able to satisfy this increased


demand because a number of other projects already constructed within the City of Dublin have an


actual demand which is lower than that included in the UWPM. DSRSD is currently preparing a


comprehensive update of its UWMP to reflect these lower demand projects. This revision will


further confirm that an adequate water supply is available. Until that time, an examination of the


magnitude of the increased demand for the Dublin Transit Center may also be useful in


illustrating that DSRSD has the needed supply.


DSRSD's Final Revised Water Service Analysis (December 2001) analyzes in detail DSRSD's


water demand and supply projected for 2020. Table 2-1 in the analysis identifies DSRSD as the


water supplier for Dublin and Dougherty Valley, projecting build-out demands of 12,660 acre


feet per annum (afa) and 4,560 afa, respectively. Thus, the total water demand projected for


build-out of the DSRSD service area is 17,220 afa. The project's 262,000 gpd increased demand


over planned demand converts to 293.5 afa. This is an increase of just 1.7% from the lonbterm


demand projections. As noted above, DSRSD expects to meet this demand under its current


contracts, and no additional mitigation is necessary for this project in the long or short term.


Ih< Dublin San Ramon Services District is a Public Entity
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OVERVIEW


• MTC sponsoring 2017 legislation to ask voters to increase 


toll on seven state-owned bridges; $1 to $3 toll being 


considered


• Two bills authored by Assemblyman Jim Frazier (Oakley) and 


Sen. Jim Beall (Santa Clara)


• BART projects in RM2 totaled $546 million (34%) and 


included eBART, BART to Warm Springs, OAC, BART tube 


seismic retrofit, central county x-over


• RM2 also included operating funds for late night bus service
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ANTICIPATED REVENUES


• $1 toll = $127M annually = $1.7 billion 


• $2 toll = $254M annually = $3.3 billion


• $3 toll = $381M annually = $5.0 billion


• Bond financing over 25 years
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MTC’S PROPOSED PRINCIPLES


• Bridge Nexus – all projects must benefit the toll payers in the “vicinity” of the 


SF Bay Area’s seven state-owned bridges


• Regional Prosperity – sustain the region’s strong economy by enhancing travel 


options


• Sustainability – ensure all projects are consistent with Plan Bay Area’s focused 


growth and GHG reduction


• State of Good Repair – invest in projects that help restore bridges and 


transportation infrastructure in the bridge corridors


• Demand Management – utilize technology and pricing to optimize roadway 


capacity


• Freight – improve the mobility, safety and environmental impact of freight


• Resiliency – maintain/invest in infrastructure to withstand earthquakes, sea 


level rise and other natural disasters
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BART’S PROPOSED PRINCIPLES


Support strong bridge nexus, restrict funds to capital projects and encourage 
MTC to adopt highest toll possible.  In addition:


• Regional Prosperity (Economy, Expand Capacity/Manage Demand) –
Contribute to the region’s global competitiveness and create economic 
opportunities


• State of Good Repair (Fix, Maintain & Modernize) – Invest in projects that 
help restore and maintain transportation infrastructure in the bridge 
corridors


• Reliability and Resiliency (Fix, Maintain & Modernize) – Maintain/invest 
in infrastructure to improve transit system reliability, and to withstand 
earthquakes and other natural disasters


• Sustainability (Advance Sustainability, Environment) – Ensure all projects 
are consistent with Plan Bay Area’s focused growth and GHG reduction


• Equity – ensure the equitable delivery of transportation services and 
projects
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PROPOSED CANDIDATE PROJECT LIST
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Proposed 


Priority
PROJECT


EST. 


UNFUNDED 


COST


RM 3 Request


1 306 additional train cars $1.6 B $1.0 billion


2 Core Capacity $250 million $250 million
      Train Control Modernization Project ($150 mi l l ion)


      Add'l Traction Power ($100 mi l l ion)


3 Berkeley Hills Tunnel Design $90 million $90 million


$1.340 billion


4 Operations Control Center Modernization $25 million $25 million


5 EMB/Mont. Capacity Enhancements $120 million $120 million
       Plat Screen Doors (EM, Mont, Pow) ($60 mi l l ion)


       Add'l elevators, escalators, stairs ($60 mi l l ion)
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TRAIN CONTROL MODERNIZATION PROJECT
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BENEFITS TO THE REGION


25% more 
trains 


Through the transbay tube 


in the peak hour


40% less 
delays 


Projected reduction of 


infrastructure-related delays


8,500
fewer cars


Crossing the Bay Bridge in 


the peak hour
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Capacity Today 2026 Capacity Increase


24,800 Riders 34,500 Riders 40%


More capacity for 
peak transbay riders 
with 306 more train 


cars







2/3rd of Concord-Line Weekday Trips 
with Bridge Nexus 
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REQUESTED MOTION


Motion:  The BART Board adopts the proposed set of 
Regional Measure 3 Principles and Candidate Project List
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NEXT STEPS
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• Board adoption of principles and candidate project list


• Meet with MTC and legislative delegation


• Closely monitor legislative activity (bills, hearings, etc.)


• Work closely with MTC, CMAs, transit operators, and 
other regional partners





