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Introduction

PURPOSE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT / REPORT

This Final Environmental Impact Statement / Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) provides
responses to comments submitted by government agencies, organizations and individuals on the
Draft EIS/EIR for the proposed development of a Juvenile Justice Facility and an East County
Hall of Justice in Alameda County, California.

In accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental Quality Act (NEPA) and the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), this Final EIS/EIR formally consists of the
comiments submitted by government agencies, organizations, and individuals; responses to
comments; and a revision of those portions of the Draift EIS/EIR which have been modified in
response to comments received during the public review period on the Draft EIS/EIR. This Final
EIS/EIR includes copies of all written comments received within the public review period
following publication of the Draft EIS/EIR and verbal comments received at two public hearings
held during the review period, and provides responses to those comments. In some cases, the
responses have also resulted in revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR, and all such changes are reflected
in this document. As required by NEPA and CEQA, this document addresses those comments
received during the public review period that relate directly to the adequacy and completeness of
the Draft EIS/EIR. The Final EIS/EIR does not address those comments received that relate to
characteristics or features of the proposed Project where the Draft EIS/EIR’s analysis of Project-
related environmental issues are not directly involved.

The Final EIS/FIR has been prepared pursuant to the National Environmental Quality Act
{NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended (commencing with
Section 21000 of the California Public Resources Code), and the CEQA Guidelines. The Lead
Agencies for the Project, as defined by NEPA and CEQA, is the US Department of Justice,
Office of Justice Programs/Bureau of Justice Assistance (OJP/BJA) and the County of Alameda,
respectively. The California Board of Corrections (BOC) assisted the OJP/BJA in the preparation
of the Draft EIS. (For further information, see Agency Responsibilities in the Draft EIS/EIR).

The Final EIS/EIR (which is comprised of the Draft EIS/EIR and this document) is intended to
be certified as a complete and thorough record of the environmental impacts of the proposed
Project by the QJP/BJA, the BOC, and the County of Alameda. Certification of the Draft
EIS/EIR as adequate and complete by the County and a Record of Decision (ROD) by the
OJP/BJA must take place prior to any formal County or OJP/BJA action on the proposed Project
itself. (See Public Review Process at the end of this chapter.) The Final EIS/EIR certification
and Record of Decision does not equate to approval of the Project.
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Chapter 1: introduction

The Final EIS/EIR is meant to provide an objective, impartial source of information to be used
by the lead and responsible agencies, as well as the public, in their considerations regarding the
Project. The basic purposes of NEPA and CEQA are discussed below.

National Environmental Policy Act

According to Title 42 of the United States Code (USC), Section 4321, the purposes of the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) are: To declare a national policy which will
encourage productive and enjoyable harmony between man and his environment; to promote
efforts which will prevent or eliminate damage to the environment and biosphere and stimulate
the health and welfare of man; fo enrich the understanding of the ecological systems and natural
resources important to the Nation; and to establish a Council on Environmental Quality {CEQ).

Section 1502.1 of the NEPA implementing regulations states: “The primary purpose of an
environmental impact statement is to serve as an action-forcing device to insure that the policies
and goals defined in the National Environmental Policy Act are infused into the ongoing
programs and actions of the Federal Government. It shall provide full and fair discussion of
significant environmental impacts and shall inform decision-makers and the public of the
reasonable alternatives that would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the guality of
the human environment. Agencies shall focus on significant environmental issues and
alternatives and shall reduce paperwork and the accumulation of extraneous background data.
Statements shall be concise, clear, and to the point, and shall be supported by evidence that the
agency has made the necessary environmental analyses. An environmental impact statement is
more than a disclosure document. It shall be used by Federal officials in conjunction with other
relevant material to plan actions and make decisions.”

Section 1502.3 of the NEPA implementing regulations states that “environmental impact
statements are to be included in every recommendation on proposals for legislation and other
major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the human environment.”

Section 102 [42 USC Section 4332] (2) (C) requires “...a detailed stafement by the responsible
official on:

The environmental impact of the proposed action,

*  Any adverse environmental effects which cannot be avoided should the proposal be
mmplemented,

#  Alternatives to the proposed action,

#  The relationship between local short-term uses of man’s environment and the
maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity, and

¢ Any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources which would be involved in
the proposed action should it be implemented.”
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Chapter 1; Introduction

California Environmental Quality Act

The basic purposes of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR), under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), are very similar to purposes of the EIS under NEPA:

= Inform governmental decision-makers and the public about the potential environmental
effects of proposed activities,

#= Involve the public in the decision-making process,

= Identify ways that significant impacts to the environment can be avoided or significantly
reduced,

= Identify and assess alternatives to the proposed project,

Prevent environmental damage by requiring changes in the Project through the use of
alternatives or mitigation measures [CEQA Guidelines, Section 150029(a)]

Because of the similarities of the NEPA and CEQA, Section 1506.2 of the NEPA regulations
requires Federal agencies to cooperate with state and local agencies “to the fullest extent possible
to reduce duplication between NEPA and comparable state and local requirements.” Such
cooperation “shall to the fullest extent possible include joint environmental impact statements.”
CEQA provides that in the event that a project requires both an EIR pursuant to CEQA and an
EIS pursnant to NEPA, the lead agency should, whenever possible, use the EIS as the EIR.

SCOPE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/REPORT

The LLead Agencies provided two scoping periods for the Projects (see Scope of the
Environmental Impact Statement/Report in the Draft EIS/EIR). The first scoping period
extended from January 15, 2002 {o February 22, 2002. A daytime and an evening public
meeting was held on Thursday, February 7, 2002, at the Alameda County Public Works
Agency’s maintenance facility on Gleason Drive in Dublin. In response to commments received at
the first set of scoping meetings and the County’s identification of several additional alternative
sites that could be considered, a second scoping period was established (from June 19, 2002 to
July 25,2002). Additional public meetings were held on Wednesday, July 10, 2002, in the
afternoon and evening at the Asian Cultural Center in Qakland.

The intent of the EIS/EIR scoping process for the proposed Projects was to:

= Inform agencies and interested members of the public about the proposed project and
Lead Agency actions related to it, including compliance with NEPA and CEQA
requirements.

= Identify the range of concerns that form the basis for identification of significant
environmental issues to be addressed in the EIS/EIR.

o Identify suggested mitigation measures, strategies or ideas and approaches to mitigation
that may be useful and explored further in the EIS/EIR.
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Chapter 1: introduction

» Develop a mailing list of agencies and individuals interested in future actions relative to
the EIS/EIR.

Several potentially significant environmental impacts were identified in the scoping sessions.
Based on the discussions and comments received during those sessions, the Draft EIS/EIR
evaluated potentially significant Project-related impacts in the areas identified below:

= Land Use and Plannimg

e Visunal Quality/Aesthetics

s (eology, Soils and Seismicity
¢  Hydrology and Water Quality
s Biologic Resources

» Transportation

« Noise

»  Air Quality

= Public Health and Safety

«  Public Services

o Utilities

o Historic/Archaeological Resources

s Environmental Justice

PueLic REVIEwW PROCESS

The Draft EIS/EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period that closed March 10, 2003.
Public notices were published according to the CEQA and NEPA statutory and regulatory
requirements that establish the specific start and closing dates of the review period. The State
Clearinghouse circulated the Draft EIS/EIR to State agencies with jurisdiction over various
aspects of the Project. At the federal level, the U.S. EPA published a notice of availability of the
Draft FIS/EIR in the Federal Register,

Written comments were recetved from govermnment agencies, organizations and individuals
during the review pertod for the Draft EIS/EIR. Additionally, two public hearings were held. The
first hearing was held on February 19, 2003 in the City of Dublin Council Chambhers. The second
hearing was held on February 20, 2003 in the Alameda County Board of Supervisors Chambers
in Oakland.

In accordance with CEQA, the Final EIS/EIR will be circulated to other public agencies and will
be made available to the public for a minimum of 10 days prior to consideration by the Alameda
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Chapter 1: Introduction

County Board of Supervisors. In accordance with Section 15080 of the CEQA Guidelines, the
Final EIS/EIR (incorporating the Draft EIS/EIR) will be reviewed and certified by the Alameda
County BOS. In accordance with Section 1502.19 of the NEPA regulations, the California BOC
and OJP/BJA will also circulate the Final EIS/EIR, and Notice of Availability will be published
in the Federal Register by the U.S. EPA for at least 30 days prior to action by the U.S.
Department of Justice.

Under CEQA, certification of the Final EIS/EIR by the Alameda County BOS would not
constitute approval of the Project, but is necessary prior to approval of a project. To approve a
project, in addition to certification of the Final EYS/EIR, the lead agency must adopt
environmental findings and a mitigation monitoring program (CEQA Guidelines, Sections
15091). If the project has significant environmental effects that cannot be reduced to a less than
significant level, the environmental findings must include a “statement of overriding
considerations” (CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15092). This requires the lead agency to balance, as
applicabie, the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a proposed project
against its unavoidable environmental risks. If the benefits outweigh the unavoidable adverse
environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered “acceptable”
[CEQA Guidelines, Section 15093 (a)]. The statement of overriding considerations shall be
supported by substantial evidence in the record [CEQA Guidelines, Section 15093 (b)].

A mitigation monitoring program shall include detailed information about who is responsible for
implementing and monitoring a given mitigation, the standard which must be met to be in
compliance, enforcement procedures for non-compliance, and other requirements as per the
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15097.

A similar process is required for federal review and approval of the environmental document and
the Proposed Action. The California BOC and OJP/BJA will review and circulate the Final
EIS/EIR and OJP/BJA will prepare a Record of Decision (ROD) stating its decision regarding
the altematives, This process 1s the NEPA equivalent to certifying an EIR, preparing Findings
and a Statement of Overriding Consideration and then issuing a Notice of Determination under
CEQA. In general, the ROD must identify the government’s decision, the alternatives which
were considered, a Preferred Alterative or Proposed Action, the factors which led to the
deciston, whether all practicable means to avoid or minimize environmental harm have been
adopted, and if not why. For mitigation measures established in the ROD, a monitoring and
enforcement program must also be adopted and implemented. The ROD may not be issued less
than 30 days after publication in the Federal Register that the Final EIS/EIR is complete and
available.

OIP/BIA procedures include the requirement that the ROD shall determine the allowable uses of
the grantee’s VOI/TIS fund with respect to the proposed action or its alternatives [28 CFR, Part
91.63(1}].
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Chapter 1: introduction

REPORT ORGANIZATION
This Final EIS/EIR consists of the following chapters:

Chapter 1: Introduction - Outlines the purposes of the EIS/EIR and general background
information.

Chapter 2: Response to Comments - Contains responses to comments submitted by letter
and in oral testimony at the two public hearings on the Draft EIS/EIR. In response to some
comments, the text of the Draft EIS/EIR has been modified, with changes as indicated. Copies
of the letters and transcripts are included at the end of the chapter.

Chapter 3: Amendments to the Draft EIS/EIR - Contains a summary of the revisions to
the Draft EIS/EIR based on the comments received.

Chapter 4: Report Preparation - Contains a listing of the persons responsible for
preparation of this report.

Alameda County Juvenile Justice Facility / East County Hall of Justice — Final EIS / EIR Page 1-6



Responses to Comments

2.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides responses to public comments received during the official public review
period on the Draft EIS/EIR. Included is a copy of each of the comment letters, and transcripts
of verbal comments recorded at the two public hearings conducted during the Draft EIS/EIR
review period. The letters and transcripts are each assigned a number, and each comment is
numbered in the right margin. The written responses correspond to that numbering,.

In some cases, responses include a revision to the text of the Draft EIS/EIR. Those changes are
included as part of the response, with additions indicated in underlined text and deletions
indicated in strikeout text. A compilation of all such changes to the text and graphics of the
Draft EIS/EIR is provided in Chapter 3 of this document. The changes are considered
clarifications and corrections that do not affect the validity of the Draft EIS/EIR.

2.2 MASTER RESPONSES

The foliowing section provides responses to commonly asked questions and issues raised by
commentors on the Draft EIS/EIR. This section is intended as an overview of the issues and
explanation of the lead agencies’ response. Individual responses to these issues, as raised in the
comment letters and transcripts, also are provided following each individual comment.

THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Commentors raised concems regarding the identification or selection of the “preferred
alternative.” Several commentors also requested clarification regarding the identification of the
“environmentally superior alternative.”

Under CEQA, the local lead agency describes the proposed project, and evaluates at a lesser
level of detatl, alternatives to that project in a draft EIR (14 Cal. Code Regs. §§ 15124, 15126.6).
By contrast, under NEPA, the federal lead agency is required to identify a proposed action and
evaluate alternatives at an equal level of detail. In the Final EIS, however, the federal lead
agency is required to identify the preferred alternative among the alternatives evaluated.
Pursuant to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations, the federal agency is
required to identify in an EIS:
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Chapter 2: Responses {o Comments

“... the agency’s preferred alternative or alternatives, if one or more exists, in the
draft statement and identify such alternative in the final statement unless another
law prohibits the expression of such a preference.” (40 CEFR §1502.14(c))

Further guidance is provided in the Forty Most Asked Questions Conceming CEQ's NEPA
Regulations (Forty Questions). “The ‘agency’s preferred alternative’ is the alternative which the
agency believes would fulfill its statutory mission and responsibilities taking into account
economic, environmental, technical and other factors™ (Forty Questions, Question 4a). The
guidance indicates that if a preferred alternative is identified at the Draft EIS stage, then the
alternative must be identified as such in the Draft EIS. However, if the federal agency has not
identified the preferred alternative at the Draft EIS stage, then the agency does not have to
identify the preferred alternative at that time. However, by the time the Final EIS is filed, the
guidance indicates that 40 CFR §1502.14(e) presumes the existence of a preferred alternative,
and thus requires its identification in the Final EIS unless otherwise prohibited by law (Forty
Questions, Question 4b).

Thus, the CEQ Regulations provide that the preferred alternative must be identified in the Final
EIS, unless another law prohibits the expression of such a preference. The lead agency’s official
with responsibility for preparing the EIS and assuring it complies with NEPA (i.e., OJP/BJA) is
responsible for identifying the agency’s preferred alternative. This official may be designated in
the agency’s implementing procedures (Forty Questions, #4c¢). The guidance also indicates that
although the agency’s preferred alternative is identified by the EIS preparer, the statement must
not be slanted to support the selection of the agency’s preferred alternative. In this regard, the
identification of the agency’s preferred alternative may differ from the agency’s decision to
select a particular altemative.

Similarly, a federal agency is required to state in its record of decision (ROD) the agency’s
decision and all alternatives, which the agency considered in reaching its decision (40 CFR
§1505.2). In the ROD, the federal agency identifies the alternative or alternatives considered to
be environmentally preferable. The "environmentally preferable” or “environmentally superior”
altemative can be different from the “agency's preferred alternative,” although in some cases one
alternative may be both.! Additionally, the ROD must indicate whether the agency adopted all
practicable means to avoid or minimize environmental harm resulting from the selected
alternative. With respect to the preparation of the ROD, the OJP Guidance provides that the
ROD shall determine the allowable uses of the grantee’s funds with respect to the proposed
action or its alternatives. Thus, OJP Guidance requires that the agency (OJP/BJA) identify the
proposed action (i.e., the selected altemative) in the ROD.

For purposes of CEQA, the proposed Project is defined as construction of the Juvenile Justice
Facility and the East County Hall of Justice. In its NEPA guidance, OJP/BJA has delegated to
the grantee (BOC) the responsibility for the preparation of the Final EIS. BOC has further
delegated to the County as the implementing agency, the obligation to prepare the Final EIS, and

J See Forty Most Asked Quesiions Concerning CEQ's NEPA Regulations, Question 6a.
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Chapter 2: Respanses {o Comments

thus, to identify the preferred altermative. In accordance with NEPA, the County has identified
the “preferred alternative™ for the Juvenile Justice Facility and the East County Hall of Justice in
the Final BIS/EIR. Based upon the environmental imipact analyses contained in the Draft
EIS/EIR and the public comments submitted on the Draft EIS/EIR, the County staff responsible
for the preparation of the combined EIS/EIR, in consultation with BOC and OJP/BJA, has
identified the Modified San Leandro Alternative (described in more detail below) as the
preferred alternative for the Juvenile Justice Facility, and the East County Government Center
site as the preferred alternative for the East County Hall of Justice (described in the Draft
EIS/EIR).

Modified San Leandro Alternative

Since the circuiation of the Draft EIS/EIR, the County has examined the proposed project and the
alternatives under consideration. Based upon this review and in response to comments provided
by the public, the County has identified a feasible alternative that would lessen the initial
environmental impacts of the proposed Juvenile Justice Facility. The County, through its
Juvenile Justice Steering Committee, and in consultation with BOC and OJP/BJA, has indicated
that this alternative is the preferred alternative that it believes would fulfill its statutory mission
and responsibilities taking into account economic, environmental, technical and other factors.
This alternative is known as the Modified San Leandro Alternative, This alternative is described
below, along with an analysis as to whether the alternative could result in environmental impacts
not previously analyzed or otherwise resulting in substantially more severe environmental
impacts beyond those projected in the Draft EIS/EIR.

Description of the Modified San Leandro Alternative

As with the original San Leandro Alfernative evaluated in the Draft EIS/EFIR, the Modified San
Leandro Alternative would involve the development of a new Juvenile Justice Facility at the
existing Juvenile Hall site in San Leandro. The approximately 60-acre site is located at 2200
Fairmont Drive in unincorporated San I.eandro, California. Under the Modified San Leandro
Alternative, the Project would be constructed in phases similar to the original proposal.
However, the 1mitial phase would consist of a smaller, 360-bed facility constructed generally
within a similar development envelope as envisioned under the original San Leandro alternative
(see Figure 3.3a i this Final EIS/EIR).

However, because of its smaller site requirements, the initial phase of the Modified San Leandro
Alternative would be designed to provide greater avoidance of the geologic constraints on the
site, particularly the old landslides on the eastemn part of the site. This initial phase would be
located such that it would not be built on the main active fault that fraces through the site, and
would avoid placing any occupied structures on the several trace faults located on this site.
Recent follow-up investigations have also shown that some portion of the prior Fault A identified
on the site is actually an erosional or landslide feature, and does not present a constraint to
development near Camp Chabot. The 360-bed altemative would be constructed on roughly 20
acres of the 60-acre site that are not susceptible to the most significant geologic constraints. As
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Chapter 2: Responses to Comments

with the original San Leandro Alternative, the scattered office and juvenile court uses would be
relocated to these new facilities, and the existing Juvenile Hall would be demolished.

This alternative would also provide for future expansion of the facility to 420 beds, and up to a
maximumn of 540 beds in later phases, consistent with the County’s grant submittal to the
Catifornia Board of Corrections and the project description contained in the Draft EIS/EIR.

Initial Phase Facilities

Under the initial phase of the Modified San Leandro Alternative, a new Juvenile Justice Facility
including detention facilities, courts, administration, and other functions would be developed in
an area that is currently occupied by one of the juvenile camps, which is unused at present. The
development concept includes a new two-story building, outdoor recreation areas, parking lots,
and related improvements uphill from the existing Juvenile Hall facility (see Figure 3.3a). The
site conditions, inciuding hillside slopes and earthquake faults, present constraints that limit the
location of the facility. Generally, the site concept for the initial phase of the Modified San
Leandro Alternative would include the development of the juvenile detention facilities, such as
popuiation housing and office/administrative space on the eastern side of the site, and the
juvenile courts and parking on the northem and western side of the site.

Future Expansion

The Modified San Leandro Alternative would allow for future expansion to accommodate up to
540 beds, as proposed in the County’s grant application to the Board of Corrections.
Infrastructure would be sized to be expandable in modular systems or initially sized to
accommodate additional loads; classrooms, dining, and similar functions would be built within
the future housing pods; additional court space would be available within the shelled space
developed in the first phase court building; and additional parking would be built as needed.

Access

Access to the site would be via the existing main entrance road or a new entrance to be
developed on Fairmont Drive northeast of the existing access point. These access points would
connect to the parking facility (split between public and employees). Deliveries would be made
via a one-way loop off of the main entrance road, with vehicles going to dedicated bays on the
second level but still on grade. An emergency access route would be provided around the
perimeter of the site.

Analysis of the Modified San Leandro Alternative

There are no substantial differences between the Modified San Leandro Alternative and the
original San Leandro Alternative evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR other than that the Modified San
Leandro Alternative includes construction of a smaller facility in the initial phase of
development. This smaller first phase is more capable of avoiding the geologic constraints of the
site than the original San Leandro Alternative, and future phases would be accommodated within
a more compact buildable area. Thus, there are no substantial changes in the proposed Project
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contemplated under the Modified San Leandro Alternative, and its environmental consequences
are similar.

With respect to the analysis of the impacts associated within constructing a 360-bed facility in
the initiai phase of project development, the Modified San Leandro Alternative would resuit in
the initial construction of a smaller facility than the facility envisioned and analyzed under the
original San Leandro Alternative. Consequently, the initial phase of construction of the
Modified San Leandro Alternative resulls in a general reduction in impacts when compared to
the impacts resulting from the 450-bed alternative as evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR. As such,
the initial phase of the Modified San Leandro Alternative would generate similar, or in some
cases less enviromnental impacts that the original San Leandro Alternative.

All of the impact analyses for the 540-bed original San Leandro Alternative would remain the
same or less under the Modified San Leandro Alternative. There would be no new significant or
substantially more severe envirommental impacts.

Identification of the Modified San Leandro Alternative as the Preferred Alternative in the Final
EIS/EIR does not trigger recirculation. The Modified San Leandro Alternative would have
essenttally the same environmental consequences as the original San Leandro Alternative at full
buildout, except that fewer geologic impacts would occur.

East County Hall of Justice

As a separate project, subject to CEQA, the County has identified a preferred altemative for the
East County Hall of Justice through its Steering Committee, at the East County Government
Center site evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR. The project would not be substantially different from
the site plan and development concept presented in the Draft EIS/EIR, although design
refinements are likely to oceur during the design/build process.

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

Juvenile Justice Facility

The Draft EIS/EIR identified the Pardee/Swan site as the Environmentally Superior Alternative
for the Juvenile Justice Facility. Since the circulation of the Draft EIS/EIR, comment letters on
the Draft EIS/EIR suggest that the Pardee/Swan site has becoime unavailable as a feasible
alternative. The Port of Oakland has stated in its comment letter on the Draft EIS/EIR (sec
Comment 6-34) that the site will be permanently required for airport operations. The Port also
has stated that it is engaged in construction at the site. Due to the Port’s position regarding the
unavailability of the Pardee/Swan site for the Juvenile Justice Facility, there is considerable
uncertainty as to whether the County would be able to acquire and construct the Juvenile Justice
Facility on this alternative site. Given the Port’s apparent unwiilingness to convey the site to the
County, if the County were to pursue such an alternative, acquisition would necessitate a
condemnation action. Due to the findings which must be met in support of a condemnation
action, as well as the cost and timing considerations associated with such an action, the outcome
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of such efforts is uncertam and likely would compromise the County’s ability to meet the
VOU/TIS grant award deadlines. Additionally, development of a Juvenile Justice Facility at the
Pardee/Swan site likely would be infeasible due to public trust considerations. Moreover,
independent of the possible need for condemnation action, the current construction status of the
Pardee/Swan site raises serious timing and cost constraints for the development of the Juvenile
Justice Facility at this location. Because of the difficulties in acquiring the site, as well as the
cost and timing implications associated with replacing the current use, the County has
determined that the Pardee/Swan site is no longer available for consideration as a feasible
alternative.

With the elimination of the Pardee/Swan site as a feasible alternative, the Final EIS/EIR
identifies the Modified San Leandro Alternative as the environmentally superior alternative for
the Juvenile Justice Facility, of the remaining alternatives. The Modified San Leandro
Alternative is identified as the environmentally superior alternative because this site is available
and would result in fewer significant environmental hmpacts in several categories. Traffic, and
the associated noise and air pollution, would be reduced. Demand for public services and
utilities, mcluding water demand and wastewater generation, energy supply, and similar public
services and utilities would be reduced. Construction noise and air pollution atso would be
reduced somewhat. Additionally, the Modified San Leandro Alternative would result in less
severe geologic and seismic hazards when compared to the Existing San Leandro Alternative
because construction would be more compact and located in a more suitable part of the site.

In consideration of the County’s proposal to select the Modified San Leandro Alternative as the
preferred alternative and the change in status of the Pardec/Swan site, the analysis of the
Environmentally Superior Alternative has been revised to reflect the environmental benefits of
the smaller facility under consideration which would be constructed in the near term at that
Iocation.

East County Hall of Justice

'The Draft EIS/EIR identified Site 15A as the Environmentally Superior Alternative for the East
County Hall of Justice. As indicated above, the Final EIS/EIR indicates that the Modified San
Leandro alternative is identified as the preferred alternative for the Juvenile Justice Facility. If
the Modified San Leandro Alternative is selected as the site for the Juvenile Justice Facility, the
East County Government Center Site would provide greater flexibility for accommodating the
development of the Hall of Justice. In other words, the East County Government Center Site
would need to accommodate the Hall of Justice only, rather than both the Hall of Justice and the
Juvenile Justice Facility. With the greater opportunities to accomumodate the Hall of Justice, the
building may be designed at the East County Government Center site to further reduce or avoid
significant environmental impacts. For example, the building could be sited to minimize land
use incompatibility. Thus, both Site 15A and the East County would provide comparable levels
of significant environmental impacts. Consequently, either alternative could be considered as the
environmentally superior alternative.
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DEFERRED MITIGATION

Several commentors have suggested that the Draft EIS/EIR is inadequate in that mitigation
measures are deferred to an unknown time in the future. Although the formulation of mitigation
measures should not be deferred, the CEQA Guidelines provide that “measures may specify
performance standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the project and which may
be accomplished in more than one specified way.” (CEQA Guidelines § Section
15126.4(a}{1}B).) In addition, case law has held that an agency may adopt a mitigation measure
that relies on future studies to define the design and impiementation of the mitigation measure.
See National Parks & Conservation Ass’nv. County of Riverside, 71 Cal.App 4th 1341 (1999)
(determination about installation of tortoise protection fences properly deferred until after future
study regarding migration patterns).

NEPA case law has also held that mifigation measures may rely on future studies. See Sierra
Club v. Babbitt, 69 F. Supp. 1202, 1230-31 (E.D.C.A. 1999) (holding that analysis and
mitigation of impacts may occur during course of construction).

Although several of the mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIS/EIR depend in part on
studies to be conducted in the future, these mitigation measures all properly provide a
performance standard, or are necessary to define the range or scope of implementation of the
mitigation measure. For example, implementation of a storm water pollution prevention plan
would be required to control erosion and sedimentation and adverse effects to water quality as a
result of construction and operation of the projects. Although the specific content of the SWPPP
is left to be written at a later time, the mitigation measure identifies the relevant issues to be
addressed, sample approaches, and a performance standard that requires ultimate conformance
with established requirements of the appropriate regulatory agency. In this way, the mitigation
measures adequately address foreseeable impacts and provide for the necessary flexibility to
address site-specific conditions during the detailed design and implementation phase,

RECIRCULATION

Several commentors suggest that the EIS/EIR should be recirculated for additional public review
and comment. CEQA requires recirculation when “significant new information” is added to an
EIR after publication of the draft, but before certification. (CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5; Laurel
Heights Improvement Ass'n v. Regents of the Univ. of Cal., 6 Cal. 1112 (1993). New
information is considered significant when “the EIR 1s changed in a way that deprives the public
of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the
project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project
alternative) that the project's proponents have declined to implement.” (CEQA Guidelines
§15088.5(a).)

“Significant new information” requiring recirculation includes a disclosure showing:

1. A new significant environmental impact would resuit from the project or from a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented;
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2. A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result uniess
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance;

3. A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure, which is considerably different
from others previously analyzed, would clearly lessen the significant environmental
impacts of the project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it; and,

4. The draft EIR is so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature
that meaningful public review and comment are precluded.

“Recirculation is not required where the new information added to an EIR merely clarifies or
amplifies or makes insignificant modification in an adequate EIR.” (CEQA Guidélines
§15088.5(a).)

There is less specific information in NEPA for when an EIS must be recirculated. The CEQ
regulations provide that “If a draft statement is so inadequate as to preclude meamngful analysis,
the agency shall prepare and circulate a revised draft of the appropriate portion.” Agencies also
“shall prepare supplements to either draft or final environmental impact statements if (i) The
agency makes substantial changes in the proposed action that are relevant to environmental
concerns, or (11} There are significant new circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts.” (40 CFR §1502.9(a)
and (c).)

The EIS/ETR is not “so inadequate” or conclusory, nor do any of the commentors or responses 1o
comments disclose any new significant information that would require recirculation of the
EIS/EIR. No new significant or substantially more severe environmental impacts have been
identified which would result from the project or from a new mitigation measure proposed as
part of the project. Moreover, no new feasible mitigation measures have been identified which
are considerably different from others previously analyzed and would clearly lessen the
significant environmental impacts of the project that the County and OJP/BJA have declined to
implement.

With respeet to the identification of new alternatives, the County has identified a preferred
alternative that is a refinement of one of the alternatives considered in the Draft EIS/EIR,
referred to as the “Modified San Leandro Alternative”. As described in more detail above, that
alternative is substantially the same as the San Leandro Altemative that was analyzed in the
Draft EIS/EIR, except that it would include fewer beds 1n the initial phase. Adjustments are also
made to the site plan to incorporate geotechnical recommendations and reflect the lower bed
count. This alternative would lessen the significant environmental impacts of the proposed
project to some degree in the short term, due to less grading, less traffic, and similar reductions
in activity at the stte, but over the long term this site would accommodate future expansion to
540 beds, and so would ultimately be very similar to the original San Leandro Altemative
already analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR.
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2.3 RESPONSES TO LETTERS

This section includes responses to the letters received during the public review period. The
letters are included af the end of this chapter, and are numbered as follows:

| Joseph R. Rodriguez, U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation
Administration
2 Dawn Lee DeYoung, Department of the Army, U.S. Army Garrison, Parks

Reserve Forces Training Area

3 Lisa B, Hanf, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

4 Timothy C. Sable, California Department of Transportation

5 Virendra K. Sood, Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority
§) James McGrath, Port of Oakland

6 Tay Yoshitani, Port of Qakland

7 Bert Michalezyk, Dublin San Ramon Services District

8 Robert Bobb, City of Oakland

9 Richard C. Ambrose, City of Dubhn

10 Brian Wines, California Regional Water Quality Control Board,
11 Jim Horen, Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
12 Brian Wiese, East Bay Regional Park District

13 Beth Walukas, Alameda County Congestion Management Agency
14 William R. Kirkpatrick, East Bay Municipal Utility District

15 Debbie Pollart, City of San ILeandro

16 Edward G. Schiiling, City of San Leandro

17 Donna Rolle, County of Alameda, Public Works Agency

18 Harry R. Sheppard, Superior Court of California, County of Alameda
19 Alice Lai-Bitker, Alameda County Board of Supervisors

20 Lois Brubeck, The League of Women Voters

21 scott Kuhn, Communities for a Better Environment

22 Patrica Curtin, Reed Smith Crosby Heafey LLP

23 Eric Synder, Hillcrest Knolls Association

24 Wilfredo GG. Adajar, Dublin resident

25 Marlk and Nancy Angel, Dublin residents

26 Launita Bergner, Dublin resident

27 Mike and Debbie Betts, Dublin residents

23 David Cheng, Dublin resident

29 Tom Cignarella, Dublin resident

30 Lily Feng and Manuel Costa, Dublin residents

31 Cecelia Guitierrez, Pleasanton resident

32 David Haubert, Dublin resident
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33
34
35
35
35
35
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

Kasie Hildenbrand, Dublin resident

Jolene Huey, San Leandro resident

Kausar and Samir Ismail, Dublin residents
Anil and Kanchan Sehgal, Dublin residents
Anisha and Sameer Goyal, Dublin residents
Ishmah Ashna, Dublin resident

Manoj and Roopali Goyal, Dublin residents
John Kaplan, San Leandro resident
Lucinda Leung, Dublin resident

Chia Liu, Dublin resident

Shola Oderinde, Dublin resident

Ram and Nitya Ramakrishnan, Dublin residents
Dale D. Reed, San Leandro resident
Robbin Velayedarn, Dublin resident
George and Lisa, Dublin residents
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LETTER 1: U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation
Administration

Response to Comment 1-1:

The County of Alameda would submit a Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration to the
FAA for review, and would comply with all applicable laws and regulations, including FAR Part
77, Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace, if the County decides to implement, and the Board of
Corrections funds, the Juvenile Justice Facility project at the Pardee/Swan site.

Page 4-22 of the Draft EIS/EIR discusses the Airport Land Use Policy Plan and the applicable
height restrictions at the Pardee/Swan site. The discussion identifies the possibility that,
although the project could require a FAA 7460 study, the ALUC staff believed that the project
was most likely within an estimated 85-foot height restriction, based on the approximate distance
of the site from the nearest runway at North Field. Additional administrative review was
recommended to confirm the assumptions used in the analysis, if the County were to select the
Pardee/Swan site for development of the project. Page 12-11 of the Draft EIS/EIR further
identifies the need for a referral to the Alameda County Airport Land Use Commission for a
Detenmination of Plan Conformity, due to the site’s proximity to the Oakland airport. Page 12-
24 of the Draft EIS/EIR concludes that compliance with current safety requirements would
reduce potential safety impacts to a less than significant level. No additional mitigation is
required.
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LETTER 2: U.S. Department of the Army, Parks Reserve Forces Training
Area

Response to Comment 2-1:

The existing setting in the vicinity of each of the alternative sites is described throughout the
Draft EIS/EIR, as 1t applies to the individual topical areas under discussion. The existing noise
seiting was based on measurements conducted at the sites and generally available resources,
inchiding the Environmental Noise Management Program.

Page 10-11 of the Draft EIS/EIR is hereby amended to read as follows:

The East County Government Center site is located in the City of Dublin on the vacant
arca north of Gleason Drive at Hacienda Drive between Amold Road and Madigan
Avenue. The Santa Rita Rehabilitation Center is located north of the site, Carmp Parks
RETA to the west and the California Highway Patrol to the east. Business offices are
south of the sife between Amold Road and Hacienda Drive, and single-family homes are
south of the site between Hacienda Drive and Tassajara Drive.

Parks RFTA is used for a number of training activities, including small arms firing
artillery bombardment simulations, tactical vehicle operation and military helicopter
operaitions which have the potential to generate noise that mav affect the proposed
projects. According to the Parks RFTA Environmental Noise Management Program
{(ENMP). areas within approximately 1.000 feet of the RFTA boundary are potentially
subiect to helicopter overflight noise. According to the 1995 Woodward Clyde study,
Noise Source Inventory and Noise Abatement Plan for Parks Reserve Forces Training
Area Dublin CA, "The limited Camp Parks-related helicopter activity was also found to
cause minimal cumulative noise effects upon the community (noise levels less than 55
dBA Ldnm)". (pz 4-1} Helicopiers monitoring freeway conditions are often more prevalent
than military helicopters. In etther case, helicopter noise would not impair the function of
the Project at the East County Government Center Site.

Page [0-18 of the Draft EIS/EIR is hereby amended to read as follows:

The- Transit-Centergite Site 15A is located in the City of Dublin on Amold Road between
Dublin Boulevard to the south and Central Parkway to the north. The site lies
immediately west of the Sybase Headquarters office complex. Other office buildings lie
to the north of the site across Central Parkway. Vacant lands currently lie to the south
and west. These areas are planned for development by public and private entifies as part
of the County of Alameda’s Surplus Property Authority’s long-term developmernt
program, in concert with the City of Dublin’s Eastern Dublin Specific Plan. The City
recently approved the County’s proposed Transit Center project to include a mix of
residential, commercial, and public land uses between the Dublin-Pleasanton BART
Station and the Parks RFTA, west of Amold Road. Parks REFTA lies to the northwest.
Parks RFTA is used for a number of training activities, including small arms firing,
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artillery bombardment simulations, tactical vehicle operation and military helicopter
operations which have the potential to generale noise that may affect the proposed
proiects. According to the Parks RFTA Environmental Noise Management Program
(ENMP), areas within approximately 1,000 feet of the RFTA boundary are potentiaily
subject to helicopter overflight noise. According to the 1995 Woodward Clvde study.
Noise Source Inventory and Noise Abatement Plan for Parks Reserve Forces Training
Area, Dublin CA, "The limited Camp Parks-related helicopter activity was also found to
cause minimal cumulative noise effects upon the community (noise levels less than 55
dBA Ldn)". (pg 4-1) Helicopters monitoring freeway conditions are often more prevalent
than military helicopters. In either case, helicopter noise would not impair the function of
the Project at Site 15A,

Response to Comment 2-2:
The text on page 4-7 of the Draft EIS/EIR is hereby amended to read as follows:

The East County Government Center site is located in an area undergoing rapid change,
with large-scale business park, retail and residential development occurring during the
past five years (see Figure 4.4).

s Single-family and multi-family residential development has occurred to the east and
southeast, and industrial/business park uses are located to the southwest.

s (Commercial retail and office development is located about 1 mile south near the I-580
freeway.

s The U.S. Army’s Camp Parks Reserve Forces Training Area (REFTA) and a federal
correctional institution are located to the imimediate west and northwest.

= The County owns approximately 335 acres of land to the north and east, on which exist
the Santa Rita Rehabilitation Center (County Jail) and related Sheriff’s Office uses and
large tracts of vacant land.

®  Also to the north bevond the County Jail, the U.S. Air Force operates a microwave
station, the Dubhn San Ramon Servmes Dlstrlct operates water storage reservoir tanks,
e i Parks RFTA
controls approximately 500 acres of former public park land and private land owners
control open hillside and flatland grazing, agricultural and rural residential land.

Response to Comment 2-3:

The correct name for the Parks Reserve Forces Training Area (REFTA) is noted. Although
consistent, current and correct nomenclature was intended to be used throughout the Draft
EIS/EIR, some incorrect terms were inadvertently used in portions of the document. However,
the context generally provides readers with a correct impression of the intended meaning,
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particularly in light of the fact that Parks RFTA was formerly commonly referred to as Camp
Parks.

Response to Comment 2-4:
Mapped areas of land added to Parks RFTA are noted.
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LETTER 3: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Response to Comment 3-1:

Introductory comments noted.

Response to Comment 3-2:

Comment regarding the categorization of the Draft EIS/EIR as “L.O — Lack of Objections”, is
noted.

Response to Comment 3-3:

The commentor correctly notes that the Draft EIS/EIR indicates that the sclection of a project
from among the assessed alternatives will occur after the Final EIS/EIR is certified and adopted.
The County and OJP/BJA concur that the agencies are required to identify the preferred
alternative in the Final EIS/EIR as described further in the Master Response section at the
beginning of Chapter 2 in this document. The selected alternative identified in the Record of
Decision, however, may not necessarily be the same alternative as the preferred altemnative
identified in the Final EIS/EIR. That is, the Board of Supervisors may not approve the proposed
project (1.e., the selected altemative) until the CEQA process is complete. Consequently, while
the Fmal EIS/EIR may identify the preferred alternative, the Board will make its decision to
approve one of the alternatives after it certifies the EIR.

The discussion of the approval process on page 1-11 of the Draft EIS/EIR is hereby amended to
read as follows:

Upon completion of the Final EIS/EIR, the County BOS will review and certify the
EIS/EIR under CEQA, and OJP/BJA will circulate appreve the Final EIS/EIR under
NEPA and provide notice in the Federal Register that the Final EIS/EIR is available, as
discussed above. The Final EIS/EIR will include an identification of a preferred
alternative, based on the opinion of the departments within the County of Alameda that
are responsible for preparation of the architectural programs and environmental analysis
for the projects.

‘After the Final EIS/EIR is certified and adopted by the County BOS and circulated by the
OJP/BJA and a plan to monitor and implement the mitigation measures has been adopted,
the County BOS w4l 1s expected to select one of the assessed aiternatives for
tmplementation. This selection will be based on the environmental analysis in the Final
EIS/EIR and the environmental findings, as well as on the program and budget

constraints at the time the decision is madeofeesrtification-and-adoption.

After an alternative is selected_for implementation, more detailed decision-making
regarding the projects’ design and construction can occur. The Interim Final Rule issued
by OJP/BJA regarding compliance with NEPA states that grantees (BOC) and
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subgrantees (County of Alameda) may not start construction before the completion of the
environmental analysis process, nor may they make further decisions or commitments of
resources that would have an affect on the environment or limit the choice of reasonable
alternative sites. Therefore, the County has been limited in its ability to complete design
concepts for the various alternatives being considered. Sufficient information has been
generated to facilitate the environmental analysis, but final design and specifications
cannot be generated until the environmental analysis is complete.

This EIS/EIR provides information about the various sites that were carried forward for
analysis, which will be used by the decision-makers in determining an appropriate course
of action. Other factors that may influence those decisions include such things as total
cost, whether program objectives are fully met, ability to implement the alternative in a
timely manner, and others. The selection will be formalized by OJP/BJA preparing and
issuing a ROD prior to any implementing action occurring, and by the County BOS
through preparing Findings, a Statement of Overriding Consideration, and issuing a
Notice of Determination.

Response to Comment 3-4:

Consistent with CEQA’s requirement to identify the "environmentally superior" alternative i an
EIR, the Draft EIS/EIR identificd the Pardee/Swan Site as the environmentally superior
alternative for the Juvenile Justice Facility and Site I5A as the environmentally superior
alternative for the East County Hall of Justice (see page S-8).° By contrast, under NEPA, the
Record of Decision is required to identify the “environmentally preferable alternative™ (40
C.F.R. § 1505.2(h)). As discussed in the Master Response (Preferred Alternative) at the
beginning of this chapter, agency EIS staff must identify the agency’s preferred alternative in the
Final EIS. This is distinct from the “environmentally preferable alternative,” which is the
alternative that generally causes the least damage to the biological and physical environment, and
best protects, preserves, and enhances historic, cultural and natural resources (Forty Questions,
6a). BIS agency staff is encouraged to identify the environmentally preferable alternative during
EIS preparation, and the lead agency is encouraged to identify such an alternative in the EIS, but
agency staff is not required to identify the environmentally preferable alternative until the
Record of Decision, Please see the Master Responses section at the beginning of Chapter 2 of
this Final EIS/EIR.

2

See Zischke and Kostka, Practice under the California Environmental Quality Act, § 15.37.
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letter 4: State of California, Department of Transporiation

Response to Comment 4-1:

The Draft EIS/EIR identifies the conditions at the I-580 Westbound Off-ramp at Foothill Blvd.
as an existing condition that 1s unacceptable and that would be exacerbated by the Juvenile
Justice Facility project. This impact is therefore found to be a potentially significant impact that
should be mitigated. 1t is estimated that the proposed project with 420 beds would.add 27 a.m.
peak hour trips and 7 p.m. peak hour trips to the Foothill Boulevard/1-580 W13 off-ramp
intersection, while the project with 540 beds would generate 55 and 14 additional trips,
respectively, to the intersection. This contribution of trips is extremely low, and so the County is
not expected to solely fund the necessary improvements, but a signal or roundabout is identified
as possible mitigation strategies for the County to consider. The recommended mitigation
strategies would mitigate project impacts to pre-project levels.

Response to Comment 4-2:

The number of trips contributed by the project on Eastbound I-580 east of Tagsajara Road can be
calculated by comparing the “2005 No Project” and “2005 + Project” columns in Tables 9.33
through 9.38 (Scenarios Al through D), which indicate that the project contribution would be on
the order of less than 100 up to 500 PM peak hour trips. Mitigation would be provided through
the payment of the Tri-Valley Transportation Council fees (see Mitigation Measures 9.4.5¢ and
9.4.6¢), which would fund a fair-share of the regional effort to improve conditions to pre-project
levels.

Response to Comment 4-3:
Existing San Leandro Property Alternative

The intersection of Foothill Boulevard and I-580 Westbound Off-Ramp has an existing Level of
Service of F in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. Mitigation Measure 9.1.2 states that the County
should consider signalizing this intersection, or installing a two-lane roundabout. Either option
would result in an acceptable LOS B. However, because the poor operation of this intersection is
due primarily to existing conditions, and because the Project would only have a de minimus
impact on those conditions, this Mitigation Measure would be optional (Draft EIS/EIR, p. 9-44).
Accordingly, the Project’s fair-share contribution to this mitigation measure, if anything, would
be minimal. There is not at present a mechanism to pariially fund a mitigation measure at this
location.

East County Government Center/Site 15A Altemative

The impact to the 1-580 East of Tassajara Road roadway segment would be considered a
significant effect of the Project. However, the Project’s contribution would be only
approximately 1.5% ol the total traffic. Mitigation Measures 9.4,5a, 9.4.6a, 9.4.5b, 9.4.6b,

Alameda County Juvenile Justice Facility/East County Hall of Justice - Final EIS/EIR Page 2-17



Chapter 2: Responses to Comments

9.4.5¢ and 9.4.6¢ are intended to address this and other significant impacts of the Project
resulting from additional roadway congestion in the Project area.

Mitigation Measures 9.4.5¢ and 9.4.6¢ propose that Alameda County contribute to the regional
mitigation programs as determined by the Tri-Valley Transportation Council (TVTC). The
amount of this fair share would be determined pursuant to the TVTC fee program.

All Mitieation Measures

The commentor suggests that all of the mitigation measures must discuss financing, scheduling,
implementation responsibilities and monitoring. CEQA requires that an EIR “describe feasible
measures which could minimize significant adverse impacts.” {(CEQA Guidelines
§15126.4(a)(1).) The details of implementation are not required. Moreover, although an agency
must adopt a mitigation monitoring program before approving a project that includes mitigation
measure, the EIR itself does not need to discuss the monitoring program (CEQA §21081.6).

The commentor states that feasible mitigation measure should be discussed for the impacts to the
roadway segment and intersections labeled Significant and Unavoidable in Table S-1 at Page S-
13. However, this is merely the summary chart of the analyzed mitigation measures. The
Significant and Unavoidable transportation impacts are discussed 1a detail in Chapter 9, and
mitigation measures are proposed for all of them. (See, for example, Impacts 9.1.5 and 9.1.6,
and Mitigation Measure 9.1.5a.). Although these mitigation measures reduce these impacts, the
impacts remain significant, and therefore are classified as unavoidable.

Response to Comment 4-4:
Copies of the LOS data sheets were provided to Caltrans.

Response to Comment 4-5:

The County would apply to the State Department of Transportation for any required
encroachment permits, as required by law.
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Letter 5: Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority

Response to Comment 3-1:

Introductory comments are noted.

Response to Comments 5-2, 5-3 and 5-4;

LAVTA provides clarification on where and when its service operates. Based on these
comments, the Draft FEIS/EIR is revised as follows:

Page 9-32, Transit Service:

Existing transit service in the vicinity of the East County Government Center and Site
[5A includes the Livermore-Amador Valley Transit Authority (LAVTA—WHEELS
Wheels) Route 1, Linet, the Humphrey/Santa Rita Rehabilitation Center Shuttle, and the
Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) connector. Route 1-Eare- provides service to and
from BART via Broder Boulevard, Gleason Drive and Dublin Boulevard on
approximately 30-minute headways for approximately three hours during the moming
and five hours during evening commute hours on weekdays. On Sundays, WHEELS
operates a fixed-schedule van shuttle between the Santa Rita Rehabilitation Center and
the Dublin/Pleasanton BART station that runs most of the day. Additionally. on all days
of the week, a demand-responsive tvpe of service called DART provides rides for the
general nublic during some of the hours when fixed-route service is unavailable. DART’s
capacity is limited and is provided as a supplement to regulay service. The ACE shuttle
runs to and from the train station at the Alameda County Fairgrounds in Pleasanton. The
shuitle routes coordinate with the arrival and departure times of the ACE trains. LAVTA
Route 12 Lined2, connecting the BART station, the Las Positas College and the
Livermore Transit Center, also provides service along Dublin Boulevard near Site 15A
site. Route 12 provides all-day and evening service on a 15 to 45 minute headway,
Monday through Saturday. Site 15A is also served by Roufe 1.

Response to Comment 5-5;

LAVTA provides suggestions for improving its service to the East County Government Center
site. If the East County Government Center site 1s selected, these suggestions, which include
increasing the availability of its Route 1 service and/or providing larger transit vehicles, will be
incorporated into future discussions with LAVTA during the preparation of the formal
transportation plan discussed in Mitigation Measure 16.1.5.

Response to Comment 5-6:

Per Mitigation Measure 16.1.5 and consistent with Mitigation Measures 9.4.5b and 9.4.6b, the
County will develop a formal transportation plan as part of its development of any Dublin site
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analyzed in this report. This plan will consider capital and operating subsidies as well as all
other transit improvement options itemized in the Draft EIS/EIR.
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Letter &: Port of Oakland

Response to Comment 6-1:

This comment 1s an overview, or summary of specific issues with the document related to the
status of the site and the analysis of potential impacts. These issues are discussed individually in
subsequent responses to this letter. As demonstrated in the responses below, the Draft EIS/EIR
analysis of the environmental impacts associated with development of the proposed Juvenile
Justice Facility on the Pardee/Swan site was based on information regarding the status of the site
that was available during the preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 6-2;

The Draft EIS/EIR recognizes the Port of Oakland’s current construction of an approximately
3.,500-space parking lot at this site for Qakland International Airport parking. The Draft
EIS/EIR, page 4-6 indicates that “The Port has begun construction of a new parking lot at the site
to serve the (dakland International Atrport during implementation of the Terminal Fxpansion
Project, and to replace parking that was displaced as a result of increased security measures in
the wake of the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks in New York City and Washington, D.C.”
The County recognizes that the terms “Terminal Expansion Project” and “Airport Development
Program” generally refer to the same program. The County notes that the Port will be preparing
a supplemental EIR to analyze the use of the parking lot at Pardee/Swan as a permanent Airport
parking site.

Response to Comment 6-3:

If the Pardee/Swan site were selected for the Juvenile Justice Facility, it would not displace
current Port parking. As indicated on page 3-17 of the Draft EIS/EIR, “A four-level airport
parking garage would also be built at this site to accommodate parking space that would
otherwise be lost to the Port of OQakland.” With construction of the 4-story parking garage with
at least 3,500 spaces to replace surface parking, airport operations would not be affected. Present
use of the parking lot is limited, so partial displacement of some spaces during construction of
the garage is not expected fo result in any interim effects. Other local lots also could absorb
some of the temporary displacement during construction of the garage. Impact and Mitigation
Measure 4.7.1 of the Draft EIS/EIR also provides that the County should assist the Port in
addressing potential shortfalls in parking.

Response to Comment 6-4;

The Draft EIS/EIR does recognize that the Port has begun construction of a new parking lot at
the site to serve the Oakland International Airport during implementation of the Terminal
Expansion Project. Use of the tenm ‘vacant’ only indicates that there are no structures currently
on this site.
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Response to Comment 6-5:

According to the currently approved Terminal Expansion Project, construction of a new parking
lot at the site is intended to serve the Qakland Intemational Airport during implementation of the
Terminal Expansion Project. Since the description of this alternative would include construction
of a 4-story parking garage to replace surface parking, neither interim nor permanent airport
parking operations would be affected.

Response to Comment 6-6:

Any potential inconsistencies of this alternative with local land use regulations that could result
n significant effects on the environment are fully analyzed within each respective section of the
Draft EIS/EIR.

The Draft EIS/EIR properly includes analyses of the Project's consistency with the City of
Qakland's General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, and the Port of Oakland's Standards and
Restrictions Ordinance for the Oalkland Airport Business Park. (See the Draft EIS/EIR at 4-23
through 4-28.} A determination that a project is inconsistent with an applicable land use plan is a
legal determination, not an "impact” or "effect” on the environment that must be separately
evaiuated in the EIS/EIR. Under NEPA and CEQA, only the Project’s direct and indirect
effects/impacts on the physical environment, and those economic and social impacts/effects that
are related to effects on the physical environment, must be evaluated in an EIR/EIR. (14 Cal. Code
Regs. §15358(b); 40 C.F.R. §1508.14.) Thus, the County is required only to evaluate the
effects/impacts of potential inconsistencies between the Project and local land use requirements if
and to the extent that such inconsistencies actually result, directly or indirectly, in effects/impacts
on or related to the physical environment. The EIS/EIR properly evaluates all of the Project's
potential direct and indirect effects/impacts on the physical environment, including any potential
environmental effects/impacts that may occur as a resuit of the Project's exemption from local land
use regulations. See Draft EIS/EIR at 4-9, and Chapters 4 through 17. The commentor has not
1dentified any environmental effects/impacts that may result from the alleged inconsistencies
between the Project and local land use requirements.

Response to Comment 6-7:

Comment regarding zoning consistency and potential reader confusion is noted. At page 4-23,
the Draft EIS/EIR states that the Project site is “within the Port of Qakland’s Airport Business
Park” and that development within the Airport Business Park is governed by Port Ordinance No.
2832, which is the Port’s Standards and Restrictions Ordinance. The Project site also appears on
the City of Oakland Zoning Map as located within the M-40 (FHeavy Indusirial) Zone. Although
City zoning for this site may not be applicable due to its location within the Port Area, the site 1s
nevertheless zoned by the City as M-40, Heavy Industrial. The Draft EIS/EIR recognizes that
Section 700(3) of the City of Oakland Charter “vests the Port with final land use jurisdiction over
that part of the City defined as the ‘Port Area,” although projects are required to be determined
consistent with the City General Plan.” Absent a binding judicial determination as to the
applicability of the City’s zoning ordinance, it is not clear to the County that the City’s zoning
ordinance does not also apply to the site, in addition to the Port’s Standards and Restrictions
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Ordinance. Therefore, for purposes of the Draft EIS/EIR, the County conservatively compieted
consistency analyses for both the City’s Zoning Ordinance and the Port’s Standards and
Restrictions Ordinance. This analysis provides the reader with a complete assessment, and no
other reviewers have expressed any confusion regarding the content of this section.

Response to Cemment 6-8:

Any potential inconsistencies of this alternative with local land use regulations that could result
m significant effects on the environment are fully analyzed within each respective section of the
Draft EIS/EIR. See also Response to Comment 6-6.

Response to Comment 6-9:

Consistency with [ocal land use policies and regulations would not be required to implement this
altermative. However, the consistency of this alternative with applicable land use policies and
regulations, including the Oakland General Plan and the Port of Qakland’s Standards and
Restrictions ordinance was evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR. This analysis is found on pages 4-23
through 4-29 of the Draft EIS/EIR. In regard to the Port of Oakland’s Standards and Restrictions
ordinance, the Draft EIS/EIR concluded that the proposed use of the site as a Juvenile Justice
Facility is not among those uses specifically identified for the Airport Business Park, but that it
would generally be consistent with the Port of Oakland's requirements, and would not be deemed
o be “objectionable” within a garden-type business park. The County believes that, if this site
were to be selected, the facility could be designed to satisfy this goal.

Response to Cemment 6-10:

The Draft EIS/EIR considered a reasonable range of alternatives in accordance with NEPA and
CEQA. The Draft EIS/EIR explains in Section 3.2 that in 2001, in response to concerns that the
County failed to consider sites other than the East County Government Center site for
development of the Proposed Action; the County issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) to
identify additional sites. Only one formal offer was received. Consequently, the County review
team met with the Port of Oakland fo review sites it owns. Additionally, the team reviewed an
additional site at the Oakland Airport and assessed a total of 17 sites in Alameda County. Based
upon all of the factors under consideration (e.g., minimum site acreage, accessibility, transit
access, geotechnical and hazardous materials constraints, etc.), the County’s review team
determined, prior to preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR, that the Pardee/Swan site was a potentially
viable (Draft EIS/EIR, p. 3-33) alternative under CEQA and NEPA.

The Port’s comments regarding the reasonableness of the Pardee/Swan site and potential
environmental impacts are noted. Section 4 of the Draft EIS/EIR evaluates the alternative’s
consistency with adopted land use plans and potential conflicts with the surrounding uses and
parking use under construction. The County Board of Supervisors will consider these land use
inconststencies and potentially significant environmental impacts in determining the selected
alternative.
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Response to Comment 6-11:

Section 3.1 of the Draft EIS/EIR states that development of the Juvenile Justice Factlity on the
Pardee/Swan site would include construction of a four-level airport parking garage on this site to
accommodate parking space that would otherwise be lost to the Port of Qakland (Draft EIS/EIR,
p. 3-15). The Draft EIS/EIR evaluated the loss of the planned parking (see e.g., Impacts 4.7.1,
9.2.4) and evaluated the mitigation and secondary impacts associated with construction of a
joint-use Port parking garage on the Pardee/Swan site or at an off-site location in Impact 9.2.4.
Secondary impacts associated with construction of the parking garage on-site are further
evaluated in Impacts 6.6.4, 7.1.4,7.4.4,8.1.4,10.1.4,10.2.4, 11.3.4,13.2.4, and 15.2.2.
Additionally, cumulative impacts were addressed for the Pardee/Swan site in conjunction with
two specific projects, the expansion of the Airport and the Metroport project, and with overall
planned growth in the vicinity of the Pardee/Swan site.

The Draft EIS/EIR evaluates the interim parking impacts due to temporary displacement of the
existing surface parking lot spaces in Impact and Mitigation Measure 4.7.1. Interim
construction-related noise and air quality mmpacts would occur during the construction of the
replacement parking as described for the Proposed Action as a whole (see e.g., Impacts 10.1.4,
10.2.4, and 11.3.4). The text of this mitigation measure has been amended to clarify that the
County should assist the Port in addressing temporary parking displacement that could occur,

Response to Comment 6-12:

Consistent with the Project Description, Mitigation Measure 9.2.4a requires the County to
accommodate the Port parking. The County has designed a conceptual site plan that would
accomplish joint development of this site with the Juvenile Justice Facility on the cenfral and
castern portion of the site and a parking structure on the westem portion of the site. The Draft
EIS/EIR requires that the County pursue negotiations with the Port to make other parking lots
available to relieve the interim parking demand at the Pardee/Swan site. Thus, specific mitigation
is identified in the Draft EIS/FIR to provide the replacement parking. Overflow parking from
the Project could be accommodate in the proposed parking garage because it could be sized to
provide more than the displaced surface parking existing at the Port site. The impacts of
providing replacement parking are addressed as nofed in Response to Comment 6-11,

Mitigation Measure 4.7.1, on page 4-57 of the Draft EIS/EIR, is revised to explain that the
County would assist the Port of Oakland in finding replacement parking as follows:

Mitigation Measure 4.7.1; Parking Replacement. If sufficient demand for a
surface parking lot exists prior to the construction of the parking parage proposed
in conjunction with the development of the Juvenile Justice Facility at
Pardec/Swan site, then the County should assist eonsiderassisting the Port of
Qakland in finding te-Hnd alternative parking space and/or compensating the Port
of Oakland for loss of the space.
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Response to Comment 6-13:

The commentor correctly points out that there is an error in the first sentence in Impact Section
4.3.4 (Pardee/Swan Site), which erroneously assumes that the Pardee/Swan site 1s currently
owned by the County and 1s therefore not currently subject to local land use regulations. Based
on this comment, the Draft EIS/EIR is revised as follows:

Page 4-41, first sentence of Impact 4.3.4:

The County's development of the Project on the The Pardee/Swan site 38 would not be
subject to local land use policies, and thus there # would be no impact arising out of
conflict with local -Ciy-efOakland policies adopted to avoid or mitigate an
environmental effect.

See also Responses to Comments 6-6, 6-8 and 6-9. The commentor also states that "there would
be unavoldable impacts that have not been adequately analyzed," but fails to identify any such
impacts. The County disagrees with the assertion that there are unavoidable impacts that would
result from the Project that have not been adequately analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 6-14:

The hikelithood that the Project will have impacts on scenic vistas, traffic and the regional
roadway network, and the nature and extent of those impacts, are not refated to the Project's
compatibility or consistency with local land use policies. See Response to Comment 6-6. The
Draft EIS/EIR contains extensive discussions of all of the Project's potential effects on scenic
vistas and on traffic and the regional roadway network if the Project is developed on the
Pardee/Swan site. See Draft EIS/EIR at Chapters 5 and 9. Although the commentor suggests
that there are other potential impacts that are not adequately analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR, it
does not identify any such impacts.

The Draft EIS/EIR also contains consistency analyses with all local land use policies that would
apply to the Project, if the County were not exempt from local tand use requirements. See Draft
EIS/EIR at Chapter 4. :

Response to Comment 6-15;

Government Code Section 65402 requires counties, under delineated circumstances, to provide
other local governments with certain information before acquiring real property within the other
local governments' jurisdictions. The County will comply with Government Code Section 65402
to the extent that such compliance is necessary. Whether the County is required to comply with
Section 65402 and the nature of any required compliance are not issues that must be addressed in
the Draft EIS/EIR. The Draft EIS/EIR properly includes an adequate analysis of the Project's
consistency with the City of Gakland's General Plan. The commentor does not identify the
project’s environmental effects which may be related to the County's compliance with

Section 65402, However, the Draft EIS/EIR property evaluates all the potential environmental
effects/impacts of the Juvenile Justice Facility should it be developed on the Pardee/Swan site.
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Response to Comment 6-16:

Neither CEQA nor Government Code Section 65402 require a CEQA lead agency to refer a
project to a local land use agency prior to preparation of the Final EIS/EIR. Section 65402 does
not mention or refer to CEQA, and the CEQA statutes do not refer to Section 65402, Even if the
County were required to refer the Juvenile Justice Facility project to the Port, neither Section
05402 or CEQA require that the County refer the Juvenile Justice Facility to the Port at any
particular time during the County's CEQA process.

The County also disagrees with the commentor's suggestion that the Port's Airport Business Park
Standards and Restrictions require the County fo refer the Project to the Port. The Airport
Business Park Standards and Restrictions do not mention Section 65402.

Response to Comment 6-17:

The commentor correctly notes that this Project involves federal funding, and therefore 1s subject
to the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act (ICA, 31 U.5.C. 6506 et. seq.). The ICA requires
generally that federal agencies, in planning federal development projects and programs, consider
“[to] the extent possible, all national, regional, State, and local viewpoints.” (31 U.S.C.

§ 6506(c).) The Act also requires that “[tlo the maximum extent possible and consistent with
national objectives, assistance for development purposes shall be consistent with and further the
objectives of State, regional, and local comprehensive planning,” (31 U.S.C. § 6506(d).) The
comumentor states that the EIS/EIR is inadequate because it does not discuss compliance with the
ICA. However, nothing in the ICA requires that an EIR, EIS, or any other environmental review
or planning document discuss the ICA. Rather, compliance with the ICA is accomplished
through the preparation of an EIS/EIR, and by providing all affected federal, state, and local
government agencies an opportunity to comment. See Bergen County v. Dole, 620 F. Supp.
1009, 1065 (D.C.N.J. 1985) (holding that state and federal agencies complied with ICA where all
federal, regional and state agencies having jurisdiction or special expertise received copies of
draft and preliminary environmental impact statements for comments, which were received and
responded to in final environmental impact statement. )

Response to Comment 6-18:

See Response to Comment 6-17. ICA does not “waive” the County’s exemption from local land
use, zoning and building regulations. Rather, the ICA requires “{t]o the maximum extent
possible and consistent with national objectives, assistance for development purposes shall be
consistent with and further the objectives of State, regional, and local comprehensive planning.”
(31 U.S.C. § 6506(d).) The Project’s consistency with local land use plans, policies and laws 1s
discussed extensively in Chapter 4 of the FIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 6-19:

The Draft EIS/EIR discusses the policies of the Oakland General Plan and the Port of Oakland’s
Business Park Standards and Restrictions Ordinance, as applicable to the Pardee/Swan Site
alternative at pages 4-23 through 4-26. The commentor fails to note the other applicable policies
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that are not mentioned or analyzed. The Draft EIS/EIR’s consistency analysis of local land use
policies provides an adequate review of this topic.

Response to Comment 6-20:

Substantial evidence supports the Draft EIS/EIR conclusions regarding the environmental
impacts associated with the Pardee/Swan site. Such evidence includes, among others, an
assessment performed by the Draft EIS/EIR consultant of the existing and surrounding land uses,
technical information regarding the geotechnical, hydrological and flooding, and biological
resource conditions of the Pardee/Swan site, and analyses of the traffic, noise and air quality
impacts assoclated with development of the Proposed Action at this site.

Response to Comment §-21:

The parking demands for the Juvenile Justice Facility alternative at the Pardee/Swan site would
be entirely met by off-street parking facilities. As noted in Mitigation Measure 9.2.4a, “In order
to accommodate the Port parking lot and the Juvenile Justice Project, the County is evaluating
jouut development of the site. The proposed Juvenile Justice Project would be on the central and
eastern portion of the site, and a parking structure on the western portion of the site. Parking for
the Juvenile Justice Facility would be at grade along Swan Way in a 250-space public lot, and
under a portion of the proposed building in a 250-space secured garage. Therefore, shared use of
some of the structured parking may also be required to meet the fiill Project demand. The Port
has downsized its parking lot project to about 3,500 vehicles, so there would be sufficient space
n a new parking garage [with 4,000 spaces] for overflow parking from the Juvenile Justice
Facility. Leases or other arrangements should be made part of the development if this site is
selected for development of both projects.”

Response to Comment 6-22:

The Draft EIS/EIR includes a description of the general development pattem in the vicinity of
the Pardee/Swan site, which is for the most part “built out” in the immediate area, The Draft
EIS/EIR further addresses land use development in the discussion of the City of Oakland zoning
and General Plan designations for the area, and the Airport business park regulations that apply
to the site. Additional build out under the Airport Development Program would occur in areas
beyond the Pardee/Swan site’s area of influence, except as pertains to traffic. The traffic study
for the Juvenile Justice Facility at the Pardee/Swan site was based on the analysis prepared by
the Port for its proposed parking lot development at the site, which accounted for other
cumulative development through 2005, and long-term projections made by the Alameda County
Congestion Management Agency, which is reflective of local land use plans and roadway
systems. The Draft EIS/EIR includes a complete analysis of those conditions wnder background
conditions and with the project, as shown in Chapter 17, on pages 17-11 through 17-15.
Although background conditions would result in sigmficant traffic congestion on Interstate 880
without the project, traffic contributions by the project would exacerbate that condition. A
mitigation measure 1s proposed to reduce project impacts, but the Draft EIS/EIR concludes that
this would be a significant unavoidable impact due to the inability of any single project to affect
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significant improvements n regional traffic patterns. That discussion also addresses the
cumulative effect on noise and air quality, and concludes that the project’s contribution would be
less than significant.

Response fo Comment 6-23;

As required by CEQA and NEPA, the Draft EIS/EIR discusses feasible mitigation measures
designed to minimize all potentially significant environmental impacts. The commentor’s failure
to provide any specific comments regarding the proposed mitigation measures for the
Pardee/Swan site alternative prevents any more detailed response to this comment. Please also
see the master response regarding deferred mitigation at the beginning of this chapter.

Response to Comment 6-24:

Mitigation Measure 9.2.4a assumes that the Port will use the site for a surface parking lot
accommodating up to 3,500 parking spaces based on information contained in the Oakland
Airport Replacement Parking Transportation Study (CHS Consulting Group, 2001). This study
is the only publicly-available documentation of the Port’s currenily approved use of this site, and
no increases to on-site parking are currently approved.

Mitigation Measure 9.2.4b only indicates that the Port of Oakland has evaluated other parking
options to meet its interim and long-term needs as part of the Airport Expansion project,
including a second large site in the Central Basin area. If the Port were to develop that site (or
another site) to meet its parking demand, then there would be sufficient land at the Pardee / Swan
site to accommodate all of the Juvenile Justice Facility parking demand in surface parking lots.
This measure does not require nor recommend development of the Central Basin site, and
therefore the environmental effects associated with development of that site have not been
analyzed. If the Port were to develop parking at an alternative site, it would reduce the cost and
complexity of developing a parking garage at the Pardee/Swan Site and reduce the associated
environmental effects of concentrated development on the site, as described elsewhere in the
Draft EIS/EIR.

No evaluation of potential parking shortfall has been conducted for a scenario under which the
Port may determuine that it needs more than 3,500 parking spaces at the Pardee/Swan site. Such
an analysis would be speculative in light of the Port’s currently approved plans for, and current
construction of a 3,500-space parking lot pursuant to the Oakland Airport Replacement Parking
Transportation Study (CHS Consulting Group, 2001).

Response to Comment 6-25:

Comment noted. The Draft EIS/EIR accurately deseribes the public trust limitations on the
County's potential use of the Pardee/Swan site, and correctly concludes that the site may not be
available for development of the Project if the public trust restrictions are not removed. (Draft
EIS/EIR at 4-20 through 4-21.) The Draft EIS/EIR also acknowledges that the Port of Qakland
may determine that the Project is not appropriate for inclusion in the Airport Business Park area,
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and that such a determination may render the Project mnconsistent with the Port's development
plan for the area.

The Draft EIS/EIR contains an adequate analysis of the Project's consistency with the Port's
development plan. (Draft EIS/EIR at page 4-23.) The Draft EIS/EIR also fully and adequately
analyzes the potential environmental effects/impacts of developing the Project on the
Pardee/Swan site despite its potential inconsistency with the Port's development plan. (See
Response to Comment 6-6.) Based on the Port's current and foreseeable continued use of the
Pardee/Swan site as a parking lot, the County disagrees with the commentor's suggestion that
development of the Juvenile Justice Facility on the site could lead to significant business
dislocation or blight.

The Draft EIS/EIR contains a comparison and analysis of the potential environmental
effects/impacts associated with development of the Project on each alternative site, and
concludes based on the substantial evidence in the existing record that the Pardee/Swan site is
the environmentally superior alternative for development of the Juvenile Justice Facility. (See
Draft EIS/EIR at page S-8, Table S.1 and Chapters 4 through 17.) This analysis takes into
account the fact that, if the Juvenile Justice Facility is not developed there, the Pardee/Swan site
may be used for Airport Parking. Please see the Master Responses section at the beginning of
Chapter 2 regarding the identification of a new environmentally superior alternative.

Response to Comment 6-25:

Comment noted. The referenced letter from the Port’s Executive Director is included as part of
this letter and responded to in this Final EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 6-27:

Referral of the Project to the Alameda County Airport Land Use Commission (“ALUC”) may
not be required. Generally, cities and counties are required to refer certain types of actions to the
ALUC for consistency determinations. (See Pub. Util. Code §21676.) These actions are the
proposed adoption or amendment of a general plan or specific plan, the adoption or approval of a
zoning ordinance or building regulation, or, if the city or county owns a public airport, any
modification to its airport master plan ("Covered Actions™). ld. §21676(b)-(c). This Project is
not a Covered Action under §21676.

In preparing the EIS/EIR, the County consulted with ALUC staff regarding the Pardee/Swan
alternative. Based on their preliminary review, the allowable building height on the site would be
approximately 85 feet, and the proposed buildings would be within this height limit, although
construction equipment may exceed it. If this site were selected, a more formal review by the
ALUC would be required prior to construction. To conform to Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) requirements, if the ALUC review finds that either the buildings or the construction
equipment will exceed the height restrictions, a FAA 7460 study will be required. Typically,
such a study would require that construction equipment, such as cranes that exceed regulated
height limits near an airport, be well lit at night. Development of the new Juvenile Justice
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Facility would be required to be in conformance with federal and state standards as articulated in
FAA Regulation, Part 77 and Part 150, in the ALUPP and in any other applicable regulations and
amendments. The project would be designed to comply with the ALUPP and with the FAA
7460 study (if it is required). This analysis is adequate for purposes of CEQA and NEPA
environmental review.

Response to Comment 6-28:

The proposed underground parking is proposed at the Pardee/Swan site to provide a limited
amount of secure parking for court and juvenile hall staff. The development plan for the site is
conceptual and would be subject to additional engineering and cost study, but the intent was to
provide sufficient parking to meet the project’s needs without resorting to extensive use of the
remainder of the site, including the possible Port parking garage, for project parking. The secure
parking would be developed partially underground, and partially beneath the new court building,
which would be built slightly elevated to minimize the amount of excavation. This approach is
considered feasible, consistent with the findings of the borings taken at the site that determined
ground water was approximately 5.75 to 7.25 feet below the ground surface (see page 7-3 of the
Draft EIS/EIR).

Response to Comment 6-29:

A discussion of the potential impacts of the proposed Project on wildlife habitat, including the
adjacent Arrowhead Marsh is provided under Impact 8.4.4 on page 8-35 of the Draft EIS/EIR.
This was determined to be a potentially significant and mitigable impact. Mitigation Measure
8.4.4c was recommended specifically to mmimize any adverse effects of night-time lighting on
the adjacent marshland habitat. Mitigation Measure 8.4.4a recommends providing a buffer to the
adjacent marsh habitat. Due to the recent parking lot improvements to the west and existing road
to the east, buffers recommended in the mitigation measure are only necessary north of the site.
Mitigation Measure 8.4.4a on page 8-35 of the Draft EIS/EIR has been revised in response to the
comment as follows:

M1t1g311011 Measure 8 4, 4a Wildlife Habltat Buffer. 4s-recopunendedinMitigalion

‘ ! : 2 a bitatr-a A 50-foot setback shall be
provxded along the northern——easi&em—aﬂd-wemm edges of the site to provide a buffer for
the surreunding adjacent open space lands. Appropriate native and ormamental shrubs
and low-growing tree species shall be planted as landscape screening within 20 feet of the
inside edge of this setback to provide screening of new structures, parking and other uses
which may interfere with wildlife activity in the adjacent Arrowhead Marsh and regional

shereline-ofSanTeandre-Bay. Nightime lighting shall be designed to minimize any

iltumination of the adjacent marshland habitat.

Response to Comment 6-30:

Due to the unique characteristics of each development alternative, the parking demands for each
alternative would differ respectively. However, for each alternative that is based on a 450-bed
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facility with juvenile courts and administrative functions (i.e., the Pardee/Swan and East County
Government Center alternatives), the peak parking demand is estimated at 550 spaces at 4:00
p.m. on weekdays, when day and swing shifts overlap).

Response to Comment 6-31:

Cost of construction requiring piles was considered in the estimate. The site is in a light
industrial area and pile driving is not a forgone conclusion, pending soil tests; drilling and piers
is a possible solution.

Response to Comment 6-32:

The Draft EIS/EIR indicates that there are two major development projects in the vicinity of the
Pardee/Swan site that would be expected to contribute to cumnulative to local traffic impacts
(with related effects on noise and air quality along roadways in the vicinity of the site). These
projects include the proposed expansion of the Oakland International Airport and the Port of
Oakland’s Metroport project, on a site near the Hegenberger Road/I-880 interchange. However,
the Draft EIS/EIR also recognizes that the City of Oakland has designated the Pardee/Swan area
as part of the Airport / Gateway Showcase District, and a “Change and Grow” area. The
cumulative impacts as discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR are based not only on the addition of the
two known major projects, but also on the level of development anticipated in the vicinity under
current land use regulations of the cities of Oakland and Alameda.

With respect to cumulative air quality impacts, growth or reduction in regional air pollutant
emissions is developed by the MTC and BAAQMD in their ozone attainment plan. This plan
uses local general plans and growth projects to account for expected projects that will be or are
being located in Alameda or Oakland. Thus, the cumulative air quality impact of all new
projects within the BAAQMD is part of the ozone attainment plan. The Alanmeda County
Juvenile Justice Facility is part of regional growth and emissions are therefore part of the ozone
attaimment plan.

Response to Comment 6-33:

The 1ssues as set forth in this letter do not identify any critical flaws in the analysis contained in
the Draft EIS/EIR, as indicated in the responses to these comments above. The commentor is
referred to the responses to comments above regarding the specific issues raised concerning the
Pardee/Swan site. This site was identified in the Draft FIS/EIR as the environmentally superior
alternative for the Juvenile Justice Facility because it resuited in the fewer number of significant
unavoidable and potentially significant but mitigable impacts as summarized in Table S.1. Thus,
the Draft EIS/EIR’s conclusion that the Pardee/Swan site would be the environmentally preferred
alternative 1s not flawed. Since the circulation of the Draft EIS/EIR, the Pardee/Swan site has
become unavailable as a feasible alternative (see Comment 6-34). Consequently, the Final
EIS/EIR identifies the Modified San Leandro Alternative as the environmentally superior
alternative for the Juvenile Justice Facility.
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Response to Comment 6-34:

The Port’s comments regarding the availability of the Pardee/Swan site are noted. As explained
further above in the Master Response regarding the Preferred Alternative, under NEPA and
CEQA, the "environmentally preferable" or “environmental superior” alternative is different
from the "agency's preferred alternative." Thus, although the Draft EIS/EIR identified the
Pardee/Swan site as the “environmentally superior” alternative, OJP/BJA nonetheless must
identify in its ROD the alfernative that it believes would fulfill its statutory mission and
responsibilities taking into account economic, environmental, technical and other factors. See
the Master Response at the beginmning of Chapter 2 of this Final EIS/EIR regarding the County’s
decision to eliminate the Pardee/Swan site from consideration as a feasibie alternative, and the
identification of the Modified San Leandro Alternative as the preferred alternative and
environmentally superior alternative.

The Draft EIS/EIR (page 3-15) recognizes that the port of Oakland owns the Pardee/Swan site,
and that the Port is currently constructing a parking lot at this site. The analysis contained in the
Draft document ts based on the potential that the County may acquire this site from the Port. If
the County were to acquire this site, it would then be available for possible implementation of
this Project. Acquisition and parking garage development costs are estimated at approximately
$142 million. The County has determined that acquisition of the Pardee/Swan site is not feasible
for economic, legal, and other reasons,
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Letter 7: Bublin San Ramon Services District

Response to Comment 7-1:

Comment regarding past communications from the DSRSD is noted. Specific comments are
addressed individually in Response to Comments 7-2 through 7-3.

Response to Comment 7-2:

DSRSD staff have provided assurances to the County that sufficient sewer capacity is available.
The Draft EIS/EIR provides a complete discussion of the water and wastewater services
available in the area (see pages 14-10 through 14-13, 14-15 through 14-16, 14-21 through 14-22,
14-24, 14-26, and 14-28 through 14-29).

Response to Comment 7-3:

The provisions of the 1994 Areawide Facility Agreement (AFA) cited by DSRSD in this
comment apply to the Santa Rita Rehabilitation Facility, and not to the proposed Juvenile Justice
Facility. Although the proposed project would be located on property adjacent to the Santa Rita
Rehabilitation Facility, the provisions cited by DSRSD were not intended to cover other types of
facilities. The AFA was entered into years before the County anticipated the development of a
juvenile justice facility on this property, and could not have been contemplated by its provisions.
Moreover, as the juveniles to be housed at the proposed project would not be considered "prison
inmates,” the AFA clearly does not cover the proposed project.

Response to Comment 7-4;

DSRSD staff have previously agreed to improvements to the water line servicing Parks RFTA
along Breder Boulevard. DSRSD has indicated that a plan for expansion of this line was already
in progress. DSRSD has jurisdiction for water at the East County Government Center site and
Site I5A. At the East County Government Center site, the existing land use designation under
the City of Dublin’s Eastern Dublin Specific Plan (1993) and its subsequent General Plan
Amendment (1994) is Public/Semi-Public (see page 4-30 and Figure 4.12 of the Draft BIS/EIR).
As stated m the Draft EIS/EIR (page 4-30), the proposed governmental/institutional uses under
this Project are consistent with the site’s Public/Semi-Public land use. Further, this land use
designation was effective prior to DSRSD’s Final Water Service Analysis for Eastern Dublin
(2001}, which assumed that development, and the water demand generated by it, would oceur
consistent with the City’s General Plan. Water demand for the type of land use proposed under
this Project was already included in the DSRSD’s projections and is consistent with the City of
Dublin’s General Plan.

At Site 15A, the existing land use designation under the Eastern Dublin Specific Plan is High-
Density Residential (see page 4-35 and Figure 4.12 of the Draft EIS/EIR.) The discussion
concerning water demand at Site 15A includes a comparison between the water demand of East
County Hall of Justice and a previous proposal for 375 high-density residential units on this site,
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a proposal which was consistent with the City of Dublin’s land use designation. This discussion
concludes that the proposed East County Hall of Justice would require 10,000 gpd less water
than this proposed high-density residential development (see page 14-22).

Engineering studies to determine the specific improvements and their cost that may be required
to the DSRSD’s water infrastructure will be undertaken once a preferred site has been selected.

Response fo Comment 7-5;

The landscape irrigation system will use recycled water. Recycled water for toilet flushing has
been evalauted and considered uneconomical. The East County Hall of Justice will use recycled
water for landscape irrigation, but not for toilet flushing. Recycled wastewater is available at
Gleason Drive for landscape irrigation provided by the DSRSD. A single 2-inch irrigation
service with 2-inch meter and backflow preventer should provide an adequate supply of
reclaimed water for irrigation use at the East County Hall of Justice. A similar connection would
be used to serve the Juvenile Justice Facility.
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Letter 8: City of Oakland

Response to Comment 8-1:

General comments of concern about the Glenn Dyer Detention Facility alternative are noted.
The City of Oakland is a Responsible Agency under CEQA and has been consulted with and
notified throughout the environmental review process.

Response to Comment 8-2:

The City of Oakland’s comments are noted regarding the Draft EIS/EIR findings for the Glenn
Dyer alternative. In accordance with CEQA, the Draft EIS/EIR identifies feasible mitigation
measures for each alternative which would avoid, minimize, mitigate or compensate for the
significant impacts resulting from the Proposed Action. (14 Cal. Code Regs. §15126.4.)
Moreover, the EIS/EIR evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives based upon a rigorous site
selection process as described in Section 3.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Alternatives that were
considered to be potentially available and feasible were identified to determine whether they
would substantiaily lessen or avoid significant environmental effects of the Proposed Action.

It should also be noted that the Glenn Dyer Detention Facility has been in place for almost 20
years as an adult detention facility, and the alternative under consideration is a conversion of that
facility to a juvenile detention center, which would have a capacity to house fewer individuals,
but would require additional construction due to the higher space requirements, particularly for
recreation, for juveniles. The lead agencies believe the Draft EIS/EIR is an adequate and
complete analysis of the project alternatives, as detailed in responses to subsequent comments of
the City of Oakland.

Response to Comment 8-3:

Chapter I of the Draft EIS/EIR tdentifies the areas of controversy (see Draft EIS/EIR, p. 1-11).
The specific environmental issues associated with each site, including environmental justice,
transportation, noise and air quality due to the distance of the Dublin site from the urban centers
of the County are addressed in the individual topical sections. Those sections address the
comments submitted as part of the scoping process.

The comment is noted that issues also raised during the scoping process included the ability of
the project alternatives to meet primary project objectives. The discussion of areas of controversy
in the Draft EIS/EIR on page S-23 is revised as follows:

Controversy expressed during the initial planning activity and scoping process for the
projects focused on the selection of an appropriate size for the Juvenile Justice Facility,
and appropriate location for both the Juvenile Justice Facility and the East County Hall of
Justice. Concerns also were raised regarding whether the alternatives would be able to
meet the primary project objectives.
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On May 23, 2002 Board of Corrections (BOC) staff visited the Glenn Dyer Detention Facility to
determine whether it would be possible to convert the jail into a juvenile detention facility. This
visit resulted in confirmation from the BOC, dated June 4, 2002, that “It is possible to convert
the Glenn Dyyer Jail into a juvenile hail.” Any such conversion would include extensive
modification to address requirements under Califorma Code.

The lead agencies have included the Glenn Dyer Detention Facility as an alternative because it
would meet the basic objectives and the State code regarding development and operation of a
juvenile detention facility. Although the Glenn Dyer Detention Facility was originally
developed as an adult detention center, the conceptual development plan for the conversion to
juvenile detention would include substantial renovation and expansion to address the need for
supportive functions including education, counseling, recreation, group activities, and family
visitation. The facility would no longer be in or connected to a jail or prison, and would be
operated consistent with State mandates. The consideration of providing a homelike
environment has to be balanced with the need for security and supervision. To the degree the
facility provides group activities and meals, recreation, schooling, and family visits, the facility
would be homelike. For all of these reasons, the Glenn Dyer Detention Facility is considered a
potentially feasible alternative that is appropriately carried forward in the analysis. Chapter 16
of the Draft EIS/EIR addresses environmental justice and provides a context in which these
considerations are discussed in more detail, That analysis concludes that there would be a
significant unavoidable impact to the juvenile detainees due to the freeway noise that would
mmpinge on the required outdoor recreation arca. The Draft EIS/EIR makes ciear that there are
competing objectives for natural light and air versus noise insulation. While it is possible that
architectural treatments such as heavy glazing around a portion of the outdoor area and interior
sound absorbing material could reduce the noise to an acceptable level, detailed study would be
required and the effectiveness of those measures is uncertain.

Response to Comment 8-4:

As indicated on page 4-9 of the Draft EIS/EIR, as a political subdivision of the State, the County
1s exempt from local regulations. This exemption extends to local land use, zoning and building
regulations. Moreover, Government Code Sections 53090-53096, which generally require local
agencies to comply with the land use and building regulations of the county or city in which their
territory is located, specifically exclude counties from this requirement. Therefore, the County is
not required to comply with land use, zoning and building requirements of any of the local
jurisdictions in which the project may be located, including cities and the County itself.

Nevertheless, the Draft EIS/EIR does include an analysis of whether the proposed facilities are
consistent with major aspects of local general plans, zoning and related policies, including those
primary components of the City of Oakland General Plan. However, since potential
inconsistencies would generally not prevent implementation of the project, this analysis is not
intended to be exhaustive, nor is it intended to be a comprehensive review of all City of Qakland
General Plan policies. Therefore, the recommended additional policy consistency analysis of as
many as eight additional General Plan policies is not necessary under CEQA, and would not
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serve to identify any additional environmental consequences other than those identified in
subsequent chapter of the Draft EIS/EIR.

Nonetheless, the County offers the following comments regarding other City of Qakland
policies. Policies D2.1 and D.5.1 and Objective D3 implicate primarily the design aspects of the
proposed Juvenile Justice Facility. As explained in the Draft EIS/EIR, the detailed design
concepts for the various altematives, including the Glenn Dyyer alternative, have yet to be
prepared due to financing constraints arising from the Department of Justice's participation in
this component of the Project. See Draft EIS/EIR at 1-11. Consequently, evaluation of the
Project's consistency with these aspects of the City of Oakland General Plan is neither necessary
nor possible at this time. Chapter 12 of the Draft EIS/EIR satisfies NEPA and CEQA
requirements to consider and evaluate issues relating to public safety. Similarly, Chapter 9
adequately considers and evaluates the potential effects/impacts on parking if the Juvenile Justice
Facility is developed on the Glenn Dyer site.

Development of the Juventile Justice Facility on the Glenn Dyer site would be consistent with
Policies N2.3 and N2.5 and Objective N2, and with Policy OS-2.1, because it would result in the
development of an institutional facility within the City of Qakland that provides a County-wide
benefit, on the site of a simnilar, existing institutional facility. As a County-serving institution,
the Juvenile Justice Facility would serve and benefit the entire City of Oakland, in addition to the
rest of the County. See Draft EIS/EIR at 2-2 through 2-3. Its development on the Glenn Dyer
site would not displace or adversely impact any existing parks or open space. As explained
above, the design elements of the Facility have yet to be determined. Therefore, the opportunity
continues to exist to design the facility in a manner that is appropriate to serve the community
and will meet the City's General Plan applicable policies and objectives. If the Glenn Dyer
Facility altemative is selected for mplementation, the County would include the City of Qakland
in discussions as the design/build process progressed.

Response to Comment 8-5:
Comment noted. The Draft EIS/EIR is amended as follows:

Page 4-18, paragraph 6

The Gienn Dyer Detention Cenfer site is located in an area zoned C-40 (Community
Thoroughfare Commercial Zone), and is adjacent to Jefferson Square Park, an area zoned
for open space and designated as a landmark. Within the C-40 zoning district, “extensive
impact civic activities” are permitted if the Planning Commission approves a conditional
use permit. The Project would qualify as a Major Conditional Use Permit due to the size
of the site and proposed additional building square footage, and the type of proposed use.
See Figure 4.9 for zoning designations at the site and vicinity.

Response to Comment 8-6:

Under CEQA, a [ead agency is required to evaluate the project’s inconsistencies with adopted
plans and policies. However, inconsistencies with plans and policies are not considered
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environmental impacts under CEQA; an inconsistency between a proposed project and an
applicable plan is a legal determination and not a physical impact on the environment. (See
Zischke and Kostka, Practice under the California Environmental Quality Act, § 12.36.) The
EIS/EIR evaluated whether the inconsistencies, however, might indicate potential environmental
impacts.

As noted in the Draft EIS/EIR, and also re-stated in Response to Comment 8-4 above, the
County 1s not required to comply with land use, zoning and building requirements of any of the
local jurisdictions in which the project may be located, including cities and the County itself.
Nevertheless, the Draft EIS/EIR does include an analysis of whether the proposed facilities are
consistent with major aspects of local general plans, zoning and related policies, including those
primary components of the City of Oakland General Plan. However, potential inconsistencies
would not prevent implementation of the project. Environmental consequences associated with
potential inconsistencies are addressed in the Draft EIS/EIR. The potential inconsistencies
itemized in this comment do not result in additional environmental consequences not addressed
elsewhere in the document.

The Glenn Dyer alternative does not lack a pedestrian orientation that would lead to significant
environmental effects. As shown on Figure 3-8 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the street frontage along
the facility would be landscaped with street trees to enhance the pedestrian environment and
promote pedestrian activity.

The lack of 24-hour public activity at the facility would not result in adverse environmental
consequences.

Mitigation Measure 9.2.3 identifies a recommended approach for resolving potential parking
shortfalls at the site, including development of additional parking facilities under the elevated
portions of the I-880 freeway north of Jefferson Street.

The Glenn Dyer alternative would be capable of meeting the basic program objectives, but
would not meet the optimal configuration of space for the Juvenile Justice Facility. The
environmental impacts associated with additional sites needed to support those elements of the
program that could not be met at this site are fully addressed elsewhere in the Draft EIS/EIR.

Potential impacts to the adjacent Jefferson Square Park are more fully addressed in Response to
Comment 8-9 below.

The reuse of the currently closed North County Jail would not contribute to existing blight, but
instead would restore this site to an active use. Continued closure of the North County Jail
without a reuse of this site may contribute to existing blight.

Given that there are no additional environmental consequences associated with this alternative
that would require mitigation, there is no need for re-circulation of the document, and this
alternative is not eliminated from further consideration on the basis of undisclosed environmental
consequences. Recirculation of the EIS/EIR is not required because the Draft EIS/EIR evaluated
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the Project’s consistency with adopted plans, as well as the significant impact of the Proposed
Action, and no new significant or substantially more severe impacts have been identified.

Response to Comment 8-7:

“Before” and “After” renderings of the Glenn Dyer Detention Facility are illustrated in Figures
3-7 and 3-8 of the Draft EIS/EIR, while the massing of the proposed 10-story building adjacent
to the existing Glenn Dyer Detention Facility is represented in photographs labeled Figures 5-10,
5-11 and 5-14. This set of figures adequately illustrates how the site’s visual characteristics
would change if the Glenn Dyer site were chosen for a new Juvenile Justice Facility.

Wind impacts associated with the new building at the Glenn Dyer site would be considered iess
than significant, in that they would not be disruptive to pedestrians passing near the Glenn Dyer
site. The proposed addition to the building for outdoor recreation use would for the most part be
“wind-permeable,” because the majority of its floors would be semi-outdoor recreational areas of
an open air design, similar to the parking structure on the site. In addition, the building’s design
incorporates beveled corners on all of its sides, thereby lessening the building’s wind resistance
and further reducing wind impacts at the sidewalk level. The predominant wind patterns in the
area also mean that wind impacts would occur primarily on the faces of the building along Sixth
Street, which is not a heavily used pedestrian corridor, and at the existing parking garage, which
15 not a sensitive location for pedestrian use.

Shadows cast by the proposed Glenn Dyer addition would have a less than significant impact on
surrounding land uses. Because the new building would be built immediately adjacent to the
existing structure and the addition to the existing structure would be only about 12 feet tall,
shadows cast on surrounding areas would not be significantly different than the current shadow
paitern.

Response to Comment 8-8:

The Glenn Dyer Detention Facility is considered a potentially feasible alternative that is
appropriately carried forward in the analysis. Chapter 16 of the Draft EIS/EIR addresses
environmental justice and provides a context in which these considerations are discussed in more
detail. That analysis concludes that there would be a significant unavoidable impact to the
juvenile detainees due to the freeway noise that would impinge on the required outdoor
recreation area. The Draft EIS/EIR makes clear that there are competing objectives for natural
light and air versus noise insulation. While it is possible that architectural treatments such as
heavy glazing around a portion of the outdoor area and interior sound absorbing material could
reduce the noise to an acceptable level, detailed study would be required and the effectiveness of
those measures is uncertain, The County would have to make findings of overriding
consideration if it approved the project at the Glenn Dyer Detention Facility and did not have
certain mitigation measures to address the noise impacts.
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Response to Comment 8-9:

Pages 15-31 and 15-32 of the Draft EIS/EIR includes a discussion of potential adverse effects on
the historic resources m the vicinity of the Glenn Dyer Detention Facility. The project was
analyzed for effects that would constitute a substantial adverse change in the significance of the
resources or their character-defining features, consistent with professional practice in the field
and applicabie regulations. Although a marginal increase in shadow would be cast by new
construction at the Glenn Dyer Detention Facility, this would not constitute a change to those
resource-defining features, which in the case of the park relate primarily to its statug as one of the
oldest pubiic parks in the City, not its specific design or use, which have changed substantially
since 1ts original construction. In addition, consultation with City staff regarding the use of the
site during preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR indicated that the park is seldom used and the
recreation center has not been available for use since the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake. A
clarification is hereby made to page 15-32 of the Draft EIS/EIR:

The proposed Project does not affect the physical characteristics that convey the
significance of the historic districts, nor does the Project materiaily impact the individual
National Register-eligible resources and local landmarks within the Old Oakland Historic
District adjacent to the Project site. The historic resources are not directly altered, and
the changes to the views to and from the historic resources are less than significant.
Changes to the periods in which these resources would be in shadow cast by surrounding
buildings, including increased shadow from the addition to the Glenn Dyer Detention
Facility, would not affect the resource-defining features. This includes impacts to the
Grove-Lafavette Residential API, the St. Mary’s Church Complex AP, and the City-
landmark Jefferson Park. The addition to the Glenn Dver Detention Facility would be
approximately 250 feet from the closest point of the park. The addition would increase
the height of the existing building by approximately 12 feet and add an adjacent structure
approximately 70 feet wide and 150 feet long. and approximately 25 feet taller than the
existing structure. These changes would increase existing shadow lengths cast on the
park by about 100 feet {about 5,000 square feet) during the morming in the spring and fall,
when the sun is low on the horizon and passes through mid-latitudes. Consistent with the
City of Oakland’s conclusions on other large projects in the downtown area that cast
shadows on public historic parks (see the Qalsland City Center Project Draft EIR, January
31, 2000), this would be a less than stenificant impact.

Response to Comment 8-10:

The physical environmental setting at each of the alternative sites 1s described throughout the
Draft EIS/EIR and is considered in the discussion of environmental justice to the extent it is
relevant. Environmental justice is concermned with disproportionate effects on minority and low
income persons. Table 16.2 of the Draft EIS/FIR identifies the presence of higher than average
concentration of these classifications in the vicinity of the Glenn Dyer Detention Facility. The
text on page 16-12 of the Draft EIS/EIR is hereby amended to more clearly state the manner in
which the environmental effects on that community are considered less than significant, as
follows:

Alameda County Juvenile Justice Facility/East County Hall of Justice — Final EIS/EIR Page 2—40



Chapter 2: Responses to Comments

The conversion of the existing Glenn Dyer Detention Facility to house juventile detainees
would not have environmental justice impacts on the surrounding area, but could have
significant adverse effects on the detainees that cannot be readily mitigated. Regarding
tmpacts to the surrounding area, althoueh data abouf the residents in the community
around the facility indicates that a disproportionate share of them are of minority or low-
income status. the impacts in this area are limited to the specific traffic, noise. air guality.
and other physical impacts 1dentified in the Summary Table and evaluated throughout
this FIS/EIR. These impacts are addressed through mitigation measures that would
reduce or avoid the impact in most cases, and are treated similarly to the impacts and

. 1mitigation measures that would apply to development at other alternative sites that are
not in areas disproportionately represented by minority or low-income persons.

Response to Comment 8-11:

Chapter 5 of the Draft EIS/EIR evaluates the visual impacts associated with constructing the
Glenn Dyer alternative. Wind impacts, as discussed in Response to Comment 8-7, would be
considered less than significant in that they would not be disruptive to pedestrians passing near
the Glenn Dyer site. Further, the design of the building ensures that 1t would be “wind-
permeable.” Shadow impacts are also briefly discussed in Response to Comment 8-7 and more
fully addressed in Response to Comment 8-9. As discussed in these responses, the shadows cast
by the proposed new building would not be significantly different than the current shadow
pattern. Environmental justice impacts were analyzed for the Glenn Dyer alternative in Chapter
16 of the Draft EIS/EIR.

No new significant information has been added, no new significant impacts have been identified,
and no new mitigation measures or alternatives that would substantially reduce the
environmental effects of the project have been identified that warrant recirculation of the Draft
EIS/EIR.

The County Board of Supervisors may not pre-determine the conclusions of the envirommental
analyses and the public input process by selecting a certain site as the only option, and therefore
has delegated to the County departments responsible for conducting the analysis the
responsibility for identifying a “preferred” alternative. On March 19, 2003, the Juvenile Justice
Steering Committee recommended that the County implement a Modified San Leandro
Alternative (described at the beginning of Chapter 2 of this Final EIS/EIR). The comimittee’s
recommendation of a preferred alternative will be considered as part of the Board of Supervisors
final decision making process regarding selection of a site, the size of the facility, and allocation
of funds for implementation, which must be delayed until the EIS/EIR is certified and adopted
under the California Environmental Quality Act. The lead agencies have considered the Glenn
Dyer Detention Facility a potentially feasible alternative that could meet most of the project
objectives, and could be economically, legally and technically feasible, and has therefore
remained as a candidate for consideration as a preferred alternative and as a potentially selected
alternative.

a
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Letter 8: City of Dublin

Response to Comment §-1:

The County and its consultant teams have attempted to coordinate the various planning, design,
and environmental studies with the City of Dublin. Numerous meetings, telephone
conversations, and letters have been exchanged, and the City has been an active parficipant in the
various scoping meetings and public hearings on the projects that are evaluated in the Draft
EIS/EIR. The Draft EIS/EIR is intended to address the City’s concems and provide an adequate
environmental assessment for the City to act as a Responsible Agency under CEQA when it
conducts its independent review of the projects.

Response to Comment 9-2:

* The lead agencies believe the Draft EIS/EIR is adequate and comiplete as an informational
document in conformance with the California Environmental Quality Act and National
Environmental Policy Act. Comments regarding specific areas of concern are addressed below.
Recirculation is only required if “significant new information”, as more specifically described in
the Recirculation Master Response, is added to the EIS/EIR after publication of the draft but
before certification. (See Recirculation Master Response). The commentor has not identified
any significant new information that would require recirculation.

Response to Comment 8-3:

Section 15123(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a “brief” summary with language that is “as
clear and simple as reasonably practical.” The Project assessed 1n this Drait EIS/FIR is complex
and in order to provide a clear overview of it, the Executive Summary includes Table S.1. This
table provides a summary of the potential environmental impacts among the six alternatives and
an indication of whether mitigation measures would be required based on the significance of the
identified impact. Additionally, page S-8 directs the reader to individual chapters for
recommended mitigation measures. Although Section 15123(b)(1) does state that the mitigation
measures should be identified in the Executive Summary, Section 15123(c) also states that the
surnmary should not normally exceed 15 pages. The Executive Summary, without all the
mitigation measures for each of the six alternatives, is 24 pages in length. Adding the mitigation
measures would have resulted in an unwieldy “summary” that could have run 50 to 100 pages
long.

A mitigation monitoring reporting program (MMRP), which outiines how the mitigation
measures in the EIS/EIR will be implemented for the selected project, must be adopted by the
County Board of Supervisors. That plan will also provide the requisite summary of mitigation
measures as they would apply to a specific project site. A draft of the impacts and mitigation
measures that would be included for the preferred alternatives is included as an appendix to this
Final EIS/EIR.
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Response to Comment 9-4:

The statement to which the commentor objects is from the Executive Summary of the Draft
EIS/EIR, and is not intended to constitute a specific determination of consistency with any
particular local land use plan. See page S-21. Rather, this comment conveys the County's
determination that development on any of the alternative sites would, through careful planning
and the implementation of appropriate design standards, be made consistent with the overall land
use plans for that area. The specific analyses of the Project's consistency with the City of
Dublin's land use plans are set forth in the Land Use And Pianning chapter (Chapter 4) at pages
4-30 through 4-31 (analyzing the Project's consistency with the East Dublin Specific Plan) and at
pages 4-35 and 4-36 (analyzing consistency with Dublin's land use designations applicable to
Site 15A). At page 4-30 and 4-31, the County concludes that the Project, as a public facility,
would be consistent with the East Dublin Specific Plan's land use designation of Public/Semi-
Public for the East County Government Center site. Although the commentor states that there
are questions as to whether this conclusion is correct, it does not identify the nature of such
questions or provide any basis for its purported disagreement. At pages 4-35 through 4-36, the
Draft EIS/EIR acknowledges that the Project would not be consistent with the existing High
Density Residential designation for Site 15A, but notes that if the City approves of the pending
application to amend the General Plan designation for the site, the Project could be developed in
a manner that would be consistent with the amended designation. Nonetheless, based on this
comment, the Draft EIS/EIR is revised as follows:

Page 5-21, Growth Inducement

The proposed Juvenile Justice Facility and East County Hall of Justice projects are
intended to address documented needs for improved facilities, and would not induce
substantial population growth in the vicinity at any of the alternative sites considered in
this EIS/EIR. Development at the sites evaluated would be consistent with overall land
use plans for the areas, except at Site 15A. Under the 1993 Annexation Agreement
between the Countv of Alameda and City of Dublin, Site 15A is subject to the City of
Dublin’s land use policies, which do not currently permit public uses on this site. As
discussed later in this report. the County has applied to the City for a general plan
amendment that is consistent with the proposed use (see page 4-35).

See also Response to Comment 9-42.

Response to Comment 8-5:

The discussion on page S-23 adequately summarizes the controversy surrounding the selection of
a site. The specific environmental issues associated with each site, including environmental
justice, fransportation, noise and air quality due to the distance of the Dublin site from the urban
centers of the County are addressed in the individual topical sections. Those sections address the
comments submitted as part of the scoping process. The County’s extensive site selection
process is further described on pages 3-32 through 3-34 of the Draft EIS/EIR.
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Response to Comment 9-6:

The commentor states that many of the mitigation measures require additional studies and
environmental analysis after additional design information is developed. As the commentor
notes, the County will select one of the alternatives and wiil complete the design concepts after
Final EIS/EIR certification and adoption of a mitigation plan. CEQA permits mitigation
measures to contain such additional studies and analysis that will aid in more specifically
defining the implementation of the mitigation measure as further discussed in Deferred
Mitigation Master Response. The Draft EIS/EIR is a project-level EIR prepared in accordance
with CEQA. Future discretionary actions, if any, would be reviewed in accordance with the
subsequent environmental review provisions under CEQA.,

Response to Comment 9-7:

The Livermore Amador Vailey Water Management Agency (LAVWMA) was inadvertently
omitted from the list of Responsible and Trustee Agencies on page 1-19 of the Draft EIS/EIR.
The role of LAVWMA is described on pages 14-13, 14-16, and 14-26 of the Draft EIS/EIR.
LAVWMA was included on the notification list for the scoping and Draft EIS/EIR.

The text on page 1-9 of the Draft EIS/EIR is hereby amended as follows:

= Port of Oakland

=  Dublin-San Ramon Services District (DSRSD})

= [ivermore Amador Valley Water Management Agency (LAVWMA)
= Oro Loma Sanitary District (OLSD)

v East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD)

Response to Comment 9-8:

Comment noted. Impact 16.1.5 (page 16-13) of the Draft EIS/EIR acknowledges that, based on
the current pattemn of arrests and home addresses of the detainees, a majority of the detainees’
family members would have to travel a greater distance to participate in the detention and
visitation process if the Juvenile Justice Facility was located in Dublin compared to other
alternative sites. As discussed in Mitigation Measure 16.1.5, transit service enhancements would
improve this access and ensure that the project objectives (which include providing ready access
to detainees, their families, and staff and providing a facility that places a high priority on
families and judicial case processing) are met.

Site accessibility due to distance from existing populations is one of many factors considered in
the selection of a new juvenile hall site. The Dublin’s site greater distance from existing
population centers is not a sufficient reason to exclude this alternative from consideration.
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Response to Comment 9-9:

Despite the City of Dublin’s contentions, the County believes the Dublin site offers a suitable
alternative for meeting all project objectives and has included it in the environmental review on
this basis.

Response to Comment 9-10:

The County of Alameda’s mission with respect to the juvenile justice system, as stated on page
2-2, includes the important goals of protecting children, preventing juvenile crime, providing for
public safety, and rehabilitating juvenile offenders. Locating the proposed Juvenile Justice
Facility near other existing jail facilities does not conflict with this mission. Since the detainees
will be predominately within the Juvenile Justice Facility, the social interactions that occur inside
it likely may have a much larger impact on them than the presence of other nearby jail facilities.
Within the proposed Juvenile Justice Facility, activities such as group activities and meals,
recreation, schooling and family visits will foster a homelike environment. In mpact 16.1.5 (see
page 16-13), the Draft EIS/EIR acknowledges that, based on the current pattern of arrests and
home addresses for detainees, a majority of the detainee’s family members wouid have to travel
a greater distance to participate in the detention and visitation process if the Juvenile Justice
Facility was located in Dublin compared to other alternative sites. As discussed in Mitigation
Measure 16.1.5, transit service enhancements would improve this access.

Response to Comment 8-11:

A specific objective to assure Dublin residents that the visual impacts of the proposed Juvenile
Justice Facility is not required. These concerns are specifically addressed in Chapter 5 of the
Draft EIS/EIR, which is devoted to visual quality and aesthetics. For example, at the East County
Government Center site, a combination of site design (to locate the proposed Juvenile Justice
Facility away from existing residential development) and visual screening with berms and
plantings are among the design features that would “generally deemphasize the new Juvenile
Justice Facility vis-a~vis the surrounding community™ (page 5-42). At Site 15A, the proposed
facility would be consistent with the type, height and mass of existing nearby buildings (page 5-
43).

At least two objectives listed on page 2-2 already address the issue of providing for adequate
safety and security for adjacent properties. These include “providing for public safety” (in the
mission statement) and “assure community protection.” No additional objective is required.

Response to Comment 8-12:

The square footages listed in Table 2.1 include al developed area proposed as part of the
Juvenile Justice Facility, Staff areas and support functions are part of each of the major project
components.
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Response to Comment 9-13:

The listed objective is for a facility that symbolizes the role and importance of the judicial
system, resulting in a new building that will be visible to the users of the facility as they
approach the facility as well as a dignified and monumental architectural presence that is visible
to the community.

Response to Comment 9-14:

A specific objective to the effect that the East County Hall of Justice will not result in economic
detriment to the City of Dublin is not required. The economic implications of locating
correctional facilities in communities in general, and for each of the alternative sites, is discussed
in detail in Impact 4.4 of the Draft EIS/EIR (page 4-42).

Response to Comment 9-15;

Space for probate examiner's use will be provided within the building when needed (for example,
in a conference room). A dedicated office 1s not provided for the probate examiners.

Response to Comment 9-16;

The project costs listed in the Draft EIS/EIR are current and include development costs. Fees for
City review process and DSRSD and Zone 7 Utility hook up fees have been included for the East
County Hall of Justice.

Response to Comment 9-17:

Comment regarding the design/build process is noted. See Response to Comment 9-18, below,

Response to Comment 9-18:

The costs of mitigation are being estimated and included in the project budget. For example, the
project budget includes dollars for relocating wetlands. The design review of the project by the
City of Dublin is plarmed to occur before the design-build contractor is selected. The final design
is being prepared by the bridging architects, not the design-build contractor, consequently the
City's comments can be incorporated into the final design, before it is turned over to the design-
build contractor. The design-build contractor will be preparing final construction documents for
a project design that will have already been approved by the City.

The Annexation Agreement grants the City the right to review the designs of any Project
constructed on both the East County Government Center site and Site 15A, pursuant to the City's
site development review process. With respect to Site 15A, the Annexation Agreement also
requires any development by the County to comply with the City’s land use rules and
regulations. The County assumes, and the Draft EIS/EIR states, that Dublin's design review will
proceed according to the procedures described in Dublin's site development review ordinance,
subject to any limitations imposed by the County's regulatory exemption under State law.
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Response to Comment 5-19:

Page 3-19 of the Draft EIS/EIR describes the Project as proposed at the East County Government
Center site and includes a brief discussion of the proposed berm along Gleason Drive to visually
screen the site. Page 3-23 discusses the Project as proposed for Site I15A. Further details about
how the Project would be sited to ensure that the existing visual character of each site and its
surroundings are not significantly impacted are discussed in Impacts 5.1.5 and 5.1.6, respectively
(pages 5-42 to 5-43). Sec also Response to Comment 9-20, below.

Response to Comment 9-20:

As stated on page 5-42 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the East County Government Center would be
designed in a way that would not substantially degrade the site or its surroundings, including
existing nearby residential uses along Gleason Drive. The Juvenile Justice Facility would be
placed on the westernmost corner of the site along Gleason Drive, Broder Boulevard and Ammold
Road. This would place it farthest from the nearby residences, where it would be visually
screened by constructing it on a pad approximately leve] with Gleason Drive, and then building
up landscaped berms along the Gleason Drive frontage. Employees working at offices across
Gleason Drive from the Juvenile Justice Facility would see a landscaped berm in front of the
Facility, as well as a portion of the building’s fagade. The fagade would be designed in a way
that is very similar in style to the walls that enclose the nearby residential néighborhood. The
landscaped berm, together with the building’s massing, would provide a degree of visual
screening of the existing Santa Rita Rehabilitation Facility equal to that provided by the existing
berm on the site. More details about how the each building would be sited to reduce its visual
impact are provided on page 5-42 of the Draft EIS/EIR.

The site’s proposed open design at the main access intersection of Gleason and Hacienda would
allow nearby residential uses to see the proposed East County Hall of Justice. This building
would be the site’s signature building, displaying a refined, modern style that would enhance the
visual quality of the area.

The site alterations that may be needed to site the Juvenile Justice Facility at the East County
Government Center site are, as the commentor notes, discussed on page 3-19 of the Draft
EIS/EIR. Tt is a general discussion that explains the need to grade; to remove a portion of the
existing berm (on the northern end of the site); and to create and landscape a new berm (along
the site’s southern edge on Gleason Drive). More detailed grading plans will be provided when
fully developed. Preliminary estimates are that up to 70,000 cubic yards of material may require
hauling off-site as a result constructing the Juvenile Justice Facility at this site.

The impacts of construction-related activities on air quality, including “emissions from large
trucks hauling materials to and from the site” are discussed Impact 11.1 (see page 11-4). The
impacts of construction-related activities on noise are discussed in Impact 10.3 (see page 10-29).
Mitigations include requirements for scheduling truck traffic to reduce noise impacts.

The impact of truck traffic to haul soil off-site on increasing traffic in excess of local roadway
and/or intersection capacity was not specifically addressed. However, this impact would be less
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than significant. As shown on Table 9.18, the maximum number of weekday trips that the
Juvenile Justice Facility (with 540 beds) at the East County Government Center site would
generate 1s 3,925. Hauling soil off-site to construct the Juvenile Justice Facility would involve
the generation of approximately 1800 trips (assuming approximately 40 cubic yards of soil can
be removed by a truck and traifer per trip). This is less than haif the number of trips that the
Juvenile Justice Facihity itself would generate over the long-term. Further, truck trips to haul soil
off-site would occur only during the grading and excavation period, which would likely be less
than the 18 months scheduled for constructing the Juvenile Justice Facility. These trips would be
less than the total daily trips projected to occur at occupancy of the facility, and therefore are
consistent with the traffic analysis conducted for the project.

On the East County Hall of Justice portion of the site, pages 3-23 and page 5-42 include a
general discussion on how this facility would be sited at the East County Government Center
site. Grading details have not been finalized, but the following provides additional preliminary
information.

Cut and fill on the East County Hall of Justice portion of the East County Government Center
site would be balanced. An approximately 340-foot wide section of the existing berm on the
north end of the site will be removed under the footprint of the building and the excavated
material will be used to widen the remaining 650 feet of the berm to form the upper parking
terrace. No off-haul of excess fill would be needed.

The East County Hali of Justice portion of the site would be graded to accommeodate the building
and parking on two gently sloping terraces. The lower terrace, which slopes up from Gleason
Drive, would have an average elevation of about 380 feet above sea level. This is approximately
the same as the existing clevation. The lower terrace would extend along the entire southem side
of the site and wrap around the west side of the building to encompass the secure parking and
loading area behind the building. The parking on this terrace would be screened from view from
Gleason Drive by a low, planted berm along Gleason Drive, which would be continuous along
the entire frontage of the site except where the driveways connect to Gleason Drive,

The higher terrace, which would be constructed on the existing berm and which would provide
access to the building entrance, would rise to an elevation of 398 feet to 405 feet at the north side
of the parking lot. (The top of the existing berm has an existing elevation of 405 feet in this area
of the site.) The upper terrace would extend along the entire north side of the site and would
wrap around the east side of the building. The existing eucalyptus trees along Broder Boulevard,
which are planted on the existing berm, would remain.

The East County Hall of Justice building itself would have a main floor level of 393.5 feet above
sea level, which would be accessed from the upper terrace. There would be a lower floor at
elevation 379.5 feet, which would be accessed directly from Broder Boulevard in the back of the
building for secure deliveries to the building.
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Response to Comment 9-21:

The 850 parking spaces needed for East County Hall of Justice are provided on-site. See page 9-
113 of the Draft EIS/EIR for additional description of East County Hall of Justice parking.

Response to Comment 9-22:

The proposed Juvenile Justice Facility’s southern elevation at the East County Government
Center sife is included in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS/EIR. Landscaping would also be provided
on the benn, further screening the wall from view, consistent with the description provided on
page 5-42 of the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 8-23:
Comment noted. The Draft EIS/EIR is revised as follows:

Page 3-33, paragraph 2:

As per the RFP, this Proposed Action requires a minimum of 20-acre clear site located in
Alameda County. To ensure accessibility to a wide range of people, the site must be
located within one and a half miles of an existing BART station and must be easily
accessible to other transportation routes, including bus service and access to {reeways.
The slope of the terrain cannot exceed five percent. The site must not be located within
the Alquist-Priolo study zones or on any other known earthquake fault. The soils must be
of substantial bearing value and not subject to liquefaction or ground failure. The site
must be free of hazardous materials. The results of the review’s team assessment are
given in Table 3.5, In addition to these physical factors, the RFP stated that the County’s
final acceptance of the site is contingent upon the local govermment’s approval of the
nroposed facility and the community’s acceptance of it,

This modification does not alter the conclusion of the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 9-24:

The criteria for site selection did not specifically include the proximity to client base. Instead,
one of the objectives (among many) for the Juvenile Justice Facility includes to “provide ready
access for juveniles, their families and professionals working within the juvenile justice system”
(see page 2-2) and Response to Comment 9-8.

The commentor does not note how the client base would be different between the East County
Hall of Justice and the Juvenile Justice Facility, and why this would be relevant to environmental
impacts. Both facilities must provide a secure environment for in-custody or convicted juvenile
offenders, respectively; must address the needs of the families of these detainees; and must
provide space for professional and support staff.
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Response to Comment 9-25;

The commentor’s comments are noted regarding the Transit Center Project. This project was
approved after the County initiated preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR. The Transit Center is
included as a cumulative project in the cumulative analysis contained in Chapter 17 of the
EIS/EIR analysis. The Draft EIS/EIR is hereby amended as follows:

Page 4-9, paragraph 2;

Property north and east of Site 15A was recently sold by the County and developed with
private office complexes, including Microdental and Sybase. Other property in the
vicinity is vacant and is still owned by the County of Alameda. To the south is property
known as Site 16A and 16B._To the southwest is a 91-acre site known as the Dublin
Transit Center. The EIR for the Transit Center Project was approved by the City of
Dublin in November of 2002, and this site is planned for development of approximately
1,500 high-density apartments, 2 million square feet of office space, 70,000 square feet of
office space. and a neighborhood park. The planned neighborhood park site is located on
a sife knowr1 as Sne “E 1mmed1ate1v west of Site 15A on the westerlv side of Arnold

' 56 | e . The U.S. Army’s
Parks Reserve Forees Trammg Area 18 Ioeated funher west and northwest of the Site 15A
and Site F, across Arnoid Road.

This information pertaining to the Dublin Transit Center is included as part of the cumuiative
development scenario for all alternatives located in Dublin, and does not change or modify any
environmental analyses or conclusions as contained in the Draft document.

Response to Comment 9-26:

Comment noted. At page 4-9, the Draft EIS/EIR states that the County recognizes the
applicability of certain local land use principles to Site 15A, and notes that the applicable
principles are described later in Chapter 4. The applicable land use principles are then fully and
adequately described at pages 4-29 through 4-30 (under the heading "Annexation Agreements)
and pages 4-35 through 4-37 (under the heading "Site 15A"). These deseriptions amply satisty
the disclosure requirements of NEPA and CEQA.

Response to Comment 9-27.

The discussion on Annexation Agreements beginning on page 4-28 of the Draft EIS/EIR
accurately represents the “Agreement Between County of Alameda (COUNTY), Surplus Property
Authority (AUTHORITY) and City of Dublin (CITY) Regarding Transfer of Property Tax
Revenues Upon Annexation, Provision of Services and Other Matters” dated May 4, 1993.

The portion of this Agreement pertaining to Site 15A is found in Part 8. Land Use Approvals-
Santa Rita Property. Site 15A is located within what was defined under this agreement as the
SANTA RITA PROPERTY, consisting of approximately 613 acres east of Arnold Road, south
of Gleason Drive and west of Tassajara Road. Part 8 of the Agreement provides:
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“8 Land Use Approvals- SANTA RITA PROPERTY

Not withstanding any rights which it may possess as a California county, COUNTY and
AUTHORITY agree as follows with respect to the SANTA RITA PROPERTY:

a) Any development or use of the property shall comply with all CITY rules, regulations,
resolutions, ordinances or other enactments relating to land use, including but not
limited to CITY'S general plan, any applicable specific plan, Municipal Code, Zoning
Ordinance, Building Code, Mechanical Code and Housing Code.

b) CITY, COUNTY and/or AUTHORITY may, but need not, enter into a development
agreement of the sort authorized by Government Code 65864 et. seq. prior to any
development of the property.”

As stated at page 4-30 of the Draft EIS/EIR, Part 8 of the Agreement requires any development
by the County on Site 15A to comply with all Dublin’s land use laws. The Draft EIS/EIR also
recognizes that a General Plan amendment would be necessary to develop the East County Hall
of Justice on Site 15A. Such an amendment would change the land use designation of this site
from its current designation of “High Density Residential” to a 1and use category that is
compatible with the East County Hall of Justice’s proposed use. If the City of Dublin believes
that the most appropriate land use designation for this use is “Public/Semi Public”, then the
County would amend its application to change its reguest from “Campus Office” to
“Public/Semi-Public”. However, the description of the project in question, the East County Hall
of Justice, would not be changed by the selection of a more appropriate land use category.
Similarly, the environmental review for this project as contained in the Draft EIS/EIR would not
be affected by any potential change in the requested land use category. The Draft EIS/EIR
analyzes the physical environmental effects of the East County Hall of Justice facility, and its
underlying land use designation would not affect the environmental conclusions. See Response
to Comment 6-6.

The portion of this Agreement pertaining to the East County Government Center site is found in
Part 9. Land Use Approvals- County Governmental Property and County Sheriff Property. The
EAST COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER site is located within what was defined under this
agreement as the COUNTY GOVERNMENT PROPERTY, consisting of approximately 214
acres east of Arnold Road, north of Gleason Drive and west of Tassajara Creek. As noted in Part
9 of the Agreement,

9. Land Use Approvals- COUNTY GOVERNMENT PROPERTY AND COUNTY SHERIFE
PROPERTY

“Not withstanding any rights which it may possess as a California county, COUNTY and
AUTHORITY agree as follows with vespect to the COUNTY GOVERNMENT PROPERTY and
the SHERIFI PROPERTY:

a) Except as set forth in subsection (d) below, any COUNTY governmental uses proposed
Jor either party shall be reviewed by CITY Planning Commission for conformity with

Alameda County Juvenile Justice Facility/East County Hall of Justice - Final EIS/EIR Page 2-51



Chapter 2: Responses to Comments

CITY s General Plan in accordance with Government Code section 65402 and shall be
subject to site development review in accordance with CITY s zoning ordinance.
COUNTY shall be the lead agency for CEQA review. CITY and COUNTY will share the
costs associated with processing site development review equally.

b) Any governmental uses proposed for either property, other than County governmental
uses, shall be processed in accordance with CITY s rvules, regulations, resolutions,
ordinances or other enactments relating to land use, including but not limited to CITY’S
general plan, any applicable specific plan, Municipal Code, Zoning Ordinance, Building
Code, Mechanical Code and Housing Code. COUNTY and/or AUTHQORITY will assure
that governmental uses of the property by any governmental entity other than the County
are subject to CITY’s land use rules, regulations, resolutions, ordinances or other
enactments by inclusion of a condition to that effect in any deed to, or lease of, such
property or other similar mechanism.

¢} If the land use designation of any portion of either property is proposed to be changed or
subsequently changed to allow non-governmental use of the property, the provision of
section 8 of this Agreement shall be applicable to such property. In such event, CITY will
provide municipal services of the type novmally provided by CITY to such property, as
provided in section 7, and CITY will receive tax revenues derived from or atfributable to
such property, as provided in section 3(b) and section 4.

d) No site development review shall be required for any uses of the COUNTY SHERIFF
PROPERTY by the Sheriff's Department as long as the use is within the perimeter of the
existing County Jail property or other existing Sheriff Department facilities, such as the
existing training facility.

e} CITY agrees to process any review pursuant to Government Code 65402 and site
development review required by section (¢} as expeditiously as possible.

As stated at page 4-30 of the Draft EIS/EIR, Part 9 of this Agreement provides that any
governmental use of the East County Government Center site shall be subject to a general plan
consistency review by the City pursuant to California Government Code Section 65402, and to
site development review pursuant to the City’s zoning ordinance.

The comment that the Surplus Property Authority is also a party to the Annexation Agreement,
that the Annexation Agreement describes the Fast County Government Center site as the
"County Governmental Property,” and that the Draft EIS/EIR may not be sufficient to support
any future review by the City of the Site 15A alternative are hereby noted. The County disagrees
that the Draft EIS/EIR may not be sufficient to support any future review by the City.

Response to Comment 9-28:

We note that the City of Dublin identified a range of mitigation measures applicabie to the
Eastern Dublin Specific Plan area. Those mitigation measures were formulated to respond to
program-level considerations at the tine of the overall land use plan approval. The mitigation
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measures identified i the Juvenile Justice Facility EIS/EIR are consistent with the pertinent
mitigation measures included in the Eastern Dublin Specific Plan EIS/EIR, and specifically
mitigate the impacts of the Proposed Action at a project-level.

Response to Comment 9-29:

Comment noted. This graphics error is amended to indicate the current General Plan land use
designation on the adjacent Sybase property 18 Campus Office, not High Density Residential,
Additionally, the source of the map is amended to indicate “Based on Prepesed EDSP and GP
Amendnient”, as shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 9-30:

The discussion on Annexation Agreements beginning on page 4-28 of the Draft EIS/EIR
accurately represents the “Agreement Between County of Alameda (COUNTY), Surplus Property
Authority (AUTHORITY) and City of Dublin (CITY) Regarding Transfer of Property Tax
Revenues Upon Annexation, Provision of Services and Other Matters” dated May 4, 1993,
Nonetheless, the Draft EIS/EIR is hereby amended by adding the following text after the second
paragraph on page 4-30, immediately preceding the heading “Land Use Designations™:

Part 8 of the May 4, 1993 Annexation Agrecment states:

8. Land Use Apvrovals- SANTA RITA PROPERTY

Not withstanding any rights which it may possess as a California county, COUNTY and
AUTHORITY agree as follows with respect to the SANTA RITA PROPERTY:

aj Any development or use of the property shall comply with all CITY rules,
regulations, resolutions, ordinances or other enactments relating to land use, including
but not limited to CITY’S general plan, any applicable specific plan, Municipal Code,
Zoning Ordinance, Building Code, Mechanical Code and Housing Code.

h) CITY, COUNTY and/or AUTHORITY may, but need not, enter into a development
agreement of the sort authorized by Government Code 65864 et. seq. prior to any
development of the property.”

Part 9 of the May 4, 1993 Annexation Agreement states:

9. Land Use Approvals- COUNTY GOVERNMENT PROPERTY AND COUNTY SHERIFF
PROPERTY

“Not withstanding any rights which it may possess as a California county, COUNTY and
AUTHORITY agree as follows with respect to the COUNTY GOVERNMENT PROPERTY and
the SHERIFE PROPERTY:
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@) Except as set forth in subsection (d) below, any COUNTY governmental uses proposed
for either party shall be reviewed by CITY Planning Commission for conformity with
CITY's General Plan in accordance with Government Code section 65402 and shall be
subject fo site development review in accordance with CITY s zoning ordinance.
COUNTY shall be the lead agency for CEQA review. CITY and COUNTY will share the
costs associated with processing site development review equally.

b) Any governmenial uses proposed for either property, other than County governmental
uses, shall be processed in accordance with CITY s rules, regulations, resolutions,
ordinances or other enactments relating to land use, including but not limited to CITY'S
general plan, any applicable specific plan, Municipal Code, Zoning Ordinance, Building
Code, Mechanical Code and Housing Code. COUNTY and/or AUTHORITY will assure
that governmental uses of the property by any governmental entity other than the County
are subject to CITY s land use rules, regulations, resolutions, ordinances or other
enactments by inclusion of a condition to that effect in any deed 1o, or lease of, such
property or other similar mechanism.

¢) Ifthe land use designation of any portion of either property is proposed to be changed or
subsequently changed to allow non-governmental use of the property, the provision of
section 8 of this Agreement shall be applicable to such property. In such event, CITY will
provide municipal services of the type normally provided by CITY to such property, as
provided in section 7, and CITY will receive tax revenues derived from or atiributable to
such property, as provided in section 3(b) and section 4.

d) No site development review shall be required for any uses of the COUNTY SHERIFF
PROPERTY by the Sheriff’s Department as long as the use is within the perimeter of the
existing County Jail property or other existing Sheriff Department facilities, such as the
existing fraining facility.

e) CITY agrees fo process any review pursuant to Government Code 635402 and site
development review required by section (a) as expeditiously as possible.”

Respense to Comment 9-31:

The Draft EIS/EIR is not misleading with respect to the content or meaning of Section 9 of the
Annexation Agreement. Section 9 applies to the East County Government Center site, but not fo
Site 15A. The commentor acknowledges that Section 9 "says nothing either way about whether
proposed use should comply with the General Plan." Consequently, the statement in the Draft
EIS/EIR that Section 9 does not require that a use proposed for the East County Government
Center site comply with the General Plan 1s not misleading. Page 4-28 of the Draft EIS/EIR
acknowledges that under Section 9, any governmental use of the East County Government
Center site by the County is subject to site development review in accordance with the City’s
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zoning ordinance. Pursuant to Response to Comment 9-30, the Draft EIS/EIR has been amended
to state specifically and in full the precise requirements of Section 9.

Response to Comment 9-32:

Comment noted. With minor exceptions (such as the land use designation of the adjacent Sybase
property), the 1993 EDGPA and the City of Dublin General Plan are consistent, and such change
does not materially affect the environmental analysis contained in the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 5-33:

Contrary to the commentor’s assertions, the Draft EIS/EIR refers to the Easterm Dublin General
Plan Amendment, which was adopted and incorporated into the City of Dublin General Plan.
For example, pages 4-28 and 4-31 and 4-35 describe the Proposed Action’s consistency with
both the Eastern Dublin Specific Plan and the Eastern Dublin General Plan Amendment (as
incorporated into the City of Dublin General Plan).

The commentor’s commients regarding additional General Plan policies are noted. Although the
County is not subject to Dublin’s General Plan, the following the Proposed Action was reviewed
for consistency with the following General Plan policies applicable to the Eastern Dublin area in
which the East County Government Center site and Site 15A would be located.

The following policies are hereby added to the text on page 4-33 of the Draft EIS/EIR:

General Plan Policies Pertaining to Eastern Dublin:

Implementing Policy 3.1.D: Encourage an efficient and higher intensity use of the
flat and gently sioping portions of the planning area as a means of minimizing
grading requirements and potential impacts to environmental and aesthetic
resources.

Guiding Policy 5.1.L. Provide an integrated multi-modal circulation system that
provides efficient vehicular circulation while encouraging pedestrian, bicycle,
transit and other non-automobile-oriented transportation altematives.

Implementing Policy 5.1.M: Provide continuity with existing streets, include
sufficient capacity for projected traffic, and allow convenient access to planned
land uses.

Development of the Proposed Action on the East County Government Center site or Site 15 A,
would be consistent with each of these policies as the Juvenile Justice Facility and East County
Hall of Justice involves the development of a public institutional use on flat land within the
planning area. Grading would be minimized as discussed in Chapter 6 of the EIS/EIR. The
project would rely on an integrated multi-modal system for transportation access and would
include adequate on-site circulation improvements. Additionally, the County would fund its
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proportionate share of the cost of off-site regional roadway improvements as described in
Chapter 9 of the EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 9-34:

The development mtensity of the East County Govemment Center alternative as calculated in the
Draft EIS/EIR is appropriately determined based on the development capacity of the entire 88.5-
acre County Center site, and not some portion thereof. Averaging the densities of individual
buildings within the total site provides an accurate representation of the development intensity
being proposed. Using the allowed mid-range FAR of 0.25, approximately 964,000 square feet
of total development could occur within the 88.5-acre County Center site. Since oaly
approximately 84,000 square feet of space currently exist on this site, the remaining maximum
developiment potential within the County Center site is about 880,000 square feet of new space.
The East County Government Center altemative includes development of a new Juvenile Justice
Facility of about 425,000 square feet, and the East County Hall of Justice with a total gross
square footage of approximately 195,000 square feet (for a total of 630,000 square feet). This
development intensity is well below the City-proscribed mid-range intensity at an FAR of 0.25.
This development would be consistent with the EDSP development intensity assumptions.

Response to Comment 9-35:

The City of Dublin General Plan goal is specifically, “To create a well-defined hierarchy of
neighborhood, community, and regional commercial areas, that serves the shopping,
entertainment and service needs of Dublin and the surrounding area.” The East County
Govemment Center alternative would meet the service needs of the region, as well as those of
Dublin, by providing a Juvenile Justice Facility that is needed for all County residents (including
the residents of Dublin). The East County Hall of Justice would similarly serve the needs of the
Tri-Valley region, including the cities of Dublin, Pleasanton and Livermore.

Response to Comment 9-36:

The referenced text on page 4-34 of the Draft FIS/EIR does not state nor imply any “override”
process for either a general plan nor a zoning consistency analyses. That senfence states only
that, if the Juvenile Justice Facility proposed for the East County Government Center site were
demonstrated to be inconsistent with the City's zoning designation for the site, it could
nonetheless be consistent with the City's general and specific plan designations for the site. This
statement is a necessary conclusion of the consistency analysis, and is offered as further support
for the statement at page S-21 of the Draft EIS/EIR, that “development at the sites evaluated
would be consistent with the overall land use plans for the areas.” The Draft EIS/EIR does imply
that, according to California Planning Law (Section 65860(a}), the City zoning ordinance must
be consistent with the General Plan.

In order to correct any misinterpretations of the Draft EIS/EIR, the last paragraph on page 4-34
of the document is revised as foliows:
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Even 1f they were not specifically allowable under the "A" zoning district, the City of
Dublin considers its General Plan to be the EBSPassts-primary policy document for this

area and, as indicated above, the Juvenile Justice Facility would be consistent with the

General Plan.
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Response to Comment 3-37:

The City’s right under the Annexation Agreement to conduct Site Development Review (SDR)
for the Project 1s adequately described at pages 4-28 through 4-30 and page 4-35. The City’s
SDR process 1s a subsequent action pursuant to tmplementation of the project. This subsequent
action will rely on this environmental document for any necessary CEQA review related to
physical environmental consequences. The fundamental purpose of this environmental
document is to identify such potential physical environmental consequences, and recommend
alternatives and or mitigation measures capable of reducing or avoiding such impacts. These
physical effects are fully addressed in the Draft EIS/EIR. A more detailed description of the
City’s SDR process is not necessary as a disclosure of environmental effects of the project.

Response to Comment 8-38:

Comment noted. If the City of Dublin believes that the most appropriate land use designation for
the East County Hall of Justice use is “Public/Semi Public”, then the County would amend its
application fo change its request from “Campus Office” to “Public/Semi-Public”. However, the
description of the project in question, the East County Hall of Justice, would not be changed by
the selection of a more appropriate land use category. Similarly, the environmental review for
this project as contained in the Draft EIS/EIR would not be affected by any potential change in
the requested land use category. The Draft EIS/EIR analyzes the physical environmental effects
of the East County Hall of Justice. Its underlying land use designation would not affect the
environmental conclusions.

Response to Comment 9-39:

Comment regarding potential inconsistency with local land use designations is noted. See
Response to Commeent 9-38, above. However, it should also be noted that the proposed East
County Hall of Justice would include offices and other non-retail uses that do not generate
nuisances related to emissions, noise, odors or outdoor storage as per the description of the
Campus Office land use designation. The County properly determined that the proposed East
County Hall of Justice would meet this criteria. The commentor acknowledges that the proposed
use 1s not excluded by the City’s East Dublin Specific Plan.

The potentiai traffic impacts of the Project in this location were fully and properly analyzed in the
Draft EIS/EIR. See Draft EIS/EIR at pages 9-23 through 9-35, 9-57 through 9-79, and 9-101
through 9-109. See also Response to Comment 9-27.

The following change to the last paragraph on page 4-36 of the Draft EIS/EIR is made in regard
to required consistency with the City of Dublin policies, rules and regulations on Site 15A:
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Site 15A 15 zoned PD by the City of Dublin. When development for areas subject to
EDSP is proposed, the City requires a Stage 1 or 2 Planned Development application
consistent with the General Plan and EDSP’s land use designation. Tn conjunction with
the assessment of the application, the City determines the appropriate zomng for the
proposed development, Given that the proposed East County Hall of Justice would be a
use that is inconsistent with the site’s current General Plan land use designation, an

appropriate general nlan amendment, and any other development applications required
be filed by the

£

Response to Comment 9-40:

According to the CEQA Guidelines published by the State Office of Planning and Research, the
criteria of significance for determining a significant environmental impact 1s whether the project
would result in “the physical division of an established community”. The analysis of the
Proposed Action’s effects on the physical division of an established community focuses on the
physical change in the environment associated with the project’s impacts on switounding land
uses. Under either the East County Government Center or Site 15 A altematives, the Juvenile
Justice Facility and East County Hall of Justice would be located on vacant sites that have been
planned for public institutional uses and in the vicinity of a nux of commercial and residential
land uses which recently have been constructed or are under construction. Because the
development of either alternative would not interfere with any physical connections among
existing uses, the EIS/EIR concluded that from a land use perspective, the Proposed Action
would not result in a physical division of an established community. The commentor’s
interpretation of a physical division of the community is not consistent with CEQA. However,
The Draft EIS/EIR (page 16-13) recognizes that the East County Government Center alternative
could have environmental justice impacts. These impacts are related to accessibility, including
the time and cost of traveling longer distances in an area that 1s not as proximate to the majority
of detainees nor as well served by transit as the more urban locations being considered in this

ELS/EIR.

Response to Comment 3-41:

Comment noted. The extent to which any County development on the East County Government
site will be subject to Dublin’s land use policies will be determined by Section 9 of the May 4,
1993 Annexation Agreement. Pursuant to Response to Comment 9-30, the Draft EIS/EIR has
been amended to state specifically and in full the precise requirements of Section 9. Any such
potential inconsistency with the City of Dublin SDR process would not result in significant
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effects on the environment other than as described elsewhere in the Draft EIS/EIR, and
recirculation is not necessary. See Responses to Comments 6-6, 9-27 and 9-39.

Response to Comment 9-42:

The Draft EIS/EIR explains that the project is imnconsistent with the Dublin General Plan land use
designation under Impact 4.3.6. To remedy the inconsistency, the City would need to amend its
General Plan to adopt a land use designation, such as Campus Office, supporting the
establishment of the Proposed Action at Site [5A. If the City does not amend the General Plan
then the project would be inconsistent with the Dublin General Plan land use designation. The
commentor also is referred to the Response to Comment 9-39 above.

As explained in the Response to Comment 8-6, an inconsistency with an adopted plan is a legal
determmation and not an environmental impact under CEQA. As noted above, the Draft
EIS/EIR identified the Proposed Action’s inconsistency with the Dublin General Plan
designation. Moreover, the Draft EIS/EIS indicates that the proposed inconsistency may be an
indicator of other significant environmental effects evaluated in the EIS/EIR (see e.g., Impact
9.1.5). Thus, because the inconsistency was identified in the EIS/FIR the inconsistency itself, is
not considered a significant environmental impact under CEQA, and the EIS/EIR evaluated the
significant environmental impacts associated with the development of the Proposed Action on
Site 15A, no new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts were identified
triggering recirculation. The commentor is also referred to the Master Response regarding
recirculation. Whether the land use amendment request is for Campus Office or Public/Semi-
Public would not affect the conclusions of this analysis, and recirculation is not necessary. The
comentor is also referred to the Master Response regarding recirculation.

Response to Comment 3-43:

Generally, under NEPA and CEQA, socioeconomic effects are not considered physical
environmental impacts subject to environmental review (40 C.F.R. § 1508.14; 14 Cal. Code
Regs. §15131). Consistent with NEPA and CEQA, however, the EIS/EIR evaluated the
Proposed Action’s physical effects on the environment caused in tum by the economic and social
changes associated with the project. To evaluate the impacts on property values resulting from
the Proposed Action, the Draft ETS/EIR relied on literature sources and empirical data regarding
an existing jail facility in the project vicinity to evaluate the Proposed Action’s impacts on
property values. The Draft EIS/EIR bases its analysis of effects on the surrounding land uses
and their property values, in part, on factual information regarding the effects of the nearby Santa
Rita Rehabilitation Facility on property values. As this data demonstrates, single family home
transactions in the vicinity indicate that median home sale prices in a nearby residential area
south of the Santa Rita Rehabilitation Facility grew at a faster average annual pace (17 percent)
than prices for either new homes or resales in the rest of Dublin (6 percent and 13 percent,
respectively) (Draft EIS/EIR, page 4-47).

Contrary to the commentor’s assertions, Impact 4.4.5 in the Draft EIS/EIR explains that the
Proposed Action would be within the line of sight of residential uses near Hacienda Drive and
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implications for the other Project is considered in the development of the East County
Government Center site.”

Response to Comment 9-47:

The Alameda County Juvenile Justice Center Bridging Documents: Volume 1, prepared for
Alameda County by MVE & Partners/Rosser Intemational, Inc., provide more detailed
information regarding site design rationale at the East County Government Center site. The third
paragraph on page 5-42 of the Draft EIS/EIR 1s hereby amended to include this information, as
follows:

Organization of the detention portion of the Alameda Countv Juvenile Justice Center is
nredicated on both site and functional relationships that establish much of the internal
oreganization of the complex.

The site has its impact in its relationship to the surrounding community and its context,
The County. early on, determined that the facility would be primarily oriented to and
accessed from Broder Boulevard, It would be screened from Gleason Drive in order to
minimize its visual impact on the adjacent residential and commercial properties south of
the site. As a result, the complex would orient its public face toward the intersection of
Broder and Arnold Road — the northwest corner of the property. Also, the Detention
Center would largely face inward, with windows facing exterior recreation areas, not
outward from the facility. These exterior areas would be screened by the buildings
themselves, which in turn would be shielded by bermed/landscaped areas running the
Tength of the site alone Gleason. The Courts and Adminisiration buildings make up the
public face of the Project and would be oriented toward the intersection of Broder and
Amold. Both buildings would be two stories tall, and would screen the detention portion
from public view.

The Juvenile Justice Complex is separated from the East County Hall of Jusfice to the
east by a service drive, which would provide access to the central plant related functions.
A landscaped berm would completely screen Juvenile Hall from the entrance plaza in
front of the East County Hall of Justice at ground level. The commercial buildings
focated +/-250 feet to the south would be separated from the Juvenile Justice Center by
Gleason Boulevard and a landscaped earth berm. The residential comumunity east of
Hacienda Drive is located +/-400 feet from the southeast corner of Juvenile Hall,
although this corner of the building is completely screened from view by a landscaped
berm. The closest visible Juvenile Hall wali and building elements would be at a distance
of +/-600 feet,

Architectural Character: The Juvenile Justice Center is designed to express the civic and
educational nature of its function, while providing Alameda County with a building asset
of enduring and understated beauty. No specific style s pursued in the design bevond
expressing the program and climatic influences in a straightforward contemporary
nanner.
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Exterior Finishes: Exterior building materials would be local from California or the
western United States. The courts and probation structures would be clad in several
shades and textures of sandstone in colors compatible with the Alameda County
landscape of grassy hills. The Juvenile Hall structures would be clad in concrete
masonry units of colors compatible with the sandstone used on areas most visible by the

public.

Relationship to Adiacent Areas: An important consideration in the design is the
relationship of building volumes to the existing one and two level neighboring structures.
The predominant building mass of the Juvenile Justice Complex is intended to be low
enouch to be screened from view with landscape. The taller two story courts and
probation volumes are located in the western portion of the site most distant from the
residential areas,

Landscape Desien: The primary intent of the landscape design for the Juvenile Justice
Center is mostly the visual screening of non-public building areas such as the housing
clusters. This would be accomplished through an undulating berm, which would function
as a linear park along Gleason. The landscape design is inspired by the native vegetation
of Alameda County, featuring low water need grasses and shrubs. Trees would be used
along the surrounding street edges for additional visual screening of building elements
not hidden behind earth berms.

The southern elevation of the Juvenile Justice Facility is included in Chapter 3 of this Final
EIS/EIR. Final lighting types and layouts will be selected by the design/build team. However,
according to the Bridging Documents, the exterior security lighting is mounted on buildings
whenever possible, and where necessary, on poles that would be shielded by buildings and walls.

The view of Santa Rita Rehabilitation Center will continue to be screened from the residences by
the replacement berm and landscaping, but the East County Hall of Justice will be visible from
the residences. Please see Chapters 3 and 5 of the Draft EIS/EIR for descriptions of the proposed
development at the East County Government Center, including landscaping, berms, and site
configurations that are intended to provide privacy for adjacent residents.

Parking would be provided in a combination of sites, including reconfiguration of the existing
577 spaces in front of the Santa Rita Rehabilitation Center to accommodate up to 774 vehicles,
reconfiguration of the existing 356 secure spaces in the rear of Santa Rita fo accommodate up to
490 vehicles, new parking on the Juvenile Justice Facility site for 220 vehicles, new parking on
the East County Hall of Justice site for up to 850 vehicles, and a supplemental lot for the Office
of Emergency Services for up to 36 vehicles at the corner of Madigan Avenue and Broder Blvd.
This parking supply is more than sufficient to mect the Projects’ needs.

Response fo Comment 9-48:

Comment regarding the proposed replacement berm is noted. See Response to Comment 9-20.
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A series of cross sections are provided in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS/EIR, illustrating that the
Santa Rita Rehabilitation Facility will be exposed to view from a relatively narrow slot along
Gleason to the East of Hacienda, over the judicial parking area, and possibly from upper stortes
of local residences. However, substantial landscaping, distance, and final grading design will
reduce the visibility of the Santa Rita Rehabilitation Center.

Response to Comment 9-49:

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 9-39. The County Surplus Property
Authority requested a General Plan amendment to a land use designation supporting campus-
type office uses to accommodate both the East County Hall of Justice and the Juvenile Justice
Facility. Under the City’s General Plan, this designation either could be Campus Office or
Public/Semi-Public. The Campus Office designation states that the designation is intended to
provide an attractive, campus-like setting for office and other non-retail commercial uses that do
not generate emisstons, noise, odors or glare, including, but not limited to professional and
administrative offices, administrative headquarters, manufacturing and other uses. Thus, this
designation does not preclude public uses. Similarly, the Public/Semi-Public Facilities
designation allows governmental and mstitutional uses as the commentor points out.

Response to Comment 9-50:

Comment noted. There is no inherent negative visual compatibility impact associated with the
placement of a civic building next to a neighborhood park. In fact, the City of Dublin Civic
Center 1s located adjacent to a large City park.

Response to Comment 9-51:

The proposed East County Hall of Justice on Site 15A would not substantially visually alter the
character of the area immediately north of 1-580. There are several large office buildings
located adjacent, or in close proximity to Site 15A. Therefore, the area’s existing visual
character would not be substantially altered by the proposed East County Hall of Justice.

Response to Comment 8-52;

The lighting destgn approach is to meet and exceed the standards established by the state of
California's Title 24 Code. The Title 24 code limits the amount of energy consumption allowed
for interior and exterior lighting and the design team intends to exceed these limits by reducing
the lighting to be 15% below these state mandates.

Pole style lighting fixtures at heights significantly lower than the adjacent and surrounding
properties would be used.

All the pole style lighting fixtures will have 100% horizontal visual cut-off to the light sources to
minimize glare and their visual appearance.
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A step down approach to the site Hghting to limit the amount of light fixtures that are turned on
while the building is not in use would be implemented. This will be balanced with a minimum
number of fixtures on after hours to maintain a safe and secure site.

Response to Comment 9-53:

The features of this figure are accurately and ciearly shown. Although the existing San Leando
facility is not clearly indicated in the figure, the purpose of this map is to show seismic hazard
related to the San Leandro alternative site. The features that are shown clearly on this figure
include the fault rupture hazard zone, the location of the proposed facilities, the Alquist-Priolo
Special Studies zone, and locations where additional studies are necessary to verify the existence
of an active fault.

Response to Comment 9-54:

Several geotechnical baseline reports prepared for the Alameda County Juvenile Justice Center
and East County Hall of Justice at the East County Government Center site (SubSurface
Consultants, 2002) were used as the primary sources of information contained in the Draft
EIS/EIR regarding the potential seismic hazards of the East County Government Center site.

The reports provide geotechnical parameters for seismic design and other geologic
considerations based on a review of published and unpublished references, as well as preliminary
geotechnical investigation including 20 test borings across the site. Site 15A was analyzed based
on prior studies conducted for Cisco Systems and the County of Alameda. Should either site be
selected for the facilities, additional subsurface investigations and geotechnical analysis would
be required based on the specific requirements of the final design. This additional nvestigation
and analysis is recommended pursuani to Mitigation Measure 6.2.5 of the Draft EIS/EIR, and is
required for compliance with state and local building practices, but would not mnvolve major new
conclusions regarding the suitability of the sites for development.

Response to Comment 9-55:

The commentor takes the remark “did not include borings or test pits” out of context by omitting
“to investigate locations where buildings previously existed at the site”. The statement was
intended to indicate that remnants of 0ld foundations might be encountered during development.
The geotechnical investigations already conducted include thirteen test borings drilled at the East
County Hall of Justice site. This level of preliminary geotechnical investigation exceeds the
standard of practice for preliminary investigation and is more than adequate for the EIS/EIR
process.

The section included under Foundation Support and Settlement was drafted based on preliminary
findings, and is hereby amended as follows;

Page 6-21, paragraphs I through 3:

Borings were drilled from across the crest of the berm along the northern portion of the
site. The berm fill extends to depths of about 41 feet and generally consists of stiff to
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very stff silty clay, and meduim-dense clavey sands. The borings indicate that the berm
fill extends as much as 9 feet below the proposed floor of the Juvenile Justice Facility.
Beneath the berm, native soil generaily consisting of interbedded stiff to very stiff silty
clay. with medium dense to dense clayvey sand was encountered, and extended to the
maximum depth explored of about 51 ¥ feet.

The existing berm fill is not suttable for subgrade support for the proposed Juvenile
Tustice Facility and would be excavated down to native soil. In some areas, removal of
all berm fill will require excavation fo extend to below the proposed Juvenile Justice
Facility subgrade elevation, All previous improvements including old foundations,
undereround utilities and other deleterious materials should be removed from the site.

Beneath the near-surface fill materials, the site is underlain by predominantly clayey soils
of moderate strength and compressibility. Low-rise buildings with low to moderate
column loads can likely be supported on spread footings or a mat foundation bearing on
native soil or properly compacted fill. Based on the results of the Geotechnical Baseline
Report (Subsurface Consultants, Inc.. January 2001) the pronosed Juvenile Justice
Facility can be supported on deepened spread footing foundations bearing on native soil
or on properly compacted fill. We-estinate-that Long-term total and differential

settlement of spread footing foundations constructed on native soil or on properly
compacted fili can be limited to less than about 3/4-inch and 1/2-inch, respectively.

The field exploration was performed to evaluate overall geotechnical conditions at the
site and did not include borings or test pits specifically for the purpose of investigating
locations where buildings previously existed at the site. [t is anticipated that old
foundations, basements, abandoned utilities and areas of locally deep backfill may exist

Response to Comment 3-56:

The potential for soil erosion as a result of on-going operations is identified in the impact
summary on page 6-34 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Post-construction mitigation measures are
identified in Mitigation Measure 6.5.2, on page 6-35 of the Draft EIS/EIR, which is
incorporated as an applicable measure for Site 15A on page 6-35.
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Response to Comment 3-57;

Comment noted. Portions of the text under the Soil Instability section was in error, and is
amended as follows:

Page 6-21, paragraphs I through 3:

impact 6.6.5: East County Government Center

LESS THAN SIGNIFICA\IT IMPA(‘ T. At the East County Govermnment Center site, the
it : st : g lamn-teads can kikely be supported on
spread footings or a mat foundatmn beanng on native soﬁ or properly compacted fiil with

imited Iong-term differential settiemenl $a%4%weﬁa¥@yﬁ+ﬁmeéeﬁ&e—ke4ﬁgh—eeh&mﬂ

134-1@5—6’1—4}-}1}661—19%%}?5' Comphance w1th the geotechmcal engineering 1ecommendat10ns for
the foundations of structures that may be proposed at this site to address other potential
soils constraints (see mitigation Measure 6.7.5) would reduce potential impacts
associated with soil instability to a level of less than significant.

Mitigation Measure 6.7.5 recommends the deepening of all building footings, and layering of
non-expansive fill to support both interior ad exterior slabs on grade. This measure assumes
compliance with the geotechnical recommendations of excavation of the existing berm fills and
replacement with engineered compacted fifl. Replacement of excavated fill with new fill beneath
the existing berms in not anticipated to result in significant magnitudes of settlement since this
area has been preloaded for many years with the existing berm.

Response to Comment 9-58:

Based on the recommendations contained in the Geotechnical Baseline Report (Subsurface
Consultants, Inc., January 2001) all building footings should be deepened, and both interior and
exterior slabs on grade should be supported on a layer of non-expansive fill. These measures
would reduce the potential for damage to the proposed buildings and exterior pavement areas
resulting from shrinking and swelling of the clay soil. This is consistent with the
recommendations contained in mitigation Measure 6.7.5 as written in the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 9-59:

Comment noted. The RWQCB, in Comment 10-1, also noted that more stringent surface water
quality standards would be in effect in the near future. Please see Response to Comment 10-1.

Response to Comment 9-60:

Subsequent to the release of the Draft EIS/EIR, the Corps of Engineers approved the delineation
for the East County Government Center site. The verification confirmed that the two isolated
seasonal wetlands are not jurisdictional. The Corps determined that the detention basin,
however, is subject to Clean Water Act jurisdiction. That determination was appealed and has
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since been revised by the Corps (letter from Calvin C. Fong to Mr. James Sorensen, April 3,
2003) to indicate:

“Avea 27 (and “Areca 1"") meet the requisite critiera as wetlands, but both are not adjacent
fo any navigable waters or tributary streams and, therefore, not subject to Corps
jurisidxcition under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act pursuant to SWANCC.
However, this deterinination does not obviate the need to obtain other Federal, State or
local approvals required by law, including compliance with the Endangered Species Act
(16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). In particular, any proposed activity may still be regulated by
the State of California’s Regional Water Quality Control Board.

“Area 27 delineation remains unchanged from the Corps delineation dated December 24,
2002.

“Area 3" is shown to have been constructed as a detention basin and i[s] subsequently
deemed Corps non-jurisidictional, (i.e., not requiring a permit for discharge, as per
Federal Register, Vol. 51, No. 219, Section 323.4(E0(4), “Discharges not requiring
permits”, pg. 41234, dated November 13, 1986).

In addition, the detention basin provides limited if any wetiands habitat. Nonetheless, mitigation
measures are identified in Mitigation Measure 8.3.6 for the loss of wetlands. If the County
selects the East County Government Center site as the preferred alternative, consistent with
Mitigation Measure 8.3.6, the County will implement a mitigation program to meet the “no net
loss™ standard for the confirmed wetland areas.

Response to Comment 9-61:

The commentor corrects information regarding the existing storm drainage on the East County
Govemment Center site. Based on this comment and a similar ciarification in Comments 9-147,
the Draft EIS/EIR is revised as follows:

Page 7-3, last paragraph and page 7-4, first paragraph:

Surface runoff drains into two storm drain svstems. The existing storm drain systems
have been desiened based on this split of runoff. The majority of the site {approximately
35 acres) drains westerly to the existing detention basin located along the western
property boundary at Arnold Road. The detention basin drains into triple 36-inch
diameter reinforced concrete pipes under Amold Road, discharging into the Amold Road
channei. The western portion of the site is also drained by an existing line of 24- to 30-
inch pipe located within the western secuon of Gleason Drlve wh1ch also discharges into
the Amold Road channel. -fon Hect , - a-basin: Flow also
enters the detenfion basin via ii—h@?@—%s»a—lse an ex1stmg 48-inch diameter reinforced
concrete pipe that conveys a portion of the storm water from the Santa Rita Rehabilitation
Center along Broder Boulevard.-and-empties a-basa. A flow splitter
discharges the remainder of the storm water from thc—: Santa Rita Rehabilitation Center

southwesterly via a ditch through the Parks RETA property. Additionatlysan-esxshing30-
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The Amold Road channel discharges to a {flow splitier near Central Parkway, with a

portion of the flows continuing south in a closed pipe to a friple 54-inch culvert under I-
580 at Arnold Road. These pipes convey stonm flows into Zone 7°s Line G-2. The
remainder continues through an open channel to a closed pipe through the BART station
and under the I-580. This open channel conveys storm flows into the relatively new Line
(3-5, which then drains into to Line G-2 south of I-580. Line G-2 drains into the Chabot
Channel and then to Arrovo Mucho.

The remainder of the site (approximately 5 acres of its easterly portion) drains into a

second pipe within the eastern section of Gleason Drive, a 24-inch pipe that drains
casterly to Tassajara Creek (designated Line K by Zone 7). Tassajara Creek draims to the
Arroyo Mocho, which then drains to the Arroyo de la Laguna. Alameda Creck receives
flows from the Arroyo de la Laguna, and flows in a westerly direction through Niles
Canyon until it ultimately discharges to San Francisco Bay.

Page 14-13, last paragraph:
Storm Drainage

The East County Government Center site lies within Zone 7 of the Alameda County
Flood Control and Water Conservation District (Zone 7). The existing storm drainage
system available to serve the site is maintained and operated by Zone 7. The-sterm-dram
systemispart-oiZeneiaL-5-ine. Ag discussed in Chapter 7: Hydrology and Water
Quality, surface minoff drains as follows: Within-the-vieinitrofthe-site-this-system-has
thres-componesnts:

»  Surface runoif from the majority of the site (approximately 35 acres of its western
portion) the-site collects in an existing detention basin located on site along the west
property boundary at Arnold Road. The detention basin drains into triple 36-inch
diameter reinforced concrete pipes under Armold Road, discharging into the Arold
Road channel.

o Additionally, an existing 24- to 30-inch storm drain line is located within the western
section of Gleason Drive, which drains into the Amold Road channel,

e There is also an existing 48-inch-diameter reinforced concrete pipe that conveys a
portion of the storm water from the Santa Rita Rehabilitation Center along Broder
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Boulevard and empties and-empiying into the detention basin. This system conveys
an estimated peak flow rate of 75 cubic feet per second (cfs) from the existing jail
facility to the existing detention basin. The remainder of the storm water from the jail
facility drains southwesterly via a drainage ditch onto the Parks RFTA property.

Drainage from the Arnold Road channel discharges to a flow splitter near Central
Parkway, with a portion of the flow continuing south in a closed pipe to a friple 54-inch
culvert under I-580 at Amold Road. These pipes convey storm flows into Zone 7°s Line
(3-2. The remainder continues through an open channel to a closed pipe through the
BART station and under the I-580. This open channel conveys storm flows into the
relatively new Line G-5, which then drains into to Line G-2 south of [-580. Line G-2
drains into the Chabot Channel and then to Arroyo Mucho,

» Surface runoff from the remainder of the site (approximately S acres of its eastern
portion) discharges into Addittenatys a second pipe located within the eastern section
of Gleason Drive, This existing 24-inch 36-3aeh storm drain line isdoested-within

@I@&seﬂ—};i%ﬁe— drains easterly to Tassa]ara Creek (designated Line K by Zone

M T assajara Creek dlams to the Arroyo Mocho whzch then drams to the Arroyo de
la Laguna. Alameda Creek receives flows from the Arroyo de la L.aguna, and flows in a
westerly direction through Niles Canyon until it ultimately discharges to San Francisco
Bay.

These modifications do not alter the conclusion of the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 9-62:

The Draft EIS/EIR indicates on page 1-9 that the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB) is a responsible agency under CEQA. The County is aware that
pursuant to the Federat Clean Water Act and the State Porter-Cologne Act, the RWQCB is
responsible for detenmining that issuance of a Section 404 Permit would not result in a violation
of water quality standards. As part of its determination, the RWQCB may 1ssue or waive a
Section 401 Water Quality Certification, or issue waste discharge requirements. It also is
acknowledged that the RWQCR exercises its discretion in the water quality certification process.
There is sufficient land area on the site to provide for biofiltration, retention and/or other
treatiment of stormwater as part of the site development.

Response to Comment 9-63:

IM 3.5/Z of the Eastern Dublin General Plan Amendment and Specific Plan Draft EIR (Wallace
Roberts & Todd 1992) notes that the area covered by that plan is located in an area of minimal
groundwater recharge and groundwater reserves and the majority of the Tri-Valley’s
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groundwater resources are in the Central Basin south of the Project (see page 3.5-26).
Nevertheless, it does state that development of the Eastern Dublin General Plan Amendment and
Specific Plan could have an impact on focal groundwater resources due to an increase in
impervious surfaces within the plan area, and identifies this as potentially significant.

It is important to note that East County Government Center site is a very small portion of the
area covered by the Eastern Dublin General Plan Amendment area, so the amount of area that
would become impervious as a result of the Project would not be substantial. As discussed in
Response to Comment 11-8, exterior irrigation of the 8 acres of land on the site would result in
approximately 5,000 gpd of water percolating into the water table. This is not considered enough
to contribute significantly to salt loading, but in this area of minimal recharge and reserve such
an input, particularly because it would occur during the driest part of the year, may offset any
potential losses of recharge that may occur during winter storm events. Further, one of the
mitigations identified to reduce this impact is to “Plan facilities and select management practices
in the Eastern Dublin Specific Plan area that protect and enhance water quality” (see MM
3.5/49.0). As noted in Comment 9-62, the SWPPP will ensure that water quality is protected. For
these reasons, the Project would have a less than significant impact of groundwater recharge. No
new significant or substantially more severe environmental impacts have been identified that
would trigger recirculation.

Response to Comment 9-64:

The discussion regarding the need for additional facilities to provide adequate storm drainage
services at the East County Government Center site is discussed in Chapter 14 under Impact
14.5.5. The commentor is correct to note that this issue is not addressed in Impact 7.4.5. Based
on this comment and clarifications from Comment 9-152, the Draft EIS/EIR is revised to ensure
the consistency between and the correctness of the two impacis, as follows:

Page 7-9, Impact 7.4.5 (East County Government Center):

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT AND MITIGABLE IMPACT. Development of the site
would entail construction activity that could be expected to have short-term, temporary
adverse effects on local water quality, such as from erosion and siltation, illicit disposal
of debris and wash water from construction vehicles and equipment. This would
represent a potentially significant impact. Development of the site may also cause the
existing pipes on Gleason Road to exceed their designed capacity. This potentially
significant impact, and the mitigations for it, is discussed in Impact 14.5.5 (see Chapter
i4: Utilities). ! efthesite-as-propesed-wonldnet-be-expectedto
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Page 14-31:
14.5.5; East County Government Center

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT AND MITIGABLE IMPACT. The existing storm pipes
south of the site on Gleason Drive are is designed to serve the site in its current
undeveloped condition. Due to the large impervious surface area associated with the East
County Government Center, the storm drainage runoff coefficient following development
may be greater than both the-existing pipe’s design intent, and the existing pipes would
not be able to convey all storm water from the developed site. Additionally, if the
existing detention basin is filled (subject to the final determination of its status as
wetlands and final site plans). storm drain facilities to replace the detention basin would
be needed. This would be accomplished by installing pipes that would drain either into
the existing open channel on Arnold Road or into proposed bypass system (discussed

below).

Alameda County is currently involved in a separate project that includes construction of a
new bypass storm drain system to reduce runoff into the on-site detention basin. The
bypass storm drain system includes building a new open channel on Amold Avenue
{hetween Broder Boulevard and Gleason Drive) and reconfignring the splitter that drains
the Santa Rita Rehabilitation Center. The goal is to redirect a larger proportion of the
storm water from Santa Rita Rehabilitation Center site through the proposed new channel
or throueh the existing ditch on the Parks RFTA property instead of into the detention
basin, If the bypass storm system improvement is completed prior to construction of the
East County Government Center, discharge into the existing sform drain pipe along the
western side of Gleason Drwe and into the detenlion basin will not exceed their dequned

improvement is not completed prior to constructxon of the East County Government
Center the demgn cqpaclty of both may be exceeded m—adé&&eaaé—%@é—e—fswe&dé—ﬂew

G-Bpﬁei-t-}L T111s would be regarded as a potentlaliy s1 gmﬁcant env1ronmenta1 impact.

On the approximately 5 acres of the eastemm portion of the site that drains easterly, new
impervious surfaces could also create runoff that mav exceed the design capacity of the
existing pipe. The proposed bypass system would not address this potentially significant
environmental impact,

Mitigation Measure 14.5.5: Timely Completion of Bypass System. Adequate storm
drainage capacity for the majority of the site is contingent upon concurrent construction
of the County’s bypass system. If the bypass system is not completed in time to service
the proposed development at the site, additional off-site storm drainage improvements
will be required to provide adequate storm drainage improvements per the interim
condition. These alternative improvements may include a new detention basin north of
the site to detain the 295 cfs of storm water runoff. This temporary detention basin would
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be located at the mouth of the creek that enters the Santa Rita Rehabilitation Center from
the Parks RFTA property to its north,

Mitigation Measure 14.5.6: Storm Water Poliution Prevention Plan. Mitigation
Measure 7.1.2 (see Chapter 7: Hydrology and Water Guality) would also apply to this
alternative. Sufficient drainage is required to ensure the protection of water quality, and
the SWPPP may include provisions for swales and small detention ponds that would
collect water on-site, These measures would augment the existing drainage and would
ensure that sufficient drainage is provided and water quality is protected. Creating small
on-site detention ponds would also ensure the “no net loss” standard for wetlands 1s met
{as per Mitigation Measure 8.3.5 in Chapter 8: Biological Resources).

Resulting Level of Significance: Timely completion of the bypass system, or alternative
interim storm drain system improvements described above, and implementation of the
SWPPP. would prevent storm water capacity problems at the site, reducing this impact to
a less than significant level.

In the Draft EIS/EIR, this impact was identified as potentially significant and mitigable. As
discussed above, this impact remains potentially significant and mitigable. These modifications
do not alter the conclusion of the Draft EIS/EIR.

Additionally, as noted in Mitigation 14.5.5, the timely completion of the County’s new bypass
stonm system or additional interim, off-site storm drainage improvements would ensure the storm
water capacity problems that may occur as a result of the Project would be less than significant.
If the East County Government Center site is selected, detailed engineering work would
determine the feasible and appropriate balance between the pad elevations needed to ensure
buildings stay dry and the berm height needed to screen them.

Response to Comment 9-65:

The commentor is correct to note that the potential long-term impacts of the Project on water
quality are not explicitly addressed in Impaets 7.1.5 to 7.1.6. This is an inadvertent oversight in
the Draft EIS/EIR. The commentor suggests that the SWPPP would deal only with short-term,
construction-level impacts, However, as noted on page 7-2 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the SWPPP
would include “specifications for Best Management Practices that will be incorporated into the
project itself to minimize runoff of pollutants after the project has been completed” [italics added
for emphasis]. Further, as noted in Mitigation Measure 7.1.2, the SWPPP “shall incorporate
BMPs to control sediment and erosion both during the building process and in the long-term”
[italics added for emphasis|. The requirements of the SWPPP would ensure that both the short-
and long-term impacts of the Project on water guality are less than significant. The Draft
EIS/EIR is revised as follows:

Page 7.5-7.7, Impacts 7.1.2, 7.1.4, 7.1.5 and 7.1.6:

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT AND MITIGABLE IMPACT, Development of the site
as proposed may have both short-term, temporary adverse effects from construction
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activity and lone-term effects on local water guality wewid-entail The short-term effects

from construction activity mclude @h&keeﬁ%eLb@—eaep%%ed%—hﬂ%ﬁk@%H@ﬁﬂ—%empﬁaﬂz

o1 erosion and siltation, illicit disposal
of debns and wash water from construction vehicles and equipment. This would
represent a potentially significant impact.

Response to Comment 9-66:

As noted in Response to Comment 11-2 regarding flooding of Tassajara Creek at the 1-580, the
FEMA flood hazard map has been updated to reflect the recent improvements made to this creek.
The improvements are designed to prevent flooding where Tassajara Creek crosses I-580.
Response to Comment 11-2 includes revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR that state flooding during a
100-year storm event would be confined to an approximately 200-foot width along Tassajara
Creek. Regarding the need for additional facilities to provide adequate storm drainage services at
the East County Government Center site and potential impacts of the Project on storm drainage,
see Response to Comment 9-64.

Due to NPDES Phase 2 requirement that will be compulsory when the project begins
construction, an on-site storm drainage detention system will be required for the East County
Government Center. The system must detain the net increase in storm run-off between pre- and
post-developed conditions. The site design and budget for the East County Government Center
projects include sufficient permeable pavement and bio-swales to prevent additional storm water
runoff from leaving the site. Conformance with this standard is part of the County strategy to
obtain LEED certification for the project (LEED credit 6.1). The County will also provide
treatment to remove suspended solids and phosphorous as needed for LEED credit 6.2.

Response to Comment 9-67:

The existing potential flooding along Tassajara Creek due to inadequate culvert flow capacity
was noted in the Draft EIS/EIR (see page 7-4). No development is planned within the area within
the 100-year flood hazard at any of the altemative sites, Subsequent to the 1999 BFK report,
improvements made to Tassajara Creek as part of the Tassajara Creek Restoration Project in
2000 reduce the area subject to the 100-year flood hazard. As discussed in Response to Comment
11-2, a FEMA Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) is available that shows the revised flood hazard
area. The LOMR is effective November 1, 2002,

Response to Comment 9-68:

If the detention basin is not filled, strong seismic activity may cause it to overflow. An existing
grading plan shows that the most likely overflow would occur onto Arnold Drive and Gleason
Drive. The elevation of the western side of the existing detention basin is 360 feet, whereas the
elevation on the northem, eastern and most of the southern sides is 370 feet or higher
{Subsurface Consultants, Draft Geotechnical Baseline Report for Alameda County Juvenile
Justice Center, October 12, 2001; see Figure 2). Based on this comment, the Draft EIS/EIR is
revised as follows:
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Page 7-10, to follow Impact 7.6 Exposure of People or Structures to Flood Hazards:

Impact 7.7: Seiche in Detention Basins

Impact 7.7.1: East County Government Center

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. Strong seismic activity may create waves in the
existing 1.6-acre detention basin on the western side of the East County Government
Center site. This may cause the detention basin to overflow onto Armold Drive or Gleason
Drive. The site’s isolation from other development and proximity of the detention basin
to the existing drainage channel south of the site on Amold Drive and to the drainage
channel that will be built immediately west of the site as part of Alameda County’s
bypass drainage system will ensure that the impacts of a potential seiche would be less
than significant.

Response to Comment 9-69:

As indicated on page 8-14 of the EIS/EIR, ground squirrel were observed off-site along the
flood-control channel on the west side of Arnold Road, but none were observed on the site
during field surveys July of 2001. However, the EIS/EIR acknowledges that conditions could
change and there is a potential for establishiment of new raptor nests (including burrowing owl)
prior to construction, as discussed under Impact 8.1.5 on page 8-28. Ground squirrel burrows are
commonly used for wintering and breeding nest locations by burrowing owl, and new ground
squirrel colonization on the East County Government Center site would improve opportunities
for nesting by burrowing owl. Mitigation Measures 8.1.5a and 8.1.5b were recommended to
provide preconstruction surveys and appropriate avoidance of any newly established raptor nests.
Mitigation Measure 8.1.5b focuses specifically on the potential for establishment of new
burrowing owl breeding nests on the East County Government Center site, requiring
preconstruction surveys within 30 days of Project-related ground disturbing activities, protection
during the active breeding season or passive relocation during the nonbreeding season if nests are
encountered, and conformance with the Burrowing Owl Protocol and Mitigation Guidelines for
survey and mitigation implementation.

As discussed on page 8-16 of the EIS/EIR, California tiger salamander are not believed to occur
on the East County Government Center site due primarily to the absence of suitable breeding
habitat but also because of the limited opportunities for upland estivation. The man-made
detention pond and seasonal wetland depressions do not hold water long enough to allow for egg
laying or metamorphoses of larval young. These features would have to hold water into late
spring for successful breeding by tiger salamander, which is not possible because of their design
or condition.

A supplemental field imspection was conducted by the EIS/EIR biologist on March 25, 2003 to
confirm conditions described by the commentor. A walking survey of the site was performed,
inspecting all locations where water was suspected to possibly pond, inspecting the ground
surface for ground squirrel burrows and possible burrowing owl activity, and inspecting trees and
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shrubs for possible nesting birds. No ponded surface water was found across the entire site,
consistent with conditions observed during previous field surveys. A narrow band of surface
water flowed for a distance of approximately 15 feet from the culvert outfall in the northwestern
cormer of the site, possibly due to runoff from the recent rains, but there was no surface water
present in the entire detention basin. The two man-made seasonal wetland depressions indicated
in Figure 8.4 of the EIS/EIR where the commentor observed surface water on January 22, 2002
also held no surface water. This was after several storms during the month of March 2003 which
would have extended the presence of surface water ponding if conditions were appropriate on the
site. As concluded in the EIS/EIR, the relatively short duration of surface water ponding in the
man-made depressions on the East County Government Center site precludes their suitability as
breeding locations for either California tiger salamander and California red-legged frog.

As noted by the commentor, California ground squirrel have established a colony on the East
County Governmnent Center site since the wildlife field work was completed in 2001. In the
March 2003 survey, transects were made across the grasslands to determine the extent of ground
squirrel use on the site. Burrow entrances were counted and inspected for possible sign of
burrowing owl occupation. An estimated 48 burrow entrances were observed, clustered inl10
groupings, the largest of which had 15 openings. The ground squirrels occupy an area of
approximately three acres in the center of the western half of the site. No pellets or white wash
was observed at any of the openings, but what appeared to be two matted, slate gray down
feathers were found tangled in grass near one of the burrow openings. Although coloration
varies with individuals, the color of the two feathers is not consistent with burrowing owl and
more closely resembles coloration found in plumage of white-tailed kite or northern harrier.
Given the timing of the survey in late March, it seems highly unlikely that the feathers could be
from a young burrowing owl as this species typically doesn’t begin to nest until March with a
peak from April and May, which would mean that breeding, egg incubation, and emergence of
young would already had been completed before the peak of the normal nesting season even
begins.

Because the new colony of ground squirrel burrows could be used for nesting by burrowing owl,
protocol surveys were conducted in mid-April 2003 to confirm absence of any burrowing owl
breeding activity on the site. The surveys were conducted by the EIS/EIR biologist using the
methodology from the 1993 Burrowing Owl Survey Protocol and Mitigaiion Guidelines of the
California Burrowing Owl Consortium. Field surveys were conducted on the evenings of April
10, 11, and 13 from two hours before to one hour after sunset, and on the morming of April 12
from one hour before to two hours after sunrise. The conditions observed on the site during the
March 2003 reconnaissance were confirmed during the course of the protocol surveys, which
consisted of conducting a road reconnaissance around the perimeter of the site and off-site
drainage channel along the west side of Amold Road, ground inspection of burrow entrances,
and monitoring of the colony from the elevated berm to the north. Most of the survey hours
were spent observing the colony from a single vantage location on top of the berm to the north,
where the entire colony could be observed without disturbing the ground squirrel colony and any
possible owl activity could be detected as foraging individuals entered or exited nest locations.
No burrowing owl activity was detected or observed on the site or along the nearby drainage
channel west of Arnold Road where ground squirrel colonies are located, and no burrowing owls
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are suspected to currently use the site for breeding. The dense cover of non-native grasslands
observed during the April surveys (averaging from one to two feet in height), may be a limiting
[actor in the suitability of the site for nesting by burrowing owl. Burrowing owls tend to nest in
locations with low ground cover and high visibility. As stated previously, the EIS/EIR
acknowiedges that conditions on the site in the future could change and there is a potential for
establishment of new raptor nests. If the East County Government Center site were selected and
the project approved, Mitigation Measure 8.15b would require preconstruction surveys and
appropriate mitigation if nests are encountered on the site in the future.

Response to Comment 9-70:

Comment noted. As discussed on page 8-14, Congdon’s tarplant occurs on the East County
Government Center site and mitigation has been recommended to address potential impacts on
this species. The reference to the record of over 10,000 individuals in the Parks RFTA vicinity
was simply to report information on file with the CNDDB, not to misrepresent the status of this
oceurrence or need to provide adequate mitigation. As noted by the commentor, recent
development in the East Dublin vicinity has eliminated much of the suitable habitat for this
species and has most likely severely affected its abundance and distribution in the site vicinity.
Mitigation Measure 8.1.5¢ was recommended to provide for adequate mitigation of the potential
impacts of development at the East County Goverunent Center site on Congdon’s tarplant. This
includes the possibility of combining the seed collection and re-establishment program with
other mitigation plans such as that being developed for impacts associated with the Dublin
Transit Center, allowing for a coordinated approach to providing adequate mitigation. The
recommended mitigation includes preparation of a detailed off-site mitigation program that
provides for successful re-establishment and if necessary through additional habitat preservation
at aminimum 1:1 ratio. The mitigation program is to be prepared in consuitation with the CDFG
and meet with the approval of the County General Services Agency. No revisions are considered
necessary m response to the comment.

Response to Comment 8-71:

As discussed on page 8-16 of the EIS/EIR, California tiger salamander are not believed to occur
on the East County Government Center site due primarily to the absence of suitable breeding
habitat but also because of the limited opportunities for upland estivation. The man-made
detention pond and seasonal wetland depressions do not hold water long enough to allow for egg
laying or metamorphoses of larval young. These features would have to hold water into late
spring for successful breeding by tiger salamander, which is not possible because of their design
or condition.

As discussed in the response to Comment 9-69, a supplemental field inspection was conducted
by the EIS/EIR biologist on March 25, 2003 to confirm conditions described by the commentor.
No ponded water was found across the entire site, consistent with conditions observed during
previous field surveys, and the two man-made seasonal wetland depressions where the
commentor observed water on January 22, 2002 held no surface water. This was after several
storms during the month of March 2003 which would have extended the presence of surface
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water ponding if conditions were appropriate on the site. As concluded in the EIS/EIR, the
relatively short duration of surface water ponding in the man-made depressions on the East
County Government Center site precludes their suitability as breeding locations for either
California tiger salamander and California red-legged frog.

Response to Comment 9-72;

Although surtable foraging habitat for these species on the East County Government Center site
was observed, no active nests were encountered during the field surveys, as indicated on page 8-
28 of the EIS/EIR. Table 8.1 indicates that the occurrence of burrowing owl, white-tailed kite,
northern harrier, and loggerhead shrike on the sife is “possible,” due both to possible changes in
conditions and nesting activity. The observed presence of burrowing owi and white-tailed kite
on the site could change again in the future. Mitigation Measures 8.1.5a and 8.1.5b were
recommended to provide preconsiruction surveys and appropriate avoidance of any newly
established raptor nests, including burrowing owl, white-tailed, kite, northern harrier, other
raptors and loggerhead shrike. As discussed in the response to Comment 9-69 a supplemental
field survey was conducted on March 25, 2003, followed by protocol nesting surveys for
burrowing owl in mid-April 2003. While ground squirrel now occupy the site and have created
suitable nesting habitat for burrowing owl, no burrowing owl nesting activity was observed
during the breeding season protocol surveys. Based on the results of the field inspection in
March 2003 and the protocol surveys in April 2003, it is assumed that the individual owl
observed by the commentor in January 2003 may have been wintering in the vicinity when the
annual grassland cover was low to the ground, but 1s no longer present on the site, These
conditions may agam change in the future, and preconstruction surveys called for in Mitigation
Measure 8.1.5b would serve to confirm presence or absence of burrowing owl and need for a
detailed mitigation program. No white-tailed kite, loggerhead shrike, or other raptor nests were
observed on the site during the survey on March 2003 or during the protocol surveys for
burrowing owl in April 2003, but preconstruction surveys would be required as called for in
Mitigation Measure 8.1.5a. No revisions are necessary in response to the comment.

Response to Comment 8-73:

The two small areas shown in Figure 8.4 do meet the three criteria of wetland piants, soils and
hydrology, as discussed on page 8-19 of the EIS/EIR. These features have formed as a result of
past development and grading, with the larger, narrow feature underlfain by asphalt and the
smaller feature surrounded by stockpiied soil in an area that was used as a top soil stockpile area
during construction of the adjacent Santa Rita Replacement Facility in the mid-1980s (Bissell &
Kam, 1984). Because surface water is present only during the rainy season and transitional
grassland species occur throughout the bottom of these depressions, they were characterized as
functioning largely as grasslands. As noted by the commentor, species typically associated with
seasonal wetlands such as invertebrates and pacific tree frog may utilize the developing wetland
characteristics of these depressions, However, these are not considered unique and could be
recreated as part of any required mitigation plan as called for in Mitigation Measure 8.3.5. These
man-made depressions do not hold surface water long enough to support California tiger
salamander, California red-legged frog, or special-status plant species associated with vernal
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pools and swales. If they did, they would have been identified as having unique values and
functions. In response to the comment, the discussion of these features in the last sentence of the
first paragraph on page 8-19 has been revised as follows:

...These seasonal depressions function larcely as erasslands. with no unigue values to
wildlife although they are used by common snecies associated with seasonal wetlands
such as invertebrates and pacific tree froe.

Response to Comment 9-74;

Refer to the response to Comment 9-69 and 9-72 for a discussion of potential impacts on nesting
loggerhead shrike and raptors. The commentor is correct that mitigation measures regarding
preconstruction surveys do not include reference to consultation and reporting to the CDFG,
which would be defined as part of the mitigation monitoring requirements if the Project were
approved. In response to the comment, Mitigation Measures 8.1.2a, 8.1.2b, 8.1.4a, 8.1.5a, and
8.1.5b have been revised to include the following sentence at the end of each measure to clarify
coordination and reporting responsibilities:

...If avoidance is not feasible, mitigation shall be developed in consultation with the
CDEG and shall meet with the approval of the County General ServicesAgency prior to
any construction or grading, The results of the preconstruction survey and any required
mitigation moniforing shall be submitted to the CDFG and County General
ServicesAgency.

Response to Comment 9-75:

Refer to the response to Comment 9-69 and 9-72 for a discussion of potential impacts on nesting
burrowing owl and raptors, and Comment 9-74 for changes to Mitigation Measure 8.1.5b to
clarify preconstruction coordination, approval, and reporting requirements. As noted by the
commentor, if on-site avoidance of nesting habitat is not feasible, then securing off-site habitat is
typically required by the CDFG. The possibility that habitat protection may be required if
burrowing owl are encountered on the site is acknowledged on page 8-28 of the EIS/EIR.
However, details on location, size, and other characteristics of the mitigation program would be
defined through consultation with the CDFG. All protocol requirements would be followed.

Response to Comment 9-76:

Refer to the response to Comment 9-70 for additional discussion of potential impacts on
Congdon’s tarplant. Mitigation Measure 8.1.5¢ was recommended to provide for adequate
mifigation of the potential impacts of development at the East County Government Center site on
Congdon’s tarplant. The concems of the commentor over variations in populations numbers for
any selected year are noted. However, the total number of plants observed in a given year is not
a sole basis for determining success of recommended mitigation, which would focus on habitat
suitability and viability for the species. The recommended mitigation includes preparation of a
detailed off-site mitigation program that provides for successful re-establishment, and if
necessary through additional habitat preservation at a minimum 1:1 ratio. The mitigation
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program is to be prepared in consultation with the CDFG. No revisions are considered necessary
in response to the comment.

Response to Comment 9-77:

Refer to the response to Comment 9-60 and 73 for additional discussion of potential impacts on
the seasonal wetland depressions and adequacy of recommended mifigation. As noted
previously, these features have formed as a result of past development and grading, and although
they may support common species associated with seasonal wetlands this does not make them
particularly unique. Their functions and values could be recreated as part of any required
mitigation plan as called for in Mitigation Measure 8.3.5.

The Corps has made a preliminary determination that the seasonal depressions and detention
basin on the Bast County Government Center site are non-jurisdictional’. The seasonal
depressions were considered to meet the requisite criteria as wetlands, but are not adjacent to any
navigable waters or tributary streams, and are therefore not subject to Corps jurisdiction under
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, but may be regulated by the State Regional Water Quality
Control Board under Section 401. The detention basin was determined to be constructed for
water detention purposes and the Corps considers the basing to be non-jurisdictional. Further
review and Corps determination would be necessary for the potential seasonal wetlands detected
on Site 15A, which are believed to be considered isolated features as well, and addressed in the
discussion on page 8-34 and provisions called for in Mitigation Measure 8.3-6. In response to
the comment, Mitigation Measures 8.3.2a, 8.3.5, and 8.3.6, respectively, have all been revised to
acknowledge the possible requirements of the State of California Regional Water Quality
Control Board in addressing impacts and mitigation for wetland losses. These mitigation
measures have been revised as follows:

Page §-32:

Mitigation Measure 8.3.2a: Wetland Delineation and Possible Replacement. The
preliminary wetland delineation shall be submitted to the Corps for vertfication, if this
site 1s selected for the project. If the identified drainages ditches to be filled are not
considered jurisdictional then no additional mitigation is considered necessary. Ifthe
Corps_and/or Regional Water Quality Control Board determines these features are
jurisdictional and must be filled, then a mitigation program shall be prepared by a
qualified wetland specialist, and shall at mimmum provide for no net loss of wetlands.
This mitigation program will be required to provide for the creation of replacement
habitat with and increase in acreage and value at a secure location to meet the “no net
logs” standard. Any mitigation program shall include monitoring and management for a
minimurn of five years to ensure success of wetlands ereation; specify success criteria,

* Department of the Army, San Francisco District, Corps of Engineers, 2003, Subject; File Number 268438, letter to Mr, James
Sorensen, County of Alameda from Calvin C, Fong, Chief, Regulatory Branch, dated 3 April, 2003.
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maintenance, monitoring requirements, and contingency measures; and define site
preparation and revegetation procedures, along with an implementation schedule, and
funding sources to ensure long-term management. If required, the detatted mitigation
program shall be prepared in consultation with the Corps and/or Regional Water Quality
Control Board and meet with the approval of the County General Services Agency

Commmunity-Developrent Depastrment prior to any construction on the site,
Page 8-33:

Mitigation Measure 8.3.5: Wetland Delineation and Possible Replacement. The
preliminary wetland delineation shall be submitted to the Corps for verification, if this
site is selected for the project. Ifthe identified wetlands and detention basin are not
considered jurisdictional then no additional mitigation is considered necessary. If the
Corps_and/or Regional Water Quality Control Board determines these features are
jurisdictional, then a mitigation program shall be prepared by a qualified wetland
specialist, and shall at minimum provide for no net loss of wetlands. This mitigation
program will be required to provide for the creation of replacernent habitat with and
mcrease 1n acreage and value at a secure location to meet the “no net loss” standard. Any
mitigation program shall include monitoring and management for a minimum of five
years to ensure success of wetlands creation; specify success criteria, maintenance,
monitoring requirements, and contingency measures; and define site preparation and
revegetation procedures, along with an implementation schedule, and funding sources to
ensure long-term management. If required, the detailed mitigation program shall be
prepared in consultation with the Corps and/or Regional Water Quality Control Board
and meet with the approval of the County General Services Agency Cemmunity

DevelopmentDepartment-prior to any construction on the site,
Page 8-34:

Mitigation Measure 8.3.6: Wetland Delineation and Possible Replacement. The
prelimiary wetland delineation shall be submitted to the Corps for verification, if this
site is selected for the project. If the identified wetlands and drainage ditch are not
considered jurisdictional then no additional mitigation is considered necessary. Ifthe
Corps_and/or Regional Water Quality Control Board determines these features are
Jurisdictional, then a mitigation program shall be prepared by a qualified wetland
specialist, and shall at miniinum provide for no net loss of wetlands, This mitigation
program will be required to provide for the creation of replacement habitat with and
increase in acreage and value at a secure location to meet the “no net loss” standard. Any
mitigation program shall include monitoring and management for a minimum of five
years to ensure success of wetlands creation; specify success criteria, maintenance,
momnitoring requirements, and contingency measures; and define site preparation and
revegetation procedures, along with an implementation schedule, and funding sources to
ensure long-term management. If required, the detailed mitigation program shall be
prepared in consultation with the Corps and/or Regional Water Quality Control Board
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and meet with the approval of the County General Services Agency Cormumuniby
DevelopmentBDepartment-prior to any construction on the site.

As noted in the above mitigations, the County’s General Services Agency, rather than the
Community Development Agency, is responsible for implementing mitigations unless this task is
specifically assigned to another designated agency. The Mitigation Monitoring Reporting
Program, available with the Final EIR/EIS, provides a summary of the mitigations for the
preferred alternative and party responsible for implementing them.

Response to Comment 9-78:

As discussed on page 8-36, proposed development on either the East County Govermment Center
site or Site 15A is not expected to have significant impacts on wildlife habitat. Both of these
sites have been extensively altered by past development activities and are border by existing
roads and development, limiting opportunities for movement and use by terrestrial wildlife
species. Mitigation measures recommended to address the potential for occurrence of nesting
raptors and loggerhead shrike would adequately protect any sensitive wildlife habitat values.
Similarly, 1f trustee agencies determine that jurisdictional wetlands are present, appropriate
mitigation would be required which would replace any wetland habitat values associated with the
man-made depressions, detention basin, and low-lying areas.

Response to Comment 9-79;

The consistency discussions under Impacts 8.5.5 and 8.5.6 are based on the relevant policies
from the Fastern Dublin Specific Plan listed on page 8-5 of the EIS/EIR. The discussion refers
to the earlier assessment of potential impacts on special-status species, (Impact 8.1), sensitive
natural communities (Impact 8.2), wetlands (Impact 8.3), and loss of wildlife habitat (Impact
8.4), focusing on potential wetland, sensitive wildlife and special-status species, These subject
topics are clearly presented in the report, and additional cross-referencing suggested by the
commentor is not considered necessary. Refer to the responses to Comments 9-60, 69, and 70
through 78 for conclusions regarding changes to the text of the EIS/EIR recommended by the
cominentor.

Response to Comment 9-80:

The County acknowledges that the City of Dublin has adopted traffic impact fees for private
development projects in Eastern Dublin which are subject to the City’s discretionary approval.
The Draft BEIS/EIR is revised on page 9.1 to add a new section entitled, “City of Dublin Traffic
Impact Fees” in the Regulatory/Policy Setting as follows:

Citv of Dublin Traffic Impact Fees

The City of Dublin imposes the following traffic impact fees on development
projects in Eastern Dublin:
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i Eastern Dublin Traffic Impact Fee. imposed to finance transportation
improvements needed to reduce traffic-related impacts caused by development in
Eastern Dublin. This fee is imposed on a per-irip basis.

b. Freeway Interchange Fee, which is imposed to reimburse the City of
Pleasanton for costs to construct the I-580/Tassajara Road and [-580/Hacienda
Drive interchange improvements. These fees are also imposed on a per-trip basis,

C. Tri-Valley Transportation Development Fee. which is imposed to finance
transportation improvements in the Tri-Vallev development area made necessary
by development in this portion of Alameda County. In some instances,
government buildings are specifically exempted {from this fee.

Response to Comment 8-81:

Comment noted. These documents are incorporated by reference.

Response to Comment 9-82;

Under the Scenarios A1, A2 and B, the traffic analysis assumed 427,200 square-foot Cisco
System development on the Site 15A. This portion of the Cisco development is expected to
generate 2,802 daily trips, 534 trips occurred during the a.m. peak and 504 trips during the p.m.
peak hour to the City of Dubhn road network. Therefore, the Draft EIS/EIR analysis and texts
have, in fact, taken into consideration the cumulative impacts due to the development on Site
15A under the Scenarios Al, A2 and B.

Response to Comment 9-83:

The MTS roadways in Dublin for which the County Congestion Management Agency would
require analysis are listed on page 9-101. Comment regarding development paying its
proportionate share of roadway costs is noted.

Response to Comment 9-84:
The description of existing roadways on page 9-24 of the Draft EIS/EIR is revised as follows:

Important Roadways

Important roadways serving the East County Government Center and Site 15A arca
include:

Dublin Boulevard 1s a major east-west arterial in the City of Dublin. It is a four lane
divided road fronted largely by retail and commercial uses west of Dougherty Road,
Between Dougherty Road and Tassajara Road, Dublin Boulevard is a six-lane divided
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ar tenai ﬁonted primarxlv bv residential, commerczal and vacant lands E&%@ﬁ@@&ﬂh@%

: clane £2 : ara-Read: Dubhn Boulcvard
extends eas‘t of Tassa] ara Road to Keegan St1 eet as a four iane roadway fronted by new
residential development. Average daily volume near Arnold Road is approximately
16,000 vehicles.

Central Parkway is a two-lane east-west collector that extends from Arnold Road to
Tassajara Road, and will be extended to Keegan Street {east of Tassajara Road) as part of
the East Dublin Properties project.

Hucienda Drive i1s an arterial designed to provide access to I-580. North of I-580,
Hacienda Drive is a two-to-six-lane arterial running in the north-south direction from
Gleason Drive southerlv to 1- 580 It is Drlmarllv fronted by commercial, ofﬁce and
1651dent1al uses. - - - : { erenda

&%a&a—@#e—%mé%%Average dally volume near Central Parkway is

approximately 9,700 vehicles. South of I-580, Hacienda Drive is a six-lane divided road,

a major arterial in the City of Pleasanton.

Response to Comment 9-85:

The 19 study intersections were selected on the basis that they would handle most of the project
traffic, and had been designated by the City of Dublin as study intersections for other proposed
developments in the vicinity of the developments that are the subject of the Draft EIS/EIR. The
Digital Drive/Hacienda Drive intersection is currently a very high capacity infersection. At the
time of the preparation and release of the Draft EIS/EIR, the previously approved project served
by the intersection was inactive, and the City (subsequent to the initiation of the subject Draft
EIS/EIR) embarked on a study of an alternative proposal for the site, the proposed Ikea
development. No details of this proposal were available at the time of the subject study.

Response to Comment 9-86:

The following table summarizes the source of each count and the date on which each location
was counted:
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Summary of Count Dates and Scurces

East County Government Center and Site 15A

D Signalized Intersections A.M. Peak Hour | P.M. Peak Hour S%”;Sﬁt()f
1 | Dougherty Road/Dubiin Boulevard Jan 9, 2002 (Wed) | Jan 9, 2002 {(Wed) | BayMetrics
2 | Amold Read/Dublin Boulevard Jan 8, 2002 (Wed) | Jan 8, 2002 {Wed} TJKM

3 | Arnold Road/Central Parkway’ Jan 23, 2002 (Wed)iJan 23, 2002 (Wed) TJKM

6 | Hacienda Drive/l-580 Easthound Ramps Jan 8, 2002 (Wed) | Jan 8, 2002 (Wed) Dublin

7 | Hacienda Drive/-580 Westhound Ramps Jan 9, 2002 (Wed} | Jan 9, 2002 (Wed) Dublin

8 | Hacienda Drive/Dublin Boulevard Jan 8, 2002 (Wed) | Jan 9, 2002 {(Wed)} | BayMetrics
9 | Hacienda Drive/Central Parkway Jan 9, 2002 (Wed) | Jan 8, 2002 {Wed) TJKM
10 | Hacienda Drive/Gleason Drive Jan 8, 2002 (Tue) | Jan 8, 2002 (Tue) TJKM
13 | Tassajara Road/Gleason Drive Jan 10, 2002 (Thu} |Jan 10, 2002 (Thu) TJKM
14 | Tassajara Road/Central Parkway Jan 10, 2002 (Thu};Jan 10, 2002 (Thu) Duhlin
15 | Tassajara Road/Dublin Boulevard Jan 10, 2002 {Thu}|Jan 10, 2002 {Thu) TJKM
16 | Dougherty Road/{-680 Westhound Off-Ramp | Jan 9, 2002 (Wed) | Jan 9, 2002 (Wed) Dubiin
17 | Hopyard Road/l-580 Eastbound Off-Ramp Jan 9, 2002 (Wed) | Jan 9, 2002 (Wed) Cublin
18 | Tassajara Road/{-580 Westbound Off-Ramp | Jan 9, 2002 (Wed) | Jan 9, 2002 (Wed) Dublin
19 | Santa Rita Road/l-580 Easthound/Pimlico Jan 9, 2002 {Wed} | Jan 9, 2002 (Wed) Dublin
iD Unsignalized Intersections A.M. Peak Hour | P.M. Peak Hour

4 | Arnold Road/Gleason Drive Aug 8, 2001 (Wed}|Aug 8, 2001 (Wed) TJKM

5 | Amold Road/Broder Boulevard Aug 8, 2001 (Wed)| Aug 8, 2001 (Wed) TJKM
11 | Madigan Avenue/Gleason Drive Aug 9, 2001 {Thu) |Aug 8, 2001 (Wed){  TJKM
12 | Madigan Avenue/Broder Boulevard Aug 9, 2001 (Thu) | Aug 9, 2001 {Thu) TJIKM

As shown on the above table, only the relatively low volume, not congested unsignalized
intersections were counted in August 2001. The levels of service at these four intersections are
not expected to change much with the use of counts conducted after the summer of 2001.

Response to Comment 9-87;

Contrary to the commentor’s assertions, the baselime conditions level-of-service analysis is
complete and provides an accurate basis for a conservative analysis of the traffic impacts
associated with the Proposed Action. The Draft EIS/EIR indicates in the third paragraph on page
9-31 which intersection analyses include fane geometry that are assutmed to be altered from
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existing conditions. For each of the seven intersections, the lane geometry assumptions for
baseline conditions are conservative in that they reflect approved and planned improvements for
whch 100% financing has been allocated. The baseline lane geometry assumptions do not reflect
planned but unfunded improvements because without full finding commitment the improvements
cannot be assumed to be operational by the time the Project is under construction. Consequently,
the Draft EIS/EIR relies on a conservative methodology to project level-of-service results that
may be more realistic than those level of service results that are based on assumptions which
may not be realized m a timely manner.

Response to Comments 9-88 and 9-89;

Lane geometries and signal timing were checked with City of Dublin staff and were adjusted to
determine whether any new significant impacts would occur. The City’s assumptions resulted in
the same or better level of service resulis. As stated in Response to Comment 9-87, the Draft
EIS/EIR used conservative assumptions, and is therefore a worst-case analysis. Actual
mitigation requirements for the development of one or both projects in Dublin would be
determined as part of the County’s final development plans, based on the project that is
ultimately approved by the County Board of Supervisors and reviewed by the City of Dublin.

Response to Comment 9-90:

Contrary to the commentor’s assertions, the baseline conditions analysis is complete and
provides an accurate basis for a conservative analysis of the fraffic impacts associated with the
Proposed Action. The Draft EIS/EIR states in the last paragraph on page 9-23 that the baseline
condition 1s defined as existing conditions plus future traffic from approved and pending projects
within the vicinity of the proposed Project.

The text on page 9-23 inadvertently refers to “pending projects.” In fact, the evaluation of
baseline conditions is based on existing conditions plus future traffic from approved projects.
These projects are further described in the analysis as projects consisting of developments that
are either under construction, are built but not fully occupied, or are unbuilt but have final
development plan approval.

The second sentence of the last paragraph on page 9-23 is revised as follows to clarify the
definition of baseline conditions:

The baseline condition is defined as existing conditions plus future traffic {from approved
and-pending-preieets within the vicinity of the proposed Project.

The list of approved projects was based on all known projects within the Eastern Dublin
planning area which were approved, occupied, or under construction at the time the County and
OJP/BJA commenced preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR analysis. This approach represented an
accurate projection of baseline traffic conditions in the near-term (2005) scenaric. Moreover,
planned roadway improvements were not assumed in the baseline conditions unless the roadway
improvements were required to be implemented within the horizon of the baseline analysis and
100% funding commitments have been allocated to assure construction of the improvements. In
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this way, the baseline analysis does not overestimate available traffic capacity and underestimate
the traffic impacts at the analyzed intersections. Consequently, the EIS/EIR does not require a
modified analysis of baseline conditions nor does it trigger recirculation. The commentor is also
referred to the Master Response regarding recirculation.

The traffic analysis includes all substantial projects in the vicinity of the proposed project. The
Transit Center traffic study was neither complete nor available at the time of the Notice of
Preparation and the project had not been approved. Most of the Transit Center project occupies
land not included in the East Dublin Specific Plan or its EIR. The Transit Center project was not
approved until November, 2002, just prior to the release of the Draft EIS/EIR. Consequently,
because this project was not approved at the time the traffic analysis was conducted, it was not
mncluded in the baseline conditions. The Transit Center Project is, however, included as a future
pending project in the cumulative analysis as explained in Chapter 17 of the Draft EIS/EIR.

The Draft EIS/EIR indicates that under both near-term {2005) and future (2025) cumulative
condttions, the Proposed Project, in conjunction with baseline and cumulative traffic would
resuit in a significant environmental impact to the Dublin Boulevard/ Dougherty Road
intersection. The commentor is referred to Tables 9-17 through 9.27 and Chapter 17, Tables
17.13 through 17.19. For all baseline plus project and cumulative conditions, the EIS/EIR
reported that unacceptable levels of service would occur at this intersection.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 9-80 regarding the Eastern Dublin Traffic
Impact Fees. The mitigation measures identified in Mitigation Measure 9.1.5 require the County
to contribute its proportionate share to the funding of local roadway and intersection
improvements. It is anticipated that the County either will contribute its fair share through the
construction of the improvements or funding which may consist of the payment of applicable
traffic impact fees. Any of these methods are consistent with the mitigation measures specified
in Mitigation Measure 9.1.5. Consequently, the Draft EIS/EIR does not require recirculation.

The Dublin/Dougherty intersection was analyzed under current lane patterns, as opposed to lane
patterns planned by the City subsequent to the completion of the EIS/EIR traffic study, which
will expand the intersection. The Draft EIS/EIR provides a worst-case analysis.

Response to Comment 9-91:

As noted elsewhere, the Transit Center EIR was approved subsequent to the Notice of
Preparation of the subject EIR, and traffic information from the project was not made available
by the City. Several locations in East Dublin were being improved at the time of the preparation
of the EIR and have subsequently changed. All locations identified by the commentor were in
that category.

Response to Comments 9-92 and 9-93:

Please see Response to Comment 9-88 and 9-89 regarding methodology used in traffic modeling.
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Response to Comment 9-94:

The East Dublin Specific Plan predated many of the traffic tools currently used to analyze traffic
conditions in East Dublin, including the Tri-Valley Transportation Model and the CCTALOS
methodology. The comments refer to the fact that at the time of the preparation of the EDSP, no
significant development was i place in East Dublin. All traffic information was predicted; at
the present time a significant amount of traffic data can be measured (instead of predicted), since
a substantial amount of development has occurred. The point is that traffic conditions did not
develop exactly as predicted in the studies but new measurements are made as required to record
actnal conditions.

Response to Comment 8-95:

Detailed comparisons with the EDSP are not available or relevant. All lane patterns noted
represent proposals or designs previously approved by Dublin or Pleasanton. All improvements
are funded by the East Dublin Traffic Improvement Fee or direct developer construction.

Response to Comment 3-96;

Under Baseline conditions during the p.m. peak hour, approximately one-third
(=1153/(1153+2319) of the traffic on the southbound Tassajara Road approach to the westhound
1-580 ramps intersection is expected to go on the westbound on-ramp. Therefore, no more than
one-third of the eastbound movement on Dublin Boulevard is expected to tum right onto
southbound Tassajara Road and then proceed onto the westbound I-580 on-ramp at the next
intersection. With a triple right, the eastbound curb lane should have the capacity to safely
accommodate this traffic movement. Signage can be placed on the eastbound Dublin Boulevard
approach to inform drivers that the curb lane essentially feeds the I-580 westbound on-ramp.

Response to Comment 9-97;

For the reasons discussed in the prior responses, the baseline TOS analysis 1s accurate and does
not require re-evaluation nor does the Draft EIS/EIR require recirculation. The lane geometries
reflect conservative assumptions regarding the existing roadway configurations as updated to
reflect roadway 1mprovements under construction or for which 100% of the funding has been
allocated. The baseline analysis is based on an accurate list of approved projects representative
of their approval status during the preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR. Pending projects are
accurately reflected in the cumulative impacts analysis. The commentor is also referred to the
Master Response regarding recirculation.

Response to Comment 9-88:

Please refer to response to comment 9-88 and 9-89 regarding the LOS analysis.
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Response to Comment 9-89:

There is no evidence to support the assumption that parking demand would be lower at the Santa
Rita Rehabilitation Cenfer during the summer, when the counts were taken. The level of activity
at the Center 1s generally consistent throughout the year, unlike a school or other use that has
vacation days or periods of theyear. Parking is sufficiently available at the existing lots and in
the proposed lots to accommodate substantially more traffic during the typical weekday, and on
weekends during visiting, and there is space to restripe secure lots in the rear of the Center to
provide additional spaces, as noted in Response to Comment 9-21 and 9-47, and pages 9-84
through 9-87 of the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 9-100:

BART provides direct service between Dublin-Pleasanton and San Francisco-Colma. Therefore,
BART riders originating from the Dublin-Pleasanton with destinations between Hayward and
Fremont would need to transfer to the Fremont line at Bay Fair station. Similarly, those with
destinations along the Richmond line would need to transfer at one of the stations between Bay
Fair and Lake Memiit. Those with destinations along the Concord-Bay Point line would need to
transfer at Oakland West station. The return trip from these three lines would require one
“reverse” transfer similar to the one made on the trip from Dublin-Pleasanton. The Draft
EIS/EIR states the available capacity on BART during both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. The
greatest capactty (1,746 seats) is in the p.m. peak hour, which coincides with when most of the
employees (and perhaps visitors} are expected to leave the East County Government Center to
return home to one of the cities served by BART.

Response to Comment 9-101;

Significance criteria were applied to the analysis to reflect the various alternative sites under
consideration, providing a consistent framework under which a comparison could be made. As
noted on page 9-2 of the Draft EIS/EIR, specific methodologies were used in conducting the
analysis consistent with local practice. The City of Dublin’s General Plan policies and
significance criteria are not appreciably different from the criteria used in the Draft EIS/EIR. The
Project EIS/EIR is consistent with the City’s approach, i.e. LOS D as a goal for Routes of
Regional Significance and at other intersections within the City of Dublin. The Draft EIS/EIR
further identifies any increase of 1% or more on routes that are already operating at LOS E or F
as significant. The impact conclusions are consistent with these criteria.

Response to Comments 3-102, 163 and 104:

Please see Response to Comment 9-97 and the Master Response regarding recirculation at the
beginning of Chapter 2 of this Final EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 9-105:
The City plans to have the following approach lanes at Dublin Boulevard/Dougherty Road:
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NB Dougherty: Triple left, three through and two right tum only lanes.

SB Dougherty: Double left, three through and one shared through right lanes.
WB Dublin: Triple left, two through and one shared through right lanes.

EB Dublin: Singie left, three through and two right turn only lanes.

Rather than assume ali of these approach lanes would be in place under build-out conditions, the
Draft FIS/EIR conservatively uses existing lane configurations because funding has not been
fully allocated to assure that these improvements will be constructed prior to commencement of
the Project. Furthermore, with these improvements, the intersection would operate at a better
level of service. The Draft EIS/EIR provides a worst-case analysis and therefore does not
require amendment. The County would provide a fair share of funding for these improvements,
consistent with Mitigation Measure 9.1.5.

Response to Comment 9-106;

A list of the architectural programs used in calculating the traffic and parking demand is
provided n Chapter 18 of the Drafi EIS/EIR, Section 18.4, under “2. Purpose and Need”. The
trip rates were also based on consultation with the project architects, engineers, County staff, and
surveys of existing operations. The transportation consultants, TJKM Transportation
Consultants, prepared numerous spreadsheets and calculations that are available upon request to
the County of Alameda, as part of the administrative record for the study. Trip generation used
in the yeport is considered conservative, based on the existing traffic patterns at the San Leandro
site of the Juvemle Hall and the Pleasanton site of the Hall of Justice (see pages 9-37 and 9-38 of
the Draft EIS/EIR). In fact, the peak hour trip generation per bed used in the analysis 1s at least
four times as much as existing conditions at the Juvenile Hall in San Leandro. Although this
discrepency was described as allowing for the increased office and court functions at the Project,
in fact the estimate, even accounting for transit use, was overly conservative. Existing activity at
the Hall of Justice in Pleasanton also was measured by TIKM Transportation Consultants. The
estimate of daily and peal hour vehicle trips used in the Draft EIS/EIR is approximately two to
four times the actual measured trip rate per courtroom at the existing facility, providing a
substanttal margin for any error in the transit reduction and ridesharing assumed for the project.

Response to Comment 9-107:

As stated on page 9-57, the trip distribution assumptions are based on “existing travel pattemns,
Project travel pattems for employment, visitors and jurors, and knowledge of the study area, The
estimates represent a composite of all uses at the site, although it is recognized that individual
uses may vary slightly in percentages and travel routes”.

Response to Comment 9-108;

Mitigation Measure 9.1.5 provides that the County should fund a fair share of local roadway
improvements. However, Baseline conditions assume that approved projects are built and
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provide the necessary mitigation measures that are part of that approval. Projected Baseline
traffic levels would not materialize if the proposed Project 1s constructed prior to the Transit
Center, so the mutigation requested by the City would not be required unless and until the Transit
Center is built, at which time the Transit Center developers would provide the required
mitigation, consistent with the City’s approval of that project.

Response to Comment 9-109:

Comment noted regarding the possible benefits of a transportation demand program, ride
sharing, free or discounted BART or other {ransit passes, and the 1-580 Smart Corridor program,
Mitigation Measure 17.1.5a and 17.1.6a contained in the Draft EIS/EIR require implementation
of a TSM/TDM program with shuttle services to and from the BART station, participation in
ridesharing, and other measures for employees and visitors. Additionally, the Draft EIS/EIR
includes Mitigation Measure 17.1.5b and 17.1.6b requiring an enhanced transit prograrm.

Response to Comment 9-110:

Please see response to Comment 9-96.

Response to Comment 9-111:

The resulting level of significance can be determined from the tables that accompany the
analysis. The same mitigation measures apply to the impacts in each scenario, and they are
equally effective in addressing the identified impacts as previously stated in the first instance.
See Tables 9.19, 9.21, 9.23, 9.25, and 9.27 in the Draft EIS/FIR.

Response to Comment 9-112:

Impacts to the Dougherty Road / Dublin Boulevard intersection are classified as significant in the
Draft EIS/EIR according to the established signficance criteria, which are consistent with the
City of Dublin General Plan and professional judgement and practice in the area. As stated on
page 9-61, mitigation at this intersection was considered infeasible, to the extent that physical
constraints and projected traffic volumes were known at the time and expected to occur as a
resuft of the conservative assumptions used in the analysis. The proposed Project will contribute
1ts fair share of the funding toward implementation of roadway improvements necessary to
mitigate the significant impacts of the proposed Project. Such funding may contribute to the
funding of planned uvitimate improvements and other applicable improvements identified for
other recently approved projects in the vicinity, provided that these improvements also are
required to mitigate for the impacts of the proposed Project. The County concurs that if the East
County Government Center site is selected as the alternative for either project, the County will
coniribute its fair share toward the implementation of the planned intersection improvements at
Dougherty Road/Dublin Boulevard. The City’s ultimate improvements at that location may
result in better-then-projected conditions, in which case the impact of the project would be less
than was forecasted in the Draft EIS/EIR. Recirculation of a Draft BEIS/EIR 1is not required when
no new significant impacts are 1dentified.
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Response to Comment 9-113:

As stated in the Draft-EIS/EIR, page 9-87, parking required for the East County Hall of Tustice is
850 spaces. This number has been calculated based upon an analysis of the parking demand of
the existing Pleasanton courthouse, as adjusted for greater occupancy of the facility, plus the
needs of the jurors, jury pool, lawyers, witnesses, visitors, and the general public. It is a
conservative number, but, if additional parking is later determined to be needed, the site is large
enough to accommodate the construction of more surface parking.

Response to Comment 9-114:

In a letter dated February 24, 2003, the LAVTA general manager considers the expansion in
service that may be needed with the proposed Project:

As the current WHEELS fixed-route service in the affected area is not at capacity, parts
of the anticipated new demand can be accommodaied with the transit services that
presently exist. However, extended temporal coverage for route 1 would likely be
necessary, as DART is not designed ro accommodate lavge point-to-point loads.
Depending on how evenly the demand would be spread out, larger transit vehicles could
also prove necessary in order to accommodate spot surges in ridership, even if these
occur only on particular vips.

Response to Comment 9-115:

In the same letter mentioned above, the LAVTA general manager addresses the financial
implications of improving service:

Since LAVTA's financial resources are severely limited at this point in time, it is
requested that the County, as a sponsor of the project, provide some level of
capital and operating funding for improved transit services to the proposed
Jacilities-improvements that LAVITA otherwise may not be able to provide-as a
condition for approval of the project.

Response to Comment 9-116:

The Draft EIS/EIR assumed that as a worst case condition, up to ten percent of the total daily
trips and peak hour trips to the Project would be made by transit. In fact, the analysis also
assumed that some of the trip reduction at the site would be due to carpooling/ridesharing by
employees and visttors conducting business at the Projects. Furthermore, as noted in Response
to Comment 9-106, the overall trip generation estimates for the Project are between two and four
times as high as the existing operations that were field-measured at the existing Juvenile Hall in
San Leandro and Hall of Justice in Pleasanton. Therefore the transit analysis overestimates
potential demand without compromising the vehicular traffic impact estimates.
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Response to Comment 8-117:

The TSM/TDM Program and Enhanced Transit Program recommended in Mitigation Measures
9.4.5,9.4.6, 17.1.5 and 17.1.6 are recommended in order to finther reduce project-generated
trips. Reducing project-generated trips further reduces traffic volumes using Congestion
Management Program facilities which would be impacted by the Proposed Action. The Draft
EIS/EIR recommends that the County contribute its fair share to regional transportation
mitigation programs through the payment of TVTC fees in order to fund regional transportation
improvements.

The last paragraph on page 17-17 of the Draft EIS/EIR inadvertently refers to different
mitigation measures than those referenced for the impacts determined through the Congestion
Management Agency modeling. Consequently, the following text revisions are included in the
Final EIS/EIR:

Resulting Level of Significance: Even with implementation of Mitigation Measure
17.1.5a and 17.1.6a (TSM/TDM Program), 17.1.5b and 17.1.6b (Enhanced Transit
Program) and 17.1.5¢c and 17.1.6¢ (TVTC Fees) Measure174-5a;-brand-cand 17 4-6ab
and-e-above, the Project’s contnibution of traffic to [-580, Dougherty Road and Dublin
Blvd. could be a significant and unavoidable effect because funding may not be adequate
to provide for implementation of all of the necessary mitigation measures planned for the
Tri-Valley.

Response to Comment 8-118:

In an e-mail dated October 22, 2002 from CMA staff, Hopyard and Santa Rita Roads were not
listed as MTS roadway segments that needed to be analyzed.

Response to Comment 9-119:

Travel distance, VMT, and related impacts to air quality and environmental justice are described
in Chapters 11 and 16. Signalized intersections (including the Project’s study intersections) are
designed to assign right of way to not only drivers, but also pedestrians and bicyclists.

Pedestrian facilities at signalized intersections typically include painted crosswalks, pedestrian
signal indications and push buttons. Bicyclists can dismount and use the pedestrian facilities at a
signalized intersection or travel on the road as a regulated vehicle. In the vicinity of the Dublin
alternative sites, the following roadway segments have bike lanes:

Dubli Bivd. (Demarcus to Hacienda)

W/B - Striped only at intersections between RT & through until after Sybase parking lot
entrance (before Arnold) then paved off-street “trail”. No Bike Lane signs.

E/B — Striped only at intersections between RT & through. No sidewalk.

Amold (Dublin Blvd. to Gleason)
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N/B — Narrow paved frail on cast side of street until Central Pkwy then striped on street until
Gleason. No Bike Lane signs until striped area.

S/B - Striped with signs from Gleason to Central Pkwy then no Bike Lane on this side.
Hacienda (Dublin Blvd. to Gleason): Bike lane and signs both ways
Central Pkwy (Hacienda to Arnold): Bike lane and signs both ways
Gleason (Hacienda to Amold): Bike lane and signs both ways

Trip reduction strategies under Mitigation Measures 9.4.2b, 9.4.5a, and 9.4.6a could include
incentives for bicycle use, and would include pedestrian travel to and from transit stops. Due to
the County-wide and sub-County-wide service arca of the Projects, few pedestrians are expected
to travel to the sites without making a vehicular connection. On-site pedestrian safety is
addressed as part of each of the site plans through the provision of adequate sidewalks, as
mandated by the Americans with Disabilities Act and other codes and practices.

Mitigation Measures 9.4.2b, 9.4.5a, and 9.4.6a on pages 9-96 and 9-108 of the Draft EIS/EIR
are hereby amended to include incentives for bicvcle use, as follows:

Mitigation Measnre 9.4.2b: TSM/TDM Program. The County of Alameda should
develop and implement a Traunsportation Systems Management/Transportation Demand
Management program for this Project designed to reduce the use of single-occupant
vehicles, particularly during peak hour periods. This program should include such
strategies as on-site distribution of transit information and passes, provision of shuttle
services to and from the BART station, participation in ridesharing services, preferential
parking for vanpools and carpools, provision of on-site bicycle parking and employee
showers, and potentially flexible or staggered work hours.

Mitigation Measure 9.4.5a and 9.4.6a: TSM/TDM Program. The County of Alameda
should implement a Transportation Systems Management/Transportation Demand
Management program for this Project designed to reduce the use of single-occupant
vehicles, particularly during peak hour periods. This program should include such
strategies as on-site distribution of transit information and passes, provision of shuttle
services to and from the BART station, participation in ridesharing services, preferential
parking for vanpools and carpools, provision of on-site bicycle parking and emplovee
showers, and potentially flexible or staggered work hours.

Response to Comment 9-120:

Commuter trips are very similar for the Juvenile Justice Facility and other office and government
uses, because the use includes a substantial component of offices, courts, and daytime
employees. Visitor trips for those conducting business with the courts, administrative offices,
and detention center were estimated to account for approximately 60% of the total peak hour
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trips, thereby providing a substantial opportunity for trip reduction if employer participation is
encouraged through existing and enhanced trip reduction programs.

Response to Comment 9-121;

Please see Response to Comment 2-1. Helicopter noise sometimes occurs in the area.
According to the 1995 Woodward Clyde study, Noise Source Inventory and Noise Abatement
Plan for Parks Reserve Forces Training Area, Dublin CA, "The limited Camp Parks-related
helicopter activity was also found to cause minimal cumulative noise effects upon the
community (noise levels less than 55 dBA Ldn)". (pg 4-1) Helicopters monitoring freeway
conditions are often more prevalent than military helicopters. In either case, helicopter noise
would not impair the function of the juvenile hall and courts at the Dublin location. The
following change is hereby made to the discussion in the Draft EIS/EIR:

Page [2-14 and Page 12-19, Aviation Operations in Site Vicinity

The City of Livermore Airport is located more than six miles east of the site, and no
private aviation facilities are located in the vicinity, Military helicopters also occasionally
fly in ihe Parks RETA area.

This modification does not alter the conclusion of the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 9-122:

According to the Draft EIS/EIR noise section, "LT-1 was made in the center of the rear yard of
#5764 Idlewood Street behind an 8-foot sound wall along Hacienda Drive. At this location,
Hacienda Drive was the major noise source, Construction of nearby offices also contributed to
noise levels. Distant gunfire from the County Sheriff’s Shooting Range was audible but not
measurable at this location. The CNEL measured at this location was 58 dBA. The hourly data
are displayed graphically in Figure 10.9. Measurement LT-2 was made on a pole at the corner of
Idlewood Court and Winterbrook Avenue approximately 60 feet from the sound wall off Gleason
Drive. At this site, gunshots were more audible but not measurable over the noise from traffic on
Gleason Drive. The CNEL at this location was 57 dBA." During the monitoring surveys, even
with distant gun range use audible, Community Noise Equivalent Levels (CNEL) are within
acceptable limits, and thus no significant impact would occur.

Response to Comment 9-123:

Table 10.4 1n the Draft BIS/EIR provides noise exposure criteria from the City of Dublin General
Plan Noise Element. .

Response to Comment 8-124;

Commient in agreement with the Draft EIS/EIR conclusion regarding significant noise impacts is
noted.
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Response to Comment 9-125;

Quiet paving is ofien open-grade asphalt or rubberized asphalt. Cost depends upon the
underiying structure of the existing road. If the existing road bed is in good shape, a simple
overlay may suffice. [fthe current roadbed is substandard then more major reconstruction can be
necessary. Ifthe existing road is currently in good shape, noise attenuation can be on a local
road (35 mph) may be on the order of 2-4 dBA. Some studies have found that repaving severely
degraded roads with quiet paving materials can produce reductions ranging from 7-10 dBA.

Response to Comment 9-126:

Noise mitigations proposed in the Draft EIS/EIR would be sufficient to protect the possible
future development of a public park near Site 15A from temporary construction noise impacts.
Impact 10.3.6 concerns construction noise impacts, Therefore, regardless of whether a
neighborhood park is planned adjacent to Site 15A as a part of the Transit Center development
plan, there is no existing noise sensitive receiver that would be impacted by the temporary
construction noise. Future development of a public park would be affected more by local traffic
than by construction activity. As described on page 10-18 of the Draft EIS/EIR, Dublin Blvd.
currently generates an Ldn of 70 dBA along the roadway, and 64 dBA at 118 feet from the
roadway. Construction noise due to development of the Hall of Justice at Site 15A would
generate noise on the order of 60 dB at the park site, consistent with the description of potential
impacts to the public park near the Pardee/Swan site (see page 10-32 of the Draft EIS/EIR). In
addition, the Transit Center project was one of the other project analyzed as a part of the
cumulative impacts analysis in Chapter 17 (See p. 17-5.) Cumulative noise impacts for the East
County Government Center/Site 15A alternative are discussed at page 17-57 of the Draft
EIS/EIR. The commentor has not identified any significant new information that would require
recirculation. The commentor is referred to the Recirculation Master Response. Clarification of
this potential impact is provided in the following amendment to the Draft EIS/EIR, consistent
with the discussion of the Pardee/Swan site:

Page 10-33, fourth paragraph:

Impact 10.3.6: Site 15A

MNOIMPACT- LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. There are no existing noise
sensitive residential receivers in the vicinity of Site 15A, but offices are located within
500 feet and a future park is planned west of Amold Drive. Construction activities will
result in a temporary increase in the local noise levels of over 60 dB at the offices and
any future use of the park site, However, the offices are provided with substantial
shielding due to the new construction technology used at the building and are not
considered a sensitive receptor for the purmpose of this analysis. The planned park is not
vet in use, and this would not cause a significant impact upon the transient use of the park
and frail facilities because the visitors are present for relatively short periods of time,
Construction activities will, therefore. cause a less than significant impact. —therefore;
eause-ne Therefore. this is considered a less-then-significant adverse impacts.
Construction of the new East County Hall of Justice is not associated with the demolition
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of the existing Juvenile Hall or the existing Gale/Shenone Courthouse, so there would be
no demoiition-related noise impacts.

Response tc Comment 8-127:

Consfruction-generated ground borne vibration is normally only significant when pile driving or
blasting occurs. Pile driving has not been identified as being necessary to construct the Juvenile
Justice Facility or the East County Hall of Justice, based on the expectation that fill soils will be
removed and replaced and the continuous and/or isolated spread footings would adequately
support the two to four story buildings. This is consistent with the conclusions of the
geotechnical reports for the East County Government Center site and for Cisco Systems at Site
15A. The Draft EIS/EIR does not need to be recirculated because no new significant imnpact has
been 1dentified.

Response to Comment 9-128:

According to CEQA Section 21081.6, applicants must prepare mitigation monitoring plans and
implement them. When the project is approved by elected officials, all adopted air quality
mitigation measures will be incorporated into the Mitigation Monitoring Plan adopted in
conjunction with the CEQA findings.

Response to Comment 9-129; )

The staff at Illingworth & Rodkin, who prepared the air quality section of the Draft EIS/EIR,
used all of the most detailed and current information for calculating air quality impacts. The
state has about 35 air districts, and some of the larger districts have published CEQA Guidelines.
Each air district has developed different information and, in these handbooks, it is customary to
reference data rather than reproduce it. The South Coast Air Quality Management District, with
a large staff and significant financial resources, has published an excellent CEQA Air Quality
Handbook. This handbook provides general construction emission factors for projects, based on
estimated development sizes. The primary source for significance thresholds is the BAAQMD
CEQA Guidelines. Please note that emission factors are the input to a model or calculation.
Significance thresholds are the standards to which the results of this modeling are compared.

Response to Comment 9-130:

Ten new buses would serve the project from about 9 a.m. to 2 p.m. five days a week. Each bus
would make about two trips per hour of five miles each. Annual bus emissions would increase
by the followimg: ROG 11.7 lIbs, CO 32.0 1bs, NOX 158 Ibs, PM10 2.4 ibs.

Response to Comment 9-131:

Motor vehicles air emission calculations are based on the project's traffic study. Calculation
methodology uses the same basic assumptions for each site (e.g., vehicle fleet mix). The EIR.
preparers have not made a judgment whether a proposed site creates "excessive VMT" or not.
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Response to Comment 8-132:

Many of the technical calculations and model runs are not appropriate for the text of an EIR
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15006}. Technical details of the CO hotspot modeling are avaiiable
as part of the administrative record, on file with the County of Alameda. Also please note that
almost the entire state of California is in attainment of state and federal CO standards, primarily
because of reformulated gasoline and cleaner vehicle standards that have been implemented.

Response to Comment 9-133:

Remediation (as noted in Mitigation Measure 12.1.6) to effectively reduce the potential health
hazards of the contaminated soil that exists on the site from previous activities would also
remove the source of on-site poltutants that may contribute to groundwater contamination. As
noted on page 12-22, the main source of VOCs detected in the groundwater on the site appears to
be off-site, on the adjacent parcel to the east. Alameda County GSA has undertaken
characterization activities but has not been named a responsible party for cleaning up this
potential source of groundwater contamination.

Response to Comment 9-134:

See Responses to Comments 9-121 and 2-1. Military helicopters occasionally fly in the vicinity
of the Parks RFTA area, although this activity has been described as “limited.”

Page 12-14 and Page 12-19, Aviation Operations in Site Vicinity

The City of Livermore Airport is located more than six miles east of the site, and no
private aviation facilities are located in the vicinity. Military helicopters also occasionally
flv in the Parks RFTA area.

Response to Comment 9-135:

Active military use of the East County Government Center site ended in about 1958 and all the
buildings were demolished or removed/relocated. Military use of the site had involved
predominantly administrative and residential military activities, and no significant military
research and development was conducted on site that would result in exposure to radiological
contanunation.

The results of the Environmental Site Assessment activities conducted to date strongly suggests
that impacts to soil which may be encountered during site redevelopment are no more significant
than those encountered during redevelopment of any of the adjacent former military areas.
Studies have not identified conditions that would require extensive remediation prior to
redevelopment, i.e. chemical contamination has not been detected at concentrations that would
suggest the presence of hazardous waste and concentrations that exceed established risk
thresholds. Furthermore, common and routine site development procedures such as worker
notification, dust control measures and work stoppage when unusual conditions are encouniered
conducted in association with a Soil Handling/Management Plan (SMP), will effectively address
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and mitigate potential risks of exposure including those potentially associated with asbestos
containing materials {ACM) and lead based paint (LBP). An SMP will be prepared based on the
actual development scheme selected.

Parks RFTA Building 305 was not located on the East County Government Center site. Part of
this confusion is that building numbering schemes were specific to the military unit that was
governing the area during a specific time period. There have been at least 2 Building 305°s in
the Parks RFTA arca; circa 1944-1958 --Building 305 was located several blocks to the south of
the Fast County Govermment Center site and was occupied by a boiler room, and circa 1958 to
2000 - Building 305 was located just off of 8th Street on the west side of the military reservation
near Dougherty and was initially used as a dormitory, and later used as a “Hot Lab” for the US
Naval Radiological Defensge Laboratory (NRDL).

The NRDL use of Buildings 305, 310 and 131 (all located on the west side of Parks RI'TA/Parks
Reserve Forces Training Area), as well as open areas in the uplands more than 1 mile north
(Chronic Irradiation Facility) and % mile west (Animal Farm) of the East County Government
Center site. While these facilities are no longer in use, they have been the subject of studies
conducted by the US Army Corp of Engineers and other military branches for several years. The
Animal Farm site has already been redeveloped. Cs-137 contamination has been identified in the
vicinity of some of the buildings and reportedly animal carcasses have been encountered and
removed from the animal farm.

A Preliminary Environmental Site Assessment was prepared for the East County Govermment
Center site, which identified several potential environmental conditions. (See Draft EIS/EIR
page 12-13.} Although the extent of the contamination is not yet fully known, the Soil
Handling/Management Plan that the contractors will be required to prepare pursuant to
Mitigation Measure 12.1.5 will contain, among other things, a contingency plan that will ensure
that construction workers are adequately protected from health impacts associated with potential
exposure to contamination. The commentor has not identified any new significant information
that would require recirculation {See Recirculation Master Response).

Response to Comment 9-136:

As noted in Impact 12.7 {page 12-25 of the Draft EIS/EIR), none of the alternatives, including
those in Dublin, have Priority 1 High Risk Facilities that pose a high risk of an accident for the
release of hazardous materials. No Hazardous Material Business Plan (HMBP) is required.

Response to Comment 9-137;

Soil and groundwater quality at Site 15A have been investigated by Lowney (2000-2002) and
Versar (2001). Information regarding these studies was summarized in the Draft EIS/EIR
Figures 6.8 and 6.9, and Pages 12-14 through 12-19, Page 12-22 and 12-23. The results of the
Envirommental Site Assessment activities conducted to date suggests that the site does not
contain conditions that would require extensive remediation prior to redevelopment, 1.e. chemical
contamination has not been detected at concentrations that would suggest the presence of

Alameda County Juvenile Justice Facility/East County Hall of Justice — Final EIS/EIR Page 2-99



Chapter 2: Responses to Comments

hazardous waste and concentrations that exceed established risk thresholds. Furthermore,
common and routine site development procedures such as worker notification, dust control
measures and work stoppage when unusual conditions are encountered conducted in association
with a Soil Handling/Management Plan (SMP), will effectively address and mitigate potential
risks of exposure including those potentiaily associated with asbestos containing materials
{ACM) and lead based paint {LBP). An SMP will be prepared based on the actual development
scheme selected.

Response to Comment 5-138:

Site remediation is a standard method of reducing the potential for impacts associated with
elevated levels of hydrocarbons and is proposed as Mitigation Measure 12.1.6 (see page 12-23).
Use of “should” and “recommmended” in this context does not mean that site remediation will not
be conducted. Instead, the recommendations in this mitigation present the various options
(including hauling soil offsite, case closure of two former service stations, and preparation of a
soil management plan) that are available to achieve site remediation and render the potential
hazard less than significant.

Response to Comment 9-13%:

Comment noted. The County is exempt from local land use, zoning and building regulations,
including the impacts fees described in this commeni subiect to the restrictions on the County’s
immunity resulting from the May 4, 1993 Annexation Agreement. See Responses to Comments
9-27 and 9-30. Should the County select the East County Government Center/Site 15A
alternative, the County would pay any applicable impact fees.

Page 13-13, new paragraph 4:

The City of Dublin currently levies a fire protection fee for new development to offset the
cost of providing new station. equipment and personnel. The fee 1s meant {o reduce the
mmpacts of future development on the Ciiy’s existing fire facilities. Fees are paid to the
City at the time of building permit issuance based on square footage of the respective

building(s).

Page 13-13, new paragraph 3:

Dublin currently charges a public facilities fee for new developments to finance public
improvements including, but not limited too. neighborhood and community parks. Fees
are imposed on the basis of population created by various development types and paid at
the fime of building permit issuance. Maintenance of parkiand is funded by the City’s
General Fund,

Page 13-10, new paragraph 3:

Dublin currently charges a nublic facilities fee for new developments to finance public
improvements including, but not limited too, libraries. Fees are imposed on the basis of
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population created by various development types and paid at the time of building permit
1ssuance.

The Noise Mitigation Fee does not apply to either the East County Government Center or Site
15A as they are both public facilities and therefore exempted from the fee.

Response to Comment 9-140:

Comment noted. The Draft EIS/EIR has been amended to reflect that the neighborhoed park is
part of the recentiy approved Transit Center, as follows:

Page [3-15, paragraph 2:

The City park facifities nearest the East County Government Center site are to the east,
within approximately one mile. The first is Emerald Glen Park, a 28-acre community
park that offers sports facilities, a snack bar, picnic area and a restroom. The second
facility 1s a public access walking and hiking trail along Tassajara Creek. The trail
follows the creek from Interstate I-580 north, and although the creek continues, the trail
currently ends along the western side of the subdivision north of Gleason Drive. Alameda
County Flood Confrol and Water Conservation District (Zone 7) owns the right-of-way
and has entered into an agreement with the City of Dublin permitting public use of the
maintenance trail provided the City maintains the trail and assumes financial
responsibility for the public’s use of the trail. The City has also approved a third facility,
a new Neighborhood Park. This new park will be located to the south, on Site F of the
Transit Center, There are additional parks and recreation facilities near the East County
Government Center site, but these are private facilities for residents of area subdivisions.
Additionally, a neighborhood park will be developed on Site F of the recently approved
Transit Center, which will be located west of Site 154,

Response to Comment 9-141:

Comment noted. As explained in the discussion of Impact 13.1.1 (p. 13-18), the indirect impacts
on public services would be no greater than otherwise expected for anticipated growth in the
region, and these indirect impacts would, in part, be mitigated by the payment of applicable
impact fees associated with new residential development already occurring in these area. The
1mpacts on public services resulting from the number of visitors to the East County Hall of
Justice on City facilities are direct impacts of the Project. Therefore, these impacts resulting
from increased visitors do not need to be examined as part of the Impact 13.1, Indirect Effects on
Public Services section. It should be noted that the direct impacts on City facilities from visitors
to the East County Hall of Justice are addressed throughout Chapter 13 of the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 9-142:

As stated 1n the Draft BEIS/EIR, all security at the Juvenile Justice Facility would be provided by
the Alameda County Sheriff’s Office and/or the Alameda County Probation Department, not the
City of Dublin Police Department. As noted in the comment, it was the Sheriff’s Office who
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responded to the calls for service at the existing San Leandro facility, not the City of San
Leandro Police Department. Actual calls for service in the last year for the entire complex was
61. They covered a range of issues, not all of which were crime related. Calls for service from
within the institution at Dublin would by agreement go to the Sheriff’s Department. The City of
Dublin Police Department would not experience any increased amount of calls for service from
within the new facility, as the new facility will not be within their jurisdiction. All impacts
related to the City of Dublin Police services are found to be less-than-significant for reasons
given in impact section 13.3.5 and 13.3.6 of the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 9-143:

It is true that building the project will bring more people to the area during the daytime hours if
the facility is constructed. The presence of more people often results in demand for more police
officers. In terms of environmental analysis, visitors and employees are categorized as daytime
population, and would not have any more impact on police services than would an increase an
equal increase in the residential population of the area. This is because calculation of police
service demand in Dublin is based on a simple ratio of 1.38 officers to 1,000 residents.
Theoretically, this daytime population might have less of an impact than permanent residents
because they would leave during the night, lowering the impact on police services for that shift.
It also must be noted that just because a person visits an inmate he/she is not more likely to
commit a crime than any other person. The City of Dublin has already taken into account an
increasing population in its Eastern Dublin Specific Plan for the surrounding neighborhood. The
project will not increase the population, and consequently raise the demand for police services,
beyond what has already been forecasted for Eastern Dublin by the City. In other words, the
increased daytime population and subsequent increased police services demand generated by the
Project has already been taken into account and planned for by the City. Therefore, the Project’s
increased demand for police services is not a significant environmental impact because it does
not exceed the predicted police services demand allotted for the area in the City’s General Plan.

Response to Comment 9-144:

Comment noted. The planned landscaped 2-acre park-like setting will undergo the SDR process
to determine whether it is adequate with respect to all City rules and regulations governing
recreational facilities.

Response to Comment 9-145:

Site 15A will have a public plaza and landscaping, but it will not include the 2-acre park-like
setting found in the plans for the East County Government Center. It 1s plausible that many of
the employees at the new East County Hall of Justice will use the proposed park if it is built, as
will employees of many of the surrounding businesses. The City of Dublin Eastern Dublin
Specific Plan has already anticipated an ainount of park demand that excceds the projected park
demand generated by the project. Thus, there 1s no significant impact from the project above and
beyond what was already predicted for Eastern Dublin. Therefore, the project does not need to
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identify mitigation measures because there is no direct significant impact on park demand from
the project to mitigate.

Response to Comment 8-146:

As noted in the Draft EIS/EIR, page 14-18, the water demand factors are derived from Table 3-4
of the DSRSD’s Water Master Plan (September 2000), The DSRSD’s Final Water Service
Analysis for Eastern Dublin (2001) provides an analysis that “demonstrates that it [DSRSD] has
secured sufficient water suppiies to serve the approximately 4,970,000 gpd potable water
demand for all of Eastern Dublin”(see page 14-21). This analysis included the demand for
potable water that would be generated by the Project on this site.

As the commentor notes, the Draft EIS/EIR discusses water demand using the unit of “gallons
per day.” This unit 1s used both in the analysis of the increase in water demand that may occur as
a result of the Project and for the total water demand projected by the service area provider (i.e.,
EBMUD or DSRSD) over a given time frame. By using the same units for water demand,
comparing the total demand to the demand created by the Project is straightforward and is
included in the analysis for each alternative. For example, on page 14-18, the analysis includes
the following: “under this alternative [the increased demand] represents approximately 0.2
percent of this overall demand [for EBMUD’s water].”

Response to Comment 9-14T:

The discussion on page 14-13 regarding storm drainage on the East County Government Center
site describes the presence of an existing 48-inch pipe on Broder Boulevard that empties into the
detention basin (see the second bullet in this section). See also Response to Comment 9-64.

Response to Comment 8-148:

Use of the terms “recommended” and “should” in Mitigation Measures 14.1.5 and 14.1.6 is not
intended to suggest that that this aspect of the mitigation measures would not be required. In the
event that the East Government Center/Site 15A alternative is selected, and the Project is
approved, Alameda County would be required, pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, to
implement these mitigation measures. Mitigation Measures 14.1.54A, 14.15B, 14.1.6A and
14.1.6B would apply to the East County Government Center and Site 15A, respectively. The
Draft EIS/EIR is revised as follows:

Page 14-21, paragraph 2:

Although water supply is available to serve the potable water demands of the East County
Government Center site, the following mitigation measures would further seasure—is
recommended o reduce water demand consistent with current regulations:

Mitigation Measure 14.1.5A: Water Conservation. Mitigation Measure 14.1.2A (see
above), for alf the Project components, would apply to this alternative. Additionally, all
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landscaping at the facility should comply with DSRSD’s Water Efficient Landscape
Ordinance to minimize use of irrigation water.

Mitigation Measure 14.1.58: Recycled Water Use. DSRSD ordinance requires that
recycled water be used for all approved customer categories for all new land uses,
including the East County Government Center site, within the DSRSD potable water
service area. The East County Government Center would shewld-be required to install
dual water systems and a recycled water distribution system to serve all outdoor irrigation
needs of this facility.

Resulting Level of Significance: Although this impact 1s considered less than significant
due to the availability of water supplies from DSRSD to serve this alternative, the
mitigation measures recommended above would serve to further reduce water demand
consistent with DSRSD ordinances and regulations.

Page 14-22, paragraph 1.

Based on DSRSD’s Final Water Service Analysis for Eastern Dublin (DSRSD, 2001)
DSRSD has demonstrated that it has secured sufficient water supplies to serve the
approximately 4,970,000 gpd potable water demand for all of Eastern Dublin, assuming
significant exterior water demands are met with recycled water. This amount of water
demand was predicated on a more intense development plan for Site 15A than this
alternative. The Eastern Dublin Specific Plan assumed that this site would be developed
with as many as 375 high-density residential units, generating a demand for
approximately 52,000 gpd. The East County Hall of Justice, although generating an
increased demand for water supplies, would generate approximately 10,000 gpd less
demand that what has already been planned for, and water supply acquired by DSRSD.
Therefore, water supplies are currently available to serve this project aiternative.
Additionally, demand for potable water would be reduced in the EBMUD service area.
Although water supply is available to serve the Site 15A, the following mitigation
measures would further measure-isrecommended-to reduce water demand consistent with
current regulations:

Mitigation Measure 14.1.6A: Water Conservation. Mitigation Measure 14.1.5A (see
above), for all the Project components, would apply to this alternative.

Mitigation Measure 14.1.6B: Recycled Water Use. Mitigation Measures 14.15B (see
above) would apply.

Resulting Level of Significance: Although this impact is considered less than significant
due to the availability of water supplies from DSRSD to serve this alternative, the
mitigation measures recommmended above would serve to further reduce water demand
consistent with DSRSD ordinances and regulations.

These modifications do not alter the conclusion of the Draft EIS/EIR nor do they trigger the need
for recirculation.
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Response to Comment 9-149;

See Response to Comment 9-148.

Response to Comment 9-150:
Comment noted. The Draft EIS/EIR is revised as follows:

14.3.5: East County Government Center

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The East County Government Center would
incrementally increase system-wide demand for wastewater treatment and disposal.
However, future development of this site has been anticipated in the Eastern Dublin
Specific Plan and DSRSD’s long-term service plans and existing and planned wastewater
treatment facilities at the Wastewater Treatment Plant can accommodate the wastewater
increase attributed to this altemative, Similarly, completion of the larger LAVWMA
wastewater disposal pipe from the DSRSD Wastewater Treatment Plant to the EBDA’s
outfall pipe to San Francisco Bay would be adequate to accommodate imncreased
wastewater flows from this alternative. Therefore, treatment and disposal of increased
wastewater flows associated with this alternative would be less than significant. DSRSD
currently charges wastewater cormection and other fees on all new development within
the District’s service area. The Project would pay these wastewater and other fees to the
DSRSD, as required. Fees are used for construction of planned wastewater treatment and
disposal system capital improvements, as well as ongoing wastewater system
maintenance.

14.3.6: Site 15A

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. Similar to the above East County Government
Center site, future development of Site 15A (at intensities greater than would occur under
this altemative) has been anticipated in DSRSD’s long-term service plans. Existing and
planned wastewater treatment [acilities at the Wastewater Treatment Plant and
completion of the larger LAVWMA wastewater disposal pipe from the DSRSD
Wastewater Treatment Plant to the EBDA’s outfall pipe to San Francisco Bay would be
adequate to accommodate increased wastewater flows from this alternative. Therefore,
treatment and disposal of increased wastewater flows associated with this altermative
would be less than significant. DSRST wastewater connection and other fees on
development of this alternative would he used for construction of planned wastewater
treatment and disposal system capital improvements, as well as ongoing wastewater
system maintenance. The Project would pay wastewater and ofher fees to the DSRSD, as
required,- and this alternative would have a less than significant impact on these
infrastructure systems.

These modifications do not alter the conclusion of the Draft EIS/EIR.
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Response to Comment 3-151:

See Responses to Comments 11-8 and 9-63.

Response to Comment 8-152:

As noted in Mitigation Measure 14.5.5 in the Draft EIS/EIR, the timely completion of the bypass
system and/or additional offsite interim drainage storm drainage improvements, and
implementation of the SWPPP, will be required to provide adequate storm drainage. As noted on
page 14-31, an offsite detention basin is one of the interim improvements that may be undertaken
if the bypass system is not completed in time to service the proposed development at the site.
The basin would be located on County property, at the mouth of the creek that enters the Santa
Rita Rehabilitation Center from the north via the Parks RFTA property. Mitigation Measure
14.5.5 has been modified to include this clarification (see Response to Comment 9-64).

Response to Comment 9-153:

Comment incorporating earlier comments regarding storm drains are noted. See Responses to
Comments 9-59 through 9-68.

Response to Comment 9-154:

Page 15-10 of the Draft EIS/EIR states in part: “Qualified professionals prepared archacological
assessments for the East County Govermment Center, Site 15A, Existing San Leandro Property
and the Pardee/Swan sites. Since there are no existing buildings on the East County Government
Center, Site 15A, and the Pardee/Swan sites, no historical assessment of sites was required.”
Historical assessments refers to reports specific to buildings. Since no buildings were present, a
historical assessment was not conducted. However, the sites were reviewed and examined for
non-striuctural potential as cultural resources, as discussed on page 15-22 and elsewhere in the
Draft EIS/EIR. The EIS/EIR concludes that past activities at the site and Parks RETA in general
are not historically important and/or have been removed or highly disturbed by extensive earth
movement since the 1950s when the major operations at the site were discontinued (see pages
15-6, 15-22 and 15-24). Measures are in place fo halt construction, evaluate finds, and
implement appropriate mitigation for archeological resources (see page 15-28). If any
significant finds are made, the evaluation would also determine if they were related to any past
uses at the site, which would include historical uses. The Draft EIS/EIR mitigation measures are
consistent with standard mitigation measures required of development projects, consistent with
State law.

Response to Comment 9-155:

The environmental justice impact discussion on pages 16-13 through 16-15 of the Draft EIS/EIR.
includes consideration of the transportation difficulties associated with operation of a Juvenile
Justice Facility or Hall of Justice at the East County Government Center site as they would relate
to anyone attempting to travel by public transit from the west County to the east County. The
text on page 16-14 is hereby amended to clarify the subject of the discussion, as follows:

Alameda County Juvenile Justice Facility/East County Hali of Justice — Final EIS/EIR Page 2-106



Chapter 2: Responses to Commenis

The East County Government Center Site is suited to development as a Juvenile Justice
Facility and/or Hall of Justice and would not present any environmental hazards to the
detainees. However, the site’s location could present some transportation difficulties for
families and others associated with the detainees, probationers, and other users of the
Juvenile Justice Facility. Probationers report locally and at a central facility on a varving
basis. Court filings, hearings, and other activities at the juvenile courts also would
require regular transportation to and from the site. The County’s transportation plan
woulid address each of these needs by enhancing bus service from the Dublin BART
station throughout the day.

The statement on page 16-8 of the Draft FIS/EIR regarding population and arrest patterns is not
intended to indicate that the Tri-Valley would be centrally located, but shows that existing
“services are gencrally concentrated in areas of higher population density where there are
corresponding arrest rates.”

Response to Comment 9-156;

It 1s acknowledged that there would be implications to increased travel time and cost that have
ramifications for the detainees, probationers, and their family members.

Response to Comment 9-157:

The County agency responsible for preparing and implementing the transportation plan would
include the General Services Agency as the project developer, the Probation Department as the
project operator, and the County Administrator’s Office as the budget and administrative
controller, with ultimate authority remaining in the Board of Supervisors.

The Draft EIS/EIR estimated up to 1,000 daily transit trips on a weekday if both the Juvenile
Justice Facility and the East County Hall of Justice at the East County Government Center site.
This would break down to 250 during the peak hours, when buses already serve the site, and 100
during the early afiernoon when buses already run, resulting in approximately 650 person-trips in
the daytime or evening during visiting hours. Buses might run every half hour, with improved
service, similar to the existing peak hour pattern, so we'd add about 10 buses between 9 a.m. and
2 p.m. each weekday. We assumed evenly distributed trips, so the new buses would be able to
carry about 400 people seated, and the existing buses from 2 p.m. to 5 p.m. would carry about
250 people. These buses would travel from the Dublin BART station to the site via Hacienda
Drive, loop around the site, and go back to the BART station along Hacienda, a distance of about
5 miles round trip.

As stated on page 16-14 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the plan would necessarily be prepared in
cooperation with the Livermore Amador Vailey Transportation Authority and the City of Dublin.
Funding would be allocated by the Board of Supervisors. Monitoring and reporting would be
incorporated into the adopted mitigation program for the project, when the Board of Supervisors
adopts such a program as part of project approval. '
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Response to Comment 9-158;

The proximity of the Juvenile Justice Project to other public facilities would not be an
envirommental justice impact. The detainees would be shielded from noise and visual contact
with shooting ranges at the Sheriff’s facility and Parks RFTA by distance, buildings, topography,
and site orientation.

Response to Comment 9-159:

The Draft EIS/EIR states, at page 4-31, that the East Dublin Specific Plan and East Dublin
General Plan Amendment "establish a maximum floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.50 and assume a
mid-range {loor-area ratio of 0.25 for Public/Semi-Public land uses," and that approximately
964,000 square feet of development could occur with the 88.5 acre development area "based on
the assumed mid-range FAR." The Draft EIS/EIR further states that, after subtracting the 84,000
square feet of existing development, the East Dublin Specific Plan permits a maximum of
approximately 880,000 square feet of new development within the development area, while the
Project proposes approximately 620,000 square feet of new development (425,000 sq. ft. for
Juvenile Justice Facility and 195,000 sq. ft. for Bast County Hall of Justice). In its comment, the
commentor acknowledges that density may be averaged across the entire development area.
Based on these facts, the County properly determined that development of the Juvenile Justice
Facility and East County Hall of Justice on the East County Government Center site could be
made consistent with the density/intensity of use permitted on that site. See Responses to
Comments 9-27 and 9-39.

This comment is similar to Comment 9-4. Based on this comment, the Draft EIS/EIR is revised
as follows:

Page 17-1, paragraph 4:

The development of these Projects at any of the sites evaluated i this EIS/EIR would be
consistent with overall land use plans for the areas except, as discussed in detail in
Chapter 4: Land Use and Planning, for Site 15A. This stte 1s not currently designated for
public uses, but 1s designated for High Density Residential. In s terms of density and
intensity of use, all the The sites, including Site 15A, are each located in urban areas with
adequate infrastructure to serve the demands for services, such as water and wastewater,
s0 no substantial infrastructure improvements would be required which could lead to
growth-inducement in neighboring areas.

See also Response to Comment 9-38, which discusses the County’s application to the City of
Dublin to seek a general plan amendment for Site 15A. As noted in that response, the County can
amend its application to change the land use designation of Site 15A to whatever designation the
City deems most appropriate for the East County Hall of Justice. The underlying land use
designation would not alter the physical environmental effects of the East County Hall of Justice,
nor affect the conclusions of the Draft EIS/EIR.
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Response to Comiment 9-160:

If the East County Government Center/Site 15A alternative is selected, employees who lived in
the vicinity of the existing facilities would either have a longer commute, or choose to relocate.
Either way, because the employment at the sites would be relatively small as compared to overall
activity in the area, the impact on the need for housing would be relatively small. Nonetheless,
the BEIS/EIR concludes that because of the overall trend towards increased traffic congestion,
lack of affordable housing and increased demands on public services, there 1s the potential for
significant cumulative growth-inducing impacts. Note that many of the employees for the East
County Hall of Justice currently work at the existing facility in Pleasanton, which is in relatively
close proximity to the proposed facility.

Response to Comment 9-161:

The commentor’s comments regarding the format of Chapter 17 are noted. All of the cumulative
impacts occurring under the “Cumulative Year 2025 pius Scenarios” for the Dublin alternatives
are identified on pages 17-31 through 17-55 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Chapter 17 includes summary
tables illustrating the peak hour intersection levels of service and the intersections which would
be impacted at a significant level with the Proposed Action. That 1s, the impacts which are
addressed by the mitigation measures are the intersections identified in each of the tables
between pages 17-31 and 17-55 that would be significantly impacted by the Proposed Action
under each of the scenarios.

Response to Comment 9-162:

The cumulative analysis considers past, present and reasonably foreseeable projects in
accordance with CEQA and NEPA requirements. The evaluation of past and present actions is
considered to be part of the existing and baseline conditions. Basehine conditions described on
pages 9-29 and 9-30 of the Draft EIS/EIR include “projects and occupancy levels” as of the date
of the analysis. Cumulative projects described on pages 17-26 through 17-28 include “approved
projects [that] were assumed to be fully built out under this scenario.” The evaluation of
reasonably foreseeable projects is based on approved and pending projects as contemplated in
the Eastern Dublin Specific Plan, as amended, and the General Plan. The discussion on page 17-
15 of the Draft EIS/EIR provides a general overview of the basis for cumulative development
within the general vicinity of the East County Government Center site, and highlights that the
recently approved Transit Center and the future East County Government Center Offices should
be considered in conjunction with other approved projects, including the Eastern Dublin
Properties. These projects are consistent with the City of Dublin’s certified EIR for the Transit
Center project.

The East County Government Center offices were considered to be “reasonably foreseeable™
because the Hastern Dublin Specific Plan designates the site for office uses and the County
intends to eventually develop the site. As the Draft EIS/EIR indicates, in addition to the 425,000
Juvenile Justice Facility and the 195,000-square foot East County Hall of Justice, approximately
260,000 square feet of office space also could be developed under the adopted Eastern Dublin
Specific Plan. Thus, if the County were to select the East County Government Center site as the
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selected alternative, it is reasonably foreseeable that the County could develop the additional
offices as the need arises and funds were to become available. {While the commentor correctly
notes that an application has not been filed, the County’s development of offices on this site does
not require an application to be filed with the City at this time.)

The descriptions of the “office” component vary depending upon the scenario under
consideration. The Draft EIS/EIR explains on page 17-24 that up to the total development
potential of 964,000 square feet could occur, including the existing development on the County
Center property north of Gleason Drive (see page 4-32 of the Draft EIS/EIR regarding land uses
at the site). However, if the Juvenile Justice Facility and/or the East County Hall of Justice
projects are constructed, less office development would occur. If one or both of the projects is
not developed at the East County Government Center Site, then the County could eventually
develop other County functions on the site of up to the total development potential of 964,000
square feet, including the existing development elsewhere on the County property north of
(Gleason Drive.

Response tc Comment 9-163:

The project would offset its contribution to cumulative significant impacts to Congdon’s tarplant
and wetlands by implementing Mitigation Measures 8.1.5¢, 8.1.6¢, 8.3.5, and 8.3.6.
Consequently, the Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than significant.
Similarly, the Project would offset its contribution to cumulative impacts to burrowing ow?! and
raptors by implementing Mitigation Measures 8.1.5a and 8.1.5b. It is anticipated that other
development in the project vicinity also would be required to implement similar mitigation
measures consistent with State and federal laws and regulations. Other cumulative development
impacting tarplant, wetlands, raptors and burrowing owl would be expected, or has been
required, to implement sinilar mitigation measures. The Draft EIS/EIR also explains that
although some development in eastern Dublin may result in habitat loss for other federally-and
state-listed species, the Project would not contribute to mupacts associated with these habitats
(see page 17-10).

Response to Comment 9-164:

Comment noted regarding the proposed Project’s potential to add congestion to I-680 and 1-580
freeways, as well as Dougherty Road/Dublin Road. This impact was addressed in the Draft
EIS/EIR at pages 17-16 through 17-55. The Project’s potentially significant unavoidable impact
1s described in that analysis, and the County and OJP/BJA would adopt the necessary findings as
part of their approval of any project in Dublin.

Response to Comment 9-165;

Comment noted. Use of the term “should” in the Mitigation Measures on pp. 17-16 and 17-17 is
not intended to suggest that that these mitigation measures would not be required. In the event
that the East Government Center or Site 15A alternative is selected, and the Project is approved,
Alameda County would be required, pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, to implement
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feasible mitigation measures. Transportation Systems Management/Transportation Demand
Management (TSM/TDM) programs, an enhanced transit program, and contribution of
mitigation fees to a regional transportation agency (in this case, the Tri-Vailey Transportation
Council) to fund regional improvements are standard methods to reduce the potential cumuiative
traffic impacts of'a project. Use of “should” in this context presents the various options that are
available to reduce these impacts. Use of “shall” would not be appropriate given that, as noted on
page 17-17, funding may not be adequate to provide for implementation of all the necessary
mitigation measures planned for the Tri-Valley. The Draft FIS/EIR acknowledges that the lack
of funds to 1implement all the options listed in all three mitigation measures on pages 17-16 and
17-17 may mean that the Project’s contribution to traffic on the I-580, Dougherty Road and
Dublin Boulevard 1s a potentially significant and unavoidable impact.

Response to Comment 9-166:

Comment noted. In fact, Mitigation Measure 17.1 contains several cross-referencing errors. To
ensure consistent numbering with the rest of the Draft EIS/EIR, it is revised as follows:

Page 17-4, Mitigation Measures (Existing San Leandro Property)

Mitigation Measure 17.1.2a 474-1a: Preserve and Enhance Trausit Service in San
Leandro. The County of Alameda should coordinate with AC Transit service planners to
ensure continued service at sufficient frequency and hours of operation to meet the needs
of the Project and to provide a new bus stop at the main entrance to the facility.

Mitigation Measure 17.1.2b ¥4k TSM/TDM Program. The County of Alameda
shouid develop and implement a Transportation Systems Management/Transportation
Demand Management program for this Project designed to reduce the use of single-
occupant vehicles, particularly during peal hour periods. This program should include
such strategies as on-site distribution of transit information and passes, provision of
shuttle services to and from the BART station, participation in ridesharing services,
preferential parking for vanpools and carpools, and potentially flexible or staggered work
hours.

Page 17-6, Resulting Level of Significance (Existing San Leandro Property)
Resulting level of Significance. BEven with implementation of Measure 17.1.2a +7-4-2»

and 17.1.2b +7%4:2b, the Project’s contribution of traffic to I-580 would be a significant
and unavoidable effect.

Page 17-13, Mitigation Measure and Resulting Level of Significance (Pardee/Swan Site)
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Mitigation Measure 17.1.4a +743a: TSM/TDM Program. The County of Alameda
should develop and implement a Transportation Systems Management/Transportation
Demand Management program for this Project designed to reduce the use of single-
occupant vehicles, particularly during peak hour periods. This program should include
such strategies as on-site distribution of transit information and passes, provision of
shuttle services to and from the BART station, participation in ridesharing services,
preferential parking for vanpools and carpools, and potentially flexible or staggered work
hours.

Resulting level of Significance. BEven with implementation of Measure 17.1.4a 17434,
the Project’s contribution of traffic to I-580 would be a significant and unavoidable
effect.

Page 17-16 to 17-17, Mitigation Measures and Resulting Level of Significance (East
County Government Center Site and Site 154)

Mitigation Measure 17.1.5a2 and 17.1.6a: TSM/TDM Program. The County of
Alameda should implement a Transportation Systems Management/Transportation
Demand Management program for this Project designed to reduce the use of single-
occupant vehicles, particularly during peak hour periods. This program should include
such strategies as on-site distribution of transit information and passes, provision of
shuttle services to and from the BART station, participation in ridesharing services,
preferential parking for vanpools and carpools, and potentially flexible or staggered work
hours.

Mitigation Measure 17.1.5b and 17.1.6b: Enhanced Transit Program. The County of
Alameda should implement an enhanced transit program designed to improve access to
the Project, with particular emphasis on expanding LAVTA route coverage and hours
serving the site. Such a program should also consider the potential for participation in
funding LAVTA shuttle services to and from the BART station.

Mitigation Measure 17.1.5¢ and 17.1.6¢: TVTC Fees. The County of Alameda should
contribute a proportionate amount to regional transportation mitigation programs as
determined by the current Tri-Valley Transportation Councii fee program. Regional
improvements that may be implemented through use of these fees may include enhanced
rail and feeder bus transit services, construction or upgrading of I-580 and/or 1-680
freeways, and/or construction or upgrading of alternative road corridors to relieve
demand on the I-580 and I-680 freeways.

Resulting level of Significance. Even with implementation of Measure 17.1.5a. b and ¢

FHASebrand-e, and 17.1.6a, b and ¢, ++4-6a:-b-and-e-above, the Project’s contribution
of traffic to I-580, Dougherty Road and Dublin Blvd. could be a significant and
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unavoidable effect because funding may not be adequate to provide for implementation
of all of the necessary mitigation measures planned for the Tri-Valley.

These modifications do not alter the conclusion of the Draft BEIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 9-167:

The list of built out development projects was provided to identify for the reader the
development projects considered in the Tri-Valley Transportation Model, consistent with the
City of Dublin’s certified Transit Center EIR,

Response fo Comment 9-168:

The fourth paragraph on page 17-28 states that *“the assumed Year 2025 roadway network is
based on existing improvements, improvements currently under construetion, and required
frontage improvements of approved projects.” Similar to the level-of-service analysis for
baseline conditions, the lane geometry assumptions for Year 2025 are conservative. Most of the
East Dublin projects that are assumed to be built-out by Year 2025 will be required to submit
their own traffic impact study that will describe mitigation measures {(e.g., additional approach
lanes at study intersections, new signal phasing, etc.) that may be needed to improve the level-of-
service under future conditions. Rather than assume these mitigation measures will be in place
where funding commitments have been fully ailocated, the Draft EIS/EIR conservatively
assumes that in general the study intersections in Year 2025 will have the approach lanes that
extsted (not necessarily operational) as of December 2002. A reasonable number of lanes were
assumed for approaches that serve an approved project site that is currently vacant, such as the
northbound approach of Arnold Drive at Dublin Boulevard. Once again, this conservative
methodology allows the Draft EIS/EIR to present level-of-service results that may be more
realistic than those based on the assumption that all recommended mitigation measures will be
implemented as part of the future base case conditions. Contrary to the commentor’s assertions,
the cumulative conditions (Year 2025) level-of-service analysis is complete and provides an
accurate basts for a conservative analysis of the traffic impacts associated with the Proposed
Action.

Response to Comment 9-169;

Alternative signal phasing assumptions were used to reevaluate level-of-service at each of the
five intersections. The LOS at these intersections is expected to be essentially the same as that
presented in the DEIR. The other project scenarios would require esser mitigation measures.
Please see Responses to Comments 9-88 and 9-89.

Response to Comment 8-170:
Please refer to Responses to Comments 9-88 and 9-89 regarding the LOS analysis.
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Response to Comment 9-171:

Methodology is described on page 17-25 of the Draft EIS/EIR. The Tri-Valley Transportation
Model was used consistent with the City of Dublin’s certified Transit Center EIR. Mitigation
Measures 17.1.5a, 17.1.6b, 17.1.5a, 17.1.5b, 17.1.5c and 17.1.6¢ are provided in the Draft
EIS/EIR to address the significant impacts to regional roadways. Mitigation Measures 17.2.5a,
17.2.6a, 17.2.5b, 17.2.6b, 17.3.5a, 17.3.6a, 17.3.5b, and 17.3.6b are also provided to address
Impacts identified according to the Tri-Valley Transportation Model for Scenario Al, and similar
measures are provided for ecach of the other scenarios.

Response to Comment 9-172:

Please see Response to Comment 9-105.

Response to Comment 9-173:

Optional mitigation strategies are feasible to address the 1dentified impacts. The County would
coordinate any necessary improvements with the City of Dublin and other responsible parties
such as Caltrans. Payment of fair-share contributions toward mitigation measures would provide
the City with flexibility to implement the measures that it deems most effective.

Response to Comment 9-174:

The Draft EIS/EIR assumed that not all improveménts would be in place, based on the existing
conditions in the field, in order to provide a conservative analysis. If is recognized that some
roadways are already built to accommodate the ultimate planned improvements, but would
require modification to achieve the full improvement. See Response to Comment 9-168.

Response to Comment 8-175:

Comment noted regarding the additional lanes that may be needed within the ultimate right-of-
way along Tassajara Road and Dublin Boulevard. No Project conditions do not represent
mitigation measures that would be required as part of the Project, and so the identified measures
are merely intended to identify existing constraints and potentially needed long-term (year 2025)
improvements. Actual conditions in the year 2025 are likely to be different from those projected
in the analysis, and mitigation would necessarily be refined at such time as the need arises.

Response to Comment 9-176:

See Response to Comment 9-175.

Response to Comment 9-177:

The proposed Project will contribute its fair share of the funding toward implementation of
roadway improvements necessary to mitigate the significant impacts of the proposed Project.
Such funding may contribute to the funding of planned ultimate improvements and other
applicable improvements tdentified for other recently approved projects in the vicinity, provided
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that these improvements also are required to mitigate for the impacts of the proposed Project. A
final list of measures to be funded would be determined in consultation with the City of Dublin
and other responsible parties such as Caltrans following the selection of a Project for
implementation. Long-term cumulative impacts are necessarily uncertain, and may be modified
from the measures suggested in the Draft EIS/EIR, but the potential impacts and reasonable
mitigation measures are adequately identified to provide the reader with an indication of the
potential implications of approving development according to each of the scenarios.

Response to Comment 9-178:

Mitigation Measures 17.2.5a and 17.2.6a refer to the Project’s responsibility to contribute “fair
share” funds toward the implementation of local roadway and intersection improvements from its
cumulative impact on traffic. Mitigation Measures 17.2.5b and 6b, to which the commentor
refers, discusses the timing of providing these funds. These mitigation measures state that the
Project should fund these improvements at such time as they are “documented as being
necessary, unless other funding or alternative improvements have been constructed that alleviate
the Project’s significant effect.” Contributing fair share funds and outlining a reasonable
timetable under which the fair share funds should be contributed are sufficient to mitigate the
Project’s cumuliative impacts on local roadways and intersections. Use of the term “should” in
Mitigation Measures 17.2.58B and 17.2.6b is not intended to suggest that that these mitigation
measures would not be required. [n the event that the East Government Center and/or Site 15A
alternatives are selected, and the Project is approved, Alameda County would be required,
pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, to implement these mitigation measures unless they were
found to be infeasible based on substantial evidence.

Response to Comment 9-179:

See Response to Comment 9-178.
Response to Comment 9-180;
Comment noted. The Draft FIS/EIR is revised as follows:
Page 17-36, first pavagraph (Cumulative Year 2025 plus Scenario A2):

This scenario is the same as the Year 2025 cumulative conditions, with the addition of
traffic from the proposed Juvenile Justice Facility with 540 beds, 13 courtrooms and
225,000 square feet of office use to be located at the East County Government Center.,

Page 17-40, first paragraph (Cumulative Year 2025 plus Scenario B):

This scenario is the same as the Year 2025 cumulative conditions, with the addifion of

traffic from the proposed JavendeHall-facthbrwith-540-beds; 13 courtrooms and

685,000 square feet of office development to be located at the East County Govermnment
Center.
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These modifications do not alter the conclusion of the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 9-181:

Parking is analyzed on page 17-56 of the Draft EIS/EIR, including potential future development
of the County offices, which would apply under any of the scenarios analyzed for traffic impacts.

Response to Comment 8-182:

The commentor is referred to the Response to Comment 9-161.
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Letter 10: California Regional Water Quality Control Board

Response to Comment 10-1:

The County of Alameda will comply with all the requirements, including the performance
standards, of the NDPES permit and the County’s Stormwater Management Plan (SMP) that are
in effect when the County submits its Notice of Intent (NOI) fo the State Water Resources
Contro! Board (SWRCRB) prior to construction.

In response to the request that Alameda County’s NPDES permit be discussed, the Draft
EIS/EIR is revised as follows:

Page 7-2, insert to follow paragraph 1:

Under the terms of the County of Alameda’s NPDES permit for stormwater discharees,
post-consiruction best management practices (BMPs) must meet the maximum extent
nracticable (MEP) definition of treatment specified in the Clean Water Act (CWA). The
County of Alameda implements its current NDPES permit for discharees under the
Alameda County Countywide Clean Water Program. Stormwater Management Plan
{SMP) (EQA, Inc., February 1997}, The County will comply with the NPDES permit and
SMP requirements that are in effect when its submits the Notice of Intent (NOI) to the
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) prior to constriiction.

This addition does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIS/FIR.

Response to Comment 10-2:

The commentor provides a timely update of information. Based on this comment, the Draft
EIS/EIR is revised as follows: '

Page 7-2, paragraph 2

As of March 2003, Pser prior to initiating construction for sites that are | acre 5-aeres or
larger, Project Applicants must submit a Notice of Intent (NOI} to the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) to be covered by the General Construction Activity
Stormwater Permit. This requirement also apphes to smaller sites that are part of a larger
project. The General Permit requires the implementation of a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which must be prepared hefore construction begins.

These modifications do not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 10-3:

The commentor states that it is anticipated the NDPES permit will be reissued by the time the
Projects are constructed. The existing mitigation measures (7.1 and 7.4) states that the County
will prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, as required under its
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NPDES permit and consistent with its terms, and consistent with ABAG’s Manual of Standards
for Erosion and Sedimentation Control Measures, the policy and recommendations of the locat
urban runoff program (city and/or county), and the staff recommendations by the Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Given that the NDPES will likely be reissued, providing more
detail to mitigate post-construction stormwater impacts under Impacts 7.1 and 7.4 would thus be
speculative. As noted in Response to Comment 10-1, the County of Alameda’s Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan will comply with the NDPES and SMP requirements that are in effect
when the County submits its Notice of Intent (NOI) to the State Water Resources Control Board
{(SWRCRB) prior to construction.

Response to Comment 10-4:

Comment noted. To ensure consistency between Chapter 7 and Chapter 8, minor changes in the
Draft EIS/EIR are made in each as follows:

Page 7-1, paragraph 1:

Waters of the United States {including wetlands) are subject to U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (Corps) jurisdiction under Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water Act (CWA).
Section 404 regulates the filling and dredging of U.S. waters. A Section 404 permit
would be required for project construction activities involving excavation of, or
placement of fill material into, waters of the United States or adjacent wetlands. The
Corps, in reviewing Section 404 permit applications, stresses avoidance of impacts,
minimization of unavoidable impacts and mitigation of unavoidable impacts. In addition,
a Water Quality Certification {or Waiver thereof) pursuant to Section 401 of the CWA is
required for Section 404 permit actions. Modification {e.g., realicnments, culverting,
construction of outfalls on the banks) of stream channels (including seasonal streams),
and fill of wetlands are among the activities that require Water Quality Certification
under Section 401. This certification would need to be requested from the San Francisco
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCRB).

Page 7-2, paragraph 1:

As mandated by the 1987 amendments to the Federal Clean Water Act, discharge of
stormwater from developed areas is regulated under the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES). In California, the State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB) administers the NPDES program via the Regional Water Quality Control
Boards (Regional Boards). In addition, the State Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act
requires the development of Basin Plans for drainage basins within California. The Basin
Plans are implemented also through the NPDES program and include activities in areas
outside of the junisdiction of the Coips (e.g. isolated wetlands. vernal pools, or stream
banks above ordinary high water mark). Activities in these areas are resulated by the
RWQCB and may require the issuance, or waiver, of its waste discharge requirements.
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Page 8-1, paragraph 2:

State and federal regulations have been enacted to provide for the protection and
management of sensitive biological resources. State and federal agencies have a lead role
in the protection of biological resources under their permit authority set forth in various
statues and regulations. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is responsible for
adm:nistering the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the federal Endangered Species Act
(ESA) for freshwater and terrestrial species, while the National Marine Fishery Service
(NMFS) is responsible implementing the federal ESA for marine species and anadromous
fish. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) has primary responsibility for protecting
wetlands under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 10 of the Rivers and
Harbors Act. At the state level, the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) is
responsible for administration of the California ESA, and for protection of streams,
waterbodies and riparian corndors through the Strearmnbed Alteration Agreement process
under Section 1601-1606 of the Califorma Fish and Game Code. Certification from the
San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board is also required when a proposed
activity may result in discharge into navigable waters, pursuant to Section 401 of the
Clean Water Act and EPA 404(b)(1) Guidelines. As discussed in Chapter 7: Hydrology
and Water Quality. activities that require Water Quality Certification under Section 401
mclade modification (e.g., realignments, culverting, construction of outfalls on the banks)
of stream channels (including seasonal streams). and fill of wetlands.

Page 8-3, paragraph 4:

The CDFG, the Corps and the RWQCB-~ané-terps have jurisdiction over modifications
to stream channels, riverbanks, lakes and other wetland features. Jurisdiction of the Corps
is established through the provisions of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, which
prohibits the discharge of dredged or fill material into “waters” of the United States
without a permit, including wetlands and unvegetated “other waters”, All three of the
identified technical criteria must be met for an area to be identified as a wetland under
Corps jurisdiction, unless the area has been modified by human activity. As discussed
carlier, activities in wetlands or other waters outside of the jurisdiction of the Corps (e.g.
isolated wetlands, vernal pools, or siream banks above ordinary high water mark) mav be
regulated by the RWOCHB under the authortiy of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act
and may require the issuance, or waiver, of its waste discharge requirements,

Additionally, modification (e.g., realignments, culverting, construction of outfalls on the
banks) of stream chammels (including seasonal streams), and fiil of wetlands are among
the activities that require Water Quality Certification by the RWQCHB, pursuant to
Section 401 _of the Clean Water Act. Jurisdictional authority of the CDF(G over wetland
areas is established under Section 1601-1606 of the Fish and Game Code, which pertains
to activities that would distupt the natural flow or alter the channel, bed or bank of any
lake, river or stream. The Fish and Game Code stipulates that it is "unlawful to
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substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow or substantially change the bed, channel
or bank of any river, stream or lake" without notifying the Department, incorporating
necessary mitigation, and obtaining a Streambed Alteration agreement. The Wetlands
Resources Policy of the CDFEG states that the Fish and Game Commission will "strongly
discourage development in or conversion of wetlands...unless, at a minimum, project
mitigation assures there will be no net loss of either wetland habitat values or acreage.”
The Department is also responsible for commenting on projects requiring Corps permits
under the Fish and Wiidhfe Coordination Act of 1958.

These modifications do not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 10-5;

The RWQCB is not listed as a party to the 1994 Consent Decree regarding wetlands on the
Pardee/Swan site, which is discussed on page 8-12, paragraph 1. The 1994 Consent Decree does
require that the defendants (the Port of Oakland) “apply for a permit under section 404 of the
Clean Water Act and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act” prior to construction on this site
(see www.epa.gov/fedrgstt/EPA-GENERAL/1994/October/Day-24/pr-48.html). To obtain the
Section 404 permit, Section 401 Water Quality Certification by the RWQCB is required. The
area may also be regulated as waters of the State under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Control Act. The Port of Oakland has begun construction of a parking lot on the Pardee/Swan
site,
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Letter 11: Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
(Zone T)

Response to Comment 11-1:

See Response to Comment 9-62. As noted on page 14-32, Zone 7 has completed a Special
Drainage Area 7-1 Program Update, which considered the increase of peak flood flows in all
storm drain channels within ifs system. Zone 7 is in the process of establishing new fees pursuant
to this report to cover the costs of storm drain channel improvements as identified in this report.
The Draft EIS/FIR notes that new development at Site 15A would lead to the Project proponents
contributing fees to Zone 7, thereby paying their fair share of the costs of adequate regional
drainage and flood control facilities. Drainage impact fees would also be paid to Zone 7 for the
development of the East County Government Center site.

Response to Comment 11-2:

Comment noted. As the commentor notes, a FEMA Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) is available
from the City of Dublin that shows the improvements made to Tassajara Creek as part of the
Tassajara Creek Restoration Project in 2000, Based on this updated information, the Draft
EIS/EIR is revised as follows:

Page 7-4, paragraph 2:

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps indicate
that flooding during a 100-year storm will occur primarily along Tassajara Creek. As a
result of recent improvements to Tassajara Creek, the The flooded areas would be
confined to inelde an approximately 200-foot width along more than half of the length

of Tassajara Creek in the general vxcmlty of the site. —&H@H&é@ﬁ@&j&iﬁ%&%—e—ﬂ’&%

Page 7-4, paragraph 4:

Similarly to the East County Government Center site, Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps indicate that flooding during a 100-year

storm will occur primarily along Tassajara Creek, which is more than 3000 feet east of
Site 15A. As a result of recent improvements to Tassajara Creek, the The flooded areas
would be confined to inelnde an approx1matcly 200~ foot W1dth along more than haIf of
the length of I‘assajara C1eek N 3 od AB5A (
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Page 14-14, paragraph 1:

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA} Flood Insurance Rate Maps indicate
that flooding during a 100-year storm will occur primarily along Tassajara Creek. The
flooded areas would be confined to nelude an approximately 200-foot width along more
than half of the length of Tassajara Creek in the general vicinity of the site.and-a-wide

oy T

Page 18-12, in Chapter 7: Hydrology and Water Quality

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 2002. 1997 Flood [nsurance Rate
Map Community Panel 065048 0025 B, Revised to Reflect LOMR dated November 01,

2002. September-30,-1997.

These modifications indicate that the Project’s potential flooding impact is less than stated in the
Draft EIS/EIR. Impacts 7.5 and 7.6, which assess the Project’s impact on development within the
100-year flood hazard area and exposure of people and structures to flood hazards, respectively,
found that the Project had no impact on either. These modifications do not alter the Draft
EIS/EIR’s conclusion.

Response to Comment 11-3:

The post-construction drainage smpacts of the Project are discussed in Chapter 14 (see Impact
14.5). For Site 15A, Zone 7’s Special Drainage Area (SDA) 7-1 Program Update considered the
increase of peak flood flows in all storm drain channels within its system. Consistent with Zone
7 requirements, the creation of additional runoff as a result of an increase in impervious area
means the Project proponents would be responsible to pay Zone 7’s established drainage impact
mitigation fee.

At the East County Government Center site, Alameda County is currently involved in a separate
project that involves the construction of a new bypass storin drainage system to reduce run-off
into the detention basin on-site. As noted in Mitigation Measure 14.5.5, timely completion of the
construction of this bypass system would prevent stormwater capacity problems at this site.
Alternative storm drainage improvements, including a new detention basin north of the site, may
be required in the interim. Drainage impact fees would also be paid to Zone 7 for the
development of the East County Government Center site.

A hydrology study to confirm the extent of the Project’s impact on storm drainage is a routine
part of site development in the Tri-Valley area. The hydrology study for this Project will be
conducted once a site has been selected. If the site selected falls within Zone 7’s service area,
this agency will have an opportunity to review the hydrology study prior to commencement of
the Project. The hydrology study will provide sufficient information to confirm the adequacy of
the existing storm water system. The hydrology study will also recommend changes to the
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existing system, if required, to ensure it can accommodate the proposed development on the
selected site. In addition, in accordance with Zone 7’s SDA program, a drainage impact
mitigation fee will be paid to Zone 7 for downstream storm water impacts that may occur within
its service area as a result of the Project. All storm dramage impacts will be mitigated to a less
than significant level, as described in the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 11-4:
Comment noted. The Draft EIS/EIR is revised as follows.

Page 14-6, paragraph 1.

The existing Juvenile Hail is located with the unincorporated Castro Vailey Planning
Area. Castro Valley is within Zone 2 7 of the Alameda County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District. The District is responsible for designing al! flood control and
storm drainage facilities to meet 15-year flood standards. A complete system of storm
drainage lines has been constructed throughout the Castro Valley Planning Area to
accommodate storm runoff, with adequate capacity to accommodate ultimate
development (Alameda County, 1985).

The existing storm drainage system at the site consists of small channels that drain to a
large wetland area adjacent to Fairmont Drive. A storm drainage system in Fairmont
Drive also discharges into this wetland area. At the lower end of the wetland 2 60-inch
storm drainpipe conveys runoff downstream into the Zone 2 7 system, eventually
draining into the Bay.

These modifications do not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIS/EIR,

Response to Comment 11-5:

A hydrology study to confirm the extent of the Project’s impact on storm drainage is a routine
part of site development in the Tri-Valley area. The hydrology study for this Project will be
conducted once a site has been selected. If the site selected falls within Zone 7’s service area,
this agency will have an opportunity to review the hydrology study prior to commencement of
the Project. The hydrology study will provide sufficient information to confirm the adequacy of
the existing storm water system. The hydrology study will also recommend changes to the
existing system, if required, to ensure it can accommodate the proposed development on the
selected site. In addition, in accordance with Zone 7’s SDA program, a drainage impact
mitigation fee will be paid to Zone 7 for downstream storm water impacts that may occur within
its service area as a result of the Project. All storm drainage impacts wili be mitigated to a less
than significant level as described in the Draft EIS/EIR.
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Respense to Comment 11-6:

As the commentor notes, there is an inconsistency between the Physical Setting description (page
14-16) and Impact 14.5 (page 14-32) regarding Site [5A°s drainage courses. The Draft EIS/EIR
1s revised as follows:

Page 14-32, paragraph 2

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. Development of Site 15A with a new East
County Hall of Tustice facility would increase impervious surfaces from this now vacant
site, increasing stormwater runoff, Runoff from this site enters into Zone 7’s Line -2
and -5 drainage facilities fasttity, and would cause a slight increase in peak flows
within these lines Fine-G-5 during major storms and high flows. Zone 7 has completed a
Special Drainage Area 7-1 Program Update (Schaaf & Wheeler, 2000), which has
considered the increase of peak flood flows in all storm drain channels within its system.
Zone 7 is in the process of establishing new fees pursuant to this report to cover the costs
of storm drain channel improvements as identified in this report. New development at this
site would contribute fees to Zone 7, thereby paying its fair share of the costs of adequate
regional drainage and flood control facilities. Therefore, this impact would be considered
less than significant.

These modifications do not alter the conclusions of the Draft FIS/EIR.

A hydrology study to confirm the extent of the Project’s impact on storm drainage is a routine
part of site development in the Tri-Valley area. The hydrology study for this Project will be
conducted once a site has been selected. If the site selected falls within Zone 7°s service area,
this agency will have an opportunity to review the hydrology study prior to commencement of
the Project. The hydrology study will provide sufficient information to confirm the adequacy of
the existing storm water system. The hydrology study wiil also recommend changes to the
existing system, if required, to ensure it can accommodate the proposed development on the
selected site. In addition, in accordance with Zone 7°s SDA program, a drainage impact
mitigation fee will be paid to Zone 7 for downstream storm water impacts that may occur within
1ts service area as a result of the Project. All storm drainage impacts will be mitigated to a less
than significant level, as described in the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 11-7:

As described in Mitigation Measure 14.5.5, the new bypass system may not be completed in time
to service the proposed development at the East County Government Center site and additional
offsite storm drainage may be required for the interim. As discussed in Response to Comment 9-
64, offsite storm drainage may include a temporary detention basin would be located at the
mouth of the creek that enfers the Santa Rita Rehabilitation Center from the Parks RETA
property to its north. For a discussion of the hydrology study, please refer to Response to
Comment 11-5.
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Response to Comment 11-8:

The amount of water that will be used for exterior irrigation is minimal at either Dublin sites. For
the 8 acres at the East County Government Center site, the estimate at 25,000 gpd. For the 4
acres at Site 15A, the estimate is 13,000 gpd. Further, evapotranspiration is assumed to account
for 80% of total external water use, leaving 20% (5,000 or 2,600 gpd for East County
Government Cenfer or Site 15A, respectively) as percolation into the water table. The Project
would not significantly contribute to salt loading in Zone 7’s groundwater basin. The lead
agencies support Zone 7’s Groundwater Demineralization Project.
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Letter 12: East Bay Regional Park District

Response to Comment 12-1:

Comment noted. The Draft EIS/EIR contains an analysis of the Project’s potential visual, water
quality, biological and construction-related impacts.

Response te Comment 12-2:

The massing of the Juvenile Justice Center proposed for the San Leandro site would not be
substantially larger than that of the existing facility and would be developed below the slope
adjacent to Fairmont Drive (see Figure 3.3a in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS/EIR for an updated
site plan). Therefore, the view of the new facility from the Regional Park would not be
substantially different than the view of the existing facility from the park. See Photo 2a and 4a.
Please see the Modified San Leandro site plan on Figure 3.3a in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 12-3:

Although Figure 3.11 is only intended to be a conceptual or illustrative site plan for this
alternative, there are some aspects of the diagram that may be confusing for the reader to follow,
as indicated in this comment. Figure 3.11 is therefore amended as described below:

Page 3-18, Figure 3.11.
Modifications to this figure include:
1. Property lines have been added to show the building site in relationship to the site,

2. The Arrowhead Marsh note is revised to more accurately indicate the direction of the
marsh.

3. The building site is more accurately represented to indicate that no impacts to the
park entry road would be anticipated.

Response to Comment 12-4:

The discussion referenced in this comment pertains to an analysis of the project’s effect on the
character of the swrounding community, which is industrial and distribution use-intensive.
However, the document does not disregard the presence of the 738-acre regional shoreline park.
In fact, pages 5-18 through 5-26 contain a comprehensive description of the adjacent shoreline
park, and pages 8-10 through 8-12 contain a description of the adjacent tidal and seasonal
wetland habitat. It should be noted that the East Bay Regional Park Disirict does not have
jurisdiction on this site, and that its land use plans for the area do not pertain to the Pardee/Swan
site,
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The description of the Pardee/Swan site in the Draft EIS/EIR specifically acknowledges the
presence of the Arrowhead Marsh/Martin Luther King Regional Shoreline area, and the several
farge ponds in the area created as part of the joint wetlands mitigation effort by the Port. Draft
EIS/EIR at 4-5. In addition, the aerial photograph at Figure 4-3 illustrates the site's proximity to
the Airport Channe! and San Leandro Creek shorelines, and the text in Figure 4-3 specifically
calls out the presence of the Regional Shoreline area and the adjacent wetlands restoration
project.

At page 1-14, the Draft EIS/EIR states, "a portion of the Pardee/Swan site is subject to the
jurisdiction of the Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), but further states
that "the Project would be developed outside of the BCDC jurisdictional area[.]" As noted at
page 1-11 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the site plans contained in the Draft EIS/EIR are not final design
plans. As noted at page 3-15, the site plan presented on Figure 3-11 is intended to give the
reader an idea of what the proposed developments could look like at the various alternative sites.
See Draft EIS/EIR at 3-15. However, Figure 3-11 does not represent a final site plan and was not
intended to and cannot be relied upon to determine the precise locations of buildings and other
structures that could be developed on the Pardee/Swan site, should that site be selected for
development of the Juvenile Justice Facility. Consequently, the concepts and approximate
locations depicted on Figure 3-11 should not be construed to contradict the Draft EIS/EIR's
explicit statement that, if the Pardee/Swan site is selected for development of the Juvenile Justice
Facility, "the Project would be developed outside of the BCDC jurisdiction area."

According to staff counsel for the Port, the Pardee/Swan site is not subject to public trust
restrictions because it is filied tideland; rather, it is subject to such restrictions because it was
purchased, at least in part, with funds that are subject to public trust restrictions. Draft EIS/EIR
at 4-21. The County has no information suggesting that the site, or any portion of the site, is
filled tideland.

Response to Comment 12.5:

As stated on page 5-42 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the proposed Project at the Pardee/Swan site would
not be visually incompatible with adjoining resource protection and recreation uses, although it
would represent a more noticeable contrast with the appearance of the adjoining open space than
does the current undeveloped site. However, in the interest of providing as much information
regarding visual continuity for visitors to the nearby park, the Draft EIS/EIR is revised as
follows:

Page 5-42, paragraph 2

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. Development of the Pardee/Swan site with a new Juvenile
Justice Facility would be visnally compatible and consistent with the adjacent United
Parcel Service facility and other commercial strucfures i the adjacent portions of the
Oakland Airport Business Park. The Juvenile Justice Facility and parking garage would
generaily be somewhat taller than the UPS faciiity, but not as tall as the three-~story office
building located across from this site at 80 Swan Way. However, this development

Alameda County Juveniie Justice Facility/East County Hall of Justice ~ Final EIS/EIR Page 2-127



Chapter 2: Responses to Comments

would represent a major visual shift from the site’s current open character. While not
visually incompatible with adjoining resource protection and recreation uses nor
substantially visnally degrading to the site or its surroundings, development of a Juvenile
Justice Facility at the site would represent more of a contrast with the appearance of the
adjoining open space than does the current undeveleped-site conditions, which include
the early phases of development of an airport parking lot with extensive paving, light
standards, and perimeter fencing. This contrast would be softened by the provision of
landscaping around the perimeter of the site and appropriate light shielding,

Response to Comment 12-6:

Mitigation Measure 7.4.4 describes the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that the
County of Alameda is required to complete and implement in conformance with its National
Polutant Discharge Elimination System General Permit and with ABAG’s and other local
governments requirements. Preparation of the SWPPP will be undertaken after a preferred site
has been selected and prior to construction. The SWPPP will inciude information on how to
prevent storm runoff and siltation from construction activities and from the Project from entering
wetlands and degrading water quality.

Response to Comment 12-7;

A discussion of the potential impacts of the proposed Project on wildlife habitat, including the
adjacent Arrowhead Marsh is provided under Impact 8.4.4 on page 8-35 of the Draft EIS/EIR.
This was determined to be a potentially significant and mitigable impact. Mitigation Measure
8.4.4¢c was recommended specifically to mimimize any adverse effects of night-time lighting on
the adjacent marshiand habitat. Mitigation Measure 8.4.4a recommended providing a buffer to
the adjacent marsh habitat. Review and approval of the provisions contained in the mitigation
measure by the East Bay Regional Park District, USFWS, and CDFG is not considered necessary
given the limited potential effects and recommended buffer setback provided as part of the
measure. Due to the recent parking lot improvements to the west and existing road to the east,
buffers recommended in the mitigation measure are only necessary on the north side of the site.
Mitigation Measure 8.4.4a on page 8-35 has been revised as follows:

Mitigation Measure 8.4.4a: Wildlife Habitat Buffer. As-recommendedsn-Mitication
Measure-8-14CProtectionof Reptor Horapme Habiata A 50-foot setback shall be
provided along the northemseastersand-western cdges of the site to provide a buffer for
the swrrewading adjacent open space lands. Appropriate native and omamental shrubs
and low-growing tree species shall be planted as landscape screening within 20 feet of the
inside edge of this setback to provide screening of new structures, parking and other uses
which may interfere with wildlife activity in the adjacent Arrowhead Marsh andregional
shoreline-of SanLeandro-Bay, Nightime lighting shall be designed to minimize any

illumination of the adjacent marshland habitat.
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Response to Comment 12-8;

Construction related noise and dust are not expected to result in any significant impacts on
wildlife associated with the adjacent Arrowhead Marsh. Mitigation Measure 11.3.4a would
provide for adequate control of dust during construction, including watering of all active
construction areas. Wildlife typically acclimate to changes in nearby noise and activity levels
assuming an adequate buffer is provided, which is the case between Arrowhead Marsh and the
Pardee/Swan site. Wildlife in the marsh are already accustomed to nearby vehicle and industriai-
related noises, as well as construction-generated noise created during construction of the new
parking lot on the site. No revisions are considered necessary in response to the comment.

Alameda County Juvenite Justice Facility/East County Hall of Justice — Final EIS/EIR Page 2-129



Chapter 2: Responses to Comments

Letter 13: Alameda County Congestion Management Agency

Response fo Comment 13-1:

Comment summarizing the proposed action and alternatives is noted.

Response to Comment 13-2:

Comment identifying prior correspondence is noted. Input from the Alameda County
Congestion Management Agency is appreciated as it is necessary to determine the appropriate
level of analysis consistent with the mandates of the CMA and participating agencies.

Response to Comment 13-3:

Comment noted. The text has been revised accordingly. Please see Chapter 3 of this Final
EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 13-4:

Comment noted. The reference to an ACCMA level of service standard has been deleted from
page 9-1. The Draft EIS/EIR uses a LOS D threshold for the purpose of comparison, but does
not umply that the CMA has established that threshold for determining significant impacts.

Response to Comment 13-5:

The title of Impact 9.4 has been changed to “Meeting the Requirements for the Land Use
Analysis Program Established by the County Congestion Management Program for Designated
Roads or Highways.”

Response to Comment 13-6:

The impacts and mitigations for Year 2025 for each scenario are discussed in Chapter 17 in the
Draft EIS/EIR.

The MTS roadways to which the commentor refers were included in the traffic analysis;
however, the Project was found to have no impact on them. Only the roadways that were
potentially impacted by the Project were included in the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 13-7:

Comment noted. All texts and tables that refer to “CMA-designated roadways” and “CMA
Roadway Analysis” are hereby amended to “MTS-designated roadways” and “MTS Roadway
Analysis”, respectively.
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Response to Comment 13-8:

Both of the paragraphs implying that projected volumes would be lower in Year 2005 are hereby
deleted from the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 13-9:

The footnotes that state the estimated capacity of a freeway lane as 2,350 vehicles per lane
should have stated 2,000 vehicles per lane. Since the V/C analysis presented in the tables
actually used 2,000 vehicles per lane, the freeway impact analysis does not need to be
reanalyzed.

Response to Comment 13-10;
Comment noted. The Draft EIS/EIR is revised as follows:
Page 9-101, Impact 9.4.6: Site 154
Study segments include;
1-580: East of Tassajara Road and West of Hopyard Road

1-680: South of I-380

Dougherty Road: South of Dublin Boulevard

Dublin Boulevard; East of Dougherty Road

Tassajara Road: South of Dublin Boulevard
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Letter 14: East Bay Municipal Utility District

Response to Comment 14-1:

Comment noted. The Draft EIS/EIR is consistent with the commentor’s comment.

Response to Comment 14-2:

The commentor requested that EBMUD’s policy conceming working with potentially
contaminated soils and water be included. The Draft EIS/EIR is revised as follows:

Page 12-3, to follow “Alameda County Airport Land Use Policy Plan” discussion

East Bay Municipal Utility District Policy

The East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) has a policy resarding working with
contaminated material. particularly contaminated soils and water. The policy states that
EBMUD staff will not install pipeline in contaminated soil that must be handled as a
hazardous waste, or that mav adversely impact the pipeline or other construction material,
or that mav be hazardous to the health and safetv of EBMUD personnel wearing Level D
personal protective equipment. EBMUD requires a lecally sufficient, complete and
specific written remedial plan establishing the methodology, planning and design of all
necessary systems for the removal, treatment, and disposal of all identified soil and/or
water contaminants. EBMUD will not design the mstallation of pipelines until such time
as remediation plans are received and reviewed and will not install pipelines until
remediation has been carried out,

Response fo Comment 14-3:
Comment noted. The Draft FIS/EIR is revised as follows:

Page 14-4, last paragraph:

Water service to the existing Juvemle Hall site and the surrounding City of San Leandro
is provided by the East Bav Municipal Utility District (EBMUD). a publicly owned
utility. EBMUD is responsible for service connections and water deliver to parts of
AIameda and Contra Costa Countles ’ 4

Qe&&t—},z The EBMUD water supply system 1S more fuIly descnbed beiow under the
Pardee/Swan Site.

Response te Comment 14-4;

Based on the commentor’s clarifications, the Draft EIS/EIR 1s revised as follows:
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Page 14-7, insert to follow the “"Domestic Water Supply” discussion for the Glenn Dyer
Detention Facility:

Recvcied Water

To offset demand on EBMUDs limited potable water supply. EBMUD’s Policy 73
requires that customers use nonpotable water for nondomestic purposes when it 1s of
adequate quality and quantity, available at reasonable cost, not defrimental o public
health and not injurious to plant life, fish and wildlife. The City of Qakland has adopted a
dual plumbing ordinance that requires the installation of dual plumbing systems for use
of recycled water in development projects that are located within the service area
boundary of a recvcled water project. The Glenn Dyer Detention Center Facility site is
located within the service area boundary of Phase 1A of EBMUD’s Fast Bayshore
Recycled Water Proiect. Recycled water delivery is anticipated for the Spring of 2003,

Response to Comment 14-5:

Based on the commentor’s clarifications, the Draft EIS/EIR is revised as follows:
Page 14-7, first paragraph
Domestic Water Supply

The Glenn Dyer Detention Facility is located in downtown Oakland. The East Bay
Munieipal Utility District (EBMUD) serves all of Oakland with potable and recycled
reclaimned water, as described below for the Pardee/Swan site.

Pagel4-7, last paragraph
Potable Water Supply

The East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) serves ali of Oalkland with potable
and recycled reelaimed water, The source of EBMUD’s potable water supply is currently
the Mokelumne River and local runoff. EBMUD’s total service area customer demand in
year 2000 was 230 mgd, and when adjusted for conservation and the use of recveled
reclaimed water, net customer demand was estimated at 216 mgd. EBMUD projects that
the demand forecast by 2020 of 277 med can be reduced to 225 med with successful
water recycling and conservation programs. This projection assumes no occurrence of a

drought a.nd a Dopulat;on increase in EBMUD s service of am)roxnnatelv 1.27 million to
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Response to Comment 14-6:

Based on the commentor’s clarifications, the Draft EIS/EIR is revised as follows:
Page 14-8, first paragraph:

EBMUD has prepared an Urban Water Management Plan (EBMUD 2000) that indicates
that with aggressive conservation and recyeling seetarsation, EBMUD can meet its
obligation to serve its current and future customers in normal rainfall years through year
2020. However, in multiple years of drought, even with aggressive conservation and

recycling reclamation coupled with 25 percent rationing throughout the service area,
EBMUD predicts a shortfall of about 62.5 mgd. 4n-exeess-of i3 bmpdwithinthe-next-25
vears. In 1970, EBMUD signed a contract with the US Bureau of Reclamation (USBR}
for a supplemental supply of American River water from the Central Valley Proiect
(CVPY. EBMUDs entitfement to water from the American River was challenged and for
F-BT—I'I]OIC than 30 years, EBMUD has pursued thls Supplemental supply. a-supplemental

- awesate ; River: [ 2000, an agrecment was

eached between USBR EBMUD and Sac:larnento parties to develop a joint water
supply. In 2002, EBMUD and the County of Sacramento (in association with the City of
Sacramento and with support from USBR) formed the Freeport Regional Water
Authority (FRWA). The FRWA will be releasing a Draft EIS/EIR in Spring 2003 for
public review. Complete construction of facilities needed to divert water is expected to
oceur 1n 2008 (PBMUD 2000 and WWW, ebmud eom)

Response to Comment 14-7:

Based on the commentor’s clarifications, the Draft EIS/EIR is revised as follows:
Page 14-8, paragraph 3:

Recveled Water

To offset demand on EBMUD’s lirnited potable water supply, EBMUD’s Policy 73
requires that customers use nonpotable water for nondomestic purposes when it is of
adequate quality and quantity, availablie af reasonable cost. not detrimental to public
health and not injurious to plant life. fish and wildlife. The Port of Oakland and the City
of Oakland have adopted dual plumbing ordinances that requires the instajlation of dual
plumbing systems for use of recycled water in development projects that are located
within the service area boundary of a recvcled water project. The Pardee/Swan site is
located within the service area boundary of EBMUD s San Leandro Recveled Water
Proiect. Recyeled water delivery is anticipated for the Spring of 2015.
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Response to Comment 14-8:

Based on the commentor’s clarifications, the Draft EIS/EIR is revised as follows:
Page 14-17, last paragraph:
Project Benefits/Mitigation Measures Incorporated

Each of the alternatives described below (except “No Action/No Project”) would increase
the demand for water supplies, but beth EBMUD and DSRST) have demonstrated that
this additional demand 1s less than significant and can be met given the respective
agency’'s water conservation measures, and recycled water programs {where appropriate).
The mfrastructure required to implement these water conservation measures and recycled
water pipelines (where appropriate) would be a required improvement for any new
facility constructed and would be part of the overall Project costs.

Response to Comments 14-8, 14-10 and 14-11:

In Comment 14-9, the commentor provides an estimate of 2,150 gpd/acre for the exterior
yrigation water demand for the San Leandro and Oakland sites and states this is a more accurate
estimate for these cooler sites than the rather than the 3,125 gpd/acre used for the Dublin sifes.
This leads to a revision of the calculations for the Existing San Leandro Property (Impact 14.1.2)
and for the Pardee/Swan site (Impact 14.1.4). No new exterior irrigation is proposed for the
(lenn Dyer Detention Facility, so the calculations to estimate water demand in Impact 14.1.3
{(Glenn Dyer Detention Facility) do not require revision.

Further, in Comment 14-10, the commentor provides more detailed information to add to
Mitigation 14.1.2A. In Comment 14-11, the commentor proposes a minor clarification that adds
“by the year 2020” to Impact 14.1.2. Based on these comments, the Draft EIS/EIR is revised as
follows: '
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Page 14-18, Impact 14.1.2:
14.1.2: Existing San Leandro Property

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. Construction and operation of a new Juvenile
Justice Facility (juvenile detention center and juvenile courthouses) at this site would
increase demand for water supply from the EBMUD by approximately 42,200 56:000
gallons per day if a 420-bed facility is built and 54,200 62,600 if a 540-bed facility is
built.

s The increase from 300 beds at the existing Juvenile Hall to 420 beds at the Juvenile
Justice Factlity would increase potable water demand by approximately 12,000
gallons per day (gpd).*

» The increase from 300 beds at the existing Juvenile Hall to 540 beds at the Juvenile
Justice Facility would increase potable water demand by approximately 24,000
gallons per day (gpd).

» The additional approximately 85,000 square feet of juvenile courthouse and
associated space would generate an increased potahle water demand of approximately
13,000 gpd.”

« Additionally, the exterior irrigation water demand, assuming approximately & acres of
irrigated area, is estimated to be approximately 17.200 25;860 gallons per day.®

EBMUD projects that the total water demand throughout its service area is expected to
grow by approximately 34 million gallons per day by the vear 2020. The increased
demand for water (between 42,200 $6;000 gpd and 54,200 625060 gpd for a 420-bed to
540-bed facility) under this alternative represents less than appresximately 0.2 percent of
this overall demand. Given that EBMUD has indicated that with aggressive conservation
and recycling reelamation it can meet its obligation to serve its current and future
customers tn normal rainfall years through year 2020, this alternative project’s
contribution toward the overall water demand is an insignificant component. However,
since EBMUD’s ability to meet this demand is predicated on service area-wide
implementation of conservation and recycling reetamation, the following mitigation
measures are recominended:

¥ Water demand for each bed within the Juvenile Justice Facility is estimated at 100 gallons per bed per day,

derived from water demand factors for jail inmates {DSRSD, September 2000, Table 3-4).

> Water demand estimates for Juvenile Justice Facility and East County Hall of Justice are estimated at 0.15 gallon

per square foot per day.
®  Exterior irrigation rates assumed at 3,125 gpd/acre is used (DSRD, September 2000, Table 3-4). Ta account for
cooler conditions, 2,150 gpd/acre is used for San Leandro and Qakland sites {EBMUD. March 10. 2003).
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Mitigation Measure 14.1.2A: Water Conservation. The JTuvenile Justice Facility
should be designed to incorporate water conservation strategies. In addition to state and
federally mandated water efficient plumbing standards to install low-flow plumbing
throughout the facility, water conservation strategies may include using efficient
appiiances (e.g.. horizontal axis clothes washer): installing nultinle pass or recirculating
cooling systems: installing separate metering of si Omﬁcant COOllI’lE nrocess, or water
uses in the proposed facility: ‘ : !
mstalation-of installing pressure- reducmg vaives to mamtam a maximumn of 50 pounds
per square inch (psi) water pressure, and using drinking fountains with self-closing
valves. Kitchen facilities should include high efficiency commercial tray dishwashers,
low flow prerinse spray nozzles, air-cooled ice machines and connectionless countertop
steamers. On the exterior, drought-tolerant, e+ native or Mediterranean plants should he
used for landscaping, lawn and turf areas should be minimized and efficient irrigation
systems re-drip-systems) installed to minimize both overspray and evaporation. For
planted areas, drip irrigation is appropriate. Self-adjusting, evapotranspiration-based
irrigation timers are appropriate for automatic irrigation systems and should be used
where feasible,

Mitigation Measure 14.1.28B: Recycled Reelaimed Water Use. Recycled
Peeelanmed water is not currently available near this site. However, new irrigation systems
should be designed so that they can be switched over to recycled reelaimed if and when it
becomes economically available.

Resulting Level of Significance: Although this impact is considered less than significant
due to the availability of water supplies from EBMUD to serve this altemative, the
mitigation measures recommended above would serve to further reduce water demand,
consistent with EBMUD and Alameda County policy.

Page 14-20, Impact 14.1.4:
14.1.4: Pardee/Swan Site

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. Construction and operation of a new Juvenile
Justice Facility at this site would increase demand for water supply from EBMUD by
approximately 32,500 36:680 or 44.500 48;868 gallons per day, depending on whether a
420- or 540-bed facility is built. The Oakland Airport parking garage would not generate
a demand for potable water supplies.

» Increasing the size of the Juvenile Justice Facility from 300 to 420 beds would result
in a net increase of potable water demand of 12,000 gpd within the EBMUD service
area. Locating the 420-bed Juvenile Justice Factlity at the Pardee/Swan Site would
mcrease potable water demand by approximately 42,000 gpd at this site, but would
decrease demand by 30,000 gpd at the existing Juvenile Hall.
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= Increasing the size of the Juvenile Justice Factlity from 300 to 540 beds would result
1 a net increase of potabie water demand of 24,000 gpd within the EBMUD service
area, Locating the 540-bed Juvenile Justice Facility at the Pardee/Swan Site would
increase potable water demand by approximately 54,000 gpd at this site, but would
decrease demand by 30,000 gpd at the existing Juvenile Hall.

»  The additional 85,000 square feet of juvenile courthouse space would generate an
increased potable water demand of approximately 13,000 gpd.

» Additionally, the extertor irrigation water demand, assuming approximately 3.5-acres
of irrigated area, 1s estimated to be approximately 7.500 15088 gallons per day.

The 420-bed scenario would result in total increase of 32.500 36,609 ppd in the EMBUD
service area, whereas the 540-bed scenario would result in a total increase of 44,500
485808 gpd. Both of these figures represent a less than 0.1 percent increase of EBMUD’s
overall projected water demand throughout its service area. Given that EBMUD has
indicated that with aggressive conservation and reclamation it can meet its obligation to
serve its current and future customers in normal rainfall years through year 2020, this
alternative project’s contribution toward the overall water demand is an insignificant
component. However, since EBMULD s ability to meet this demand is predicated on
service area-wide implementation of conservation and reclamation, the following
mitigation measures are recommended:

Mitigation Measure 14.1.4A; Water Conservation. Mitigation Measure 14.1.2A
{see above) would also apply to this altermative.

These modifications lower the estimate for water demand at the Existing San Leandro Property
and at the Pardee/Swan site. This lowered demand would result in a less than significant impact,
which is consistent with the existing Draft EIS/EIR. Mitigation Measure 14.1.4B (for
Pardee/Swan) is discussed in Response to Comment 14-13, below.

Response to Comment 14-12:
Comment noted. The following additional mitigation is recommended:
Page 14-19, insert to follow Mitigation Measure 14.1.3 (Glenn Dyer Detention Facility):

Mitigation Measure 14.1.3B: Recvcled Water Use. Existing exterior irrigation
may be upgraded to dual plumbing to provide for the use of recveled water when it
becomes available at this site.

This addition would further reduce the demand for potable water at the Glenn Dyer Detention
Facility to less than projected in the Draft EIS/EIR. Consistent with the Draft EIS/EIR, the
impact would remain less than significant.
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Response fo Comment 14-13;

Mitigation Measure 14.1 4B states that Alameda County and EBMUD should coordinate to
determine if the Pardee/Swan site is a potential target candidate for recycled water. EBMUD’s
comument regarding this mitigation implies it does consider the Pardee/Swan site a potential
target candidate for recycled water. Based on this updated information, the Draft EIS/EIR is
revised as follows:

Page 14-20, Mitigation Measure 14.1B:

Mitigation Measure 14.1.4B: Recycled Reclaimed Water Use. Exterior
irrigation mav be uperaded to dual plumbine to provide for the use of recvcled water

when it becomes available at th1s site, E«BM@@W}S@&&L@{&@;&&@S—E@@J&%@M@H}H%

Resulting Level of Significance: Although this impact is considered less than significant
due to the availability of water supplies from EBMUD to serve this alternative, the
mitigation measures recommended above would serve to further reduce water demand
consistent with EBMUD and City of Oakland policy.

Response to Comment 14-14:

The sentence noted by the commentor is incorrect and should be deleted. Potable water demand
in the EBMUD would not be affected by the construction and operation of the East County Hall
of Justice on Site 15A. Demand for potable water from Zone 7 would increase as stated in the
Draft EIS/EIR.

Page 14-20, Impact 14.1.6 (Site 154):
14.1.6: Site 15A

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. Construction and operation of the East County
Hall of Justice at this site would increase demand for water supply from Zone 7 by
approximately 42,000 gallons per day.

»  The additional 195,000 square feet East County Hall of Justice facility would
generate an increased potable water demand of apprommately 29,000 gpd. and-wouid

s Additionally, the exterior irrigation water demand, assuming approximately 4 acres of
irrigated area, is estimated to be approximately 13,000 gpd.

Based on DSRSD’s Final Water Service Analysis for Eastern Dublin (DSRSD, 2001)
DSRSD has demonstrated that it has secured sufficient water supplies to serve the
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approximately 4,970,000 gpd potable water demand for ali of Eastern Dublin, assuming
significant exterior water demands are met with recycled water, This amount of water
demand was predicated on a more intense development plan for Site 15A than this
alternative. The Eastern Dublin Specific Plan assaumed that this site would be developed
with as many as 375 high-density residential units, generating a demand for
approximately 52,000 gpd. The East County Hall of Justice facility, although generating
an imcreased demand for water supplies, would generate approximately 10,000 gpd less
demand that what has already been planned for, and water supply acquired by DSRSD.
Thercfore water supplies are currently available to serve th1<; pmJ ect aitema’nve

Although water supply is av aﬂable to serve the S1te 15A, the foilowmg 1n1t1gatzon
measure is recommended to reduce water demand consistent with current regulations:

Mitigation Measure 14.1.6A: Water Conservation. Mitigation Measure 14.1.5A
(see above), for all the Project components, would apply to this aiterative,

Mitigation Measure 14.1.6B: Recycled Water Use. Mitigation Measures 14.15B
(see above) would apply.

Resulting Level of Significance: Although this impact is considered less than significant
due to the availability of water supplies from DSRSD to serve this altemative, the
mitigation measures recommended above would serve to further reduce water demand
consistent with DSRSD ordinances and regulations.

Consistent with the existing Draft EIS/EIR, the resuliing level of significance would remain less
than significant.

Response to Comment 14-15:
Comment noted. Because no expansion of EMBUD facilities is anticipated at the Existing San

Leandro Property, no additional information regarding the process for extending EBMUD’s
waler service is required.

Response to Comment 14-16;

Commented noted. Based on this comment, the Draft EIS/EIR is revised as follows:
Page 14-23, Impact 14.2.4 (Pardee/Swan Site)

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. Water distribution pipelines in the vicinity of
this site vary m age and size. Several sites in the immediate area that are designated for
industrial and commereial uses are currently served by 8-inch water mains, and need to
be replaced with12—and-20-4ineh-mams to provide adequate water pressure and fire flow
requirements to accommodate more intense development. As noted in the Coliseum
Redevelopment Plan EIR (City of Cakland, 1995), “the extent, cost, and location of on-
and off-site improvements would be determined on a case-by-case basis. The cost would
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be funded either by developers or by EBMUD as part of routine system upgrades.” In
cither case, a new Juvenile Justice Facility at this site would be required to pay for these
improvements and/or pay EBMUD connection fees to cover these costs. As such, local
water delivery system impacts are considered to be less than significant.

Response to Comment 14-17:

As stated in the Draft EIS/EIR, the proposed facility at the Glenn Dyer Detention Facility would
result In no net increase in wastewater treatment and disposal demand over its preceding use (see
page 14-26). Additionally, no improvements fo the public water distribution are anticipated (see

page 14-28).

The Pardee/Swan site lies within the City of Oakland’s Subbasins 86-001 and 86-002. The City
of Oakland Public Works Department has confirmed that the amount of dry weather wastewater
flows (22,500 and 33,000 gpd for a 420- or 540-bed facility respectively) that may be generated
as aresult of the proposed facility on this site may contribute to exceeding the allocated capacity
of the sewer subbasins (S. Kong, pers. comm. March 25, 2003). Consistent with standard City of
Oakland practice, if a project results exceeding the allocated capacity of the City’s sewer
subbasins, the project proponent is required to pay a mitigation fee to replace or rehabilitate older
portions of the existing sanitary sewer collection system. Based on this comment, the Draft
EIS/EIR is revised as follows:

Page 14-28, Impact 14.4.4 (Pardee/Swan Site):

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT AND MITIGABLE IMPACT. Wastewater generated
from this site may contribute to exceeding the allocated capacity of the sewer system
subbasins subbasin serving this area. The following mitigation measures are
recommended to address this impact;

Mitigation Measure 14.4.4A; Sewer Line Repiacement and Rehabilitation.
Consistent with the City of Oakland’s standard practice, development Bevelepment of
this aiternative would sheuld include payment of a mitigation fee to allow replacement or
rehabilitation of older and damaged portions of the existing sanitary sewer collection
system between the Project site and the appropriate EBMUD interceptor to prevent an
increase in inflow and infiltration and overload from new wastewater flows.

Mitigation Measure 14.4.4B: Subbasin Flows. A new Juvenile Justice Facility at
this site should be programmed into the City of Oakland’s Inflow and Infiltration
Correction Program to ensure that increased flows do not exceed allowable flows and so
that capacity increases can be made as appropriate.

Resulting Level of Significance: With implementation of mitigation measures identified
above, potential impacts to the City’s sewer collection system can be reduced to levels of
less than significant.
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Wastewater from this portion of the City is discharged from the City collection lines into
the EBMUD Pump Station G. This pump station is currently operating at full capacity
and needs to be upgraded by installing larger pumps, motor, piping and electrical
components so that additional sewer flows can be accommodated. EBMUD collects
sewer connection fees to pay for needed improvements to its wastewater collection,
treatment and disposal system. Payment of these fees for this alternative would provide
fair-share mitigation for the identified needed pump station unprovements, and the
impact on EBMUD transmission facilities would therefore be considered less than
significant.

Response to Comment 14-18:

Comment noted. As stated in the Draft EIS/EIR, the proposed facility at the Glenn Dyer
Detention Facility would result in no net increase in wastewater treatment and disposal demand
over its preceding use (see page 14-26). Additionally, no improvements to the public water
distribution are anticipated (see page 14-28). No mitigation measures are required.
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Letter 15: City of San Leandro

Response to Comment 15-1:

The Draft EIS/EIR identifies the fact that the San Leandro alternative site is within the City of
San Leandro’s sphere of influence, and discusses applicable land use patterns and public
services, as well as transportation effects and similar impacts that could occur in the City limits.

Response to Comment 15-2:

Comments confirming the conclusions of the Draft EIS/EIR regarding the lack of significant
traffic impacts in the City of' San Leandro are noted.

Response to Comment 15-3.

The impacts associated with emergency response for the San Leandro alternative were found to
be less than significant for the following reasons:

Page 2-1 of the Draft EIS/EIR describes the existing facility in the following way, “all of the
existing facilities have or will soon exceed their useful economic life and need replacing, based
on operational and architectural/engineering evaluations. These facilities have been frequently
overcrowded over the past several years. The County’s Board of Supervisors and the State Board
of Corrections determined that the existing Juvenile Hall does not meet the current Board of
Corrections guidelines for juvenile detention facilities, nor does it meet current or future needs of
the County of Alameda....” Tn addition, the following buildings at the existing facility were
found to be seismically deficient in some way, shape or form:

Juveniie Hall Administration
Snedigar Cottage

2nd (newer) Medical Module
1* Medical Module

Modular Unit 1

Modular Unit 2

Living Unit A

Living Unit B

Living Unit C

Living Unit D

Living Unit B-2

Living Unit 1

Living Umt 2

Living Unit 3

Living Unit 4

Gymnasium

Camp Sweeney Dining Hall
Camp Sweeney School
Existing Juvenile Hall - Receiving and Intake Unit
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Chabot/Las Vistas — Las Vistas (Units 1, 2 and 3}, Las Vistas Recreation Building
Camp R.EAD.Y — Camp R.E.AD.Y. Boys Dormitory, Camp Director’s Office

Camp Sweeney — Camp Sweeney Administration Building, Camp Sweeney Boys
Dormitory

By contrast, a new facility at the San Leandro would be built using the most current building
codes and the latest technology. Despite the fact that it would be larger than the existing facility,
it would be much safer. Therefore, it is assumed that a new facility would actually have a lower
demand on emergency services than would the No Project alternative. This would actually
decrease the demand on the Alameda County Fire Department. Therefore, no further analysis is
needed to determine that the impact will be less than significant on the demand for emergency
services.
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LETTER 16: City of 5an Leandro

Response to Comment 16-1:

The commentor is referred to a description of the Modified San Leandro Alternative at the
beginning of Chapter 2 of the Final EIS/EIR and the Master Response regarding the preferred
alternative. Although the Final EIS/EIR specifies a preferred alternative for the purposes of
NEPA, the selection of any of the alternatives will not be made untif the EIS/EIR is adopted and
certified under CEQA.

Response to Comment 16-2:

The commentor is correct in nofing that the site of the existing Juvenile Hail in San Leandro (No
Action / No Project) is subject to significant unavoidable geologic risks related to seismic
activity along the Hayward fault and landslides. The project altemative of developing a new
Juvenile Justice Facility at the site would address these constraints by moving the facility to
another portion of the County property that has been extensively studied by geotechnical
researchers and found to be suitable for development. Chapter 6 of the Draft EIS/EIR
summarizes the studies, and Chapter 18 provides citations to the numerous reports on which the
EIS/EIR is based. The project would necessarily be built to accommeodate and withstand the
constraints of the site if the San Leandro altemative is selected for implernentation. Additional
costs to address the site constraints have been considered by the County during the site selection
process. Future repair costs will also be considered as part of the County’s decision-making
process, which will be completed following the completion of the environmental analysis
process. The project is considered feasible at the San Leandro site, and therefore has been
carried forward in the analysis, The long-term costs of the facility are not an environmental
consideration to be evaluated in the EIS/EIR.

The County of Alameda General Services Agency contracted Subsurface Consultants Inc. to
prepare the technical report “Geotechnical Investigations Concepiual Panning Study Juvenile
Justice Center San Leandro, California” (SCI, January 2001). This study is referenced in the
Draft EIS/EIR and used as a basis for geologic conclusions pertaining to the San Leandro site. In
this study, SCI concludes that the San Leandro Juvenile Justice Facility 1s feasible from a
geotechnical standpoint, and provides geotechnical conclusions and preliminary
recommendations for conceptual-level design and costing. Principal geotechnical considerations
as descrtbed in this report include:

o A fault hazard study prepared by William Lettis and Associates (WLA 2001) assisted in
the delineation of a site that is free of active earthquake faulting, and concludes there to
be generally low risk of surface fault rupture in those areas where buildings are planned.

« A very deep ancient landslide underlies most of the planned building site, but this feature
has been inactive for thousands of years. Risks associated with shallower dormant and
active landslides can be mitigated by properlty designed retaining wall systems.
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= Retaming wall systems of approximately 72-feet in height are planned for the site. These
walls will retain varying conditions of fill natural soil deposits and bedrock, and will
traverse areas where older landslides are present. The planned retaining walls can be
constricted from the top down as site excavation proceeds, and can be restrained using
drifled and grouted steel tendons (tiebacks).

«  Walls up to about 23-feet high are planned for portions of the site that will retain fill
placed during site development. These walls can be free-standing gravity walls or
mechanically-stabilized earth walls incorporating tensile elements placed within the fill.

s  Liil slopes up to about 30-feet high are planned at the western margin of the site.
Conventional unreinforced fill siopes can be inclined at 1 % to 1 or flatter. Reinforced
carth fills that incorporate tensile elements within the fill can be engineered to have
inclinations of about 1 % to 1 or flatter.

»  Cutting and fill would be required to develop the site. In areas, cuts will encounter
bedrock that can likely be excavated using conventional equipment. Fills will need to be
properly keyed and benched into bedrock or firm undisturbed soil. Potentially expansive
soils present at the site will require mitigation during site preparation.

» Foundations for the new building can be constructed on conventional spread footing
foundations that bear on bedrock of firm, non-expansive soil,

Based upon this analysis, the Draft EIS/EIR recommended numerous mitigation measures
(Measures 6.1.2,6.2.2,6.4.2,6.5.2, 6.6.2and 6.7.2) to address specific geologic considerations.

The Geotechnical Investigations Conceptual Planning Study Juvenile Justice Center San
Leandro, California” also informed the “Falue Engineering Report” (Comerstone Facilities
Consulting, et.al.), which is the source for project costs, Comerstone Consultants and its team
engineers provided professional guidance for reducing costs while maintaining a juvenile justice
complex that serves the people of Alameda County. As a result of this value engineering
process, cost estimates for the San Leandro altemative were able to be reduced from
approximately $236,782,000 (the original estimate) to an estimated cost of approximately
$172,887,000 as reported in the Draft EIS/EIR (page 2-9). For comparative purposes, the costs
of construction at the Pardee/Swan site are estimated at approximately $168 million, but an
additional $142 million (or a total of approximately $310 million) is estimated to be needed for
site acquisition and construction of a parking garage to replace existing surface parking.

Response to Comment 16-3;

The County will consider the environmental constraints at the San Leandro site and the
associated potential environmental justice effects before making a final site selection. Chapter
16 of the Draft EIS/EIR discusses environmental justice issues and concludes that compliance
with stringent codes for juvenile detention facilities would provide protections against injury.
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Response to Comment 16-4:

As summarized on page 1-4 of the Draft BIS/EIR, the County of Alameda, California Board of
Corrections, and U.S. Department of Justice/Office of Justice Programs have provided numerous
public notices and opportunities for public comment regarding the proposed action and
alternatives that are under consideration. A Notice of Preparation / Notice of Intent was mailed
to all responsible / trustee agencies and Jocal residents, and published in the Federal Register and
Jocal newspapers in January 2002. Scoping meetings were held in Dublin in February 2002. A
second Notice of Preparation / Notice of Intent was mailed to all responsible / trustee agencies
and local residents, and published in the Federal Register and local newspapers in June 2002. A
second round of scoping meetings were held in Dublin and in Oakland in July 2002. The Notice
of Completion / Availability of the Draft EIS/EIR was published and mailed in January 2003.
Copies of the Draft EIS/EIR were sent to the City departments and public library in February,
and the Alameda County Board of Supervisors, in cooperation with the California Board of
Corrections and the U.S. Department of Justice/Office of Justice Programs, conducted two public
hearings on the Draft EIS/EIR to gather public comments in February 2003.

As stated on pages S-23 and 3-1 of the Draft FIS/EIR, no preferred alternative was identified in
the Draft EIS/EIR because all of the sites were being given equal consideration. An
environmentally superior alternative was identified in the Draft EIS/EIR in conformance with the
requirements of CEQA. However, that determination is only part of the informational purpose of
the Draft EIS/EIR and was not an indication by the lead agencies that the Pardee/Swan site was
the preferred alternative, nor does the identification of an environmentally superior alternative
obligate the County to select that site. County staff has identified a preferred alternative in this
Final EIS/EIR, in conformance with the requirements of NEPA, as described in more detail in at
the begimning of Chapter 2 of this Final EIS/EIR.
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LETTER 17: County of Alameda, Public Works Agency

Response to Comment 17-1:

No comments were offered; no response is required.
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LETTER 18: Superior Court, State of California, County of Alameda

Response to Comment 18-1:

Statements in support of a new Juvenile Justice Facility are noted.

The commentor’s opposition to the Glenn Dyer alternative is noted. On pages 3-8 through 3-15,
the Draft FIS/EIR concludes that conversion of the Glenn Dyer Detention Facility in downtown
Qakland to a juvenile detention facility would not achieve many of the project objectives. The
analysis also concludes that use of the Glenn Dyer Detention Facility would result in significant
unavoidable impacts due to the noise and air quality conditions in the area, and would therefore
have environmental justice impacts on the detainees. The Draft EIS/EIR inciuded the Glenn
Dyer Detention Facility as one alternative based on the apparent feasibility of constructing a
facility that could meet the minimum State standards for juvenile detention, and the analysis in
the Draft EIS/EIR provides a useful comparison to other alternatives being considered. The
County Board of Supervisors has not selected a preferred altemative. County statf has identified
the preferred alternative as the Modified San Leandro Alternative, described in more detail at the
beginning of Chapter 2 of this Final EIS/EIR. Final selection of an altemative that would be
implemented will occur after the completion of the environmental review process, and will
include consideration of all public comments regarding the project.

Response to Comment 18-2:

Commenits in support of a new East County Hali of Justice are noted.

The Draft FIS/EIR describes the existing operations and the program components related to new
development. The analysis addresses two alternative sites, and includes information regarding
the relative costs of each (see pages 2-10 and 2-11). It is acknowledged that development at Site
15A is likely to cost more than development at the East County Government Center Site. The
proposed parking garage at Site 15A would be similar to those being developed elsewhere in
Dublin at sites with higher density office and other uses. As with the Juvenile Justice Facility,
no preferred site was identified in the Draft EIS/ETR. A final decision on implementation of the
project will not be made untif the environmental review process is concluded.

Public transportation and accessibility are addressed in Chapter 9 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Site 15A
is approximately one mile closer than the East County Government Center Site to the BART
station, existing bus routes, and freeways. However, transit service 1s expected to be adjusted to
better serve the East County Government Center site once development occurs, in coordination
with the Livermore Amador Valley Transit Agency,
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LETTER 19: Supervisor Alice Lai-Bitker

Response to Comment 19-1:

The cost estimates provided on pages 2-9 and 2-10 of the Draft EIS/EIR include all associated
costs for engineering, site work, structural systems, and furnishings to meet the requirements of
each of the alternatives. These costs are based on schematic designs and include substantial
contingencies. More detailed cost estimates would be prepared during the design phase in
conjunction with the design/build team. The San Leandro site has been estimated to cost
approximately $173 million, the reduced program at the Glenn Dyer Detention Facility (420 beds
maximum) would cost $122 million with an additional $41 million required fo provide new
administration and court facilities elsewhere in the vicinity, the Pardee/Swan site would cost
$168 million for the Juvenile Justice portion plus about $142 miflion for the site acquisition and
parking garage components, and the East County Government Center site is estimated to cost
$173 miilion. Therefore, 1t does not appear from these estimates that there is a cost premium for
development at the seismically active San Leandro site.

Respanse to Comment 19-2;

Development of any of the “build” alternatives, including a replacement project at the San
Leandro altemative site, would address existing deficiencies at Juvenile Hall, which is located
immediately along the Hayward fault. As discussed in Chapter 6 of the Draft EIS/EIR, extensive
studies have been conducted to identify the buildable area on the San Leandro campus. The new
Juvenile Justice Facility would be located within that area and would incorporate all necessary
structural and equipment considerations to provide a safe environment for the detainees, staff,
and visitors.

Response to Comment 19-3:

Construction at the San Leandro site would include all necessary security precautions to ensure
that the construction site and activity would not affect the on-going operations at the existing
Juvenile Hall. Access restrictions, temporary access routes, security persomel, and other
measures would be in place. Detainees would not be moved to the new facilities until al! of the
new security measures were in place, tested, and approved for occupancy. The new facility
would include state-of-the art technology as well as superior site planning and operational
programs to address security, which would enhance the overall security for the neighborhoods in
the area. Currently, security has not been a major problem at the facility, and therefore no
security risks are anticipated.

Response to Comment 19-4:

The Juvenile Justice Facility conceptual site plan for the San I.eandro property under both the
Existing San Leandro Site altemative and the Modified San Leandro alternative includes grading
and retaining walls that would address the topography and landslide potential at that site. The
project has been designed in response to extensive geologic, geotechnical, and seismic studies
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that identify the specific risks associated with the site, and these factors are inciuded in the plan.
Conformance with applicable codes and regulations, inspections, and quality control would
protect the staff, juveniles, and others at the site from landslides.

Response to Comment 19-5;

There is little to no reported crime impact of the existing Juvenile Hall in San Leandro upon the
neighboring communities. In response to community concerns, the perceived impact of the
release of adult prisoners from the Sanfa Rita Rehabilitation Center in Dublin 1s discussed in
detail (see page 4-55). No matter which site is selected, the Juvenile Justice Facility would be
developed to include state-of-the-art security systems and would be staffed by personnel who are
trained and equipped to address security at the facility.

Response to Comment 19-6:

Based on the review of other statistical analyses, it is expected that efforts to isolate the effect of
the existing Juvenile Hall on surrounding residential property values would be inconclusive. The
existing Juvenile Hall was built largely in the 1950s and the surrounding neighborhoods are older
single-family areas. It wounld be nearly impossible to isolate the effect today of the Juvenile Hall
on housing values from other factors such as housing size, ot size, age of unit, condition of the
housing stock, development over time of other “disamenitics” in the area, and general quality
and upkeep of the neighborhood. In addition, the condition of the surrounding area and value of
the homes relative to other areas in San Leandro and the County at the time that the Juvenile Hall
was constructed is not known and information regarding housing transactions in the area during
the years immediately before and after construction of the Juvenile Hall is not readily available.
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Letter 20: Alameda County League of Women Voters

Response to Comment 20-1:

Pages 9-32 and 9-35 of the Draft EIS/EIR describe existing transit service in the Dublin area.
Pages 9-89 through 9-91 address the impacts and mitigation measures necessary to address the
transit service shortfalls in the Dublin area.

Page 16-14 of the Draft EIS/EIR also provides an analysis of the environmental justice
implications of developing the project at the East County Government Center, due to increased
transportation costs and travel times for family members and other visitors.
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Letter 21: Communities for a Better Environment

Response to Comment 21-1:

The Draft EIS/EIR contains an analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives in accordance with
NEPA and CEQA. For example, the Draft EIS/EIR evaluated alternatives that involve the
development of both the Juventle Justice Facility and the East County Hall of Justice on separate
sites or in combination. The Draft EIS/EIR provides a rigorous analysis of alternatives,
including variations in the size, location, and configuration of the Juvenile Justice Facility and
the East County Hall of Justice. In this way, the document provides the decision-makers with
information about a reasonable range of alternatives that could possibly achieve the Project
objectives and that appeared to otherwise be feasible considering costs, land availability, and
other factors.

The needs assessment and master plan determined that the County needed to construct a new
Juvenile Justice Facility that would include 540 beds to meet the County’s needs to house
juvenile detainees. Based on increased use of alternatives to detention implemented by the
Probation Department in recent years, however, the Draft EIS/EIR indicated that a total of 450
beds could remain adequate for long-term needs (Chapter 2, page 2-3). The size of the
alternatives under consideration was based upon the purpose and projected need of the project
and the project objectives.

As described on pages 2-2 through 2-5 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the Program reguirements for the
Juvenile Justice Facility, and the Alameda County Board of Supervisors’ direction regarding the
project parameters based on data and analysis presented by the Juvenile Justice Steering
Committee and others, indicate that a minimum of 420 beds would be required to address current
and future housing needs associated with the juvenile justice functions of the County. However,
since that time, the Steering Committee has 1dentified another feasible alternative and selected it
as the preferred altemmative, See the master response regarding the Modified San Leandro
Alternative at the beginning of Chapter 2 of this Final FIS/EIR.

As part of the evaluation of a reasonable range of alternatives, the Draft EIS/EIR evaluated the
No Action/No Project alternative in which 300 beds would be provided in the existing facility.
As this analysis demonstrates, the impacts and project-generated demand for services based on
size and population would be reduced compared to the impacts and demand for services of a
450-bed or 540-bed alternative (e.g., traffic, noise, air quality, utilities and services). Similarly,
the Modified San Leandro Alternative consisting of 360 beds also would result in fewer impacts
and demand for services and utilities when compared to the 450-bed and 540-bed alternatives.
The commentor is referred to the beginning of Chapter 2 of this Final EIS/EIR for a description
of this alternative.

In addition, over 20 other sites were considered during the site selection process, as described on
page S-7 and pages 3-32 through 3-34 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Although it is true that somewhat
less land might be required if fewer beds were constructed, the minimum land area would not be
substantially reduced because the beds make up only part of the facility. Many of the support
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facilities could be reduced in size, but not necessarily proportional to the number of beds due to
minimum functional requirements. For example, the courtroom and administrative functions
make up fully 25% of the total square footage of the project, and would not necessarily be
reduced in arca with the construction of fewer beds.

Response to Comment 21-2:

Refer to Response 9-135 regarding concerns related to radiological experimentation/testing and
the East County Government Center site.

An Environmental Site Assessment has been conducted at the East County Government Center
site (see pages 12-13 and 12-14 of the Draft EIS/EIR). Studies conducted to date strongly
suggests that impacts to soil which may be encountered during site redevelopment are no more
significant than those encountered during redevelopment of any of the adjacent former military
areas. Studies have not identified conditions that would require extensive remediation prior to
redevelopment, i.e. chemical contamination has not been detected at concentrations that would
suggest the presence of hazardous waste and concentrations that exceed established risk
thresholds. The East County Government Center site and Site 15A were investigated for possible
hazardous materials contanunation. A Preliminary Environmental Site Assessment was prepared
for the East County Government Center Site in January 2002, which identified several
recognized environmental conditions, as described in more detatl in the Draft BEIS/EIR at pages
12-13 and 12-14. This assessment did not disclose the likelihood of the presence of radioactive
materials. In September 2000, a Phase I preliminary site assessment was also performed for the
Site [5A property. Soil and groundwater investigations were also performed on Site [5A, which
included a screening for the presence of radiation. No radiation above background levels was
detected. (See Draft EIS/EIR p. 12-17.) Furthermore, common and routine site development
procedures such as worker notification, dust control measures and work stoppage when unusual
conditions are encountered conducted in association with a Soil Handling/Management Plan
(SMP), will effectively address and mitigate potential risks of exposure including those
potentially associated with asbestos containing materials (ACM) and lead based paint (LBP). An
SMP will be prepared based on the actual development scheme selected. The conmmentor’s
statements regarding the potential for radicactive contamination at the Dublin site does not
constitute significant new information requiring the recirculation of the Draft EIS/FIR. (See
Recirculation Master Response at the beginning of Chapter 2 of this Final FIS/EIR).

Response to Comment 21-3:

The commentor is correct in noting that the East County Government Center altemative would
result in several significant unavoidable impacts. The Executive Summary (Chapter S) of the
Draft EIS/EIR lists all of the impacts and classifies them according to significance, including a
summary of significant unavoidable impacts at each site on pages S-22 and 5-23. The East
County-Government Center site has five significant unavoidable impact categories, including
numerous roadway and intersection impacts that would require mitigation and remain
unavoidable due to cumulative growth in the area. The traffic, noise, and air pollution impacts of
increased travel distance for detainees, their family members, and others associated with the
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activity at the project are fully described in each of the topical sections and are specifically
considered in the environmental justice chapter (Chapter 16} of the Draft EIS/EIR. The Draft
EIS/EIR evaluates cumulative air quality impacts and mitigation measures for the East County
Government Center and Site 15A alternatives on page 17-57. The County has prepared a Draft
transportation plan for the project if it is implemented in Dublin, as noted on pages 9-91 and 16-
14. Its implementation depends on final planning studies and allocation of funding from the
County, but it is expected to reduce the accessibility impact to a less than significant level.
Vehicular noise impacts are expected to remain significant, however, due to the overall increase
in trips in the immediate vicinity of existing residences.

Response to Comment 21-4:

The environmental justice impacts assoclated with the East County Government Center site and
impacts on accessibility are described in Chapter 16 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Construction of
roadway improvements in the area likely would exacerbate traffic delays in the interim pending
completion of the roadway improvements. Chapters 9 and 11 evaluate the air quality and traffic
impacts associated with the proposed Project.

In accordance with CEQA and NEPA, the Draft EIS/EIR identifies feasible mitigation measures
that may be implemented as part of the Project to mitigate significant environmental impacts.
We note that the commentor cites to cases that apply to the preparation of an initial study and
mitigated negative declaration and the threshold decision to prepare an EIR. In this case, the
County determined to prepare an EIR. The CEQA Guidelines and judicial decisions regarding
the adequacy of mitigation in an EIR confirm that, although mitigation measures should not be
deferred until some future time, mitigation measures may specify performance standards that
would mitigate the project’s significant environmental effect and may be accomplished in
various ways. (14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15126.4(1)B); Sacramenio Old City Ass 'n v. City Council
(1991) 229 Cal.App.3d 1011.) Thus, it is appropriate for an agency to identify mitigation
measures in an EIR, but rely on future studies to define how a mitigation measure will be
designed and implemented in accordance with performance goals.

The Draft EIS/EIR evaluates the environmental impacts of the proposed project and identifies
mitigation measures which would mitigate those impacts. In this regard, the Draft EIS/EIR does
not defer the evaluation of mitigation measures. In fact, requirements regarding specific
roadway mmprovements and the obligation to fund such improvements are specified in Chapters 9
and 17 of the Draft EIS/EIR. The recommended mitigation measures are designed to minimize
the project’s significant envirommental impacts by substantially reducing or avoiding them.
(Pub. Res. Code §§21002 and 21100.) While the Draft EIS/EIR identifies the recommended
regional roadway improvements, it discloses to the public and decision-makers the uncertainties
regarding potential delays in the implementation of all such improvements. Although
implementation of the measures may be deferred, it does not mean that the Draft EIS/EIR
deferred the 1dentification of the mitigation measures. Thus, the commentor seems to confuse
the potential for delays in implementing mitigation with the deferral in identifying mitigation
that may be required for a project.
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Response to Comment 21-5;

The public health impacts related to potential hazardous materials contamination at the Fast
County Government Center and Site 15A are discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR at pages 12-22 to
12-23. For the East County Government Center, Mitigation Measure 12.1.5 requires the
County’s contractor’s to prepare a Soil Handling/Management Plan (SMP) that will contain,
among other things, a contingency plan that will ensure that construction workers and the public
are adequately protected from health impacts associated with potential exposure to
contamination. Compliance with the SMP, and all mitigation measures, will be monitored
pursuant and enforced through a mitigation monitoring and reporting program to be adopted at
the time of project approval, as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 21086(a)(1). Costs of
potential clean-up is included in the project budgets.

Response to Comment 21-6:

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 9-163, above. A detailed discussion of the
potential impacts of the project on wildlife, foraging habitat for raptors and loggerhead shrike,
and Congdon’s tarplant is provided under Impact 8.1.5, 8.3.5, and 8.4.5, together with adequate
mitigation where appropriate.

Response fo Comment 21-7:

The commentor states that other noise studies have shown levels to be louder than those
measured by Illingworth & Rodkin. According to the Draft EIS/EIR noise section, "LT-~1 was
made in the center of the rear yard of #5764 Idlewood Street behind an 8-foot sound wall along
Hacienda Drive. At this location, Hacienda Drive was the major noise source. Construction of
nearby offices also contributed to noise levels. Distant gunfire from the County Sheriff’s
Shooting Range was audible but not measurable at this focation. The CNEL measured at this
location was 58 dBA. The hourly data are displayed graphically in Figure 10.9. Measurement
LT-2 was made on a pole at the corner of Idlewood Court and Winterbrook Avenue
approximately 60 feet from the sound wall oft Gleason Drive. At this site, gunshois were more
audible but not measurable over the noise from traffic on Gleason Drive. The CNEL at this
location was 57 dBA." During the monitoring surveys, even with distant gun range use audible,
Community Noise Equivalent Levels (CNEL) are within acceptable Iimits, and thus no
significant impact would occur.

The Wilson, Thrig, and Associates (W1A) firing range acoustics report states that, "due to
atmospheric inversion effects, range noise was higher during nighttime hours than during the
daytime." The data and conclusions in the WIA report demionstrate that noise from the firing
range is intrusive in the neighborhoods to the south. The WIA report contains a series of
recommended mitigations that would reduce firing range noise in nearby neighborhoods,
especially at night (but the noise would not be completely eliminated). However, the WIA report
does not change the conclusions of the Draft EIS/EIR that exterior and interior noise impacts at
the East County Government Center site would be less than sigmificant (see Impact 10.1.5, page
10-24).
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Hlingworth & Rodkin measured overall ambient sound levels focusing on the County and City
standards for L.dn or CNEL. Long-term measurements included firing range sounds, sounds
from helicopters, existing traffic, lawnmowers, barking dogs, and whatever other sources were
generating sound at the time of measurements.

CEQA §15355 (b) defines Cumulative Impacts as "the change in the environment which results
from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and
reasonable (sic) foreseeable probable future projects.” The Sheriff's Firing Range and Parks
RFTA are part of the existing noise environment and have been included in the measurement of
existing conditions. The Draft EIS/EIR used future traffic projections to calculate project-
generated noise and cumulative increases.

The new Juvenile Justice Facility and East County Hall of Justice will be constructed of
substantial, institutional-type materials that would normally reduce interior noise levels 30 dBA
or more below outside levels. This noise attenuation would be sufficient to reduce gunshot
sounds to below a level of significance (i.e. below 45 dBA). State law applicable to the project
is described on page 10-4 of the Draft EIS/EIR, and used as a signtficance threshold for the
analysis. The State multi-family law is described for comparison putposes, but that standard is
not applicable because the Juvenile Justice Facility is not such a land use.

The reconfiguration of the existing berm woulid not substantially affect the audibility of the
Sheriff”s shooting range or other activity as perceived from residential or other areas south of
Gleason Drive. This is due to the distance the berm is from the shooting range, which limits its
ability to provide much shielding. In addition, the Sheriff's Department is considering the
implementation of various improvements to sound barriers that will diminish, but not eliminate,
gunshot sound in nearby areas. Those improvements are unrelated to and not needed to address
the Juvenile Justice Facility. All of the Sheriff’s possible mitigation measures are oriented to
close~in walls and baffles that would provide immediate shielding, rather than more distant
berms or walls that would allow sound to refract and travel around the barriers, thereby reducing
their effectiveness.

Sound measurement data was obtained by professional acoustical engineers using specialized
equipment, over several days at several locations. The measurements reflect short-term and
long-term conditions, and adequately characterize the sensitive areas near the project sites based
on professional practice. The Draft EIS/EIR data is therefore considered adequate and complete.

Response fo Comment 21-8:

No greater site hazards exist at the alternative sites than existed under the current development
between Gleason Drive and 1-580 prior to the proper cleanup and development as residential,
school, recreation, and commercial uses. Refer to Response 21-2 regarding the mitigation of
potential impacts at the East County Government Center site. The potential removal of pipelines
lined or wrapped with ashestos containing materials (ACM) would be conducted under the
observation of a Certified Industrial Hygienist and by confractors licensed to handle and remove
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ACM. Similar pipelines have already been encountered and were successfully removed from
other adjacent milifary properties without incident.

Response to Comment 21-9:

Figure 12.6 of the Draft EIS/EIR is from a database search conducted by EDR, Inc. on behalf of
the EIS/EIR preparers, and is necessarily vague due to the use of census map files. As shown in
Figure 3.12 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the school is located approximately 4 mile from the closest
point of the East County Government Center site, although the majority of the site work and
development would occur beyond this distance. Although Impact 12.3 addresses the handling of
hazardous materials near school sites, the general issue of handling hazardous materials is
addressed in Impact 12.1, under heading 12.1.5 and 12.1.6 for the Dublin sites. Concentrations
detected to date at each of these sites would not constitute “hazardous materials™, according to
Fugro West Consultants. Impacted soils, including asbestos containing materials and lead based
paint, if encountered may, however, need to be transported from these sites as “hazardous waste”
in accordance with applicable State laws. Potential impacts to the community related to these
materials would be short-term and mitigated by implementation of the soil management pian.
None of the transportation would occur along roads near the school site.

The discussion regarding impacts of hazardous waste handling near school sites in the Draft
EIS/EIR is hereby amended as follows:

Page 12-23, Impact 12.3: All Alternatives

NODMPACT T ESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. Under each of the altematives
evaluated, construction and operation of the proposed facilities would not require the
handling of significant quantities of hazardous materials. Mitigation Measures 12.1.2,
12.1.4.12.1.5. and 12.1.6 would reduce the potential impact to less than significant. Nene
efthe sites-evaluated-are The cIosest part of Doughertv Elementary School 1s located
within one~quarter mile efapy-ex 8 ; olthe-from the closest part of the
East County Government Center site, Slte dlsturbance and construction activity would

occur at or beyond this distance from the school site, and would not have any significant
impacts after the implementation of the specified mitigation measures.

Response to Comment 21-10:

The commentor correctly notes that the Dublin site would result in more vehicle emissions than
other sites evaluated in this EIS/EIR. The air quality analysis relies upon publicly available data
from government-operated air monitoring stations. These air monitoring stations are part of a
network that is representative of an air basin (or sub-basin). Although there are many air
monitoring stations throughout the BAAQMD, the analysis is based upon data from those
stations closest to the proposed project sites.
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Response to Comment 21-11:

As noted in the Draft EIS/EIR, as a political subdivision of the State, the County 1s exempt from
local regulations. (See Draft EIS/EIR at page 4-9.) This exemption extends to local land use
(i.e., General Plans), zoning and building regulations. Moreover, Government Code Sections
53090-53096, which generally require local agencies to comply with the land use and building
regulations of the county or city in which their territory is located, specifically excludes counties
from this requirement. Therefore, the County is not required to comply with land use (i.e.,
General Plans), zoning and building requirements of any of the local jurisdictions in which the
project may be located, inciuding the City of Dublin. Consequently, even if the proposed project
is determined to be inconsistent with local land use (i.e., General Plan), zoning or building
requirements, such inconsistency generally would not prevent implementation of the project.
Nonetheless, the County has, by agreement, recognized certain local land use principles in the
Dublin area pursuant to the Annexation Agreement dated May 4, 1993, as discussed at pages 4~
28 through 4-30 of the Draft EIS/EIR. The extent fo which the Project would be required to
comply with Dublin’s land use faws and policies, including its General Plan, would be
determined by Sections 8 and 9 of the Annexation Agreement. See responses to Comments 9-27
and 9-30.

Response to Comment 21-12:

The Draft EIS/EIR does not need to be translated into Spanish. Notices and information sheets
were translated, and translators for six different languages were made available at the scoping
meetings held in Qakland in order to address the wide range of ethnic and langnage groups
represented in the urban setting of the Glenn Dyer Detention Facility and other altemative sites
‘under consideration. No members of the public were observed to use these services. Public
participation was also encouraged through local community organizations during the scoping
process, and no non-English speaking persons appeared during the process. The County of
Alameda provides accommodation in all of its proceedings for accessibility by persons with
physical handicaps and language barriers. However, the projects evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR
are not located in an area with a predominant Janguage group other than English, as with the
cases cited by the commentor (Puerto Rico and New Mexico). The lead agencies for this project
have complied with Executive Order 12898 regarding environmental justice to the extent it
applies to this project. Chapter 16 of the Draft EIS/EIR provides a description of the
communities potentially affected by the project aliernatives. Table 16.1 shows that
approximately 18 percent of the juvenile detainees are Hispanic. Table 16.2 documents that
approximately 18 percent of the County’s population is classified as Hispanic, and between 9
and 18 percent of the popuiation in the vicinity of any individual site is Hispanic. The Draft
EIS/EIR therefore conciudes that there would not be a disproportionate impact on Hispanic
persons,

Response to Comment 21-13:

Although the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) may have certain
jurisdiction over certain of the alternative project sites with respect to soil and water
contamination, EPA is not expected to 1ssue any specific approval or authorization for the
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Project. EPA Region IX was one of the federal agencies to which the County distributed a copy
of the Draft EIS/EIR. Region [X submitted a comment letter (see letter 3} which commended
“the preparers of [the EIS/EIR] for publishing a clear and thorough analysis of the alternatives,
and for including appropriate measures to mitigate potential tmpacts.” The EPA reviewed the
Draft EIS/EIR and categorized it as “LO, Lack of Objection.” No further consultation is
required at this time.

Response to Comment 21-14:

The lead agencies believe the Draft EIS/EIR to be adequate as an informational document, and
no significant new information is provided in response to public comments that would trigger the
need for recirculation of a revised Draft EIS/EIR. No substantial additional analysis is included
in this response to comments document that would preclude meaningful public input. Public
participation has been extensively sought and input has been received from over 50 individuals
and agencies, evidencing sufficient public involvement in the process. No analysis of important
environmental issues has been inappropriately deferred. Impact discussions mclude planning,
design, construction and operations, as well as cumulative and long-term impacts for each of the
topical issues addressed in the Draft EIS/EIR. The mitigation measures provide sufficient detail
and are based on known conditions docuinented in the description of the existing setting, and
conformance with established regulations and protocols that are sufficient to ensure the adequacy
of the measures to meet the mitigation objectives. The commentor has not identified any
significant new information that will need to be added to the Draft EIS/EIR and require
recirculation as further indicated in the Master Response regarding recirculation at the beginning
of Chapter 2 of this Final EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 21-15:

Communities for a Better Environment will be added to the mailing list and will be informed of
all public hearings, and will be provided with CEQA/NEPA notices and public documents.
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Leiter 22: Reed Smith Crosby Heafy, LLP

Response to Comment 22-1:

Section 15123(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a “brief” summary with language that is “as
clear and simple as reasonably practical.” The Project assessed in this Draft EIS/EIR is complex
and in order fo provide a clear overview of it, the Executive Summary includes Table S.1. This
table provides a summary of the potential environmental impacts among the six alternatives and
an indication of whether mitigation measures would be required based on the significance of the
identified impact. Additionally, page S-8 directs the reader to individual chapters for
recommended mitigation measures, Although Section 15123(b)(1) does state that the mitigation
measures should be identified in the Executive Summary, Section 15123(c) also states that the
summary should not normally exceed 15 pages. The Executive Summary, without all the
mitigation measures for each of the six alternatives, is 24 pages in length. Adding the mitigation
measures would have resulted 1n an unwieldy “summary” that could have run 50 to 100 pages
long.

A mitigation monitoring reporting program (MMRP), which outlines how the mitigation
measures in the EIS/EIR will be implemented for the selected project, must be adopted by the
County Board of Supervisors. That plan will also provide the requisite summary of mitigation
measures as they would apply to a specific project site. A draft of the impacts and mitigation
measures that would be included for the preferred alternatives is included as an appendix to this
Final EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 22-2:

Comment noted. See also responses to comments 22-6 through 22-10. The Draft EIS/EIR is
revised as follows:

Page S-21, paragraph 2:

The proposed Juvenile Justice Facility and East County Hall of Justice projects are
intended to address documented needs for nmproved facilities, and would not induce
substantial populatlon glowth in the v1cm1ty at any of the altematlve s1tes cons1de1 ed in
this EIS/EIR. Bevelopment-atthes :
ﬁse—p%aﬂs—%f—th@—a?e&s Each site is Iocated in an urban area w1th adequate 1nfrastructurc
to meet project-related demands for services, so no substantial infrastructure
improvements would be required which could induce growth in neighboring areas.
Employment at any of the sites would be relatively small in comparison to the overall
level of activity in the vicinity. Many of the employees {(approximately 450 to 550 staff at
the Juvenile Justice Facility, and approximately 300 staff at the East County Hall of
Justice) would be drawn primarily from the existing labor supply serving these County
functions, and limited new housing would be required to serve new employees.
Considered in the context of Alameda County and the individual communities in which
the projects could be located, the projects do not represent the introduction of large
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employment or economic generators. However, the overall frend in the region is toward
increased traffic congestion, a lack of affordable housing, and increased service demands
that could outstrip the ability of cities and other agencies to provide for all of the long-
term growth within and beyond the nine-County San Francisco Bay Area. Therefore,
there is the potential for significant cumulative growth-inducing impacts.

Response to Comment 22-3:

Although development costs of the new East County Hall of Justice on Site 15A might be higher
than development costs associated with construction at the East County Government Center, this
does not make the proposal infeasible. As noted on Page 2-10 of the Draft EIS/EIR, a number of
funding sources have been identified that would adequately cover the costs of the proposed
project.

Respense to Comment 22-4:

Contrary to the commentor’s assertion, the Draft EIS/EIR identifies and defines a “proposed
project.” The description of the “proposed project” may be found in Section 3.1 of the Draft
EIS/EIR. The “proposed project” is the construction of the Juvenile Justice Facility and the East
County Hall of Justice. Alternatives are considered for construction of the proposed project in
accordance with NEPA and CEQA. These alternatives were evaluated at a comparable level of
detail in accordance with NEPA’s more stringent requirements regarding the analysis of
alternatives. Consequently, the environmental impacts of each alternative were evaluated. The
Draft EIS/EIR summary table compares each of these alternatives so the reader can understand
the comparison of impacts among each of the alternatives. If the commentor’s assertions were
true, a combined EIS/EIR never could be prepared.

The commentor is referred to the responses to the comments contained in Comment Letter 9
regarding Dubiin’s land use approval authornity with respect to the Project.

The Draft EIS/EIR describes the number of parking spaces required and to be provided for the
East County Government Center site on page 3-19. Figure 3.22 illustrates the number of parking
spaces (850 spaces) proposed for the East County Hall of Justice on Site 15 A. Page 3-23
indicates that the Juvenile Justice Facility on the East County Government Center site would be
two stories (approximately 30 feet tall) and the East County Hall of Justice would be a 4-story
building. For the East County Government Center Site, the Fast County Hall of Justice would
have a building height of 56 feet for the three-story office portion and 80 feet for the four-story
court poertion, with a 14-foot taller elevation as viewed from Border Blvd. due to the below-grade
sallyport area. Development of Site [5A would require a slightly taller building to accommodate
an at-grade sallyport and mechanical areas.

Response to Comment 22-5:

As stated in the first sentence of the discussion, pages 3-32 and 3-33 of the Draft EIS/EIR relate
the search for alternative sites to accommodate the Juvenile Justice Facility. The Draft EIS/EIR
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also includes an analysis of two alternative sites for the East County Hall of Justice: the Fast
County Government Center Site, and Site [5A.

Response to Comment 22-6:

The discussion of Site I15A on page 4-9 of the Draft EIS/EIR is a description of the physical
setting for Site 15A. The description of the policy and regulatory setting for this site is found on
page 4-35 through -37. On page 4-35 of the Draft EIS/EIR it clearly states that “Development of
Site 15A with a new East County Hall of Justice would not be consistent with the land use
designation for this property under the applicabie General Plan. The annexation agreement
provides that development of Site 15A and surrounding property within the Santa Rita Properties
requires development consistent with City of Dublin land use policy and regulations. The
County Surplus Authority has requested that the City of Dublin amend the General Plan and
EDSP designation {from High-Density Residential to a land use designation supporting campus-
type office uses.” The Draft EIS/FIR makes clear that Site 15A is not zoned or designated for
public use at the present time. In Chapter 4, describing the Land Use and Planning
effects/impacts of the proposed Project, under the headings "Site 15A™ and "City of Dublin
Zoning," the Draft EIS/EIR states, "Site 15A is zoned PD by the City of Dubiin," Draft EIS/EIR
at 4-36, and further states that "the development of this site as an institutional use could be found
to be inconsistent with current land use designation." (Draft EIS/EIR at 4-36 through 4-37.)

The extent to which development of Site 15A may be subject to review by the City of Dublin
under its land use laws and policies would be determined by Section 8 of the May 4, 1993
Amnexation Agreement. See Response to Comment 9-27 and 9-30.

Response to Comment 227

Comsment noted. This typographical error is amended as follows:
Page 4-9, paragraph I

Site 15A is part of the County of Alameda’s Santa Rita land holdings that were annexed
to the City of Dublin in the early-1990°s for the purpose of facilitating public and private
development. Site 15A is located south of Central Parkway, east of Arnold Road, north of
Dublin Boulevard and west of the new Sybase Corporation Headquarters Complex. It
encoimpasses approximately-H-S-netacres-ofdand approximately 12.5 net acres of land.
The site is currently vacant, relatively flat and contains native and introduced species of
grasses but no trees (see Figare 4.5).

Response to Comment 22-8;

Comment noted. This graphics error is amended as foilows:
Page 4-29, Figure 4.12:

This figure is revised to indicate the current General Plan land use designation on the
adjacent Sybase property 1s Campus Office, and not High Density Residential.
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Response to Comment 22-8:

The extent to which development on Site 15A may be subject to review by the City of Dublin
under 1its land use laws and policies would be determined by Section 8 of the May 4, 1993
Annexation Agreement. See Response to Comment 9-27 and 9-30.

See Response to Coniment 9-38 for a discussion of the most appropriate land use designation
(from High Density Residential to Campus Office or Public/Semi-Public) for Site 15A.

Response to Comment 22-10:

Although the last two sentences of the cited section on page 4-35 are correct statements of the
County’s exemption from local regulation generally, the County’s exemption as applied to
development on Site 15A has been modified by Section 8 of the May 4, 1993 Annexation
Agreement. As a result, the last two sentences of this paragraph are incorrect, and the Draft
EIS/EIR 15 hereby amended to delete those sentences.

Page 4-35, fifth paragraph:

l.and Use Designations

The Eastern Dublin Specific Plan/General Plan designates Site 15A for High-Density
Residential uses with an average density of 25 dwelling units per acre. This land use
designation would permit up to approximately 300 residential units at this site.

Consistency Analysis. Development of Site 15A with a new East County Hall of Justice
would not be consistent with the land use designation for this property under the
applicable General Plan. The annexation agreeinent provides that development of Site
15A and surrounding property within the Santa Rita Properties requires development
sistent with City of Dublin land use policy and regulations. Fhe-Gounty-Surplus

i YA LR =Y f
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Response to Comment 22-11:

The discussion on page 4-41 of the Draft EIS/EIR regarding the consistency of development of
the Hast County Hall of Justice at Site 15A with the City of Dublin General Plan concludes by
stating “inconsistency would not result in significant effects on the environment other than as
described elsewhere in this document.”

Potential inconsistency with the City’s land use designation for the site, 1.e. High Density
Residential under existing policy or Campus Office under an existing General Plan Amendment
request, 1s also discussed on pages 4-35 and 4-36 of the Draft EIS/EIR. The County believes that
the East County Hall of Justice 1s a use consistent with the proposed land use designation and the
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land use goal for the area, which includes a “high profile, quality image that establishes a
positive impression.” The design mtent of the East County Hall of Justice would be consistent
with this goal.

Site 15A is included in the City of Dublin’s East Dublin Specific Plan area, as explained on page
4-35 and cross-referenced to pages 4-28 through 4-35. The overall planning scheme for the
eastern Dublin area includes a substantial amount of flexibility, as has evidenced by prior
development decisions of the City regarding neighboring sites including the Sybase headquarters
site aud other local offices, in which residential land use designations have been amended to
allow office uses on all of the properties west of Hacienda Drive.

Mitigation measures adopted by the City of Dublin in 1994 as part of its Eastern Dubiin Specific
Plan do not necessarily apply to individual projects within the Plan area. The EDSP EIR was
necessarily broad in scope and general in its conclusions, considering that no development had
yet occurred in the Plan area and projections were for a long-term buildout of the area during
which changes to the environmentai and regulatory setting, land use plan, and detail of
information was inevitable. Although the City uses the EDSP EIR to tier analyses of subsequent
projects within the Plan area, the County has determined that in this case, the project required a
separate EIR, and has therefore conducted new, site-specific studies of the site and swrroundings.
Given the time that has passed and the changed circumstances in the area since the EDSP EIR
was certified, the original mitigation measures from the EDSP are inapplicable to or redundant of
the measures identified in the project-specific Draft EIS/EIR prepared for the East County Hall
of Justice,

As explained in the Draft EIS/EIR, the County disagrees with the commentor's statement that
development of the East County Hall of Justice on Site 15A would be inconsistent with the
proposed Office Campus designation for the site. See Draft EIS/EIR at 4-36. The County also
disagrees with this comment to the extent that it contends that the severity of the traffic
effects/impacts that would result from developing the East County Hall of Justice on Site [5A
may vary depending upon the site's General Plan or Specific Plan designation. The Draft
EIS/EIR adequately addresses the potential traffic effects/impacts that may result from the
proposed use of Site 15A. See Draft EIS/EIR at 9-101 through 9-109.

Response fo Comment 22-12:

The County Sheriff would maintain a significant presence at East County Hall of Justice, would
maintain a very high level of security throughout the facility and site, would be able to rapidly
respond to any disruption of normal community life by immediately alerting the Dublin Police
Department, and would be able to provide any necessary back-up to the Dublin Police
Department. The Sheriff's highly visible presence would certainly deter unlawful activity.

Response to Comment 22-13:

The Draft EIS/EIR evaluates the physical environmental impacts of increased criminal activity
on page 4-55. The commentor’s concerms regarding lottering, litter, and traffic are very similar
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to the 1ssues included in the discussion of Impact 4.5, which were determined o have no impact.
The increased demand for public services and utilities is described in Chapters 13 and 14.

Response fo Comment 22-14:

The conclusion regarding a three to four story East County Hall of Justice building being in
character with nearby buildings is based on assumptions about the type, height and mass of the
building as conceptually shown on Figures 3-9 and 3-12 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Such a building
would not be out of character with the surrounding properties, which are designated under the
City of Drublin General Plan for either Campus Office, Industrial Park/Office, or a mix of uses as
approved under the Dublin Transit Center project.

Response to Comment 22-15:
The Draft EIS/EIR is revised as follows:

Page 5-44, paragraph 4

Impact 5.2.6 Site 15A

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The massing of the proposed East County Hall
of Justice building located on Site 15A would have a less significant visual impact on the
area, as if would be consistent with the overall business park sefting and existing
buildings, and would not adversely affect the aesthetic setting of the other existing
buildings in the area. Changes to the views from adjacent offices would not be
significant environmental impacts of this project, as it would be consistent with the
overall land use plan for the area. and views from individual offices are nof protected as
scenic vistas under CEQA or NEPA,

Response to Comment 22-16:

Design review for the proposed East County Hall of Justice at Site 15A would evaluate exterior
materials proposed for the building’s facade, as well as proposed exterior security light design, in
order to ensure that the building’s facade and exterior lighting do not have a significant impact
on adjacent land uses.

Response to Comment 22-17:

The mmpacts of office development at Site 15A is considered as a background condition for those
future condition scenarios that include the Juvenile Justice Facility and/or East County Hall of
Justice at the East County Government Center Site.
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The description of the scenarios on page 9-23 of the Draft EIS/FIR is hereby amended as
follows:

e Scenario A1, in which a Juvenile Justice Facility with 420 beds and an East County Hall
of Justice with 13 courtrooms would be co-located at the Fast County Government
Center site. No-developmentef Site 15A would be developed according to the City of
Dublin’s Snecific Plan and General Plan. Development of the Cisco Systems project is
considered representative of future conditions as part of this analysis because it was an
approved project for that site.

e Scenario A2, in which a Juvenile Justice Facility with 540 beds and an East County Hall
of Justice with 13 courtrooms would be co-located at the East County Government
Center site. No-development-of Site 15A would be developed according to the City of
Dublin’s Specific Plan and General Plan. Development of the Cisco Systems project is
considered representative of future conditions as part of this analysis analysis_because it
was an approved project for that site.

e Scenario B, in which a Juvenile Justice Facility would be located elsewhere outside of the
area of influence in Dublin, and an East County Hall of Justice with 13 courtrooms would
be located on the East County Government Center site, Ne-developmentof Site 15A

~ would be developed according to the City of Dublin’s Specific Plan and General Plan,
Development of the Cisco Systems project is considered representative of future
conditions as part of this analysis analysis_because it was an approved project for that
sife.

e Scenario Cl1,in which a Juvenile Justice Facility with 420 beds would be located at the
East County Government Center site, and an East County Hall of Justice with 13
courtrooms would be located at Site 15A. The East County Government Center site
would also accommodate future office development at some future date, consistent with
the City of Dublin’s Specific Plan and General Plan,

s Scenario C2,in which a Juvenile Justice Facility with 540 beds would be located at the
East County Government Center site, and an East County Hall of Justice with 13
courtrooms would be located at Site 15A._ The East County Government Center site

would also accommodate future office development at some future date, consistent with
the City of Dublin’s Svecific Plan and General Plan.

e Scenario D, in which a Juvenile Justice Facility would be located elsewhere outside of
the area of influence in Dublin, and an East County Hall of J ustice Wlth 13 courtrooms
would be located at Site 15A. T { !
as-part-of-this-enalysis: The Hast Countv Government Center site would also

accommodate future office development at some future date, consistent with the City of
Dublin’s Snecific Plan and General Plan,

The text on page 9-57 of the Draft EIS/EIR is also amended for consistency, as follows:
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Scenario Description

Scenario Al includes the development of a Juvenile Justice Facility with 420 beds and
the proposed East County Hall of Justice with 13 courtrooms at the East County
Government Center site. Site 15A weul a-davetop: &6 & would be
developed according to the City of Dublln s Speclﬁc Plan and Generai Plan,
Development of the Cisco Systems project is considered representative of future
conditions as part of this analysis.

The text on page 9-61 of the Draft EIS/EIR is also amended for consistency, as follows:

Alternative Description

Scenario A2 includes the development of a Juvenile Justice Facility with 540 beds and
the proposed East County Hall of Justice with 13 courtrooms at the East County
Government Center site. Site 15A soeuld-net e ) ) 2

developed according to the City of Dublin’s Snec1ﬁc Pian and Gcncral Pian
Development of the Cisco Systems project is considered representative of future
conditions as part of this analysis.

The text on page 9-65 of the Draft FIS/EIR is also amended for consistency, as follows:

Alternative Descriptien

Scenario B would include development of oniy the East County Hail of J ustice at the East
County Government Center site. Site 15A weod he-de ped-

be developed according to the City of Dublin’s SBEClﬁC Pian and General Plan
Development of the Cisco Systems proiect is considered representative of future
conditions as part of this analysis. -and-the The Juvenile Justice Facility would be located
elsewhere in the County, beyond the area of influence in Dublin.

The text on page 9-66 of the Draft EIS/EIR is also amended for consistency, as follows:

Alternative Description

The Scenario C1 is for the proposed Juvemle Justice Facility with 420 beds would be
located at the East County Government Center site, and the proposed East County Hall of
Justice with 13 courtrooms would be located at Site 15A. Site 15A is bounded by Central
Parkway to the north, Amold Road to the west, Dublin Boulevard to the south and the
existing Sybase office development to the east. The East County Government Center site
would also accommodate future office development at some future date, consistent with
the City of Dublin’s Specific Plan and General Plan,

The text on page 9-72 of the Draft EIS/EIR is also amended for consistency, as follows:
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Alternative Description

The Scenario C2 is for the proposed Juvenile Justice Facility with 540 beds would be
located at the East County Government Center site, and the proposed East County Hall of
Justice would be located at Site 15A. The East County Government Center site would
also accommodate future office development at some future date consistent with the City
of Dublin’s Snecific Plan and General Plan,

The text on page 9-76 of the Draft EIS/EIR is also amended for consistency, as follows:

Alternative Description

The Scenario D is for the proposed East County Hall of Justice would be located at Site
15A. The proposed Juvenile Justice Facility would be located elsewhere in the County
outside of the influence area of Dublin. The effects of the Juvenile Justice Facility would
be as described in other sections of this chapter. The East County Government Center site
would also accommodate future office development at some future date, consistent with
the City of Dublin’s Specific Plan and General Plan.

The proposed text revisions would not trigger recirculation because the revisions do not result in
new significant or substantially more severe environmental impacts.

Response to Comment 22-18:

Mitigation Measures 9.1.5a and 9.1.5 b apply to traffic impacts resulting from development of
the Project in Dublin. These mitigation measures state that the County would pay its fair-share
contribution to roadway improvements. The Draft EIS/EIR acknowledges that fulty mitigating
the impact on the Dougherty Road/Dublin Boulevard intersection is not feasible, even with the
proposed Scarlett Road extension. As stated in the Draft EIS/EIR, the impact on this infersection
is a significant and unavoidable.

Bicycle and pedestrian traffic may be expected to occur with the development of the project at
either the East County Government Center site or Site 15A. Infrastructure to accommodate
bicycles and pedestrians will be included consistent with the County of Alameda policies
concerning this traffic at the time of development, such as bicycle lanes, sidewalks, and
designated bicycle parking, as well as bus stops and turnouts. Bicycle and pedestrian traffic is
not expected to significantly reduce vehicular traffic or the level of service at any of the
intersections studied for the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 22-19:

The County has adequately evaluated the potential noise impacts that may occur if the Project is
developed at cither of the alternative sites in Dublin including the Project’s consistency with
Dublin’s noise policies. (See Draft EIS/EIR, Chapter 10.)
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not change because this location provides maximum visibility in accordance with the project
objectives. The arrangement of parking and landscaped areas on the site could change.

Response to Comment 32-22:

The November 2002 earthquake swarm near San Ramon, California appears to be associated
with northeast-striking, left-lateral strike-slip tear faults that link the northern Calaveras fault on
the west with the Mt. Diablo anitclinorium (e.g., Mt. Diablo thrust fault) on the east. This recent
carthquake swarm is similar in magnitude and trend to previous contemporary earthquake
swarms that have occurred in the San Ramon Valley (e.g., 1970 and 1976 Danville sequence and
1990 Alamo sequence). The maximum earthquake magnitudes of these swarms have not
exceeded magnitude 5, nor have they been associated with surface-fault rupture. The inferred
tear faults associated with the swarms'are located northwest of the East County Government
Center site, and thus do not constitute a surface-fault rupture hazard.

The February 2003 Dublin swarm differs from the previously mentioned contemporary swarms
that have been recorded in the San Ramon Valley. Specifically, the February 2003 swarm aligns
with the northwest-trending, right-lateral strike slip northern Calaveras fault. The northern
Calaveras fault is located west of the proposed site, and does not constitute a surface-fault
rupture hazard to the proposed East County Government Center site. Also, it should be noted
that the Dublin swarm actually occurred several miles north of Dublin and has been designated
the Dublin swarm on the basis of proximity to Dublin by the California Integrated Seismic
Network {CISN).

Expected ground motions for design at the site were evaluated using probabilistic seismic risk
analysis. The methods and basis of this analysis are summarized in Appendix C of the
Creotechnical Baseline Report—Alameda County Juvenile Justice Center, Gleason Road and
Arnold Drive (Subsurface Consultants, Inc. 2002a). The design ground motions for the site
consider the seismicity of both the Mt, Diablo thrust and the Calaveras (north) faults and the
results are, in fact, dominated by these faults. As a result, the seismic risk analysis for the site
fully and adequately considers the potential for and potential impacts of earthquake swarms of
the type described above.

Response fo Comment 32-23;
Detailed cost estimates have not been prepared for the mitigation measures that may be

needed in Dublin. However, the Project will pay its fair share of traffic impact fees. The
City of Dublin imposes the following traffic impact fees on development projects in
Bastern Dublin:

a. Eastern Dublin Traffic Impact Fee, imposed to finance transportation
' improvements needed to reduce traffic-related impacts caused by
development in Eastern Dublin. This fee is imposed on a per-trip basis.
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b. Freeway Interchange Fee, which is imposed to reimburse the City of
Pleasanton for costs to construct the 1-580/Tassajara Road and I-
580/Hacienda Drive interchange improvements. These fees are also
imposed on a per-trip basis,

c. Tri~Valley Transportation Development Fee, which is imposed to finance
transportation improvements in the Tri-Valley development area made necessary
by development in this portion of Alameda County. In some mstances,
sovernment buildings are specifically exempted from this fee.

Response to Comment 32-24:

Funding sources and construction costs for each alternative are discussed on pages 2-9 through
2-11 of the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 32-25:
This conclusion is not stated anywhere within the Draft EIS/EIR. In sections 9.7.5 and 9.7.6 on

page 9-111, the Draft EIS/EIR states that the traffic associated both the East County Government
Center and Site 15A will have no impact on emergency response routes or site access.

Response to Comment 32-26:

Round-trip costs were calculated based on the full fares for all modes of transit, including AC
Transit, BART, and LAVTA, required to complete any given trip. See also response to 5-6.

Response to Comment 32-27:

As noted on page 9-91 and page 16-14 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the County has drafted a
preliminary transit plan that analyzes available transit service, travel times, cost, and the
opportunity for improving access to the East County Government Center site. That plan includes
preliminary cost estimates for improving transit service to the site. Funds have not yet been
identified to conduct a formal transportation plan. Funds will be allocated if the East County
Government Center site is selected.

Response to Comment 32-28:

Expected commute patterns of employees are included in Trip Distribution and Assignment
presented on pages 9-38, 9-45, 9-50, and 9-57.
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Letter 33: Kasie Hildenbrand

Response to Comment 33-1

Significant and unavoidable impacts are defined as those impacts for which no mitigation has
been identified to ensure that the potential impact would be reduced to a less than significant
level. In some cases, no mitigation is available to address the impact. In other cases, mitigation
measures are recommended in the Draft EIS/EIR as a means of reducing the potential impact, but
it is acknowledged that such measures only serve to partially reduce the impact, to the extent
feasible. See page S-8 and page 1-10 of the Draft EIS/EIR for a discussion of the categorization
of impacts and the process the County would have to comply with to approve a project that has
significant unavoidable impacts, i.e. making findings of overriding considerations.

Response te Comment 33-2:

As explained more fully in Chapter 11 of the Draft EIS/EIR, Tmpact 11.1 regards construction-
related emissions of toxic air contaminants, i.e. diesel exhaust emissions from heavy equipment
at and traveling near the site. Although mitigation measures are available to reduce this impact,
the Draft EIS/EIR takes a conservative approach and classifies this as a potentially significant
and unavoidable impact because specific construction extent and schedules are not yet available,
and so no health risk assessment has been prepared. This impact would be spread over the
immediate vicinity of the site, further from the site, and along local and regional roadways, and
so 1s likely to be less than sigmficant at the more distant and dispersed locations. Impact 11.2
regards the specific exposure of detainees who would be exposed to concentrated air pollutant
emissions, due to concems expressed during the scoping process that one or more of the
alternative sites could expose youth to toxic hotspots. No such hotspots were identified in the
analysis conducted for the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 33-3:

The preparers of the Draft EIS/EIR calculated construction and operation emissions using
methods recommended by the BAAQMD. Air emission models were those provided by the
ARB for this purpose. Model inputs (e.g., traffic volumes, site clearing and grading acreage)
were provided by the project proponent. These calculations and model runs are documented in
the technical appendix.

Response to Comment 33-4:

The discussion on page S-23 adequately summarizes the controversy surrounding the selection of
a site. The specific environmental issues associated with each site, including environmental
justice, transportation, noise and air quality due to the distance of the Dublin site from the urban
centers of the County are addressed in the individual topical sections. Those sections address the
comments submitted as part of the scoping process. The County’s extensive site selection
process is further described on pages 3-32 through 3-34 of the Draft EIS/EIR.
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Response to Comment 33-5:

As summarized on page 1-4 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the County of Alameda, California Board of
Corrections, and U.S. Department of Justice/Office of Justice Programs have provided numerous
public notices and opportunities for public comment regarding the proposed action and
alternatives that are under consideration. A Notice of Preparation / Notice of Intent was mailed
to all responsible / trustee agencies and local residents (including approximately 600 addresses in
the vicimity of the San Leandro site), and published in the Federal Register and local newspapers
{(including the local Hayward/San Leandro paper) in January 2002, Scoping meetings were held
n Dublin in February 2002. A second Notice of Preparation / Notice of Intent was mailed to all
responsible / trustee agencies and local residents, and published in the Federal Register and local
newspapers in June 2002. A second round of scoping meetings were held in Dublin and in
Oakland in July 2002. The Notice of Completion / Availability of the Draft EIS/EIR was
published and mailed in January 2003. Copies of the Draft EIS/EIR were sent to City of San
Leandro departments and the local public library in February, and the Alameda County Board of
Supervisors, in cooperation with the California Board of Corrections and the U.S. Department of
Justice/Office of Justice Programs, conducted two public hearings on the Draft EIS/EIR to gather
public comments in February 2003. San Leandro residents were thus afforded ample opportunity
to be informed about the County’s on-going site evaluations, and to express opinions about the
various proposals.

Response to Comment 33-6:

The commentor states that distance prohibits the County from meetings the “majority” of its
stated goals. The commentor does not state which goals would not be met. As noted in Response
to Comment 9-8, the Draft ETIS/EIR acknowledges that, based on the current pattern of arrests
and home addresses of the detainees, a majority of the detainees’ family mnembers would have to
travel a greater distance to participate in the detention and visitation process if the Juvenile
Justice Facility was located in Dublin compared to other alternative sites. As discussed in
Mitigation Measure 16.1.5, transit service enhancements would improve access.

Response to Comment 33-7:

It 1s the desire of the County that a state of the art juvenile detention facility be constructed.
Both Physical and Electronic security measures will be incorporated in all aspects of the design.

Response to Comment 33-8:

A new Juvenile Justice Facility located in Dublin would include programs and services for
detained minors that are not available in the existing Juvenile Hall location due to its size,
configuration and age. As stated in the Draft EIS/EIR, an important part of the County of
Alameda’s stated mission is “rehabilitating juvenite offenders”™ (page 2-2). Rehabilitation is a
complex task, and many social and physical factors that may influence rehabilitation are
independent of a correctional facility’s location. Social factors that may affect the success of
rehabilitation efforts may include a detainee’s willingness to fully participate in rehabilitation
programs, the budget available to implement these programs, and the skiil and commitment of
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juvenile justice system’s staff. Physical factors, such as designing the correctional facility to
allow for group activities and meals, recreation, schooling and family visits, create a homelike
atmosphere for a detainee and may influence how a detainee behaves in a rehabilitation program.
As discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR, the County of Alameda 1s designing the Juvenile Justice
Facility to provide these activities. The County is also considering several alternative sites in
order to be able to meet its rehabilitation objective (and the other objectives noted in Chapter 2)
with the resources it has available.

Response to Comment 33-5:

See Response to Comment 9-8.

Response to Comment 33-10:

The Juventile Court design proposed for Dublin includes numerous design enhancements to better
accommodate families, as compared with existing juvenile delinquency courts.

Response to Comment 33-11:

Many factors influence “promptness of service,” including site and building design, the
professionalism and level of staffing, budgets, and the distance of a facility from the urban core.
As discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR, the County of Alameda is considering several alternative sites
in order to be able to meet this objective (and the other objectives noted in Chapter 2) with the
resources it has available. The juvenile court design proposed for Dublin is expected to increase
the efficiency of court proceedings, with corresponding increases in promptness of service. Co-
location of the juvenile hall and the juvenile courts would also improve service for detainees.

Response to Comment 33-12;

Ancillary services include food, legal counsel, services and relationship to courts provided by the
Alameda County Sheriffs Office. "

Response to Comment 33-13:

A normative environment refers to one in which expected norms are clearly illustrated and
reinforced. The proposed Juvenile Court will include space for siblings and parents that permits
them to observe court proceedings in a comfortable setting while insuring the decorum required
for court operations.

Response to Comment 33-14:

The Juvenile Justice Facility, which will be designed to allow for group activities and meals,
recreation, schooling and family visits, will foster a homelike environment (see Response to
Comment 9-10). These design features are independent of the specific location of the Juvenile
Justice Facility. As discussed in Response to Comment 9-8, transit service enhancements would
provide improved access for detainees and their families to either of the Dublin sites,
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Response to Comment 33-15:

The Draft EIS/EIR does not cite studies that show the average population in detention is
decreasing. As discussed on page 2-3, over the five-year period of the needs assessment (from
1992 to 1997), the average length of stay steadily increased. If this historical trend continued,
then the population requiring detention would continue to increase. However, as also discussed
in this section of the Draft EIS/EIR, reforms to detention undertaken by the Probation
Department has resulted in a decline in number of beds needed in a detention facility. Policy
reformns inciude implementation of a detention risk assessment, a recognized need for treatment,
and placement options within the community. Further, the Alameda County Board of
Supervisors, in conjunction with other agencies involved in the juvenile justice system, is
undertalking a comprehensive review of this system. Additional reforms that direct detainees to
options other than incarceration in a detention facility may be expected,

Response to Comment 33-16:

Fiscal impacts, including transportation subsidies and environmental clean-up costs, are not
within the scope of environmental review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
and therefore are not included within this document. The fiscal impact of the projects is a
consideration that would be part of the lead agencies’ decision-making process when it selects a
preferred site, and ultimately when they approve a project.

Response to Comment 33-17:

The berm currently screens surrounding communities from Santa Rita Rehabilitation Facility.
The Office of Emergency Services (OES) building is partially visible from the eastern end of the
site, and the Federal Correctional Facility and (Heavy Equipment Repair Building) HERB are
only screened from some locations by the existing berm. The California Highway Patrol (CHP)
and Animal Contro! Services are not screened by the existing berm at all. The new Juvenile
fustice Facility would relocate the berm from the rear of the property to the front. The new
berm, along with a wall and the Juvenile Justice Facility itself, would provide equivalent
screening of the Santa Rita Rehabilitation Facility as what the existing berm provides. See the
south elevation (Figure 3.18a in this Final EIS/EIR) and Response to Comment 33-32 for a
description of the new berm. See Response to Comment 9-47 for a description of the continued
screening of Santa Rita from view of the residences.

Response to Comment 33-18;

Parking needs for the Juvenile Justice Facility are described in 9.2.5. It requires 710 spaces for
540 beds, and 550 spaces for 450 beds. These parking spaces would be accommodated at the
reconfigured front lots of Santa Rita, and at the new parking lot on the west of the Juvenile
Justice Facility.
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Response to Comment 33-19:

The nearest off-site uses, as measured from the edge of the East County Government Center site,
arc located approximately as follows:

m  The nearest commercial retail use is located approximately 1 mile to the south near the I-
580 freeway.

= The nearest industrial/office business park is immediately south of, and across Gleason
Drive from the project site, approximately 150 feet from the nearest parking lot area for
that project.

The closest home would be approximately 500 feet from the nearest corner of the
proposed Juvenile Justice Facility, about 500 feet from the proposed East County Hall of
Justice building and 100 feet from the nearest parking lot area for that project.

= The nearest school site is the Dougherty Elementary School, approximately 1,250 feet to
the south, '

Response to Comment 33-20:

Chapters 4 and 5 of the Draft EIS/EIR adequately evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed
East County Hall of Justice on the surrounding land uses, including the tmmediate
neighborhoods, and conclude that such impacts would not be significant. See Draft EIS/ETR

at pages 4-42 through 4-54 and at 5-44 through 5-45 (discussion of impacts of creation of new
Hght sources affecting the neighboring areas). Chapter 5 of the Draft EIS/EIR adequately
evaluates the potential impacts resulting from the development of a three- and four-story
building on the visual character and quality of each of the Dublin sites. See Draft EIS/EIR

at pages 5-27 through 5-44. 1t also adequately evaluates the potential impacts of such
development on the area’s scenic resources.

In the Annexation Agreement between the County and the City of Dublin, the County has agreed
that any development or use of Site 15A "shall comply with" all City land use laws, including the
City's general plan, the East Dublin Specific Plan, the City's Zoning Ordinance, and various other
provisions of the City's municipal code. As a political subdivision of the State, the County is not
bound by any local land use laws or regulations. See Draft EIS/EIR at 4-9. Typically, however,
the County atternpts, to the extent feasible, to implement its development projects in a manner
that is consistent with otherwise applicable local land use principles.

Response to Comment 33-21;

Under the Annexation Agreement, Dublin's role with respect to Project development on the East
County Government Center site consists of reviewing the development proposal for consistency
with 1ts General Plan, and performing site development review pursuant to the City's zoning
ordinance. Dublin's role with respect to Project development on Site 15A may include General
Plan consistency review and site development review, and could extend to other types of review
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provided for under Dublin's applicable land use regulations. Dublin’s role under Section § and 9
of the Annexation Agreement is described in full in Responses to Comments 9-27 and 9-30.

Land i the vicinity of the East County Government Center site has been owned by the County,
with the intent to develop it for County uses, for several years prior to the 1993 Ammexation
Agreement. For example, in 1985, the County built the Santa Rita Rehabilitation Facility on
nearby County property. The East County Government Center site jtself was formally designated
for government use under the 1993 agreement. This site was not examined as a potential site for
the Juvenile Justice Facility in the 1992 site review. The comment suggesting that the Draft
EIS/EIR include all site selection studies prior to the release of the Draft EIS/EIR is hereby
noted. The commentor 1s referred to Section 3.2, which discusses what alternative sites were
considered and why they were rejected.

Response to Comment 33-22;

As noted on page 4-31, first full paragraph, using a mid-range development intensity of a 0.25
FAR, the 88.5-acre County Center property would have a development potential of
approximately 964,000 square feet. Dividing this development potential by an average of 590
square feet of building floor area per employee would provide space for approximately 1,634
persons within the County Center property. Subtracting the existing 70 employees that currently
work on the County Center property (at HERB, CHP, the planned fire station, the Animal Shelter
and the SPCA office, leaves a remaining employment growth capacity of approximately 1,565
employees.

Response to Comment 33-23:

As clearly noted in the Draft EIS/EIR, as a political subdivision of the State, the County is
exempt from local regulations. This exemption extends to local land use (i.e., General Plans),
zoning and building reguiations. Moreover, Government Code Sections 53090-53096, which
generally requires local agencies to comply with the land use and building regulations of the
county or city in which their territory is located, specifically excludes counties from this
requirement. Therefore, the County normally is not required to comply with land use (i.e.,
General Plans), zoning and building requirements of any of the local jurisdictions in which the
project may be located, including the City of Dublin. With respect to development on the two
alternative Dublin sites, the County’s exemption from Jocal regulations has been modified by
Sections 8 and 9 of the May 4, 1993 Annexation Agreement. See Responses to Comment 9-27
and 9-30, for a discussion of the extent to which the Project must comply with Dublin’s land use
laws and policies. Sce also the Draft ESUVEIR at pages 4-28 through 4-30.

The Draft EIS/EIR includes an adequate analysis of the project’s consistency with the City of
Dublin’s land use and development goals. Relating the five applicable land use goals of the
EDSP directly to the consistency analysis contained on page 4-34 of the Draft EIS/FIR:

1. 1o establish an attractive and vital community that provides a balanced and fully integrated
range of residential, commercial, employment, recreational and social opportunities. - The
East County Government Center Alternative would be integrated with other existing
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governmental services sector uses north of Gleason Drive including the Santa Rita
Rehabilitation Facility, the CHP offices, the animal shelter, the SPCA, the planned fire
station and the Alameda County Sheriffs’ training Facility.

2, To provide a diversity of housing opportunities that meets the social, economic and physical
needs of future residents. - The East County Government Center Alternative would not assist
in providing housing opportunities.

3. To create a well-defined hierarchy of neighborhood, community, and regional commercial
areas, that serves the shopping, entfertainment and service needs of Dublin and the
surrounding area. - The East County Government Center Alternative would serve the
service needs of Dublin and the surrounding area by providing a Juvenile Justice Facility that
is needed for all County residents, and a local East County Hall of Justice to serve the needs
of the Tri-Valley communities of Dublin, Pleasanton and Livermore.

4. To provide a stable and economically sound employment base for the City of Dublin, which
is diverse in character and responsive to the needs of the community. - The East County
Government Center Alterative would provide for a broad range of job types, including
administrative, management, technical, legal, security, educational, service, maintenance, and
similar occupations. Wage scales would reflect the various job classifications, and would
range from entry-level to upper management. The Project would also provide construction
jobs for several years on each of the project componerits.

5. To develop a comprehensive, integrated park and recreational open space system designed
to meet the diverse needs of the City of Dublin. - The East County Government Center
Alternative would have enclosed recreation areas for the detainees, as well as on-site open
areas to provide visual relief and outdoor activity areas for employees and visitors.

Other issues raised in this comment pertaining to the project’s benefits to Dublin or its ability to
serve as an economic stimulus for the area are not environmental issues, nor are they included in
the Dublin General Plan goals, and are therefore not analvzed.

Response to Comment 33-24:

The Draft EIS/EIR (page 16-13) recognizes that the East County Government Center Alternative
could have environmental justice impacts. These impacts are related to accessibility, including
the time and cost of traveling longer distances in an area that is not as proximate to the majority
of detainees nor as well served by transit as the more urban locations being considered in this
EIS/EIR. Site accessibility due to distance from existing population centers 1s one of many
factors to considered in the selection of a new Juvenile Justice Facility site. The Dublin site’s
greater distance from existing population centers is not a sufficient reason to exclude this
alternative from consideration.

Response to Comment 33-25:

Mitigation Measure 16.1.5 in the Draft EIS/EIR includes preparation of a formal transportation
plan to improve access to the East County Government Center site.

Alameda County Juvenile Justice Facility/East County Hali of Justice — Final EIS/EIR Page 2-202



Chapter 2: Responses to Comments

Fiscal impacts, including transportation subsidies, are not within the scope of environmental
review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act and therefore are not included
within this document. The fiscal impact of the projects is a consideration that would be part of
the lead agencies’ decision-making process when it selects a preferred site, and ultimately when
they approve a project.

See Response to Comments 5-5 and 33-44 for a discussion on the changes that LAVTA suggests
for improving its service to the East County Government Center site. These include increasing
the availability of its Route 1 service and/or providing larger transit vehicles. These suggestions
will be incorporated into future discussions between the County and LAVTA during the
preparation of the formal transportation plan discussed in Mitigation Measure 16.1.5.
Responsibility for implementing these changes to transit service rest with LAVTA.

Response to Comment 33-26:

A detailed discussion of this alternative’s impacts on special status species is found on page 8-28
through 8-29 of the Draft EIS/EIR.

The effects of existing and on-going noise sources on existing residences and businesses are not
impacts attributable to the Project and are therefore not evainated in this EIS/EIR. As noted on
page 10-24 of the Draft EIS/EIR, “Noise levels in indoor and outdoor activity areas would be
acceptable for the intended uses based on aftenuation provided by structural systems of the
building, i.e. the heavy masonry construction of the housing pods and perimeter wall around the
recreation yards for the Juvenile Justice Facility.”

A detailed discussion of this alternative’s impacts on air quality is found on page 11-25 through
11-30 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Project-generated traffic would not cause any CO hot spots
exceeding federal or state standards. Regional emissions of ROG, NO, and PM;; would also be
below state and federal thresholds.

Response to Comment 33-27:

According to the CEQA Guidelines published by the State Office of Planning and Research, the
actual criteria of significance for determining a significant environmental impact is whether the
project would result in “the physical division of an established community”. The commentor’s
interpretation of dividing a community is not consistent with CEQA. Impacts related to
transportation are discussed generally in Chapter 9 of the Draft EIS/EIR and specific impacts to
the detainee population and their families are discussed in Chapter 16.

Response to Comment 33-28:

Areview of academic literature on the subject indicates that there are few 1f any documented
instances of long-term, statistically valid decreases in property values related to the siting of
correctional facilities. In addition, an analysis conducted by Economic & Planning Systems, Inc,
in November 2002, indicates that there has been no significant negative effect of the Santa Rita
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Rehabilitation Facility on the growth of nearby property values. These findings suggest that
growth in property values will not be affected negatively in the future as a result of the Project.

Some of the study communities profiled in the academic literature reviewed on this subject
appear to be similar to Dublin based on population, location within a greater metropolitan area,
and general land uses 1n the vicinity of the correctional facility (existing or proposed). Other
communities appear less similar to Dublin because of smaller population and more remote
location. Nevertheless, findings were generaily consistent across study communities, indicating
applicability to the context of Dubln.

It is correct that the study conducted by Economic & Planning Systems did not quantify the
cumulative effects of placing all County correctional and judicial facilities in one central
location,

A review of studies on the subject indicated that property-value impacts may occur in three
mstances: 1. Immediately adjacent to or across from facilities in the absence of buffers; 2. In
direct line of vision of facilities; and 3. During the initial perfod of uncertainty prior to
development. The conclusion regarding this Project assumed that the County will provide
landscaping and screening sufficient to mitigate potential visual impacts.

Response to Comment 33-2%;

Some of the study communities profiled in the academic literature appear to be similar to Dublin
based on population, location within a greater metropolitan area, and general land uses in the
vicinity of the correctional facility (existing or proposed). Other commumities appear less similar
to Dublin because of smaller population and more remote location. Nevertheless, findings were
generally consistent across study communities, indicating applicability to the context of Dublin.

Response to Comment 33-30:

The commentor 1s referred to Responses to Comments 32-8 and 33-53.

As noted in Response to Comment 32-8, it is not the responsibility of an EIR or EIS to evaluate
social or econemic effects that do not cause, or are not interrelated with, environmental effects.

See, e.g., 14 Cal. Code Regs § 15131(a), 40 C.F.R. §§ 1508.8, 1508.14.

Response to Comment 33-31:

Figures 3-12 and 3-13 on pages 3-20 and 3-21 of the Draft EIS/EIR illustrate where the East
County Government Center site 1s located in relation to surrounding areas of the City of Dublin,
Fach of these figures includes a map scale, with which distances from the site to particular
nearby points in the City can be determined.

As detailed in Response to Comment 9-47, the Juvenile Justice Facility would be oriented away
from the existing residential facility.
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The statement quoted, "new development, ete." is taken out of context. In the sentence preceding
this statement, the Draft EIS/EIR, page 5-1, states, "New development can substantially change
the visual qualities and characteristics of an area and may have long term lasting effects on its
evolution, thereby stimulating growth and increasing its attractiveness for new or expanding
businesses, residential development or other desired or planned land uses."

In other words, a project can improve or not improve a neighborhood. The East County
Government Center is zoned for civic use and a courthouse certainly compatible with this use,
along with the nearby fire station, highway patrol office, public works corporation yard, and
animal shelter. The East County Hall of Justice is physically removed from residential and
commercial development on the south side of Gleason Drive by being set-back from Gleason
Drive by over 300", and it is a fully self-contained facility with its own parking.

The Juvenile Justice Facility’s design is oriented, on it’s public face, toward the intersection of
Arnold and Broder. The support and service functions are oriented along Broder. The publicly
accessibie parts of the Courthouse are oriented toward in internal courtyard. The housing
portions of the Juvenile Justice Facility are all oriented toward internal courtyards or recreation
areas. No part of the Juvenile Justice Facility is oriented toward the communities south of
Gleason. The parts of the Juvenile Justice Facility where children are being detained would have
to be oriented away from SRJ. This is accomplished by orienting the secure parts of the Juvenile
Justice Facility toward infernal courtyards and recreation areas.

Response to Comment 33-32:

The proposed berm height varies. It is on average between 10 and 15 feet above Gleason. The
southern wall of the Juvenile Justice Facility is only partially screened by the berm. On average,
the top 10 feet of wall is exposed. While some of the exposed wall will be masked by
landscaping on top of the berm, the wall will be visible from Gleason. With this in mind, the
wall is designed to have an attractive appearance. The greatest degree of exposure of the wall is
at the corner of Armold and Gleason. The least amount of exposure is along Gleason near
Hacienda. From the homes south of Gleason and from the entry to the Courthouse, the view of
the Juvenile Justice Facility will be completely obscured.

Response to Comment 33-33:
The Draft EIS/EIR 1s revised as follows:

Page 5-43, paragraph 4,

B Mitigation Measure 5,3.5: Lighting Design Criteria. The County shall
eensider mitigate potential light and glare impacts in during the design-build
process, including measures such as shielding, design revisions, or other means of
reducing impacts. For example, lighting should, to the extent feasible, be oriented
away from residential uses.
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Resulting Level of Significance. Implementation of this mitigation measure would further
lessen the Project’s already less than significant impact.

Impact 5.3.6 1s revised to read exactly as the saime as the mitigation measure above,

Response to Comment 33-34:

The location of known active faults in relation to the East County Government Center site is
indicated on page 6-19 of the Draft EIS/EIR. The Draft EIS/EIR does not indicate that this site
1s not at risk for damage due to an earthquake. It does indicate (on page 6-29) that there is little
or no risk of a fault rupture at this site, but does recognize that strong seismic shaking would be
anticipated at this site and throughout the seismically active Bay region with the potential to
cause property damage, imjury or death.

Response to Comment 33-35:

The seismic risk analysis discussed above in comment 32-22 considered all “Significant
Seismogenic Sources Within 100KM of the ... Site”. The faults considered in the analysis are
obtained from a database mamtained by the California Division of Mines and Geology and
which is the most up-to-date source of information that is appropriate for this type of analysis.
‘The analysis included the Calaveras (north and south), Mt. Diablo, Hayward (north and south),
Concord, Greenville, San Andreas and San Gregario Faults, The Pleasanton Fault is considered
as part of Calaveras Fault complex and its contribution is implicit to the fault parameter used for
the Calaveras Fault.

Regarding the San Ramon and Dublin earthquake swarms, please refer to Response to Comment
32-22.

Response to Comment 33-36:

The site issues are anticipated to be similar to the site history and related issues addressed when
the land south of Gleason was developed. Please see response to comment 33-54.

Response to Comment 33-37:

A discussion of the results of a preliminary wetland assessment of the East County Government
Center site is provided on page 8-19 of the EIS/EIR, together with a map of potential wetlands
indicated in Figure 8.4. Mapping prepared as part of the National Wetland Inventory typically
identifies man-made detention basins as palustrine, semi-permanently flooded wetlands with an
unconsolidated bottom. As indicated on page 8-33, mitigation would be required if the Corps
determines the man-made detention basin and isolated seasonal wetland depressions to be
Jurisdictional wetlands, If necessary, these features could be recreated at an off-site Jocation as
required under Mitigation Measure 8.3.5. Due to their man-made origin, recreating these
features at an alternative location could be successfully accomplished to ensure no net loss of
wetlands,
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Response to Comment 33-38:

Page 7-4 does not include a discussion of surface runoff. It does include a discussion about the
potential for 100-year flooding on Tassajara Creek due to inadequate culvert flow capacity where
the creek crosses the I-580. As discussed in Response to Comment 11-2, as a result of recent
improvements to Tassajara Creek, the potential 100-year flood areas would be greatly reduced
and would be confined to an approximately 200-foot width along the creek.

Response to Comment 33-39:

A detailed discussion of the potential impacts of the project on wildlife, foraging habitat for
raptors and loggerhead shrike, and Congdon’s tarplant is provided under Impact 8.1.5, 8.3.5, and
8.4.5, together with adequate mitigation where appropriate. As discussed on page 8-16 of the
EIS/EIR, California tiger salamander are not believed to occur on the East County Government
Center site due primarily to the absence of suitable breeding habitat but also because of the
limited opportunities for upland estivation. The man-made detention pond and seasonal wetland
depressions do not hold water long enough to aliow for egg laying or metamorphoses of larval
young. These features would have to hold water into late spring for successful breeding by tiger
salamander, which is not possible because of their design or condition.

A supplemental field inspection was conducted by the EIS/EIR biologist on March 25, 2003 to
confirm absence of suitable conditions to support breeding by California tiger salamander and
update information on burrowing owl nesting activity, As discussed on page 8-28, surveys of the
East County Government Center site were conducted in July 2001 and March and May 2002, not
in 1999 as suggested by the commentor. Refer to the Response to Comments 9-69, 71, and 72
for a discussion of a supplemental survey conducted on March 25, 2003 to further clarify the
potential for occurrence of burrowing owl, other raptors, and hahitat suitability for California
tiger salamander, followed by protocol surveys for burrowing owl in mid-April 2003.

Response to Comment 33-40:

As discussed on page 8-306, proposed development on cither the East County Government Center
site or Site 15A is not expected to have significant impacts on wildlife habitat. Both of these
sites have been extensively altered by past development activities and are border by existing
roads and development, limiting opportunities for movement and use by terrestrial wildlife
species. Mitigation measures recommended to address the potential for occurrence of nesting
raptors and loggerhead shrike would adequately protect any sensitive wildlife habitat values.
Similarly, if trustee agencies determine that jurisdictional wetlands are present, appropriate
mitigation would be required which would replace any wetland habitat values associated with the
man-made depressions, detention basin, and low-lying areas. No revisions are considered
necessary in response to the comment.

Response to Comment 33-41:

Fiscal impacts, including potential improvements to roads, are not within the scope of
environmental review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act and therefore are not
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included within this document. The fiscal impact of the projects is a consideration that would be
part of the lead agencies’ decision-making process when it selects a preferred site, and ultimately
when they approve a project.

The Draft EIS/EIR concludes that the local traffic impacts on the Dougherty Road/Dublin
Boulevard intersection is expected to be significant and unavoidable under the various scenarios
considered in Dublin. Even with the implementation of Mitigation Measure 9.1.5, which
recommends that the County contribute its fair-share funding to improve local roadways (in this
case, to extend Scarleft Road), the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. Further
mitigation is not feasible.

Response to Comment 33-42:

As stated in the Draft EIS/EIR, page 9-87, parking required for the East County Hall of Justice is
850 spaces. This number has been calculated based upon an analysis of the parking demand of
the existing Pleasanton courthouse, as adjusted for greater employee occupancy of the facility,
plus the needs of the jurors, jury pool, lawyers, witnesses, visitors, and the general public. It is a
conservative number but, if additional parking 1s later determined to be needed, the site is large
enough to accommodate the construction of more surface parking.

Response to Comment 33-43:

Comment noted regarding the likelihood that LAVTA or BART will make transportation
changes.

Response to Comment 33-44:

The funding for new LAVTA routes and/or improvements has not been determined. However,
in a letter dated February 24, 2003, the LAYTA general manager addresses the financial
implications of improving service:

Since LAVTA's financial resources are severely limited at this point in time, it is
requested that the County, as a sponsor of the project, provide some level of
capital and operating funding for improved transit services to the proposed
Jfacilities-improvements that LAVTA otherwise may not be able to provide-as a
condition for approval of the project.

Similar to its existing routes, LAVTA would most likely provide service to and from the
Dublin/Pleasanton BART station. In the same letter mentioned above, the LAVTA general
manager considers the expansion in service that may be needed with the proposed Project:

As the curvent WHEELS fixed-route service in the affected area is not af capacity, paris
of the anticipated new demand can be accommodated with the fransit services that
presently exist, However, extended temporal coverage for route I would likely be
necessary, as DART is not designed to accommodate large poini-fo-point [oads.
Depending on how evenly the demand would be spread out, larger fransit vehicles could
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also prove necessary in order to accommodate spot surges in ridership, even if these
occur only on particular trips.

Response to Comment 33-45:

For a discussion of the noise impacts of the Sheriff’s Shooting Range and the Parks RFTA
weapons range, see Response to Comment 29-5. The Wilson, Thrig, and Associates (WIA) firing
range acoustics report is also discussed in that response.

Response to Comment 33-46:

The commentor is correct in summarizing the noise impacts of development, as presented in the
Draft EIS/EIR and this Final EIS/EIR. Please see Response to Comment 33-26, above,

Response to Comment 33-47:

Please see Response to Comment 9-130.

Response to Comment 33-48:

Refer to Response to Comments 9-135 and 33-54 regarding the military use of the East County
Government Center site and the lack of radiological testing that was conducted by the Naval
Radiological Defense Labs (NRDL). For clarification, the University of California and Stanford
University both reportedly operated portions of the radiological laboratory facilities for the
military on properties other than the proposed Dublin sites. The historic uses of buildings (and
building numbers) on this site 1s presented in Figure 12-6a in this Final EIS/EIR.

Refer to Response 24-3 regarding the significance of potential chemical impacts at the Dublin
sites.

Response to Comment 33-49:

Comment noted. As noted on page 12-22, implementation of Mitigation Measure 12.1.5, the
preparation and implementation of a soil handling/management plan, would ensure that the
potentially significant impact of working with soils and/or groundwater that may have been
contaminated by previous activities on the site would be less than significant.

Response to Comment 33-50:

Refer to Responses 9-135 and 21-2 regarding the mitigation of potential impacts at the East
County Government Center site.

Refer to Response 9-137 regarding the mitigation of potential impacts at Site 15A.

Dougherty Elementary School is built over an area that had similar potential hazardous waste.,
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Respense fo Comment 33-51:

The Project will increase demand for fire protection services, emergency medical response
services and hazardous materials response services. However, construction and operation of
these facilities would not result in a loss of acceptable response times or other ACFD
performance objectives nor would if result in significant adverse physical or environmental
impacts. A new Fire Station 17 will be constructed and fully operattonal prior to construction of
the new County facilities and response times for emergency services provided by the ACFD
from this station would be well within the five-minute response time established by the City of
Dublin.

Examining the environmental effects of a catastrophic event 1s heyond the scope of
“reasonableness” as defined by CEQA, and is therefore beyond the scope of this document.
However, it should be noted that the Project would be built adhering to the latest building codes
and would incorporate the latest safety technology.

Response to Comment 33-52:

The impacts on public services resulting from the number of visitors to the East County Hall of
Justice on City facilities are direct impacts of the Project. Therefore, these impacts resulting
from increased visitors do not need to be examined as part of the Impact 13.1, Indirect Effects on
Publiic Services section. It should be noted that the direct impacts on City facilitics from visitors
to the East County Hall of Justice are dealt with throughout Chapter 13 of the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment 33-53:

It is true that building the project will bring meore people to the area during the daytime hours if
the facility is constructed. The presence of more people often results in demand for more police
officers. This increased demand does not necessarily imply more criminal activity, just an
increase in demand for police services, of which, solving crimes is one service, Also, it must be
noted that because a person visits an inmate he/she is not more likely to commit a crime than any
other person .

Police service demand is calculated in Dublin using a ratio of 1.38 officers to 1,000 residents.
However, in terms of envirommental anaiysis, visitors and employees are categorized as daytime
population, and would not have any more impact on police services than would an equal increase
in the residential population of the area. In fact, they might have less of an impact because they
would leave during the night, fowering the impact on police services for that shift. The City of
Dublin has aiready taken into account an increasing popuiation in its Eastern Dublin Specific
Plan for the surrounding neighborhood. The project will not increase the population, and
consequently raise the demand for police services, beyond what has already been forecasted for
Eastern Dublin by the City. In other words, the increased daytime population and subsequent
increased police services demand generated by the Project has already been taken into account
and planned for by the City. Therefore, the Project’s increased demand for police services is not
a significant environmental impact because it does not exceed the predicted police services
demand allofted for the area in the City’s General Plan.
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No direct comparisons were made to current criniinal activity surrounding the existing San
Leandro and expected criminal activity surtounding the proposed Dublin sites because such
comparisons are both unfair and irrelevant as the crime rate has to many uncontrollable variables
that determiine it to make 1t suitable for direct comparison. A more relevant comparison is made
in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIS/EIR concerning the effect a detention facility has on the property
values of a surrounding neighborhood, The crime rate is an important consideration in property
value calculations as there is a direct negative correlation between crime and property value (less
crime, higher property values). This study would indicate evidence of increased criminal activity
in a neighborhood by a decrease in property values due to the nearby location of a detention
facility. A summary of findings for all relevant studies pertaining to the effect on surrounding
property values of detention facilities can be found on pages 4-42 — 4-43,

As far as financial impacts to the City of Dublin, specific fiscal analysis is not within the scope
of environmental review pursuant to CEQA. Therefore, a detailed cost analysis cannot be given.

Response to Comment 33-54:

Background information on past uses of the East County Government Center site is provided in
several sections of the Draft EIS/EIR, including Chapters 6, 12 and 15. Active mifitary use of the
East County Government Center site ended in about 1958 and all the buildings were demolished
or removed/relocated. Military use of the site had involved predominantly administrative and
residential military activities, and no significant military research and development was
conducted on site that would result in exposure to radiological contamination.

The results of the Environmental Site Assessment activities conducted to date strongly suggests
that impacts to soil which may be encountered during site redevelopment are no more significant
than those encountered during redevelopment of any of the adjacent former military areas.
Studies have not identified conditions that would require extensive remediation prior to
redevelopment, i.e. chemical contamination has nof been detected at concentrations that would
suggest the presence of hazardous waste and concentrations that exceed established risk
thresholds. Furthermore, common and routine site development procedures such as worker
notification, dust control measures and work stoppage when unusual conditions are encountered
conducted in association with a Soil Handling/Management Plan (SMP), will effectively address
and mitigate potential risks of exposure including those potentially associated with asbestos
containing materials (ACM) and lead based paint (LBP). An SMP will be prepared based on the
actual development scheme selected.

Parks RFTA Building 305 was not located on the East County Government Center site. Part of
this confusion is that building numbering schemes were specific to the military unit that was
governing the area during a specific time period. There have been at least 2 Building 305’s in
the Parks RFTA area; circa 1944-1958 --Building 305 was located several blocks to the south of
the East County Government Center site and was occupied by a Boiler Room, and circa 1958 to
2000 - Building 305 was located just off of 8th Street on the west stde of the military reservation
near Doungherty and was initially used as a dormitory, and later used as a “Hot Lab” for the US
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Naval Radiological Defense Laboratory (NRDL). The historic uses of buildings (and building
numbers) on this site is presented in Figure 12-6a in this Final EIS/EIR.

The NRDL use of Buildings 303, 310 and 131 (all located on the west side of Parks RFTA), as
well as open areas in the uplands more than 1 mile north (Chronic Irradiation Facility) and ¥
mile west (Animal Farm) of the East County Government Center site. While these facilities are
no longer in use, they have been the subject of studies conducted by the US Army Corp of
Engineers and other military branches for several years. The Animal Farm site has already been
redeveloped. Cs-137 contamination has been identified in the vicinity of some of the buildings
and reportedly animal carcasses have been encountered and removed from the animal farm.

The proposed Dublin sites did not have any uses that would suggest that “military toxics” are
buried on site. These sites did not have any historical uses sigmficantly different than those
historically conducted on the adjacent forimer military properties, which have already been
redeveloped without posing any significant risk to the public.

Response to Comment 33-55:

The Draft EIS/EIR fully discloses the distance of each alternative site from the urban centers of
the County, using average travel distance as a measure. Those on probation will conduct regular
appointments at existing probation offices throughout the County. Expanded transit service
would be provided throughout the day and evening, as needed, based on the preliminary concept
under consideration by the County. Transit travel times are discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR.
These factors will be part of the deliberations of the lead agencies as they consider which site to
approve.

Response to Comment 33-56:

Comment noted. See Response to Comment 9-8.

Response to Comment 33-57:

Comment noted. See Response to Comment 9-8.

Response to Comment 33-58:

See response to 5-6. In addition, it should be noted that point-to-point transit service is available
during off-peak hours through LAVTA’s DART service.

Response to Comment 33-59:

Round-trip transit costs include multiple types of transit services such as buses and BART.
Round-trip transit costs depend on the origin of the trip; the highest cost would be for the person
who is required to talke multiple types of transit at the furthest distance from the site. Gas and
vehicle costs vary considerably depending on the type of vehicle driven and its condition and
age. The relative cost of traveling to Dublin compared to traveling to the alternative sites was
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considered a more useful measure. It was determined by calculating the weighted-average travel
distance (23.9 miles) of traveling to Dublin and comparing this with traveling to the alternative
sites: it is approximately twice as far to the Dublin sites compared to the alternative sites (see
page 16-14).

Response to Comment 33-60:

The County of Alameda can “work with” the Livermore-Amador Valley Transportion Agency
(LAVTA) to expand transit service to the East County Government Center site. It has no
authority to ensure LAVTA provides this service. As noted on page 16-14 of the Draft EIS/EIR,
financing mechanisms for supporting expanded transit service and/or transit subsidies have not
been developed. The City’s sireets are public and LAVTA is not required to pay the City to use
them.

Response to Comment 33-61:

See Response to Comment 32-27.

Response to Comment 33-62:

Staff from the existing Juvenile Hall in San Leandro and leased courtrooms in Pleasanton are
expected to form a large portion of the employees at the proposed Juvenile Justice Facility and
Fast County Hall of Justice. These employees live within commuting distance of the existing
facilities. If their workplace is relocated, some employees at these facilities may chose to relocate
nearer to it. Additional staff will be recruited from within commuting distance of the new
facilities.

Response to Comment 33-63:

Contrary to the commentor’s assertions, the Draft EIS/EIR analyses are based upon past, present
and reasonably foreseeable development. Past and present development is reflected in the
baseline conditions. Similarly, the analysis was based on an extensive list of approved projects
and development contemplated in the Eastern Dublin Specific Plan as described further in
Response to Comment 9-90, above.

Chapters 4 through 16 evaluate the impacts of the proposed Project against the baseline
conditions including past and present development. Chapter 17 contains the analysis of the
Project’s impacts in comparison to baseline plus reasonably foreseeable development as
described above in Response to Comment 9-90. The commentor’s remarks concerning the
environmental impacts described in the Draft EIS/EIR indicates that there was data and analysis
provided in the Draft EIS/EIR regarding the impacts of the proposed Project, as well ag
cumulative impacts,
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Response to Comment 33-64:

Traffic mitigation measures are recommiended in Chapters 9 and 17 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Air
quality mitigation measures are recommended in Chapter 11 and 17. All Project-generated
significant and significant unavoidable impacts to intersections and roadways within the Project
vicinity are identified in Chapters 9 and 17.

The Draft EIS/EIR identifies feasible mitigation measures. The Project will be required to
implement the mitigation measures required as conditions of Project approval. Implementation
will be monitored through the mitigation and monitoring program required by CEQA.
Therefore, the Project’s mitigation measures will be implemented and impacts due to the lack of
implementation would not be anticipated. If, however, regional and cumulative mitigation
measures are not implemented, then the region could experience further traffic and air pollution
impacts as indicated in Chapter 17.

Response to Comment 33-65:

Construction-related air pollution impacts are evaluated in Chapter 17 and Chapter 11. The
cumulative construction-related impacts on sensitive receptors would resemble the types of
construction-related impacts described for the proposed Project ag stated in Impacts 11.1 through
11.3. Similarly, the cumulative mitigation measures would resemble the mitigation measures
identified for the Project’s construction-related impacts as set forth in Mitigation Measures
11.1.1 through 11.3.6.

The commentor is concerned that construction-related emissions could be cumulatively
considerable. The Best Available Mitigation Measures have been included into the project.
These include stringent requirements to control construction dust and diesel exhaust from heavy
equipment. Essentially the same mitigation sirategy for these two areas is recommended for
every site. Construction would last for about 18 months, Grading, trenching, and other earth-
moving activities would last for a few months of this period. Because this phase of construction
activity would take place during the dry season, some of the unmitigated emissions would add to
existing pollution levels.

Response to Comment 33-66:

Noise impacts are evaluated in Chapters 10 and 17 of the Draft EIS/EIR. The cumulative noise
impacts on sensitive receptors would resemble the types of noise impacts on the surrounding
residential neighborhoods described in Impacts 10.1.5 and 10.1.6, 10.2.5, 10.2.6, 10.3.5 and
10.3.6.

Traffic noise impacts to existing residential neighborhoods depend on an individual home's
distance {o the roadway generating the sound. Table 10.4 shows projected future traffic noise
levels for residential areas. The Draft EIS/EIR also states that noise levels will exceed City of
Dublin General Plan Noise Element recommendations even without the project (due to other
approved development).
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Letter 34: Joiene Huey

Response fo Comment 34<1:

As stated on pages S-23 and 3-1 of the Draft EIS/EIR, no preferred alternative was identified in
the Draft EIS/EIR because all of the sites were being given equal consideration. An
environmentally superior alternative was identified in the Draft EIS/EIR in conformance with the
requirements of CEQA. However, that determination is only part of the informational purpose of
the Draft EIS/FIR and was not an indication by the lead agencies that the Pardee/Swan site was
the preferred alternative, nor does the identification of an envirommentally superior alternative
obligate the County to select that site. The conunentor is referred to the Master Response
regarding the Preferred Alternative at the beginning of Chapter 2 of this Final EIS/EIR.

As summarized on page 1-4 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the County of Alameda, California Board of
Corrections, and U.S. Department of Justice/Office of Justice Programs have provided numerous
public notices and opportunities for public comment regarding the proposed action and
alternatives that are under consideration. A Notice of Preparation / Notice of Intent was mailed
to all responsible / trustee agencies and local residents (including approximately 600 addresses in
the vieinity of the San Leandro site), and published in the Federal Register and local newspapers
{including the local Iayward/San Leandro paper) in January 2002. Scoping meetings were held
in Dublin in February 2002. A second Notice of Preparation / Notice of Intent was mailed to all
responsible / trustee agencies and local residents, and published in the Federal Register and local
newspapers in June 2002. A second round of scoping meetings were held in Dublin and in
Oakland in July 2002. The Notice of Completion / Availability of the Draft EIS/EIR was
published and mailed in January 2003. Copies of the Draft EIS/EIR were sent to City of San
Leandro departments and the local public library in February, and the Alameda County Board of
Supervisors, in cooperation with the California Board of Corrections and the U.S. Department of
Justice/Office of Justice Programs, conducted two public hearings on the Draft EIS/EIR to gather
public comments in February 2003. San Leandro residents were thus afforded ample opportunity
to be informed about the County’s on-going site evaluations, and to express opinions about the
various proposals,

County staff has identified a preferred altemative in this Final EIS/EIR, in conformance with the
requirements of NEPA, as described in more detail at the beginning of Chapter 2 of this Final
EIS/EIR. ‘
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Letter 35: Residents of Dublin

Response to Comment 35-1;

Comments in opposition to the development of a new Juvenile Justice Facility at the East County
Government Center site are noted.

Response to Comment 35-2:

The Draft EIS/EIR analyzes the Iand use compatibility of a new Juvenile Justice Facility at each
of the alternative sites, and concludes that the project would not result in a significant impact to
the vicinity due to the development’s orientation away from the nearby residential areas, the
security measures that would be built into the project, and the availability of security services at
the site. The project would incorporate measures to address foreseeable conditions related to
natural disasters. The Santa Rita Rehabilitation Facility and federal correctional institution were
present before any of the homes in the eastern Dublin area, and additional govemment services
have been planned for the East County Government Center as part of the Eastern Dublin Specific
Plan. The proposed Juvenile Justice Facility and East County Hall of Justice are consistent with
the community plan and would not detract from the livability of the area beyond the specific
environmental effects identified in the Draft FEIS/EIR, such as increased traffic, noise, and air
poliution. These effects were also considered in the Eastern Dublin Specific Plan EIR and were
found to be potentially significant when the City authorized the combined development of
residential, commercial and public service uses. The Draft EIS/EIR addresses community safety
and concludes that “speculation regarding the future actions or intent of individuals traveling to
and from the proposed facility does not provide a sufficient basis for identifying any impact that
would result in a physical change in the existing enviromment.” (Page 4-56) Since the Santa Rita
Rehabilitation Facility is already located at the East County Government Center, this condition
exists with or without the East County Hall of Justice. That this condition will be any worse with
the East County Hall of Justice 1s certainly debatable. The County Sheriff will maintain a
significant presence at East County Hall of Justice, wiil maintain a very high level of security
throughout the facility and site, will be able to rapidly respond to any disruption of normal
community life by immediately alerting the Dublin Police Department, and will be able to
provide any necessary back-up to the Dublin Police Department.

Examining the environmental effects of a catastrophic event, including a terrorist attack or
machine gun fire, i1s beyond the scope of “reasonableness™ as defined by CEQA, and is therefore
beyond the scope of this document,

Response to Comment 35-3:

A literature review indicates that there is generally no long-term, statistically valid decrease in
property values related to the siting of correctional facilities. In addition, an analysis conducted
by Economic & Planning Systems, Inc., in November 2002, indicates that there has been no
significant negative effect of the Santa Rita Rehabilitation Facility on the growth of nearby
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property values. These findings indicate that property values will not be negatively affected in
the future as a result of the Project.
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Letter 36: John Kaplan

Response to Comment 36-1:

As stated on pages S-23 and 3-1 of the Draft EIS/EIR, no preferred alternative was identified in
the Draft EIS/EIR because all of the sites were being given equal consideration. An
environmentally superior alternative was identified in the Draft EIS/EIR in conformance with the
requirements of CEQA. However, that determination is only part of the informational purpose of
the Draft EIS/EIR and was not an indication by the lead agencies that the Pardee/Swan site was
the preferred alternative, nor does the identification of an environmentally superior alternative
obligate the County to select that site.

As summarized on page 1-4 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the County of Alameda, California Board of
Corrections, and U.S. Department of Justice/Office of Justice Programs have provided numerous
public notices and opportunities for public comment regarding the proposed action and
alternatives that are under consideration, A Nofice of Preparation / Notice of Intent was mailed
to all responsible / trustee agencies and local residents (including approximately 600 addresses in
the vicinity of the San Leandro site), and published in the Federal Register and local newspapers
(including the local Hayward/San Leandro paper) in January 2002. Scoping meetings were held
in Dublin in February 2002, A second Notice of Preparation / Notice of Intent was mailed to all
responsible / trustee agencies and local residents, and published in the Federal Register and local
newspapers in June 2002. A second round of scoping meetings were held in Dublin and in
Oakland in July 2002. The Notice of Completion / Availability of the Draft EIS/EIR was
published and mailed in January 2003. Copies of the Draft EIS/EIR were sent to City of San
Leandro departments and the local public ibrary in February, and the Alameda County Board of
Supervisors, in cooperation with the Califorma Board of Corrections and the U.S. Department of
Justice/Office of Justice Programs, conducted two public hearings on the Draft EIS/EIR to gather
public comments in February 2003. San Leandro residents were thus afforded ample opportunity
to be informed about the County’s on-going site evaluations, and to express opinions about the
various proposals.

County staff has identified a preferred alternative inn this Final EIS/EIR, in conformance with the
requirements of NEPA, as described in more detail at the beginning of Chapter 2 of this Final
EIS/EIR. As indicated in the Master Response regarding the Preferred Alternative, since the
circulation of the Draft FIS/EIR, the Pardee Swan site has become unavailable as a feasible
alternative (see Comment 6-34). Consequently, the Final EIS/EIR identifies the Modified San
Leandro Alternative as the environmentally superior altemative for the Juvenile Justice Facility,
of the remaining altematives, because the site is available and would result in fewer significant
environmental impacts as compared to the remaining alternatives for the Juveniie Justice Facility
evaluated in the EIS/EIR.

The environmental consequences of developing the Juvenile Justice Facility at the San Leandro
site have been fully addressed in the Draft EIS/EIR. The analysis specifically addresses traffic,

transportation, land use and socioeconomics. As part of the Juvenile Justice Facility project at

any of the alternative sites, the existing Juvenile Hall would be demolished, so the existing
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effects of that facility on the community would be removed. The County’s overall planning
effort for the Fairmont campus 1s still ongoing and takes into consideration the possibility of the
Juvenile Justice Facility. No recommendations are expected regarding future development of
other portions of the campus that would preclude the Juvenile Justice Facility, and all such future
plans would be subject to independent environmental review when they are adequately defined.

Alameda County Juvenile Justice Facilify/East Couniy Hall of Justice ~ Final EIS/EIR Page 2-219



Chapter 2: Responses to Comments

Letter 37: Lucinda Leung

Response to Comment 37-1:

Comments in opposition to the development of a Juvenile Justice Facility at the East County
Government Center site are noted. The Draft EIS/EIR provides an analysis of the land use
compatibility impacts of the project, and concludes that the project would not adversely affect
property values, nor pose a significant security or crime risk to the community due to the high
level of security provided at the facility, as well as the orientation of the project towards the
northwest, as far away as possible from the residential areas of Eastern Dublin. The analysis of
property values also concludes that, although initial reactions to proposed detention facilities are
often negative, that over time the communities do not experience the feared side-effects of the
facilities and they come to accept the presence of the facility so long as it is “mitigated by a
design that maintains continuity with the existing scale of development, careful landscaping,
low-key architecture and high quality building materials.” (Page 4-44 of the Draft EIS/EIR)
This is the case with the proposed Juvenile Justice Facility and East County Hall of Justice.
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Letter 38: Chia Liu

Response te Comment 38-1:

Comments in opposition to the project are noted.
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Letter 39: Shola Cderinde

Response to Comment 39-1:

Comment noted. The issue pertaining to the potential impacts of the East County Government
Center altemative on surrounding land uses, including the nearby residential areas, is most
directly addressed in the Draft EIS/EIR on pages 4-53 and 4-54. The conclusions of this analysis
indicate the following:

The East County Government Center site is located near diverse land uses that include
the Emerald Park residential neighborhood.

Academic literature and analyses of property values near the existing Santa Rita
Rehabilitation Facility indicates that adverse eftects on property values are unlikely.

The site orientation and the design of the proposed Juventile Justice Facility and East
County Hall of Justice would minimize impacts on the character of the existing
residential neighborhood.

The Juvenile Justice Facility would cccupy the western portion of the site, which is the
farthest from the residential neighborhood located in neighborhoods near Hacienda Drive
and Gleason Drive. These neighborhoods are located behind soundwalls, and have
limited views to the western end of the site. The East County Hall of Justice would
occupy the central and eastern portion of the lot, effectively screening the Juvenile Justice
Facility from the neighborhood.

The two-story height of the Juvenile Justice Facility would be the same height or lower
than the existing light industnal/office buildings at Gleason Drive and Hacienda Drive,

The outdcor recreation areas are planned as an interior courtyard to minimize the use of
exterior fencing. A small landscaped berm would be developed around the southern edge
of the site to screen the perimeter wall from view and the structure would be depressed
into the site as the natural grade rises from west to east.

Taken together, these conclusions indicate that the East County Government Center site would
not adversely affect nearby residential areas.
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Letter 40: Ram and Nitya Ramakrishnan

Response to Comment 40-1:

The issue pertaining to the potential impacts of the East County Government Center alternative
on surrounding iand uses, including the nearby residential areas, 1s most directly addressed in the
Draft EIS/EIR on pages 4-53 and 4-54. The conclusions of this analysis indicate the following:

i1

The East County Government Center site is located near diverse land uses that include
the Emerald Park residential neighborhood.

Academic literature and analyses of property values near the existing Santa Rita
Rehabilitation Facility indicates that adverse effects on property values are unlikely.

The site orientation and the design of the proposed Tuvenile Justice Facility and East
County Hall of Justice would minimize impacts on the character of the existing
residential neighborhood.

The Juvenile Justice Facility would occupy the western portion of the site, which is the
farthest from the residential neighborhood located 1 neighborhoods near Hacienda Drive
and Gleason Drive. These neighborhoods are located behind soundwalls, and have
limited views to the western end of the site. The East County Hall of Justice would
occupy the central and eastern portion of the lot, effectively screening the Juvenile Justice
Facility from the neighborhood.

The two-story height of the Tuvenile Justice Facility would be the same height or lower
than the existing light industrial/office buildings at Gleason Drive and Hacienda Drive.

The outdoor recreation areas are planned as an interior courtyard to minimize the use of
exterior fencing. A small landscaped berm would be developed around the southern edge
of'the site to screen the perimeter wall from view and the structure would be depressed
into the site as the natural grade rises from west to east.

Taken together, these conclusions indicate that the East County Government Center site would
not adversely affect nearby residential areas, including nearby schools and parks.
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Letter 41: Dale Reed

Response to Comment 41-1;

Chapter 6 of the Draft EIS/EIR addresses seismic safety at the San Leandro site and each of the
other alternative sites under consideration. The analysis concludes that, while No Project would
result in a continuing significant impact due to seismic hazards, the impacts of development of a
new Juvenile Justice Facility at the San Leandro site would be mitigated to a iess than significant
level through strict conformance with applicable codes and regulations, and the design-level
studies that would be compieted fo confirm the findings of extensive subsurface exploration
already conducted to identify and categorize specific fault traces on the site. A geotechnical
baseline report prepared for the Alameda County Juvenile Justice Center at the East County
Government Center site (Subsurface Consultants, Inc. January 2002) was used as the primary
source of information contamed in the Draft EIS/EIR regarding the potential seismic hazards of
this site. This report provides geotechnical parameters for seismic design and other geologic
considerations based on a review of published and unpublished references, as well as preliminary
geotechnical investigation including 15 test borings on the site. If this site 1s selected for the
facility, additional subsurface investigations and geotechnical analysis would be required based
on the specific requirements of the final design. This additional investigation and analysis is
recommended pursuant to Mitigation Measure 6.2.5 of the Draft EIS/EIR, and is required for
compliance with state and local building practices. Security measures are similarly incorporated
into the project through structural and operational features that would improve conditions
relative to the existing Juvenile Hall. The Draft EIS/EIR therefore concludes that the impact
would be less than significant. The Board of Supervisors will make a determination on which
project to implement following the completion of the environmental review process.
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Letter 42: Robbin Velayedam

Response to Comment 42-1:

Comments in opposition to the development of a Juvenile Justice Facility at the East County
Government Center site are noted. The project’s potential effect on land values is addressed in
Chapter 4 of the Draft EIS/EIR, which concludes that the impact would be less than significant.
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Letter 43: George and Lisa

Response to Comment 43-1:

The issue pertaining to the potential impacts of the Fast County Government Center alternative
on surrounding land uses, including the nearby residential areas, is most directly addressed in the
Draft EIS/EIR on pages 4-53 and 4-54. The conclusions of this analysis indicate the following:

B

The East County Government Center site is located near diverse land uses that include
the Emerald Park residential neighborhood.

Academic literature and analyses of property values near the existing Santa Rita
Rehabilitation Facility indicates that adverse effects on property values are unlikely.

The site orientation and the design of the proposed Juvenile Justice Facility and East
County Hall of Justice would minimize impacts on the character of the existing
residential neighborhood.

The Juvenile Justice Facility would occupy the western portion of the site, which is the
farthest from the residential neighborhood located in neighborhoods near Hacienda Drive
and Gleason Drive. These neighborhoods are located behind soundwalls, and have
limited views to the western end of the site. The East County Hall of Justice would
occupy the central and eastern portion of the lot, effectively screening the Juvenile Justice
Facility from the neighborhood.

The two-story height of the Juvenile Justice Facility would be the same height or lower
than the existing light industrial/office buildings at (Gleason Drive and Hacienda Drive.

The outdoor recreation areas are planned as an interior courtyard to minimize the use of
exterior fencing. A small landscaped berm would be developed around the southern edge
of the site to screen the perimeter wall from view and the structure would be depressed
into the site as the natural grade rises from west to east.

Taken together, these conclusions indicate that the East County Government Center site would
not adversely affect nearby residential areas.
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2.3 RESPONSES TO PuBLIC MEETING COMMENTS, FEBRUARY 19™, 2003

This section includes the responses to comments received at the Alameda County Board of
Supervisors Special Meeting held in the City of Dublin on February 19", 2663. A transcript of
the hearing is included at the end of this chapter, with comments numbered as follows:

44-1 President Steele, Alameda County Board of Supervisors
44-2 David Haubert
44-3 David Haubert
44-4 Janet Lockhart
44-5 Tom Cignarella
44-6 Audrey Cooper
44-7 Arlene Ruffo

44-8 Lester Jung

44-9 Kim Liebetrau
44-10 Dorothy Gordon
44-11 Rich Guarienti
44-12 Nelson Poon
44-13 Vera Sims

44-14 Paul Adwar

44-15 Ron Allen

44-16 Vince Bordelon
44-17 Tony Cassondonte
44-18 Elpi Albulencia
44-19 David Bewley
44.20 L. Eade

44-21 Elisha Cheung
44-22 Rowena Margan
44-23 Ehony Richards
44-24 Ananth Neddy
44-25 Kasie Hildenbrand
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Response to Comment 44-1 (comment submitted by President Steele)

Commeent noted. The President of the Board of Supervisors, Ms. Gail Steele, introduced the
meeting and speakers for the meeting held February 19, 2003. No response is required.

Response to Comment 44-2 (comment submitted by David Haubert)

‘The commenter notes that emissions of ozone precursor compounds would increase if the project
is built in Dublin, summarizing the conclusions of the Draft EIS/EIR.

As discussed in Chapter 11 of the Draft EIS/EIR, growth or reduction in regional air pollutant
emissions is accounted for by the MTC and BAAQMD in their ozone attainment plan. This plan
uses local general plans and growth projects to account for expected projects that will be or are
being located in Alameda or Oakland. Thus, the cumulative air quality impact of all new
projects within the BAAQMD is part of the ozone attainment plan. The Alameda County
Juvenile Justice Facility 1s part of regional growth and emissions are therefore part of the ozone
attainment pan. The commenter notes that a federal nonattainment status can lead to
withholding of Federal transportation funds, and that freeways are growing increasingly
crowded. The BAAQMD, MTC, and ABAG prepare air quality attainment plans that include
strategies for achieving clean air, while accommodating growth projected by local governments.
The plan prepared by MTC and BAAQMD is meant to achieve the federal ozone standard in a
timely manner.

An Environmental Site Assessment has been conducted at the East County Government Center
Site (see pages 12-13 and 12-14 of the Draft EIS/EIR). Studies conducted to date strongly
suggest that 1mpacts due to soil which may be encountered during site redevelopment are no
more significant than those encountered during redevelopment of any of the adjacent former
military areas. Studies have not identified conditions that would require extensive remediation
prior to development, i.e. chemical contamination has not been detected at concentrations that
would suggest the presence of hazardous waste and concentrations that exceed established risk
thresholds. Furthermore, common and routine site development procedures such as worker
notification, dust control measures and work stoppage when unusual conditions are encountered
conducted i association with a Soil Handling/Management Plan (SMP), will effectively address
and mitigate potential risks of exposure including those potentially assoctated with asbestos
containing materials (ACM) and lead based paint (LBP). An SMP will be prepared based on the
actual development scheme selected.

Response to Comment 44-3 (comment submitted by David Haubert)

Please see the master response at the beginning of Chapter 2 of this Final EIS/EIR for discussion
of the modified San Leandro Alternative and the selection process for a preferred alternative and
final approval of a Juvenile Justice Facility.
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Response to Comment 44-4 (comment submitted by Janet Lockhart)

Written comments subrmitted by the City of Dublin are responded to as Letter 9 of this Final
EIS/EIR. Comments in opposition to the development of a Juventile Justice Facility at the East
County Government Center site are noted. An environmentally superior alternative was
identified in the Draft EIS/EIR in conformance with the requirements of CEQA. However, that
determination is only part of the informational purpose of the Draft EIS/EIR and was not an
indication by the lead agencies that the Pardee/Swan site was the preferred alternative, nor does
the identification of an environmentally superior altemmative obligate the County to select that
site. Please see the master response at the beginning of Chapter 2 of this Final EIS/EIR for a
complete discussion of the environmentally superior alternative and preferred alternative,
including the modified San Leandro Alternative.

Response to Comment 44-5 {comment submitted by Tom Cignarelia)

The commenter states that other noise studies have shown levels to be louder than those
measured by Illingworth & Rodkin. Noise levels can vary in a community depending upon day
of week, traffic levels, or rain. Measurements were made in areas where project impact could be
expected (Table 10.6). Distant shooting from the gun range was audible, but it did not
substantially affect measurements of CNEL. Noise from the shooting range could be heard in
outdoor areas on the Project site and in the surrounding neighborhood. As noted for comment
21-7, the Sherifl's Department can implement various improvements to sound barriers that will
diminish, but not eliminate, gunshot sound in nearby areas. Those improvements are unrelated
to and not needed to address the Juvenile Justice Facility. The new juvenile hall and court
buildings will be constructed of substantial, institutional-type materials that would normally
reduce interior noise fevels 30 dBA or more below outside levels. This noise attenuation would
be sufficient to reduce gunshot sounds to below a level of significance (i.e. below 45 dBA).
Other noise sources in the area, such as the automotive training facility, are existing conditious
that would not be affected by the proposed project alternatives or reconfigurations of the berni.

Response to Comment 44-6 (comment submitted by Audrey Cooper)

Comments in opposition to the Juvenile Justice Facility at the East County Government Center
site are noted. As discussed in Chapter 11 of the Draft EIS/EIR, growth or reduction in regional
air pollutant emissions is accounted for by the MTC and BAAQMD in their ozone attainment
plan. This plan uses local general plans and growth projects to account for expected projects that
will be or are being located m Alameda or QOakland. Thus, the cumulative air quality impact of
all new projects within the BAAQMD is part of the ozone attainment plan. The Alameda
County Juvenile Justice Facility is part of regional growth and emissions are therefore part of the
ozone attainment plan. The commenter notes that a federal nonattainment status can lead to
withholding of Federal transportation funds, and that freeways are growing increasingly
crowded. The BAAQMD, MTC, and ABAG prepare air quality attainment plans that include
strategies for achieving clean air, while accommodating growth projected by local governments.
The plan prepared by MTC and BAAQMD is meant to achieve the federal ozone standard in a
tumely manner. Measurements were made in areas where project impact could be expected
{Table 10.6). Distant shooting from the gun range was audible, but it did not substantially affect
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measurements of CNEL. Noise from the shooting range could be heard in outdoor areas on the
Project site and in the swrrounding neighborhood. As noted for comment 21-7, the Sheriff's
Department can implement various improvements to sound barriers that will diminish, but not
eliminate, gunshot sound in nearby areas. However, those measures are unrelated to the
proposed project, as the development of the project would not have a substantial effect on the
audibility of those activities. The Draft EIS/EIR addresses the presence of other governmental
activities in the vicinity of the East County Government Center site, and characterizes their land
use and environmental impacts to the degree they are relevant to the subject study. As explained
in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the site has been designated for governmental uses as part of
the Eastern Dublin Specific Plan since 1994, Please see the naster response regarding the
selection of a preferred alternative at the beginning of Chapter 2 of this Final EIS/EIR for more
information about the final site selection process.

Response to Comment 44-7 {(comment submitted by Arlene Raffo)

The Draft EIS/EIR presents information in Chapter 16 regarding the relative average travel
distances to each of the alternative sites for the majority of employees, detainees, family
members and many other visitors to the facility. The Juvenile Justice Facility would be
constructed in a manner that would preciude sight and sound contact for the detained minors near
the Santa Rita Jail facility. The Transportation chapter of the Draft EIS/EIR addresses the
congestion on local roadways and intersections, and identifies the significant impacts, planned
mitigation measures, and unavoidable impacts of existing, background, and future growth, as
well as the project’s potential impacts. Please see the discussion at the beginning of Chapter 2 of
this Final EIS/EIR for an explanation of the selection process for the preferred alternative and the
consideration of a modified San Leandro Alternative. The Draft EIS/EIR addresses the potential
presence of San Joaquin Kit Fox on pages 8-16 and 8-36, concluding that there 1s very low
lilkelihood of any impacts at the East County Government Center site due to the fact that the site
is surrounded by developed parcels and heavily traveled roads. No mitigation is necessary.

Response to Comment 44-8 (comment submitted by Lester Jung)

The population centers and relative average travel distances to each of the alternative sites 1s
described in Chapter 16 of the Draft EIS/EIR, and the impacts of this travel are included in the
transportation, noise, air quality, environmental justice, and other sections of the analysis. The
commenter’s summary of caseloads 1s unclear. The existing caseloads for Juvenile Court and for
the East County Hall of Justice are described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Each project
would be constructed and operated independently, except to the extent that the site development
at the Fast County Government Center site would require coordination of utilities, grading, and
similar physical attributes. The personnel for each project 1s described in Chapter 2 of the Draft
EIS/EIR, and the impacts of an increased work force in the area are evaluated in the land use,
transportation, noise, air quality, growth inducement and other sections of the Draft EIS/EIR.
Bus lines are not expected to serve the East County Government Center site as a single mode of
fransportation from the inner East Bay, but would serve the site as a connection from BART and
for local travel. The potential difficulty of travel for visitors to the Juvenile Justice Facility if it
developed at the East County Government Center site is acknowledged and considered a
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potentially significant impact that would require mitigation, as described in Chapter 16 of the
Draft EIS/EIR. The commenter’s assertion that this would have implications for rehabilitation of
juvenile detainees is noted. The juvenile detention facility would also include rehabilitative
elements aside from parental visits, including education, counseling, group activities, role
modeling, and similar functions. The lead agencies will consider all of these factors when
approving the project. Please see the beginning of Chapter 2 of this Final EIS/EIR for a
discussion of the County’s identification of a preferred alternative for each project, and the
modified San Leandro Alternative.

Response to Comment 44-8 (comment submitted by Kim Liebetrau)

Noise from existing activity and future traffic and other 1and uses is described and evaluated in
Chapter 10 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Distant shooting from the gun range was audible during noise
studies for the Draft EIS/EIR, but it did not substantially affect measurements of CNEL. Noise
from the shooting range could be heard in outdoor areas on the Project site and in the
surrounding neighborhood. The Sheriff's Department has conducted a study to evaluate various
improvemients to sound barriers that will diminish, but not eliminate, gunshot sound in nearby
areas. However, those measures are unrelated to the proposed project, and are not required to
mitigate project impacts. It is noted that significant traffic noise would affect the neighboring
residents along Gleason Drive near Hacienda Drive due to cumulative traffic growth. Traffic
increases on local roads as a result of the proposed projects would be consistent with estimates
made when the Eastern Dublin Specific Plan was adopted by the City of Dublin in 1994, which
included extensive governmental uses on the property north of Gleason Drive. The project
would not result in any significant impacts to local intersections near residential areas. Transit
service to the East County Govemment Center site is described in the Transportation section of
the Draft EIS/EIR. The EIS/EIR recommends mitigation that would address the frequency of
service, mid-day, and evening service to accommodate visitors. Earthquake hazards are
addressed in Chapter 6 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Neither of the Dublin sites is within an Alquist
Priolo Earthquake Hazard Zone designated by the State of California. No earthquake faults have
been mapped as crossing either site. For these reasons, both sites are considered to have a very
low risk of surface fault rupture. The sites will be likely subjected to strong groundshaking, as
will other nearby sites. Structures planned for the sites will be designed to resist strong
groundshaking in accordance with the applicable codes and local design practice. Visual quality
and aesthetics are addressed in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIS/EIR, which concludes that
development of the East County Government Center site would not result in a significant adverse
effect. The Juvenile Justice Facility and the Fast County Hall of Justice would be designed to
reflect the dignity and importance of justice functions in American society, would be constructed
of high quality materials, and would include extensive landscaping and other features to screen
the sites from view to the extent feasible. Plecase see discussion at the beginning of Chapter 2 of
this Final EIS/EIR for a description of a modified San Leandro Alternative and the lead
agencies’ identification of a preferred alternative.

Response to Comment 44-106 (comment submitted by Dorothy Gordon)

Comments in support of a new Juvenile Justice Facility in Dublin are noted.
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Response to Comment 44-11 (comment submitted by Rich Guarienti)

Comments in opposition to locating a new Juvenile Justice Facility in Dublin are noted. The
poptilation centers and relative average travel distances to each of the alternative sites is
described in Chapter 16 of the Draft EIS/EIR, and the impacts of this travel are included in the
transportation, noise, atr quality, environmental justice, and other sections of the analysis. Please
see the discussion at the beginning of Chapter 2 of this Final EIS/EIR for an explanation of the
selection process for the preferred alternative and the consideration of a modified San Leandro
Alternative.

Response to Comment 44-12 (comment submitted by Nelson Poon)

Comments in opposition to locating a new Juvenile Justice Facility in Dublin are noted. The
population centers and relative average travel distances to each of the alternative sites is
described in Chapter 16 of the Draft EIS/EIR, and the impacts of this travel are included in the
fransportation, noise, air quality, environmental justice, and other sections of the analysis. Please
see the discussion at the beginming of Chapter 2 of this Final EIS/EIR for an explanation of the
selection process for the preferred alternative and the consideration of a modified San Leandro
Alternative. The Draft EIS/FEIR analyzes the Iand use compatibility of a new Juvenile Justice
Facility at each of the alternative sites, and concludes that the project would not result in a
significant impact to the vicinity due to the development’s orientation away from the nearby
residential areas, the security measures that would be built into the project, and the availability of
security services at the site.

Response to Comment 44-13 {comment submitted by Vera Sims)

Comments acknowledging property value increases and lack of security concerns in the vicinity
of the existing Juvenile Hall are noted. Such comments support the conclusions of Chapter 4 of
the Draft EIS/EIR. Comments in support of constructing a new Juvenile Justice Facility to
address the shortcomings of the existing facility, as noted in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS/EIR, are
noted. Concerns about the geologic stability of the San Leandro site are noted. Chapter 6 of the
Draft EIS/EIR includes discussion of the geologic instabilities and seismic constraints of the San
Leandro site, and concludes that the site is buildable. Please see the master response at the
beginning of Chapter 2 of this Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of a modified San Leandro
Alternative.

Response to Comment 44-14 (comment submitted by Paul Adwar)

Comments in opposition to locating a new Juvenile Justice Facility in Dublin are noted. The
Draft EIS/EIR analyzes the land use compatibility of a new Juvenile Justice Facility at each of
the alternative sites, and concludes that the project would not result in a significant impact to the
vicinity due to the development’s orientation away from the nearby residential areas, the security
measures that would be built into the project, and the availability of security services at the site.
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Response to Comment 44-15 {comment submitted by Ron Allen)

Comments in opposition to the development of a new Juvenile Justice Facility in Dublin are
noted. The Draft EIS/EIR analyzes the land use compatibility of a new Juvenile Justice Facility
at each of the alternative sites, and concludes that the project would not result in a significant
Impact to the vicinity due to the development’s orientation away {rom the nearby residential
areas, the security measures that would be built into the project, and the availability of security
services at the site. Chapter 4 also concludes that there would not be a significant adverse effect
on property values in the area, based on other case studies.

Response to Comment 44-16 (comment submitted by Vince Bordelon)

Comments in support of a new Juvenile Justice Facility, particularly in Dublin, and concerns
about the condition of the existing facility, are noted. Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS/EIR provides
information about the project need, and Chapter 3 provides a description of each of the
alternatives under consideration and the relative ability to satisfy the project objectives. Please
see Chapter 2 of this Final EIS/EIR for information about the modified San Leandso Alternative.

Response to Comment 44-17 (comment submitted by Tony Cassadonte)

Comments in opposition to locating a new Juvenile Justice Facility in Dublin are noted. The
Draft EIS/EIR analyzes the land use compatibility of a new Juvenile Justice Facility at each of
the alternative sites, and concludes that the project would not result in a significant impact to the
vicinity due to the development’s orientation away from the nearby residential areas, the security
measures that would be built into the project, and the availability of security services at the site.
Please set Chapter 4 of the Draft EIS/EIR for a complete discussion. Support functions are
included in the program needs and project designs, so minimal support would be required from
the focal community services. Detainees would be released to responsible aduit family members
or guardians, and would have home-based release to their place of residence, not all into the local
community. Examining the environmental effects of a catastrophic event is beyond the scope of
“recasonableness” as defined by CEQA, and is therefore beyond the scope of this document.
However, it should be noted that the Project would be built adhering to the latest building codes
and would incorporate the latest safety technology. The Draft EIS/EIR analyzes the land use
compatibility of a new Juvenile Justice Facility at each of the altemative sites, and concludes that
the project would not result in a significant impact to the vicinity due to the development’s
orientation away from the nearby residential areas, the security measures that would be built into
the project, and the availability of security services at the site. The project would incorporate
measures {o address foreseeable conditions related to natural disasters.

Response to Comment 44-18 (comment submitted by Elpi Albulencia)

Comments in opposition to locating a new Juvenile Justice Facility in Dublm are noted.
Methodologies used in preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR reflect the technical approach and level
of detail judged to be appropriate to each of the topical analyses. Personnel with specialized
training were employed to perform the studies and to consult other published sources and agency
personnel. The U.S. Environmental Protection Ageney has rated the Draft EIS/EIR “LO — Lack
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of Objections™, signifying that the document presents an adequate analysis under the National
Environmental Policy Act. The Draft EIS/EIR analyzes the land use compatibility of a new
Juvenile Justice Facility at cach of the alternative sites, and concludes that the project would not
resuit in a significant impact to the vicinity due to the development’s orientation away from the
nearby residential areas, the security measures that would be built info the project, and the
availability of security services at the site. Please see Chapter 4 of the Draft EIS/EIR for a
complete discussion. Chapter 4 also concludes that there would not be a significant adverse
effect on property values in the area, based on other case studies.

Response to Comment 44-19 (comment submitted by David Bewley)

Comments summarizing the “project need” for the new Juvenile Justice Facility are noted,
consistent with the discussion in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Earthquake hazards are
addressed m Chapter 6 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Neither of the Dublin sites is within an Alquist
Priolo Earthquake Hazard Zone designated by the State of California. No earthquake faults have
been mapped as crossing either site. For these reasons, both sites are considered to have a very
low rigk of surface fault rupture. The sites will be likely subjected to strong groundshaking, as
will other nearby sites. Structures planned for the sites will be designed to resist strong
groundshaking in accordance with the applicable codes and local design practice. Please see the
discussion at the beginning of Chapter 2 of this Final EIS/EIR for a description of the modified
San Leandro Alternative and the reduced number of beds that could be developed in response to
the reduced juvenile detention population dunng the past year. The population centers and
relative average travel distances to each of the alternative sites 1s described in Chapter 16 of the
Draft EIS/EIR, and the impacts of this travel are included in the transportation, noise, air quality,
environmental justice, and other sections of the analysis. The comparison of alternatives
provided in the summary table in the Draft EIS/EIR provides a quick reference to environmental
issues at each site under consideration. The Draft EIS/EIR identified the Pardee/Swan site as the
envirommentally preferred alternative. The County Board of Supervisors and U.S. Department of
Tustice will consider this information as well as other technical, legal, social, and economic
factors when deciding which project to pursue. Please see the Master Responses at the beginning
of Chapter 2 of this Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of changes to the preferred and
environmentally superior alternatives.

Response to Comment 44-20 (comment submitted by L. Eade})

A new Juvenile Justice Facility in Dublin would have certain transportation-related impacts as a
result of its location, as discussed in Chapters 9 and 16 of the Draft EIS/EIR. The environmental
justice / economic hardship aspects of the project location are considered potentially significant
impacts that would require mitigation. The fiscal impact of the projects on governmental
agencies Is a consideration that would be part of the lead agencies’ decision-making process
when it selects a preferred site, and ultimately when they approve a project. Earthquake hazards
are addressed in Chapter 6 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Neither of the Dublin sites is within an Alquist
Priolo Earthquake Hazard Zone designated by the State of California. No earthquake faults have
been mapped as crossing either site. For these reasons, both sites are considered to have a very
low risk of surface fault rupture. The sites will be likely subjected to strong groundshaking, as
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will other nearby sites. Structures planned for the sites will be designed to resist strong
groundshaking in accordance with the applicable codes and local design practice. The Draft
EIS/EIR analyzes the land use compatibility of a new Juvenile Justice Facility at each of the
alternative sites, and concludes that the project would not result in a significant impact to the
vicinty due to the development’s orientation away from the nearby residential areas, the security
measures that would be built into the project, and the availability of security services at the site.
Traffic and parking impacts are evaluated in Chapter G of the Draft EIS/EIR. Sufficient parking
is provided on the site at the East County Government Center and at Site 15A. Site 15A would
require the construction of a parking garage, similar to some of the office developments in the
vicinity. The caseload projections for the East County Hall of Justice, contained in Chapter 2 of
the Draft EIS/EIR, reflect existing and projected Tri-Valley court cases. Some case management
decisions may result in shifiing cases from one court to another. Comments in opposition to the
location of the East County Hall of Justice at Site 15A are noted. Please see the beginning of
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS/ETR for a discussion of the County’s selection of a preferred
alternative.

Response to Comment 44-21 (comment submitted by Elisha Cheung}

Comments in opposition to the location of a new Juvenile Justice Facility in Dublin are noted.
Please see the discussion at the beginning of Chapter 2 of this Final EIS/EIR for information on
the County of Alameda’s identification of a preferred alternative, the modified San Leandro
Alternative.

Response fo Comment 44-22 (comment submitted by Rowena Margan)

The Juvenile Justice Facility would not be the largest in the country. The transportation patterns
associated with the existing Santa Ritfa Jail are not directly related to the proposed Projects.
However, the County has designed the site plans to address through traffic by limiting pedestrian
access between Broder Blvd. (immediately adjacent to Santa Rita Jail), and the community to the
south, by replicating the visual and physical barrier of the existing berm. In addition, detainees
from the Juvenile Justice Facility would not be released into the community unsupervised, but
would be released only into the custody of a responsible parent or guardian. Therefore, there
would be a distinct difference from the release pattern at Santa Rita Jail, in which prisoners are
released at various times of the day with no direct supervision or provision of transportation.
The number of visitors to the East County Government Center Site are estimated in Chapter 2
and Chapter 9 of the Draft FIS/EIR. The population at the Juvenile Justice Facility would
fluctuate and would be temporary, as the actual number of detainees in the facility varies over
time and the length of stay averages 23 days (see page 16-10 of the Draft EIS/EIR). The
maximim number of detainees at any one time would be limited to 540 under the full build-out
of the project. The population of Dublin is estimated to be 20,000 persons, so the Juvenile
Justice Facility would represent an increase of about 2.7 percent compared to the existing
population. The Draft EIS/EIR analyzes the land use compatibility of a new Juvenile Justice
Facility at each of the altemative sites, and concludes that the project would not result in a
significant impact to the vicinity due to the development’s orientation away from the nearby
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residential areas, the security measures that would be built into the project, and the availability of
security services at the site.

Response to Comment 44-23 (comment submitted by Ebony Richards)

Comments in support of developing a new Juvenile Justice Facility in Dublin are noted.
Detainees would be released mnto the custody of a responsible parent or guardian, and would not
have home supervision in Dublin unless their family resided there. Rehabilitation is incorporated
as part of the mission of the Juvenile Justice Facility, and would be supported by alternatives to
incarceration that are under review and being implemented by Alameda County. No
environmental issues are raised in this comment.

Responsea to Comment 44-24 (comment submitted by Ananth Neddy)

Earthquake hazards are addressed in Chapter 6 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Neither of the Dublin sites
is within an Alquist Priolo Earthquake Hazard Zone designated by the State of California. No
earthquake faults have been mapped as crossing either site. For these reasons, both sites are
considered to have a very low risk of surface fault rupture. The sites will be likely subjected to
strong groundshaking, as will other nearby sites. Structures planned for the sites will be designed
to resist strong groundshaking in accordance with the applicable codes and local design practice.
The Draft EIS/EIR analyzes the land use compatibility of a new Juvenile Justice Facility at each
of the alternative sites, and concludes that the project would not result in a significant impact to
the vicinity due to the development’s orientation away from the nearby residential areas, the
security measures that would be built into the project, and the availability of security services at
the site. Traffic and parking impacts arc evaluated in Chapter 9 of the Draft EIS/EIR. The
population centers and relative average travel distances to each of the alternative sites is
described in Chapter 16 of the Drafi EIS/EIR, and the impacts of this travel are included in the
transportation, noise, air quality, environmental justice, and other sections of the analysis.

Response to Comment 44-25 {comment submitted by Kasie Hildenbrand})

Please see responses to comments contained in Letter 33, submitted by the commentor,
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2.5 RESPONSES TO PUBLIC MEETING COMMENTS, FEBRUARY 20™, 2003

This section includes the responses to the comments received at the Alameda County Board of
Supervisors Special Mesting held in the City of Qakland on February 20, 2003, A transcript of

the hearing is included at the end of this chapter, with comments numbered as follows:

45-1
45-2
45-3
45-4
45-5
45-6
45-7
45-8
45-9
45-10
45-11
45-12
45-13
45-14
45-16
45-17
45-18
45-19
45-20
45-21
45-22
45-23

President Steele, Alameda County Board of Supervisors

Marion Sims
Mike Molina
Olis Simmons
Tory Becker
Emil Dupont
Arytey Welbeck
Nicole Lee
David Kahn
Khadine Bennet
Rocio Nieves
Maris Amold
Todd Davies
May Saephanh
Justin Bojorquez
David Haubert
Kasie Hildenbrand
Sarah Jarmon
Tiffic

Ari Wohlfeiler
Rachel Jackson
Calvin King
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Response to Commant 45-1 (comment submitted by President Steele}

Comment noted. The President of the Board of Supervisors, Ms. Gail Steele, introduced the
meeting and speakers for the meeting held February 20, 2003. No response is required.

Response to Comment 45-2 (comment submitted by Marion Sims)

Comments in support of developing a new Juvenile Justice Facility are noted. Chapters 2 and 3
of the Draft EIS/EIR present the proiect need and a description of the alternatives that are under
consideration. The Board of Supervisors and U.S. Department of Justice will consider this
information, along with other technical, social, legal, and economic factors as part of their
decision-making process.

Response to Comment 45-3 {comment submitted by Mike Molina)

Comments in opposition to constructing a new Juvenile Justice Facility in Dublin are noted. The
potential difficulty of travel for visitors to the Juvenile Justice Facility if it developed at the East
County Government Center site is acknowledged and considered a potentially significant impact
that would require mitigation, as described in Chapter 16 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Alternatives to
detention are under consideration and are being implemented by Alameda County. However,
those activities are not evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR because they are not a part of this project.
Please see the discussion at the beginning of Chapter 2 of this Final EIS/EIR for an explanation
of the selection process for the preferred alfernative and the consideration of a modified San
Leandro Alternative.

Response to Comment 45-4 {comment submitted by Olis Simmons)

Comunents 1n opposition to constructing a new Juvenile Justice Facility in Dublin are noted. The
potential difficulty of travel for visitors fo the Juvenile Tustice Facility if it developed at the East
County Government Center site is acknowledged and considered a potentially significant impact
that would require mitigation, as described in Chapter 16 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Alternatives to
detention are under consideration and are being implemented by Alameda County, However,
those activities are not evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR because they are not a part of this project.
Please see the discussion at the beginning of Chapter 2 of this Final EIS/EIR for an explanation
of the selection process for the preferred alternative and the consideration of a modified San
Leandro Alternative.

Response to Comment 45-5 {comment submitted by Tory Becker)

Comments in opposition to constructing a new Juvenile Justice Facility in Dublin are noted. The
potential difficulty of travel for visitors o the Juvenile Justice Facility if it developed at the East
County Government Center site is acknowledged and considered a potentially significant impact
that would require mitigation, as descrihed in Chapter 16 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Altematives to
detention are under consideration and are being implemented by Alameda County. However,
those activities are not evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR because they are not a part of this project
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and these on-going cfforts currently implemented by Alameda County may continue to be
implemented whether or not the proposed Project i1s approved. Please see the discussion at the
beginning of Chapter 2 of this Final FIS/EIR for an explanation of the selection process for the
preferred alternative and the consideration of a modified San Leandro Altemative.

Response to Comment 45-8 (comment submitted by Emil Dupont)

Comments in opposition to constructing a new Fuvenile Justice Facility in Dublin are noted. The
potential difficulty of travel for visitors to the Juvenile Justice Facility if it developed at the East
County Government Center site is acknowledged and considered a potentially significant impact
that would require mitigation, as described in Chapter 16 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Altematives to
detention are under consideration and are being implemented by Alameda County as explained
in Response to Comment 45-4. However, those activities are not evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR
because they are not a part of this project. Please see the discussion at the beginning of Chapter 2
of this Final EIS/EIR for an explanation of the selection process for the preferred alternative and
the consideration of 2 modified San Leandro Alternative.

Response to Comment 45-7 {comment submitted by Arytey Welbeck)

Cominents in opposition to constructing a new Juvenile Justice Facility in Dublin are noted. The
potential difficulty of travel for visitors to the Juvenile Justice Facility if it developed at the East
County Government Center site is acknowledged and considered a potentially significant impact
that would require mitigation, as described in Chapter 16 of the Draft EIS/FIR. Alternatives to
detention are under consideration and are being implemented by Alameda County as explained
in Response to Comment 45-4. However, those activities are not evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR
because they are not a part of this project. Please see the discussion at the beginning of Chapter 2
of this Final EIS/EIR for an explanation of the selection process for the preferred altemative and
the consideration of a modified San Leandro Alternative.

Response to Comment 45-8 (comment submitted by Nicole Lee}

Comments in opposition to constructing a new Juvenile Justice Facility in Dublin are noted. The
potential difficulty of travel for visitors to the Juvenile Justice Facility if it developed at the East
County Government Center site is acknowledged and considered a potentially significant impact
that would require mitigation, as described in Chapter 16 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Alternatives to
detention are under consideration and are being implemented by Alameda County as explained
in Response to Comment 45-4. However, those activities are not evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR
because they are not a part of this project. Please see the discussion at the beginning of Chapter 2
of this Final EIS/EIR for an explanation of the selection process for the preferred altemative and
the consideration of a modified San Leandro Alternative.

Response to Comment 45-9 (comment submitted by David Kahn)

Comments in opposition to constructing a new Juvenile Justice Facility in Dublin are noted. The
potential difficulty of travel for visitors to the Juvenile Justice Facility 1f it developed at the East
County Government Center site is acknowledged and considered a potentially significant impact
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that would require mitigation, as described in Chapter 16 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Alternatives to
detention are under consideration and are being implemented by Alameda County as explained

_in Response to Comment 45-4. However, those activities are not evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR
because they are not a part of this project. Please see the discussion at the beginning of Chapter 2
of this Final EIS/EIR for an explanation of the selection process for the preferred alternative and
the consideration of a modified San L.eandro Aliemative.

Response to Comment 45-10 (comment submitted by Khadine Bennet}

Comiments in opposition to constructing a new Juvenile Justice Facility in Dublin are noted. The
potential difficulty of travel for visitors to the Juvenile Justice Facility if it developed at the East
County Governiment Center site 1s acknowledged and considered a potentially significant impact
that would require mitigation, as described in Chapter 16 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Alternatives fo
detention are under consideration and are bemg implemented by Alameda County as explained
in Response to Comment 45-4. However, those activities are not evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR
because they are not a part of this project. Please see the discussion at the beginning of Chapter 2
of this Final EIS/EIR for an explanation of the selection process for the preferred alternative and
the consideration of a modified San Leandro Alternative.

Response to Comment 45-11 (comment submitted by Rocioc Nieves)

Comuinents in opposition to constructing a new Juvenile Justice Facility in Dublin are noted. The
potential difficulty of travel for visitors to the Juvenile Justice Facility if it developed at the East
County Government Center site is acknowledged and considered a potentially significant impact
that would require mitigation, as described in Chapter 16 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Alternatives to
detention are under consideration and are being implemented by Alameda County as explained
in Response to Comment 45-4. However, those activities are not evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR
because they are not a part of this project. Please see the discussion at the beginning of Chapter 2
of this Final EIS/EIR for an explanation of the selection process for the preferred alternative and
the consideration of a modified San Leandro Alternative.

Response to Comment 45-12 (comment submitted by Maris Arnold)

Comments in opposition to constructing a new Juvenile Justice Facility in Dublin are noted. The
potential difficulty of travel for visitors to the Juvenile Justice Facility if it developed at the East
County Government Center site is acknowledged and considered a potentially significant impact
that would require mitigation, as described in Chapter 16 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Alternatives to
detention are under consideration and are being implemented by Alameda County as explained
in Response to Comment 45-4. However, those activities are not evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR
because they are not a part of this project. Please see the discussion at the beginning of Chapter 2
of this Final EIS/EIR for an explanation of the selection process for the preferred alternative and
the consideration of a modified San Leandro Alternative.
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Response to Comment 45-13 {comment submitted by Todd Davies)

Comments in opposition to constructing a new Juveniie Justice Facility in Dublin are noted. The
potential difficulty of travel for visitors to the Juvenile Justice Facility if it developed at the East
County Government Center site is acknowledged and considered a potentially significant impact
that would require mitigation, as described in Chapter 16 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Alternatives to
detention are under consideration and are being implemented by Alameda County as explained
in Response to Comment 45-4. However, those activities are not evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR
because they are not a part of this project. Please see the discussion at the beginming of Chapter 2
of this Final EIS/EIR for an explanation of the selection process for the preferred alternative and
the consideration of a modified San Leandro Alternative.

Response to Cornment 45-14 (comment submitted by Miarri Glass)

Comments in opposition to constructing a new Juvenile Justice Facility in Dublin are noted. The
potential difficulty of travel for visitors to the Juvenile Justice Facility if it developed at the East
County Government Center site 1s acknowledged and considered a potentially significant impact
that would require mitigation, as described in Chapter 16 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Alternatives to
detention are under consideration and are being implemented by Alameda County as explained
in Response to Comment 45-4. However, those activities are not evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR
because they are not a part of this project. Piease see the discussion at the beginning of Chapter 2
of this Final EIS/EIR for an explanation of the selection process for the preferred alternative and
the consideration of a modified San Leandro Alternative.

Response to Comment 45-15 {comment submitted by May Saephanh}

Comments in opposition to constructing a new Juvenile Justice Facility in Dublin are noted. The
potential difficulty of travel for visitors to the Juvenile Justice Facility if it developed at the East
County Government Center site is acknowledged and considered a potentially significant impact
that would require mitigation, as described in Chapter 16 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Alternatives to
detention are under consideration and are being implemented by Alameda County as explained
in Response to Comment 45-4. However, those activities are not evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR
because they are not a part of this project. Please see the discussion at the beginning of Chapter 2
of this Final EIS/EIR for an explanation of the selection process for the preferred alfernative and
the consideration of a modified San Leandro Altemative.

Response to Comment 45-16 (comment submitted by Justin Bojorquez)

Comments in opposition to constructing a new Juvenile Justice Facility in Dublin are noted. The
potential difficulty of travel for visitors to the Juvenile Justice Facility if it developed at the East
County Government Center site 1s acknowledged and considered a potentially significant impact
that would require mitigation, as described in Chapter 16 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Alternatives to
detention are under consideration and are being implemented by Alameda County as explained
m Response to Comment 45-4. However, those activities are not evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR
because they are not a part of this project. There would be no sight or sound contact between
Santa Rita Jail and the juvenile detention facility. Please see the discussion at the beginning of
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Chapter 2 of this Final EIS/EIR for an explanation of the selection process for the preferred
alternative and the consideration of a modified San Leandro Alternative.

Response to Comment 45-17 {comment submitted by David Haubert)

Please see responses to comment letter 32, submitted by the same commentor.

Response to Comment 45-18 (commeni subrnitted by Kasie Hildenbrand)

Please see responses to comment letter 33, submitted by the same commentor.

Response to Comment 45-19 (comment submitted by Sarah Jarmon)

The No Project / No Action altemative would have fewer environmental impacts, compared to
other “build” alternatives, but would result in a significant unavoidable environmental justice
impact due to the conditions present at the existing juvenile hall facility in San Leandro.
Although alternatives to detention could reduce the detained population, an alternative factlity is
necessary to address the fact that some minors will require detention and temporary housing
within a Juvenile facility, according to the County’s mandated role i the juvenile justice system.

Response to Comment 45-20 (comment submitted by Tiffic)

Comments in opposition to constructing a new Juvenile fustice Facility in Dublin are noted. The
potential difficulty of travel for visitors to the Juvenile Justice Facility if it developed at the East
County Government Center site is acknowledged and considered a potentially significant impact
that would require mitigation, as described in Chapter 16 of the Draft EIS/FIR. Alternatives fo
detention are under consideration and are being implemented by Alameda County as explained
in Response to Comment 45-4. However, those activities are not evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR
because they are not a part of this project. There would be no sight or sound contact between
Santa Rifa fail and the juvenile detention facility. Please see the discussion at the beginning of
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS/EIR for an explanation of the selection process for the preferred
alternative and the consideration of a modified San Teandro Altemative.

Response to Comment 45-21 (comment submitted by Ari Wohifeiler)

Comments in opposition to constructing a new Juvenile fustice Facility in Dublin are noted. The
potential difficulty of travel for visitors to the Juvenile Justice Facility if it developed at the East
County Government Center site 1s acknowledged and considered a potentially significant impact
that would require mitigation, as described in Chapter 16 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Alternatives to
detention are under consideration and are being implemented by Alameda County as explained
in Response to Comment 45-4. However, those activities are not evatuated in the Draft EIS/EIR
because they are not a part of this project. There would be no sight or sound contact between
Santa Rita Jail and the juvenile detention facility. Please see the discussion at the beginning of
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS/EIR for an explanation of the selection process for the preferred
alternative and the consideration of a modified San Leandro Altemative.
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Response to Comment 45-22 (comment submitted by Rachel Jackson)

Comments in opposition to constructing a new Juvenile Justice Facility in Dublin are noted. The
site selection process, public scoping meetings, and other relevant actions of the lead agencies as
they pertain to the environmental analysis are summarized in Chapter 1 of the Draft EIS/EIR.
The potential difficulty of travel for visitors to the Juvenile Justice Facility if it developed at the
East County Government Center site is acknowledged and considered a potentially significant
impact that would require mitigation, as described in Chapter 16 of the Draft EIS/EIR.
Alternatives to detention are under consideration and are being implemented by Alameda
County. However, those activities are not evaluated in the Draft FIS/EIR because they are not a
part of this project. There would be no sight or sound contact between Santa Rita Jail and the
juvenile detention facility. Please see the discussion at the beginning of Chapter 2 of this Final
EIS/EIR for an expianation of the selection process for the preferred alternative and the
consideration of a modified San Leandro Alternative.

Response to Comment 45-23 (comment submitted by Calvin King)

Comments noted. No environmental issues are raised, so no response is provided.
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Western-Pacific Region 831 Mittan Road, Suite 210
gé?rgﬁgagmigcn Airports Division Burlingame, CA 84010-1300
P San Francisco Alrports District Offlce )
Federal Aviation
Adminlstration LETTER 1

February 10, 2003

My, Michael Houghtby, Fisld Representative
State of Califormnia Board of Correcticns
600 Bercut Drive

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Houghtby:

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement & Environmental Impact Report,
Juvenile Justice Facillty and East County Hall of Justice

Thank you for notifying our office of the prcoposed improvements for the
proposed improvements to Alameda County facilities. We have reviewed
the project location for impacts toc Federal Aviation Administraticn
{FAA} programs related to aviation safety and efficiency for the
Oakland International Airport (0AK).

We recowmmend the County to submibt a FAA form 7460-1, Notice of Proposed
Construction cr Alteration, to confirm the need for any obstruction
lighting reguirements or conflicts within the navigable airspace of OAX
due to the proximity of the Pardee/Swan site to the Noxth Field runway
gyatem. |

The information reguired for the airspace review ghould include the
height above finished grade for the two-story structure and any radic
antenna/electronic eguipment mounted on the propesed building.
Construction of improvements on the Port of Oakland property does nckt
exempt the County or the Port of Cakland from any nctification criteria
contained in Federal Aviation Redulation (FRR) Part 77, Objects
Affecting Navigable Airspace. The airspace study is nct a substitute
for any local plan or bullding code review.

If you have any questions you may contack me at {650) B76-2805.

Sincerely,

Jbsf

Supervigor, "Envircnmental Planning and Compliance Secticn

Enclogures FAA form 74£60-1

1-1
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Response to Comment 33-15:

The Draft EIS/EIR does not cite studies that show the average population in detention is
decreasing. As discussed on page 2-3, over the five-year period of the needs assessment (from
1992 to 1997), the average length of stay steadily increased. If this historical trend continued,
then the population requiring detention would continue to increase. However, as also discussed
in this section of the Draft EIS/EIR, reforms to detention undertaken by the Probation
Department has resulted in a decline in number of beds needed in a detention facility. Policy
reforms include implementation of a detention risk assessment, a recognized need for treatment,
and placement options within the community. Further, the Alameda County Board of
Supervisors, in conjunction with other agencies involved in the juvenile justice system, is
undertaking a comprehensive review of this system. Additional reforms that direct detainees to
options other than incarceration in a detention facility may be expected.

Respense to Comment 33-16:

Fiscal impacts, including transportation subsidies and environmental clean-up costs, are not
within the scope of environmental review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
and therefore are not included within this document. The fiscal impact of the projects is a
consideration that would be part of the lead agencies’ decision-making process when it selects a
preferred site, and ultimately when they approve a project.

Response to Comment 33-17:

The berm currently screens surrounding communities from Santa Rita Rehabilitation Facility.
The Office of Emergency Services (OES) building is partiatly visible from the eastern end of the
site, and the Federal Correctional Facility and (Heavy Equipment Repair Building) HERB are
only screened from some locations by the existing berm. The California Highway Patrol (CHP)
and Animal Control Services are not screened by the existing berm at all. The new Juvenile
Justice Facility would relocate the berm from the rear of the property to the front. The new
bern, along with a wall and the Juvenile Justice Facility itself, would provide equivalent
screening of the Santa Rita Rehabilitation Facility as what the existing berm provides. See the
south elevation (Figure 3.18a in this Final EIS/EIR) and Response to Comment 33-32 for a
description of the new berm. See Response to Comument 9-47 for a description of the continued
screening of Santa Rita from view of the residences.

Response fo Comment 33-18:

Parking needs for the Juvenile Justice Facility are described in 9.2.5. It requires 710 spaces for
540 beds, and 550 spaces for 450 beds. These parking spaces would be accommodated at the
reconfigured front lots of Santa Rita, and at the new parking lot on the west of the Juvenile
Justice Facility.
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Response to Comment 33-19:

The nearest off-site uses, as measured from the edge of the East County Government Center site,
are located approximately as follows:

u  The nearest comumercial retail use 1s located approximately I mile to the south near the I-
580 freeway.

®  The nearest industrial/office business park is immediately south of, and across Gleason
Drive from the project site, approximately 150 feet from the nearest parking lot area for
that project.

m  The closest home would be approximately 500 feet from the nearest corner of the
proposed Juvenile Justice Facility, about 500 feet from the proposed East County Hall of
Tustice building and 100 feet from the nearest parking fot area for that project.

@ The nearest school site is the Dougherty Flementary School, approximately 1,250 feet to
the south.

Response fo Comment 33-20:

Chapters 4 and 5 of the Draft EIS/EIR adequately evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed
East County Hall of Justice on the surrounding land uses, including the immediate
neighborhoods, and conclude that such impacts would not be significant. See Draft EIS/EIR

at pages 4-42 through 4-54 and at 5-44 through 5-45 (discussion of impacts of creation of new
light sources affecting the neighboring areas). Chapter 5 of the Draft EIS/EIR adequately
evaluates the potential impacts resulting from the development of a three- and four-story
building on the visual character and quality of each of the Dublin sites. See Draft EIS/EIR

at pages 3-27 through 5-44., Tt also adequately evaluates the potential impacts of such
development on the area’s scenic resources.

In the Annexation Agreement between the County and the City of Dublin, the County has agreed
that any development or use of Site 15A "shall comply with" all City fand use faws, including the
City's general plan, the East Dublin Specific Plan, the City's Zoning Ordinance, and various other
provisions of the City's municipal code. As apolitical subdivision of the State, the County is not
bound by any local land use laws or regulations. See Draft EIS/EIR at 4-9. Typically, however,
the County attemnpts, to the extent feasible, to implement its development projects in a manner
that is consistent with otherwise applicable local land use principles.

Response to Comment 33-21:

Under the Annexation Agreement, Dublin's role with respect to Project development on the East
County Government Center site consists of reviewing the development proposal for consistency
with its General Plan, and performing site development review pursuant to the City's zoning
ordinance. Dublin's role with respect to Project development on Site 15A may include General
Plan consistency review and site development review, and could extend to other types of review
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provided for under Dublin's applicable land use regulations. Dublin’s role under Section § and 9
of the Annexation Agreement is described in full in Responses to Comments 9-27 and 9-30.

Fand in the vicinity of the East County Government Center site has been owned by the County,
with the intent to develop it for County uses, for several years prior to the 1993 Annexation
Agreement. For example, in 1985, the County built the Santa Rita Rehabilitation Facility on
nearby County property. The East County Government Center site itself was formally designated
for government use under the 1993 agreement. This site was not examined as a potential site for
the Juvenile Justice Facility in the 1992 site review. The comment suggesting that the Draft
EIS/EIR include all site selection studies prior to the release of the Draft EIS/EIR is hereby
noted. The commentor is referred to Section 3.2, which discusses what alternative sites were
considered and why they were rejected.

Response fo Comment 33.22:

As noted on page 4-31, first full paragraph, using a mid-range development intensity of a 0.25
FAR, the 88.5-acre County Center property would have a development potential of
approximately 964,000 square feet. Dividing this development potential by an average of 590
square feet of building floor area per employee would provide space for approximately 1,634
persons within the County Center property. Subtracting the existing 70 employees that currently
work on the County Center property (at HERB, CHP, the planned fire station, the Animal Shelter
and the SPCA office, leaves a remaining employment growth capacity of approximately 1,565
employees,

Response to Comment 33-23:

As clearly noted in the Draft EIS/EIR, as a political subdivision of the State, the County is
exempt from local regulations. This exemption extends to local land use (i.e., General Plans),
zoning and building regulations. Moreover, Government Code Sections 53090-53096, which
generally requires local agencies to comply with the land use and building regulations of the
county or city in which their territory 1s located, specifically exciudes counties from this
requirement. Therefore, the County normally is not required to comply with fand use (i.e.,
General Plans), zoning and building requirements of any of the local jurisdictions in which the
project may be located, including the City of Dublin. With respect to development on the two
alternative Dublin sites, the County’s exemption from local regulations has been modified by
Sections 8 and 9 of the May 4, 1993 Annexation Agreement. See Responses to Comment 9-27
and 9-30, for a discussion of the extent to which the Project must comply with Dublin’s land use
laws and policies. See also the Draft ESI/EIR at pages 4-28 through 4-30.

The Draft EIS/EIR includes an adequate analysis of the project’s consistency with the City of
Dublin’s land use and development goals. Relating the five applicable land use goals of the
EDSF directly to the consistency analysis contained on page 4-34 of the Draft EIS/EIR:

1. To establish an attractive and vital community that provides a balanced and fully integrated
range of residential, commercial, employment, recreational and social opportunities. - The
Last County Government Center Alternative would be integrated with other existing
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governmental services sector uses north of Gleason Drive mncluding the Santa Rita
Rehabilitation Facility, the CHP offices, the animal sheiter, the SPCA, the planned fire
station and the Alameda County Sheriffs’ training Facility.

2. To provide a diversity of housing opportunities that meets the social, economic and physical
needs of future residents. - The Bast County Government Center Alternative would not assist
in providing housing opportunities.

3. To create a well-defined hierarchy of neighborhood, community, and regional commercial
areas, that serves the shopping, entertainment and service needs of Dublin and the
surrounding area. - The East County Government Center Alternative would serve the
service needs of Dublin and the surrounding area by providing a Juvenile Justice Facility that
is needed for all County residents, and a local East County Hall of Justice to serve the needs
of the Tri-Valley communities of Dublin, Pleasanton and Livermore.

4. To provide a stable and economically sound employment buase for the City of Dublin, which
is diverse in character and responsive to the needs of the community. - The East County
Government Center Alternative would provide for a broad range of job types, including
administrative, management, technical, legal, security, educational, service, maintenance, and
similar occupations. Wage scales would reflect the various job classifications, and would
range from entry-level to upper management. The Project would also provide construction
jobs for several years on each of the project components.

5. To develop a comprehensive, integrated park and recreational open space system designed
to meet the diverse needs of the City of Dublin. - The East County Government Center
Alternative would have enclosed recreation areas for the detainees, as weil as on-site open
areas to provide visual relief and outdoor activity areas for employees and visitors.

Other issues raised in this comment pertaining to the project’s benefits to Dublin or iis ability to
serve as an economic stimulus for the area are not environmental issues, nor are they included in
the Dublin General Plan goals, and are therefore not analyzed.

Response to Comiment 33-24:

The Draft EIS/EIR (page 16-13) recognizes that the East County Government Center Alternative
could have environmental justice impacts. These impacts are related to accessibility, including
the time and cost of traveling longer distances in an area that is not as proximate to the majority
of detainees nor as well served by transit as the more urban locations being considered in this
EIS/EIR. Site accessibility due to distance from existing population centers 1s one of many
factors to considered in the selection of a new Juvenile Justice Facility site. The Dublin site’s
greater distance from existing population centers is not a sufficient reason to exclude this
altermative from consideration.

Response to Comment 33-25:

Mitigation Measure 16.1.5 in the Draft EIS/EIR includes preparation of a formal fransportation
plan to improve access to the Bast County Government Center site.
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Fiscal impacts, including transportation subsidies, are not within the scope of environmental
review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act and therefore are not included
within this document. The fiscal impact of the projects 1s a consideration that would be part of
the lead agencies’ decision-making process when it selects a preferred site, and ult