
 

 

3 Comments on the Draft EIR 

This chapter contains copies of the comment letters received on the Draft EIR of the 
proposed General Plan in 2007 and the Revised Draft EIR in 2011. A total of eight comments 
were received during the two 45-day public review periods. Table 3-1 lists the names and 
titles of those who submitted written comments, and the date of the comment.  Following the 
table are the letters and responses to the comments. The responses only address comments on 
the Draft and Revised Draft EIRs.    

 

Table 3-1: Comments Received on the Draft and Revised Draft EIRs 

No
. 

Name and Title Agency Comment 
Date 

Response 
Page 1 Larry Lepore, Superintendent 

of Parks 
Hayward Area Recreation 
and Park District 

March 27, 2007 3-27 

2 Timothy C. Sable, District 
Branch Chief 

California Department of 
Transportation 

May 22, 2007 3-27 

3 David J. Rehnstrom for William 
R. Kirkpatrick, Manager of 
Water Distribution Planning 

East Bay Municipal Utility 
District 

May 22, 2007 3-28 

4 Saravana Suthanthira, Senior 
Transportation Planner 

Alameda County 
Congestion Management 
Agency 

May 24, 2007 3-29 

5 Bruce D. Johnson, 
Superintendent 

Redwood Christian 
Schools 

May 25, 2007 3-29 

6 Terry Roberts, Director State Clearinghouse, 
Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research 

May 30, 2007 3-29 

7 William R. Kirkpatrick, 
Manager of Water Distribution 
Planning 

East Bay Municipal Utility 
District 

September 12, 
2011 

 

8 Jean Roggenkamp, Deputy Air 
Pollution Control Officer 

Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District 

September 16, 
2011 
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Responses to Comments  

1.  Hayward Area Recreation and Park District, Larry Lepore, 

Superintendent  of Parks 

1.1 The reviewer states that the discussion of Parks, Open Space and Recreation in 
Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR is appropriate and provides necessary information 
and submits a marked-up copy of the section indicating minor revisions.  

Section 3.2 has been revised to incorporate the changes the reviewer lists as well 
as to update the analysis to reflect changes in the planning area boundary.   

2.  California Department of Transportation, Timothy C. Sable, District  

Branch Chief  

2.1 The reviewer praises the Plan’s multi-modal approach but states that both the 
proposed General Plan and the No Project (existing General Plan) alternative 
have significant impacts on State-owned signalized intersections in Castro Valley 
and that both the proposed plan and the No Project alternative will require some 
kind of mitigation.   

The transportation impact analysis in the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR 
uses level of service standards established by the Alameda County Congestion 
Management Agency to determine whether impacts on freeways, roadway 
segments, and intersections would be potentially significant.  For major streets 
and highways, including State-owned signalized intersections, the County may 
allow the level of service to exceed established LOS standards under several 
circumstances including situations where mitigation of existing or projected 
congestion would negatively affect transit, bicycle, or pedestrian circulation, 
would conflict with General Plan goals for alternative transportation modes, or 
where congestion is a result of efforts to promote transit ridership and/or access, 
including the development of higher density housing or employment near transit.  
As such, the threshold of significance for transportation impacts on intersections 
is whether traffic generated by the proposed Plan causes a change in volume-to-
capacity ratio of 3 percent or more or where the Plan would cause the average 
delay per vehicle at an intersection to exceed the average delay of the No Project 
condition by 5 seconds or more.   

As shown in Table 3.4-9, there is a negligible difference in the length of the delay 
between the No Project and Proposed Project conditions.  The Stanton-
Norbridge/Castro Valley Boulevard currently operates at LOS F. The projected 
delays at this intersection in 2025 are expected to be 4.2 seconds longer during 
the AM Peak under the No Project alternative and 4.5 seconds longer during the 
PM Peak with the Project.  in 2025 is projected to be slightly longer under the No 
Project Alternative and is projected to remain. The delay during the PM Peak in 
2025 is projected to be 195.1 seconds under the proposed Plan and 188 under the 
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existing Plan (No Project alternative).  Because the delay does not exceed 5 
seconds or more, this impact is less than significant. 

3.  East Bay Municipal Utility District,  David J. Rehnstrom for William 

R. Kirkpatrick,  Manager of Water Distribution Plan ning 

3.1  Land-Use Designations. The reviewer states that the Plan should include land-
use   designations that recognize EBMUD facilities in the Plan Area. 

Comment noted. 

3.2 Water Service. The reviewer states that the proposed Plan does not require 

preparation of a Water Supply Assessment pursuant to California Water Code 
Section 10910 et seq. because the Plan does not identify any specific development 
projects and identifies various EBMUD requirements that would apply to such 
projects. 

Comment noted. 

3.3 Water Conservation. The review requests that the County include a requirement 
in the Plan and analysis in the EIR regarding compliance with the State’s Model 
Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (AB 325). 

The revised Castro Valley General Plan (July 2010) includes new policies and   
actions that will reduce impacts on water supply systems including the following: 

 Policy 9.3-2: Water Conservation. Support efforts to conserve water by 

encouraging new development to incorporate measures that ilw reduce water 

usage and educating the public about the importance of water conservation. 

 Action 9.3-2: Water Conservation. Reduce the need for developing new water 

supply sources by requiring new development to incorporate water 

conservation measures to decrease peak water use. These measures may 

include, but are not limited to:   

– Requiring water efficient plumbing fixtures and appliances;   

– Adopting and implementing a water efficient landscaping ordinance in 

compliance with State law;  

– Requiring efficient irrigation systems; and  

– Facilitating the use of recycled water irrigation systems.  



Chapter  3 :  Comments on  Draf t  EIR  

 

 3-27 

4.  Alameda County Congestion Management Agency, Saravana 

Suthanthira,  Senior Transportation Planner  

4.1 Reviewer notes that as part of the 2007 Congestion Management Program 
update, the CMA Plans and Programs Committee recommended that jurisdictions 
wishing to adopt an infill opportunity zone be requested to notify the CMA and 
work towards a mutually agreeable set of mitigation measures or alternative LOS 
standards. 

The revised Castro Valley General Plan (July 2010) includes revised version of 
Action 6.1-4, which deletes reference to the State program. Action 6.1-3, which 
will help to reduce the impact of the proposed Plan on regional roadways and 
segments that serve regional traffic, such as Castro Valley Boulevard, Redwood 
Road, and Center Street, proposes an alternative approach to analysis for the 
BART Station Infill Opportunity Zone that states: “Develop an alternative 
multimodal composite level of service standard or approved list of flexible level 
of service mitigation options that would apply within the infill opportunity zone.” 

5.  Redwood Christian Schools, Bruce D. Johnson, Superintendent  

5.1  The reviewer expresses concerns regarding a number of the goals and policies of 
the proposed Castro Valley General Plan concerning Community Facilities, 
Parks and Schools and land use in residential neighborhoods, because of their 
potential implications for Redwood Christian Schools, which is a religious entity 
and a school. 

The reviewer’s comments relate to Section 2.5 of the Draft EIR, which identifies 
key policies of the proposed plan as part of the project description.  The 
comments are noted but do not require any response. 

6.  Governor’s Office of Planning And Research, State Clearinghouse,  

Terry Roberts, Director  

6.1 The reviewer acknowledges that the County of Alameda has complied with the 
State Clearinghouse requirements for draft environmental documents per the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and identifies the State agencies 
that received the Draft EIR for review.   

The County acknowledges receipt of the State Clearinghouse comment letter that 
the Castro Valley General Plan Draft EIR has been distributed to State agencies 
and departments for review.  No further response is necessary. 
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7.  East Bay Municipal Utility District ,  William R. Kirkpatrick, 

Manager of Water Distribution Planning  

7.1 The reviewer noted that the environmental impacts related to assigning a 
“Public Facilities” land use designation to East Bay Municipal Utility District 
(EBMUD) -owned surplus properties would need a revised and re-circulated DEIR.  The 
reviewer also noted that the changes to the 2007 DEIR triggered the requirement of 
recirculation.   

The County disagrees with the reviewer’s position. Per the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, recirculation is required when there is "significant new 
information", either a project change, or a change in the environmental setting or other 
additional data or information.  Information is not considered "significant" unless the 
change would deprive the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment on a 
substantial adverse impact or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an impact. 
(Guidelines Section 15088.5)  The information we would need to evaluate here is the 
change of the land use designation for the EMBUD property from Hillside Residential 
(HR) to Public Facility (PF).  The Guidelines provide that "significant new information" 
requiring recirculation includes a disclosure showing (a) that a significant new impact 
would result from the project; or (b) a substantial increase in the severity of an 
environmental impact.  

We disagree with the statement in your letter that recirculation is required just because 
the DEIR does not analyze an update in the draft general plan with a designation of PF 
for EBMUD property.  To require recirculation, the change of the land use designation 
from RH to PF would need to cause a new significant impact (or a substantial increase in 
the severity of an impact).  Your letter does not present any evidence and we are 
unaware of any evidence that this change in land use designation would cause any new 
significant, environmental impacts.  Moreover, the DEIR does identify and describe the 
proposed PF district (p. 2-18).   It also states that the draft Plan includes a proposal to 
work with HARD to develop a new neighborhood park on the EBMUD property or a 
comparable location. Because all of the sites the Plan proposes to classify as PF are now 
used for  public facilities, there would be no change in land use as a result of 
implementing the proposal and no impacts were identified.  Finally, to the extent that the 
EBMUD property is developed in the future, any such proposal would require 
environmental review under CEQA.   

8.  Bay Area Air Quality Management  District , Jean Roggenkamp, 

Deputy Air Pollution Control Officer  

8.1 The reviewer expressed concerns with the Climate Action Analysis, based on 
the understanding that the County intended to tier off of the analysis in the future 

The County does not intend to rely on the Climate Change chapter of the General Plan as 
the Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy.  The County has prepared a Climate Action 
Plan, which once it undergoes environmental review, may serve as a Qualified GHG 
Reduction Strategy.  We will continue to take into consideration your direction on how 
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the Climate Action Plan may be fortified so that future projects may tier off of the 
environmental review of the Climate Action Plan.  The comment is noted and no further 
response is necessary. 

 
8.2 The reviewer also expressed concerns on the proper use of ABAG Projections 
for population and employment.   

We will also verify that the correct ABAG projections were used.  The comment is noted 
and no further response is necessary.  

 
 


