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HAYWARD

HEART OF THE BAY

DATE: June 22, 2010

TO: Mayor and City Council

FROM: Development Services Director
SUBJECT: Housing Element of the General Plan

RECOMMENDATION

That Council adopts the attached resolution (Attachment I) adopting the Mitigated Negative
Declaration, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and the Housing Element.

SUMMARY

The Housing Element establishes Hayward’s housing policies and programs for the period from
July 1, 2009 through June 30, 2014. It is to serve as a guide to City officials in decision-making
and sets forth an action plan to implement the City’s housing goals. The Housing Element is
intended to direct residential development and preservation in a manner consistent with the
General Plan and overall requirements of the State Housing Element law.

The California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) has reviewed the
attached draft Housing Element, and has indicated that it substantially complies with State law.
Upon adoption of the Housing Element by the City Council, staff will resubmit the document to
HCD for final certification. This report describes the changes that have been made to the Housing
Element in response to correspondence with HCD over the last twelve months.

On May 13, 2010, the Planning Commission considered the Housing Element and recommended
(6:0:1) that the Council adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration, the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program, and the Housing Element.

BACKGROUND

The current Housing Element of the General Plan was adopted by the City Council on October 21,
2003, and certified by the State on January 22, 2004. In the past, state law has required the Housing
Element to be updated every five years; however, with the passage of SB 375, the Housing Element
will be required to be updated every eight years after 2014 for municipalities that have state-
certified elements. Work on the current update began in September 2008 with the Council’s
approval to hire Veronica Tam and Associates to assist with the effort. The update process was



introduced to the public on December 9, 2008 at a joint work session® with the City Council and the
Planning Commission, and at a community meeting on December 15, 2008.

The first draft of the Housing Element was presented to the City Council on March 3, 2009% and to
the Planning Commission on March 5, 2009°. Comments received during the March work sessions
included questions about Hayward’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA), possible
changes to the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, and ensuring proper maintenance of existing
affordable housing. Also, the Council noted that the Section 8 program should serve Hayward
residents and not result in people moving to Hayward to use vouchers. The public comment period
was open from March 2, 2009 through March 24, 2009. Based on comments received during the
March 2009 review period, the draft Housing Element was revised and presented to the Council
during a work session on May 12, 2009*.

In response to comments received during the May 12, 2009 work session, staff made the following
changes to the Housing Element:

e Eliminated a program that encouraged use of Section 8 housing vouchers;

e Language was added to Program 19 (Extremely Low Income and Special Needs Housing),
to state that staff will work with State agencies to seek opportunities for cooperation on the
regulation of group homes; and

e Minor revisions were made to Program 20 regarding child care policies, such as shifting
away from the developer the responsibility for estimating the child care needs created by
large residential projects.

Staff submitted the draft Housing Element to HCD on June 24, 2009. On August 28, 2009, staff
received an eight-page letter from HCD with a list of revisions necessary for the document to meet
state requirements. In response to this letter, the following changes were made to the Housing
Element:

e The inventory of potential housing sites was revised to remove several parcels that HCD
considered too small to accommodate high and medium-density housing;

e Information was updated related to the 238 Bypass Land Use Study Area, including an
updated inventory of potential housing sites and the anticipated timeline for disposition of
state-owned parcels;

e Information was updated on the City’s Green Building ordinance, Climate Action Plan, and
planned programs for use of Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant (EECBG)
funds;

e Information was added regarding the City’s current effort to amend the Inclusionary
Housing Ordinance;

e Typical timeframes for processing various planning permits were added,

e Information was included regarding the capability of existing utility infrastructure to
accommodate new housing;

! http:/Awvww.hayward-ca.gov/citygov/meetings/cca/ws/2008/ws120908-03.pdf
2 http://www.hayward-ca.gov/citygov/meetings/cca/ws/2009/ws030309-02.pdf
? http://www.hayward-ca.gov/citygov/meetings/pca/pc/2009/Draft_Housing Element Update.pdf
* http:/Aww.hayward-ca.gov/citygov/meetings/cca/ws/2009/ws051209-02.pdf
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e Updates were provided on the use of Redevelopment Housing Set-Aside funds, the planned
Transit-Oriented-Development project at the South Hayward BART station, and other
Redevelopment Agency activities;

e Changes were made related to the First-Time Homebuyer Program; and

e Language was added to meet State requirements for Transitional and Supportive housing.

The revised Housing Element was submitted to HCD on January 8, 2010. On March 9, 2010, the
City’s consultant received communication from HCD that there were three remaining items in need
of revision. Two items, which have satisfactorily been resolved with HCD, required minor changes
to Programs 7 (Preservation of At-Risk Housing) and 19 (Extremely Low Income and Special
Needs Housing). The third item, which HCD addressed in a letter dated March 11, 2010, states that
additional information is needed for the parcels in the residential sites inventory that are located
within the 238 Bypass Land Use Corridor Study area. Staff revised the inventory and sent it via e-
mail to HCD on April 5, 2010. On May 10, 2010, staff heard from HCD staff that the revised
inventory is adequate, but that there were concerns that the former Carlos Bee Quarry site, which is
twenty-four acres and has the potential for 964 housing units, is too large and may be difficult to
develop. Staff provided a revised Housing Element to HCD on May 11, 2010 including a new
Program 17 (Affordable Housing on Large Sites). HCD staff has indicated the new language is
acceptable.

On May 13, 2010, the Planning Commission® considered the revised Housing Element and, as
reflected in the attached minutes (Attachment I1) voted 6:0 with one absence, to recommend that the
Council adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program, and the Housing Element.

As noted in the City Manager’s Weekly Report dated April 29, 2010, the Housing Element
document in both ‘clean’ and ‘tracked changes’ versions is available at
http://user.govoutreach.com/hayward/faq.php?cid=11040 . All changes made to the document since
it was originally submitted to HCD in June 2009 are shown in the ‘tracked changes’ version.

DISCUSSION

Regional Housing Needs Allocation — The Housing Element is required to demonstrate that the City
has identified and zoned land to accommodate the development of the housing units identified in
Hayward’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA), which is considered the City’s fair share
of regional housing needs. The RHNA is not a production quota, but the City must show that the
housing units can be accommodated. There is no mechanism at the State, regional, or City level that
requires the units identified in the RHNA to be constructed. For the purposes of the RHNA,
housing units permitted since January 1, 2007 will count toward the current allocation. (See
Residential Sites Survey section below.) Hayward’s allocation for the 2007 — 2014 period is a
total of 3,393 housing units. The units are designated for the following affordability levels:

® http:/Avww.hayward-ca.gov/citygov/meetings/pca/2010/pca051310.htm
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Affordability Level Number of Units

Very Low (31 - 50 % AMI) 768
Low (51 -80 % AMI) 483
Moderate (81 — 120 % AMI) 569
Above Moderate 1,573

Total 3,393

AMI = Area Median Income

Hayward’s total RHNA is relatively low when compared with other cities. Expressed as a
percentage of the city’s population and as a percentage of the city’s existing housing units,
Hayward ranks the fourth lowest of the ten cities compared. When compared to the RHNA from
the previous planning period (1999-2006), Hayward received a 20 percent increase, which is low
compared to the increases for other Alameda County jurisdictions, such as Berkeley (92 percent),
Oakland (89 percent), and San Leandro (87 percent).

Also, Hayward’s allocation for affordable housing (housing units affordable to very low and low
income households) is also relatively low, and, in fact, is proportionately the fourth lowest of the
ten Bay Area cities surveyed. For example, compared to the previous planning period,
Hayward’s allocation of affordable units increased by 29 percent, compared to 49 percent for
Berkeley, 25 percent for Oakland, and 97 percent for San Leandro.

Residential Sites Inventory — As indicated in Table 5-38 in the draft Housing Element, 612
units have been constructed in 2007, 2008, and 2009. Assuming that the 575 units entitled for the
Cannery Area and the 788 units entitled for the South Hayward BART TOD project are built by
2014, a total of 1,975 will have been built during the 2007 — 2014 planning period. Opportunity
sites for an additional 1,418 units need to be identified to meet the RHNA number of 3,393 units.
According to the Sites Inventory (summarized in Table 5-43 and detailed in Appendix D in the draft
Housing Element), Hayward has the potential for at least an additional 3,079 housing units — or
1,661 units more than are needed.

State Laws — In addition to the discussion of Hayward’s RHNA and housing potential, the Housing
Element document also contains sections on current housing stock, demographics, resources for
construction of new housing, constraints to the development of new housing, and programs to be
implemented. The Housing Element also addresses new legal requirements that have been discussed
in previous reports to the Planning Commission and Council.

Housing for Extremely Low Income Households — Assembly Bill 2634 (AB 2634) became
law on September 30, 2006, and requires quantification and analysis of existing and projected
housing needs of extremely low-income households (e.g., for 2008, a four-person household
making no more than $25,850 annually). As indicated in Table 5-8 in the Housing Element, out of
44,858 households in Hayward, 5,393 (approximately 12 percent) are in the Extremely Low Income
category. AB 2634 also requires jurisdictions to “assist in the development of adequate housing to
meet the needs of extremely low, very low, low, and moderate income households.” Program 19
(Extremely Low Income and Special Needs Housing) is designed to address this population.
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Homeless Shelters — Senate Bill 2 (SB 2) requires that homeless shelters be allowed as a
primary use by right in at least one zoning district. As discussed below, there are approximately
1,071 homeless people in the Hayward/San Leandro/Unincorporated area. As noted in previous
reports, staff is recommending that the General Commercial (CG) zoning district be amended to
allow homeless shelters without the need for a discretionary permit. The Council expressed a desire
to ensure that such facilities are held to the highest standards with respect to operation and
management. SB 2 allows a local jurisdiction to apply development and management standards to
homeless shelters, transitional, and supportive housing, which are not required to be specified in the
Housing Element. However, the following standards adopted by the City of Santa Clarita® are
provided as an example of what may be included in the Zoning Ordinance when the CG regulations
are amended (scheduled to be completed by June 2011). Santa Clarita’s ordinance covers facilities
defined as:

All facilities which provide housing on a not-for-profit basis, including emergency shelters on
a short-term basis or temporary transitional basis (up to and not exceeding six (6) months)
until permanent housing is found. These facilities generally provide referrals to other
agencies, meals, counseling and advocacy.

Santa Clarita’s ordinance includes the following standards:
1. The homeless shelters shall maintain a maximum occupancy not to exceed sixty
individuals.
2. Homeless shelters shall provide on-site waiting and intake areas screened from public
view.
3. The homeless shelter shall provide on-site management with security during
operational hours only.

4. Parking areas shall be paved.

5. The homeless shelter shall be well lit during operational hours.

6. Homeless shelters shall be allowed to have intake between the hours of five p.m. to
eight p.m. or at dusk, whichever is sooner, and may discharge patrons from eight a.m.
to ten a.m.

7. Homeless shelters shall abide by all applicable development standards as set forth in
this code

In addition, State law allows the following standards to be considered:

e Off-street parking based upon demonstrated need, provided that the standards do not
require more parking for emergency shelters than for other residential or commercial
uses within the same zone.

e The size and location of exterior and interior onsite waiting and client intake areas.

e The proximity to other emergency shelters, provided that emergency shelters are not
required to be more than 300 feet apart.

Finally, per a suggestion made during a Council work session, staff plans to include a requirement
that counseling services be offered at homeless shelters. Such requirement would be consistent with
the County’s EveryOne Home program (see discussion in next paragraph.)

® Section 17.17.040 (T) of the Santa Clarita municipal code, available at http://www.codepublishing.com/CA/SantaClarita/
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Hayward’s Homeless Population — In response to discussions at previous work sessions and
inquiries from the community, the following information regarding the local homeless population is
provided. The City receives HOME Investment Partnerships Program (HOME) and Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), and is therefore required to undertake region-wide strategies to alleviate
homelessness. The Alameda County strategy is called the EveryOne Home plan, and incorporates
and coordinates as many of the various resources available as possible to reduce and ultimately end
homelessness. In 2005, EveryOne Home administered a comprehensive count of the number of
homeless people in Alameda County; the number was updated in 2007 and again in 2009 using
sampling surveys. While estimates for the homeless population within the City of Hayward are not
available, the following data provides a good estimate of the number of homeless people in
Alameda County, and some of their characteristics, as follows.

In December 2009, there were an estimated 7,383 homeless people in Alameda County, living in
the following areas:

Region: # of people: % of total:
North (Oakland/Berkeley/Other) 5,308 72.0%
Mid-County (Hayward/San Leandro/Unincorporated) 1,071 14.5%
South County (Fremont/Union City) 628 8.5%
East County (Pleasanton/Livermore) 369 5.0%
County Wide Totals: 7,383 100.0%

In Mid-County, approximately fifty-six percent of the homeless population consists of families with
children and approximately thirty-five percent of homeless people are children. These
characteristics distinguish Hayward from other parts of the County, where homeless families with
children are generally present in lower proportions, (i.e., twenty-three percent County-wide).

There are eighty publicly-funded shelter beds located in Hayward, provided by three homeless
shelters. Of these beds, seventy percent are specifically for households that can include children.
The City provides funding for all three shelters in Hayward, and requires outreach efforts that
maintain a minimum occupancy rate of ninety percent.

Reasons for Seeking Certification — The Planning Commission and City Council have expressed
frustration with the various requirements that the state has imposed regarding the content and
policies of the Housing Element, especially the requirement to accommodate a specific number of
additional affordable housing units without regard for the number of existing units relative to other
communities. Even so, staff is recommending that the City pursue continual State certification of a
housing element for the following reasons:

e The housing element is the most frequently litigated element of the General Plan. One of
the most recent lawsuits was against the City of Pleasanton, filed by a nonprofit agency and
joined by the State Attorney General. Recent changes to Housing Element law (SB 375)
specifically took out the requirement for a party to have suffered damages in order to file a
lawsuit against the local jurisdiction. It essentially says that any person or organization with
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an interest in the housing element can challenge the local jurisdiction. When the housing
element is deemed to be in compliance by the responsible State agency (HCD), in the event
of a lawsuit, the burden of proof rests on the litigant.

e Without certification, Hayward will not be eligible to apply for Proposition 1C and other
State funds. Such funding includes infrastructure grants, grants for urban parks, and Transit-
Oriented-Development grants. The City’s consultant, Veronica Tam and Associates,
recently worked with the City of Long Beach to get their Housing Element certified so they
could apply for Transit-Oriented Development (TOD)/Jobs-Housing grants. The project
was later awarded $29 million from Proposition 1C funds. Also, the planned TOD at the
South Hayward BART station has been awarded $47 million in Proposition 1C funds, which
would not have been possible if Hayward did not have a certified housing element.

e SB 375 extends the Housing Element update period for the next round to an eight-year
period. If the City’s 2009-2014 Housing Element is certified, the next update will be in
2014 for the 2014-2022 Housing Element. However, if the Housing Element is not
certified, the City has to do a four-year review instead, (i.e., the next update will be in 2014
for the 2014-2018 Housing Element.) Thus, the burden of work on staff is much greater.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Adoption of the 2009 - 2014 Housing Element is subject to an environmental analysis pursuant to
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). An Initial Study was prepared to analyze the
potential impacts of this project and found that the potential housing development that may occur as
a result of the Element during the planning period will have no significant environmental impacts
that cannot be mitigated. Therefore, a Mitigated Negative Declaration has been prepared
(Attachment I11). A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (Attachment 111-d) has also
been prepared to address how identified potential significant environmental impacts will be
monitored. The CEQA documents were made available to the public for the required 20-day review
period and no comments were received.

ECONOMIC IMPACT

The sites inventory (Appendix D of the Housing Element) will enable developers to more easily
locate properties that have potential for residential development. In addition, the programs identified
in the Housing Plan section of the Housing Element are designed to benefit lower income members
of the community, improve public safety at multi-family developments, and make it easier for
developers to obtain necessary entitlements for new residential development. As mentioned above,
having a certified Housing Element will make the City of Hayward eligible to receive grant funds,
such as Proposition 1C funds.

FISCAL IMPACT
There are no significant fiscal impacts associated with the proposed revisions to the Draft Element

that were not anticipated in the original Element project budget. As noted above, obtaining HCD
certification of the Housing Element will allow the City to update the document every eight years,
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compared to every four years if it is not certified. Having a certified Housing Element will save the
City money on staff time associated with preparing updates. The Housing Plan section of the draft
Housing Element calls for new ordinances to be developed during the next fiscal year. The new
ordinances will be developed with existing staff resources within the Development Services
Department and City Manager’s Office. It is roughly estimated that development of such ordinances
would take 200 to 300 hours and cost approximately $19,500 to $29,000.

PUBLIC CONTACT

Section 65583 (c)(6)(B) of the Government Code states that “The local government shall make a
diligent effort to achieve public participation of all the economic segments of the community in
the development of the housing element and the program shall describe this effort.” Public
participation has and will continue to play an important role in the formation and implementation
of Hayward’s housing goals and policies.

To facilitate timely dissemination of information on the Housing Element update, staff created a
Housing Element webpage on the City’s website. The webpage has been updated frequently with
agendas, public notices, minutes, draft and final documents, and other pertinent information. The
webpage included an on-line version of a survey in both English and Spanish. The survey was made
available from November 26, 2008 through January 7, 2009. Paper copies were distributed
throughout the community. A summary of the eighty-six survey responses is attached as
Appendix A of the Housing Element.

Also, staff conducted two daytime stakeholder meetings and an evening community meeting in
December, 2008. On December 17, 2008 and on March 18, 2009, staff made presentations to the
Citizens Advisory Commission describing the update process. Approximately thirty people attended
the stakeholder and community meetings.

Also, in addition to the Council and Planning Commission meetings mentioned above, the draft
Housing Element was presented to the Human Services Commission on March 4, 2009, at a
community meeting on March 9, 2009, to the Hayward Community Action Network on March 23,
2009, and to the Economic Development Committee on June 1, 2009’. Approximately eight people
added the March 9 community meeting.

No members of the public attended the Planning Commission public hearing on May 13, 2010.
Over 350 notices of this hearing have been provided to interested parties, neighborhood associations
and task forces, homeowners associations, mobile home residents associations, and on the City’s
website.

SCHEDULE

Staff intends to submit the adopted Housing Element to HCD by June 30, 2010.

" http://www.hayward-ca.gov/citygov/meetings/bcc/edc/2009/BCC-EDC060109.pdf
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Prepared by: Erik J. Pearson, AICP, Senior Planner

Recommended by: David Rizk, AICP, Development Services Director

Approved by:

— =

Fran David, City Manager

Attachments:
Attachment I:
Attachment II:
Attachment 1lI:

Attachment Il1-a:
Attachment I11-b:
Attachment Il1-c:
Attachment I11-d:

Attachment 1V;
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Resolution

Minutes from May 13, 2010 Planning Commission Meeting
Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration

Initial Study Checklist

Project Narrative

Greenhouse Gas Technical Memo

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Draft Housing Element (made available on-line at
http://user.govoutreach.com/hayward/fag.php?cid=11040)
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Rincon Consultants, Inc.

Environmental Scientists Planners Engineers
M E M O R A N D U M
Bl Ventura [] San Luis Obispo [ Carlsbhad

790 East Santa Clara Street 1530 Monterey Street, Suite D 5355 Avenida Encinas, Suite 103
Ventura, California 93001 San Luis Obispo, California 93401 Carlsbad, California 92008
805 641 1000 805 547 0900 760918 9444
FAX-641--1.072 FAX 547 0901 FAX 918 9449
info@rinconconsultants.com info@rinconconsultants.com info@rinconconsultants.com
www.rinconconsultants.com www.rinconconsultants.com www.rinconconsultants.com

Date: April 7, 2009
To: Veronica Tam
Organization: Veronica Tam & Associates
From: Rincon Consultants, Inc. (Contact: Matt Maddox, Associate Environmental Planner)
Email: mmaddox@rinconconsultants.com
cc:
Re:

This memorandum provides a brief overview of greenhouse gases (GHGs) and estimates GHG
emissions associated with projected future housing development in the City of Hayward. Total
residential development potential in Hayward is estimated at 4,095 residential units (1,965 low density
units and 2,130 medium/high density units). Existing international, federal and state GHG regulations
are discussed in the Appendix.

Greenhouse Gases and Global Climate Change

Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are often called greenhouse gases (GHG), analogous to the way in
which a greenhouse retains heat. Common GHG include water vapor, carbon dioxide (CO,), methane
(CH,), nitrous oxides (N20Oy), fluorinated gases, and ozone. GHG are emitted by both natural processes
and human activities. Of these gases, CO, and CH, are emitted in the greatest quantities from human
activities. The accumulation of GHG in the atmosphere regulates the earth’s temperature. However, it is
believed that emissions from human activities, particularly the consumption of fossil fuels for electricity
production and transportation, have elevated the concentration of these gases in the atmosphere beyond
the level of naturally occurring concentrations. The rate of Global Climate Change (GCC) has typically
been incremental, with warming or cooling trends occurring over the course of thousands of years.
However, scientists have observed an unprecedented acceleration in the rate of warming during the past
150 years likely due to the observed increase in anthropogenic GHG concentrations (United Nations
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), November 2007). Current annual anthropogenic
GHG emitted from the world, United States, and California are listed in the table below.
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Annual Anthropogenic GHG Emissions

Worldwide United States California
40,000 MM CDE 7,054 MM CDE 492 MM CDE
MM = million metric tons Source: IPPC, 2007; USEPA, April 2008; CEC,
CDE = carbon dioxide equivalent December 2006

California is the second largest emitters of GHGs among states and, if California were a country, it would
be the sixteenth highest emitter among countries (AEP, 2007). Out of the 492 million metric tons of
carbon dioxide equivalent (CDE?) produced in California (7% of US total), 41% is associated with
transportation. Electricity generation is the second largest source, contributing 22% of the state’s GHG
emissions (CEC, December 2006). Most, 81%, of California’s 2004 GHG emissions (in terms of CDE) were
COz produced from fossil fuel combustion, with 2.8% from other sources of CO», 5.7% from methane,
and 6.8% from nitrous oxide (CEC, December 2006).

GHG Emissions from City of Hayward Potential Residential Units

GHG emissions associated with residential development in Hayward have been calculated using
methodologies recommended by the California Air Pollution Control Officer’s Association [CAPCOA]
(January 2008) CEQA and Climate Change white paper and the California Climate Action Registry
General Reporting Protocol (March 2007). A more specific description of the methodology is contained
in the Appendix. The analysis focuses on CO,, N>O, and CHy as these are those GHG emissions that the
project would emit in the largest quantities as compared to other GHGs (such as chlorofluorocarbons
[CFCs])).

Operational Indirect and Stationary Direct Emissions

Annual electricity emissions were calculated using the California Climate Action Registry General
Reporting Protocol, which has developed emission factors based on the mix of fossil-fueled
generation plants, hydroelectric power generation, nuclear power generation, and alternative energy
sources associated with the regional grid. CO;emission estimates also take into account emissions
from other operational sources such as natural gas use for space heating. Operational indirect and
stationary direct emissions are estimated at 21,053 metric tons per year in CO.equivalency units.

Transportation Emissions

Mobile source GHG emissions were estimated based on total vehicle miles traveled (VMT) associated
with projected residences. Daily VMT is estimated at 265,672 daily miles. Based on this VMT
estimate, annual transportation emissions are estimated at 55,135 metric tons in CO. equivalency
units.

Combined Stationary and Mobile Source Emissions

The table below combines the operational and mobile GHG emissions associated with the potential
residential units in Hayward, which total 76,188 metric tons per year in CO; equivalency units.

! carbon dioxide equivalent (CDE or CO,E) is a quantity that describes, for a given mixture and amount of GHGs, the amount of CO,
(usually in metric tons; million metric tons [megatonne] = MMTCO,E = terragram [Tg] CO, Eq; 1,000 MMT = gigatonne) that would have the
same global warming potential (GWP) when measured over a specified timescale (generally, 100 years).




Combined Annual Emissions of Greenhouse Gases

Emission Source Annual Emissions
Operational 21,053 metric tons CDE
Mobile 55,135 metric tons CDE
Total Emissions 76,188 metric tons CDE

CDE = carbon dioxide equivalents

Sources: Calculation Methodology per California Climate Action Registry General
Reporting Protocol, Reporting Entity-Wide Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Version 2.2,
March 2007, page 30-35.

See Appendix for GHG emission factor assumptions

This total represents roughly 0.015% of California’s total 2004 emissions of 492 million metric tons.
These emission projections indicate that about 28% of the project GHG emissions are associated with
electricity and natural gas usage, while the other 72% are associated with vehicular travel. Please note
that, as discussed further in the Methodology in the Appendix, the mobile emissions are in part a
redirection of existing travel to other locations, and so already a part of California’s GHG inventory.
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GHG Analysis Methodology

This analysis is based on the methodologies recommended by the California Air Pollution Control
Officer’s Association [CAPCOA] (January 2008) CEQA and Climate Change white paper and and
includes the use of the California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol (March 2007).
Calculations of carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide are provided for full disclosure of the
magnitude of potential project effects. The analysis focuses on carbon dioxide (CO»), nitrous oxide
(N20), and methane (CHy) as these are those GHG emissions that the project would emit in the largest
quantities as compared to other GHGs (such as chlorofluorocarbons [CFCs]).

Indirect Emissions. Operational emissions of CO» associated with space heating and landscape
maintenance were quantified using the California Air Resource Board’s URBEMIS 2007 (version 9.2.4)
computer model. Nitrous oxide (N2O) and methane (CH,) emissions were quantified using the
California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol (March 2007) indirect emissions factors
for electricity use (see Appendix for calculations). The calculations and emission factors contained in the
General Reporting Protocol were selected based on technical advice provided to the Registry by the
California Energy Commission. This methodology is considered to be reasonable and reliable for use as
it has been subjected to peer review by numerous public and private stakeholders and in particular by
the California Energy Commission, and is recommended by CAPCOA (January 2008).

Direct Emissions from Mobile Combustion. Emissions of CO, from transportation sources were
quantified using the California Air Resource Board’s URBEMIS 2007 (version 9.2.4) computer model.
Nitrous oxide (N20) and methane (CHs) emissions were quantified using the California Climate Action
Registry General Reporting Protocol (March 2007) direct emissions factors for mobile combustion (see
Appendix B for calculations). Total daily mileage was calculated in URBEMIS 2007 and extrapolated to
derive total annual mileage. Emission rates were based on the vehicle mix output generated by
URBEMIS and the emission factors found in the California Climate Action Registry General Reporting
Protocol.

It should be noted that one of the limitations to a quantitative analysis is that emission models such as
URBEMIS evaluate aggregate emissions and do not demonstrate, with respect to a global impact, how
much of these emissions are “new” emissions specifically attributable to the proposed project in
question. For most projects, the main contribution of GHG emissions is from motor vehicles and the total
vehicle miles traveled (VMT), but the quantity of these emissions appropriately characterized as “new” is
uncertain. Traffic to the retail component of this project can be comprised of diverted trips from other
retail stores (and depending on location, either result in an increase or decrease in VMT), pass-by trips
(where the store is en route to another primary location), or an additional, fully new trip associated with
consumer choice to travel to the store in addition to other retail stores. In addition, the traffic associated
with the residential portion of the project may be relocated trips from other locales, and consequently,
may result in either higher or lower net VMT. In this instance, it is likely that some of the proposed
project-related GHG emissions associated with traffic and energy demand would be truly “new”
emissions; but, it is also likely that some of the emissions represent diversion of emissions from other
locations. Thus, although GHG emissions are associated with the project, it is not possible to discern
how much diversion is occurring or what fraction of those emissions represent global increases. In the
absence of information regarding the different types of trips, the VMT generated by URBEMIS is used as
a conservative estimate.




Greenhouse Gas Emission Worksheet

Operational Emissions City of Hayward Residential Development Potential
Electricity Generation * (kKWH) Project units  Project Usage
Commercial consumption 16,750 per KSF 0 0
Residential Consumption 7,000 per unit 4095 28,665,000
Total 28,665,000

* Generation Factor Source: CAPCOA, January 2008. CEQA and Climate Change.

Total Project Annual KWh: 28,665,000 kWH/year
Project Annual MWh: 28,665 MWH/year

Emission Factors:

CcOo2* 804.54 Ibs/MWh/year
CH4 ** 0.0067 Ibs/IMWh/year
N20O ** 0.0037 Ibs/MWh/year

Total Annual Operational Emissions (metric tons) =
(Electricity Use (kWh) x EF)/ 2,204.62 Ibs/metric ton

Conversion to Carbon Dioxide Equivalency (CO2e) Units based on Global Warming Potential (GWP)
CH4 23 GWP

N20 296 GWP

1 ton (short, US) = 0.90718474 metric ton.

Annual Operational Emissions:

Total Emissions Total CO2e Units
CO2 emissions, electricity: 11531.0696 tons 10460.8 metric tons CO2e
CO2 emissions***: 11657.6700 tons 10575.7 metric tons CO2e
CH4 emissions: 0.0871 metric tons 2.0 metric tons CO2e
N20 emissions: 0.0481 metric tons 14.2 metric tons CO2e
|Project Total 21,053 metric tons CO2e |

References

* Table C.1: EPA eGRID CO2 Electricity Emission Factors by Subregion (Year 2000)

** Table C.2: Methane and Nitrous Oxide Electricity Emission Factors by State and Region (Average years 2001-1003)
*** URBEMIS Annual Emissions output for Area Source emissions; includes natural gas combustion for heating.

Sources: California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Reporting Entity-Wide Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Version 2.2, March 2007.
Third Assessment Report, 2001, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Greeenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks, 1990-2000 (April 2002).



Greenhouse Gas Emission Worksheet
Mobile Emissions City of Hayward Residential Development Potential

From URBEMIS 2007 Vehicle Fleet Mix Output:

Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT): 265,672 (Net: Proposed - Existing)
Annual VMT: 96,970,317
N20
CH4 Emission N20O
Percent CH4 Emission  Emission [Factor Emission

Vehicle Type Type Factor (g/mile)* (g/mile) (g/mile)*  (g/mile)
Light Auto 55.6% 0.4 0.2224 0.4 0.2224
Light Truck < 3750 Ibs 15.1% 0.5 0.0755 0.6 0.0906
Light Truck 3751-5750 Ibs 15.9% 0.5 0.0795 0.6 0.0954
Med Truck 5751-8500 Ibs 7.0% 0.5 0.035 0.6 0.042
Lite-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 Ibs 1.1% 0.12  0.00132 0.2 0.0022
Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 Ibs 0.3% 0.12  0.00036 0.2 0.0006
Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 Ibs 1.0% 0.12 0.0012 0.2 0.002
Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 Ibs 0.9% 0.12  0.00108 0.2 0.0018
Other Bus 0.0% 0.5 0 0.6 0
Urban Bus 0.1% 0.5 0.0005 0.6 0.0006
Motorcycle 1.7% 0.09 0.00153 0.01 0.00017
School Bus 0.1% 0.5 0.0005 0.6 0.0006
Motor Home 1.2% 0.12  0.00144 0.2 0.0024

Total 0.42033 0.46077

* from Table C.4: Methane and Nitrous Oxide Emission Factors for Mobile Sources by Vehicle and Fuel Type (g/mile).
Assume Model year 2000-present, gasoline fueled.
Source: California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Reporting Entity-Wide Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Version 2.2, March 2007.

Total Emissions (metric tons) =
Emission Factor by Vehicle Mix (g/mi) x Annual VMT(mi) x 0.000001 metric tons/g

Conversion to Carbon Dioxide Equivalency (CO2e) Units based on Global Warming Potential (GWP)
CH4 23 GWP

N20 296 GWP

1 ton (short, US) = 0.90718474 metric ton.

Annual Mobile Emissions:

Total Emissions Total CO2e units
CO2 Emissions* : 45163.3 tons CO2 40,971 metric tons CO2e
CH4 Emissions: 40.8 metric tons CH4 937 metric tons CO2e
N20 Emissions: 44.7 metric tons N20 13,226 metric tons CO2e
| Project Total: 55,135 metric tons CO2e |

* From URBEMIS 2007 results for mobile sources
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Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Summary Report for Annual Emissions (Tons/Year)

File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\MMaddox\Application Data\Urbemis\Version9a\Projects\City of Hayward Residential Development

Potential.urb924
Project Name: City of Hayward Residential Development Potential

Project Location: Bay Area Air District
On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx co s02
2010 TOTALS (tons/year unmitigated) 0.32 2.22 1.03 0.00
2011 TOTALS (tons/year unmitigated) 79.53 10.50 44.26 0.05
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES
ROG NOx COo
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated) 70.03 9.06 98.10

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES
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SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES
ROG NOXx

TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated) 119.86 72.25
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Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4
Detail Report for Annual Area Source Unmitigated Emissions (Tons/Year)

File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\MMaddox\Application Data\Urbemis\Version9a\Projects\City of Hayward Residential Development
Potential.urb924

Project Name: City of Hayward Residential Development Potential

Project Location: Bay Area Air District

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES (Annual Tons Per Year, Unmitigated)

Source ROG NOx Cco S02 PM10 PM2.5 €02
Natural Gas 0.57 7.43 3.16 0.00 0.01 0.01 9,478.85
Hearth 23.75 1.54 86.91 0.25 13.71 13.20 2,165.89
Landscape 1.44 0.09 8.03 0.00 0.02 0.02 12.93
Consumer Products 36.56
Architectural Coatings 7.71
TOTALS (tonslyear, 70.03 9.06 98.10 0.25 13.74 13.23 11,657.67

unmitigated)

Area Source Changes to Defaults
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Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4
Detail Report for Annual Operational Unmitigated Emissions (Tons/Year)

File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\MMaddox\Application Data\Urbemis\Version9a\Projects\City of Hayward Residential Development
Potential.urb924

Project Name: City of Hayward Residential Development Potential

Project Location: Bay Area Air District

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES (Annual Tons Per Year, Unmitigated)

Source ROG NOX CcoO S02 PM10 PM25 CO2
Single family housing 29.48 38.24 352.43 0.27 50.46 9.65 27,331.61
Apartments mid rise 20.35 24.95 229.93 0.18 32.92 6.30 17,831.70
TOTALS (tonslyear, 49.83 63.19 582.36 0.45 83.38 15.95 45,163.31

unmitigated)
Does not include correction for passby trips

Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips
Analysis Year: 2010 Season: Annual

Emfac: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 N