










































































































































































































































































Strategies 1.1-1.6 are intended to reduce single occupant vehicle commute trips and/or vehicle miles traveled.
But the target effect of the strategy is listed only as a reduction in SOV travel by zew commuters. While a
reduction in the SOV share of new commuters is desirable, shifts in modes by existing travelers are also
important. In addition, if transit service were improved such that new commuters had a different mode split,
that transit service would be attractive to some existing commuters as well.

Such mode shifts would be more likely to occur if new transit service were coupled with new charges on
driving and/or patking. Some of these charges might be instituted at the regional or county level, some in
“destination” cities with large numbers of jobs. The Plan rules out disincentives as distasteful to drivers. Yet it
seems increasingly likely that some carbon-related fees will be charged in coming years, with the major
questions being which entities will charge them and how will they use the revenue. Charges can be highly
effective—the high cost of parking in Downtown San Francisco helps dissuade commuters from driving
there.

Implementation of a parking cash out program—not mentioned in the Plan—could help encourage use of
transit and non-automotive modes. Under such a program, employers that provide free parking to employees
would charge for the parking, and pay their employees the cost of the parking. The employee could use the
money to pay for parking, or to pay for transit (or a bicycle). This would “level the playing field” so that all
travel choices were supported, whereas today only driving to these workplaces is subsidized.

It is of course a very challenging time to be considering transit expansions, when transit funding has been cut
so drastically. In the immediate term, there is likely to be less transit rather than more. In the medium-term,
such as represented by Phase I of this Plan, the Bay Area will simply have to find fiscal mechanisms to
adequately support transit. Hayward should consider how it can provide local contributions—such as
development fees or entities buying transit passes in bulk—to this effort.

The Plan should also be bolder about estimating greenhouse gas reductions due to smart growth
development. On p.120, the Plan states (with regard to Strategy 1.9) that “GHG savings from these actions
are not calculated or evaluated due to lack of sufficient data.” However, there has been substantial research
on precisely this topic. The Urban Land Institute’s 2008 publication Growing Cooler focuses on this topic,
particularly in Chapter 4 “The Urban Development/VMT Connection.” While the subject is complex,
Hayward should be able to make a reasonable estimate.

In the meantime, the chart on p. 110 treats smart growth impacts differently stating “emission reductions
included in other actions in this strategy.” Presumably that statement refers to other strategies’ proposals for
transit and non-motorized improvements. It is reasonable to assume that transit improvements would be
needed to pursue a widespread smart growth strategy in Hayward. However, residents in smart growth
development can also take advantage of existing transit, making that transit more efficient. In this way, smart
growth can create emission reductions are greater than the amount of transit improvement.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions about these comments. I look forward to continuing
to work with you on the Plan.

Nathan Landau
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Comment #6

To: City of Hayward
Council
Manager
Planning Staff

Comments on Climate Action Plan, March 31, 2009

by Sherman Lewis, President
Hayward Area Planning Association
2787 Hillcrest Ave.

Hayward CA 94542

510-538-3692
sherman@quarryvillage.us

Problems of policy imagination and cross-policy linage in a complex situation.

The City at this time is processing several policies, including the Climate Action Plan (CAP), but
it is not using innovative policies which are needed to achieve greenhouse gas (GHG) goals, and it
does not adequately relate policies from one area to another. Partly as a result, the CAP is unable
to achieve its goals in the out years.

The South Hayward Plans of April and June 2006 have good general ideas, but already assume
replacement parking for BART and no exploration of rapid shuttles or of sustainable, affordable
housing for people who do not own a car. By the time we get to the Wittek proposal of
November 2008 and March 2009, the lack of imagination has become hardened into a project that
goes direcily contrary to the goals of the CAP and, indeed, the goals of the South Hayward Plan.

Looking first at CAP goals, there are now 1,207 parking spaces in the Wittek area, and the
proposed development increases the number of spaces to 3,096, an increase of 157 percent. Car-
oriented development is masquerading as Transit Oriented Development. Amount of City research
into the market demand for car-free living? None. Amount of City research into fast shuttle access
to BART? None. Estimates of savings to renter or home buyer from not having to pay for
parking? None.

“Blame BART” is an excuse that works only at the most superficial level. BART is as conflicted
over its replacement parking policy as anyone else. It has paralyzed station area development by
creating huge costs not faced by other developers. It is all the more uneconomical with the
collapse of housing prices. Neither BART nor cities, nor developers for that matter, have shown
much if any imagination. BART needs to develop a replacement access policy to replace its
promotion of global warming in the name of transit. But also, no one has come to BART and
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said, here’s a better way. Cities and BART have been almost brain dead on this issue, part of our
larger American car culture problem.

With our brains anaesthetized by our car culture, we stumble towards the slow

Armageddon of the end of the Holocene epoch, terminating with our own ignorance and
recklessness the climate most supportive of our species. With our right hand we insulate houses
and put up solar panels; with our left hand we increase parking and use of cars with public
subsidies.

Now looking at selected goals of the South Hayward BART Plan:
1) help create a vibrant, livable neighborhood with high-quality, safe, well-used public spaces,

3) encourage coordinated development that enhances the existing neighborhood fabric,

4) manage public and private parking resources to enhance the livability of the neighborhood,
5) encourage development that is oriented towards the street and is scaled to the pedestrian and
... (South Hayward BART/Mission Boulevard Concept Design Plan, p. 3)

Concerning 1, do parking structures and increased parking contribute to a vibrant, livable
neighborhood with high-quality, safe, well-used public spaces?

Concerning 3, do they “enhance the existing neighborhood fabric™?
Concerning 4, do they “enhance the livability of the neighborhood™?
Concerning 5, can they really be “scaled to the pedestrian™?

After Wittek came forward in November, the City considered revising the South Hayward BART
Plan, largely by developing a Form Code. The Form Code proposal included five parking
strategies (Dec. 2, 2008 staff report, p. 6 of 11, p. 3 of 5). While lacking in the ideas needed for
rapid bus shuttles, the proposal was a big step forward.

Meanwhile, the City is working on the CAP. In fact, having a Form Code is CAP Strategy 1
Action 10. Form Code strategy 1 (TOD, transit passes, car sharing) is similar to CAP Strategy 1
Actions 1, 2, and 9. Form Code strategy 2 (reduce parking requirements, parking maximums,
shared parking) overlaps with CAP Strategy 1 Action 3 (modify parking ordinances, time limits,
paid spaces, let desired traffic limit spaces) and to Action 10 (vague “standards” to reduce GHG).
Form Code strategy 3 (unbundling, cash out, metering) overlaps with CAP Strategy 1 Action 3
(“fees,” but no detail).

Form Code strategy 4 (parking fee districts), however, has no CAP back up. The CAP
should be improved to be as specific as Form Code ideas. The underlying problem is the scope of
work in the CAP grant for the BAAQMD, which has historically been weak on transportation
policies and pricing. It is, I hope, not to late to add the specific ideas of the Form Code strategies
to appropriate Strategy 1 actions 1, 2, 3, 9, and 10.
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The CAP, in its favor, has an item, Strategy 1 Action 7, that the Form Code needs and lacks:
“Plan ...bus rapid transit that eventually greatly decreases the need for personal vehicles for travel
within the City. ... the City will ...give preference to solutions that reduce auto dependency and
minimize GHG emissions.”

The City, however, takes too restrictive a view of rapid bus, excluding rapid shuttles (CAP
Strategy 1 Action 4). Other cities — Union City, Emeryville, San Leandro — have supported
their own services other than AC Transit. While they fall far short of rapid bus, they show a
system that Hayward could build on.

Meanwhile, the City is processing Wittek, which totally ignores ideas [ have put forward, the CAP
and Form Code and goals of the South Hayward Plan. Instead, the City wants to spend millions of
dollars of Redevelopment Agency funds as local match for state Proposition 1C Housing funds to
build a very expensive parking structure that will subsidize increased Vehicle Miles Traveled.

City support for an unneeded structure at South Hayward, without exploring rapid shuttle
replacement access with BART, means the City cannot very well try to stop CSUEB Hayward
from building a parking structure. Publically subsidized parking structures are increasing GHG,
undermining the policies of the CAP. We can’t get there from here. The parking structure gun is
shooting a hole in the GHG foot, and we will limp around bragging about fixing up houses.

[ will be proposing a study of alternative access to South Hayward BART. [ attach as part of this
comment a slide show on sustainable access to CSUEB Hayward, compared to a parking
structure. The rapid shuttle is less expensive than the structure and provides equal or better
access.

The Sustainability Committee and Council should hold work sessions on policy integration
concerning the CAP, the 238 Land Use Study, the Wittek Project, Prop 1C, BART access, the
South Hayward Plan, and Form Code. The city needs more imagination about car free transit-
oriented development and rapid shuttles, and more integration of related policies. The CAP plan’s
good policies need to beefed up and other policies need to be consistent with them.

Comment #7
Erik,
I'm having car trouble and may not be able to get to the meeting tonight. The one stand I want related to me

is to STOP the LOOP project and slow the people Zipping through Hayward.
We need to attach shoppers and faster driving through our streets won't get them here to shop.

I would even support Foothill and Jackson becoming a toll road. That way we'd at least make some money
off their passings.

Peggy Guernsey

25236 Delmar Ave
hayward, CA 94542-1806
510-881-7553
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Summary of comments from second community meeting

The following is a summary of comments collected from worksheets participants filled out during the second
community meeting on the Climate Action Plan. For each strategy we have listed action items or proposed
changes to the Draft Action Plan that were identified because of comments received during the meeting.

Strategy 1

Comments from Worksheets
* Dixon Street as transit corridor with bus rapid transit
* Bus rapid transit S. Hayward-Fairview as proposed
* Bee — Mission — downtown with bus rapid transit
* Bus rapid transit to CSU
* Need another BART station at Harder & Mission Blvd
* Success of commuter benefits program depends on level of funding
* City uses inaccurate traffic modeling for non project alternatives
* General Plan has good ideas most implemented by zoning

* CAP not related to 238 Land-Use Plan — Need better TOD policies and stop Car-Oriented
Development (COD)

* When updating codes, instruct staff to accomplish clear goals in the process of doing the updates
(i.e. show how the new parking standards will reduce VMT)

¢+ Allow community to participate in updating the Circulation Element of the General Plan.
* Have Steve Coyle review form-based codes

* Subsidized parking structures increases global warming

* QV — great for climate / great to avoid out-year parking failure?

* Need to identify more spaces for car-share cars & create ease of access

¢ Expanding transit services will require demonstrated commitment from riders

¢ Traffic signal synchronization is a large GHG benefit for the buck

* Review San Leandro’s “links” program as a possible commuter benefit program.

Strategy 2

Comment from Worksheets

* Work with other cities to prepare for electric / plug-in vehicles

Strategy 3

Comment from Worksheets
* Focus on RECO & CECO first
¢ Estimate cost & cost savings associated with RECO and CECO

* RECO & CECO need more definition: should include calking, weather stripping, programmable
thermostats, double-paned windows, insulation (older homes have asbestos), new furnace, new
duct work.

¢ Efficiency improvements can be tax write-offs

¢ If Hayward uses CCA, the City could have access to funding for efficiency improvements
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CCA can fund large scale efficiency improvements

An attempt to encourage a voluntary reduction in energy use is easy, achieving a 10% reduction in
energy use is difficult. Need do to work with schools.

Would commercial efficiency improvements impact productivity? If improvements have to be
made off production time, it could increase cost.

PG&E has installed smart gas and electric metering, can we tap into PG&Es system to get real-time
teedback on energy use?

Efficiency financing could be tough, can people afford a second mortgage?

Hayward is in a housing depression. Many people don’t have the money for efficiency
improvements. They would need tax breaks.

Offer carrots to encourage people to invest in energy efficiency
3.4 & 3.5 require behavioral change and are there fore unlikely to be successful

For financing programs, focus on one neighborhood at a time, growing media, awareness,
enthusiasm, then expand to other neighborhood

Could target the club houses in mobile home parks for efficiency retrofits

Habitat for Hayward could retrofit low income homes

Strategy 4

Comment from Worksheets

Should be stringent to ensure maximum energy savings

Will stringent development requirements drive developers away?

Strategy 5

Comment from Worksheets

Plan should assume 100% success in eliminating fossil-fuel electricity as target. Aim for target,
achieve 80%, 90%, or 95%

CCA should be priority to be implemented as appropriate with or without inclusion of neighboring
cities — begin evaluation ASAP

CCA may be a great option for Hayward/ Alameda County
Could Hayward join Marin’s CCA?

PV and solar-thermal co-gen

Need to in clued wind and solar thermal in the plan

Need to eliminate existing regulations that inhibit people from installing renewable energy. For
example, existing regulations do not allow structures to be over 20 feet. If residents want to install
wind turbines or tracking solar panels this regulation would likely be inhibiting.

Strategy 6

Comment from Worksheets

Success will depend on level of funding and consistency of funding
Need more participation in existing programs
Many businesses only have room for a black bin

Need C&D recycling staging area
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* Encourage / impose plastic bag recycling @ large companies

* Require recycling in private sector construction projects

* Cause group interactions by trying to implant a ban

* Education at younger ages is critical to successful waste management
* Consider incentives for good waste management practices

* Offer coupons — real perceived incentive

* Educate younger generation via school curriculum

* Compile / update various groups (social & envit

¢ Use list-serves / online subscriptions to keep people informed
* HOA sign-up on list for action items or input

* Blog — keep city informed

¢ Send message to large stores by citing recycling problems — containers full so can’t accept more
plastic bags (ie. Target experience)

¢+ Implement e-waste diversion program

¢ Offer historical artifacts from building demolitions to citizens

Strategy 7

Comment from Worksheets
¢ vast, low-cots opportunities exist for reforestation in urban and rural areas of the city

* Allow HASPA to have a more valued comment to City Council

Strategy 9

Comment from Worksheets
* Gateway projects / pilot projects would create visibility
* Strategic placement of “landmark” projects
* Not everybody has a computer, so a green portal website is not the only solution
¢ Green portal will require manpower to build an maintain

* CSUEB, Hayward High School, and Chabot Collage all have TV studios & courses in web and
media. Could Hayward leverage these schools to help engage the community using modern media?

¢ Zucchini Festival / Blues Festival / other Festivals / Community Groups / Churches are good
audiences and venues for change

* Community gardens can help reduce emissions from transporting food and can help create green
spaces and community awareness

Other

Comment from Worksheets
* Reject fossil-fuel electricity generation within City limits

* City plans should not digress from State mandates. Hayward should fully participate in State
programs

* City should take advantage of as many funding sources as possible.

* Plan needs to identify measures that will get us to 2050 target
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* Show impact relative to non-pass-through travel separately
* CAP needs to identify actions that will allow the City to achieve targets based on AB 32.

¢ Set targets to be more aggressive. Current targets are not aggressive enough

219



This page left intentionally blank for double sided printing.

220





