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ft the Hayward Fault Zone that runs along the site’s eastern boundary. 
 
In addition to effects related to historic architectural resources, the proposed Project would have the following potentially 
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Geology, Soils, and Seismicity (fault zone issues); and, Noise (temporary and intermittent construction noise).  Discretionary 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 

A.  ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

The City of Fremont, serving as Lead Agency responsible for administering the environmental 
review for the project, prepared an Initial Study and Environmental Review Checklist (“Initial 
Study”) and found that preparation of an environmental impact report (EIR) was needed.  The 
City determined that there was conflicting evidence in the record, such that the project could 
result in a significant effect on the environment.  Therefore the City prepared this EIR, pursuant 
to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

CEQA requires that before a decision can be made to approve a project that would pose 
potentially significant environmental effects, an EIR must be prepared that fully describes the 
environmental effects of the project.  The EIR is a public information document for use by 
governmental agencies and the public to identify and evaluate potential environmental impacts of 
a project, to recommend mitigation measures to lessen or eliminate adverse impacts, and to 
examine feasible alternatives to the project.  The information contained in the EIR is reviewed 
and considered by the governing agency prior to a decision to approve, disapprove, or modify the 
project, which proposes to permanently site the Santos Barn on the Shinn Historic Park and 
Arboretum. 

CEQA requires that the Lead Agency shall neither approve nor implement a project unless the 
project’s significant environmental effects have been reduced to a less-than-significant level, 
essentially “eliminating, avoiding, or substantially lessening” the expected impact.  If the Lead 
Agency approves a project that will result in the occurrence of significant adverse impacts that 
cannot be mitigated to less-than-significant levels, the agency must state the reasons for its action 
in writing, demonstrate that its action is based on the EIR or other information in the record, and 
adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

The Initial Study prepared by the City identified the environmental issues that should be 
addressed in the EIR and environmental issues that could be excluded from further analysis.  On 
January 10, 2004, the City sent a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to governmental agencies, 
organizations, and persons interested in the project.  The NOP and Initial Study are included as 
Appendix A of this EIR.  The NOP requested those agencies with regulatory authority over any 
aspect of the project to describe that authority and to identify the relevant environmental issues 
that should be addressed in the EIR.  The comment letters received in response to the Initial Study 
and the NOP are included in Appendix B of this EIR.   
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While the Draft EIR is available for public review, written comments on the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis presented therein may be submitted to the City.  Responses to all 
substantive comments received on the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis and submitted within 
the specified review period will be included and responded to in the Final EIR.  Prior to approval 
of the project, the City must certify the Final EIR and adopt a mitigation monitoring and reporting 
program (MMRP) for mitigation measures identified in this Draft EIR or modified by the Final 
EIR. 

B.  PURPOSE OF THIS EIR 

The EIR is intended as an informational document, that itself does not determine whether a 
project will be approved, but aids the local planning and decision-making process by disclosing 
the potential for significant and adverse impacts.  In conformance with CEQA, California Public 
Resources Code, Section 21000 et. seq., this EIR provides objective information addressing the 
environmental consequences of the project and possible means of reducing or avoiding its 
potentially significant impacts.  Specific technical studies prepared for the environmental analysis 
of the project include an historic architectural resources study by Page & Turnbull, Inc. (2004) 
and a geotechnical consultation prepared by Geotechnical Engineering Incorporated (GEI) 
(2004).  These technical studies are detailed data reports and are available on file with City of 
Fremont, Development and Environmental Services Division.   

The CEQA Guidelines help define the role and expectations of this EIR as follows: 

 Information Document.  An EIR is an informational document which will inform public 
agency decision-makers and the public generally of the significant environmental effect(s) 
of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe 
reasonable alternatives to the project.  The public agency shall consider the information in 
the EIR along with other information which may be presented to the agency 
(Section 15121(a)). 

 
 Standards for Adequacy of an EIR.  An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree 

of analysis to provide decision-makers with information which enables them to make a 
decision which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. An evaluation 
of the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the 
sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible. 
Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should 
summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts.  The courts have looked not 
for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure 
(Section 15151). 

 

This EIR presents reasonable assumptions (as described in Chapter III, Project Description) 
about the overall types and levels of activities that the City anticipates under the project and 
describes their associated environmental impacts.  Where necessary, the analysis is based on the 
most reasonably conservative assumptions to ensure consideration of the most intensive or worst-
case scenarios as to not understate the project’s environmental effects. 
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The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15382, define a significant effect on the environment as 
“a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within 
the area affected by the project….”  Therefore, in identifying the significant impacts of the 
project, this EIR concentrates on its substantial physical effects and upon mitigation measures to 
avoid, reduce, or otherwise alleviate those effects.   

C.  INTENDED USES OF THE EIR 

In accordance with the provisions of CEQA, as amended, the City must consider the 
environmental implications of a project prior to determining whether to approve or disapprove the 
project.  Other city departments that may use this EIR when considering approval for the project 
include the City of Fremont Planning Department, Engineering Division, and the Parks and 
Recreation Department.   

D.  PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

The CEQA Guidelines strongly encourage public participation in the planning and environmental 
review processes.  The City will provide opportunities for the public to present comments and 
concerns regarding the CEQA and planning process.  These opportunities will occur during a 
public review and comment period and a public hearing before the City of Fremont Recreation 
Commission and the Historic Architectural Review Board (HARB), the Planning Commission 
and City Council.  Written public comments may be submitted to the City during the specified 
public review and comment period, and written and oral comments may be presented at public 
hearings or study sessions concerning the project.  

E.  ORGANIZATION OF THE DRAFT EIR 

This Draft EIR is organized to provide the reader a quick and logical review of the environmental 
analysis, the recommended mitigation measures, and any residual environmental impacts after 
mitigation.  However, the main body of this EIR provides full, detailed discussion of the analysis 
and supporting documentation in its appendices.  Following this Chapter I, Introduction, this 
Draft EIR has been organized as follows: 

Chapter II, Summary.  This chapter summarizes the EIR by providing a concise overview of the 
project, the environmental impacts that would result from the project, the mitigation measures 
identified to reduce or eliminate these impacts, and the alternatives to the project. 

Chapter III, Project Description.  This chapter discusses the project objectives, provides 
background data on the project location, describes the operational and physical characteristics of 
the project, and identifies required project approvals. 

Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures.  This chapter describes 
the project’s existing setting, environmental impacts, and cumulative impacts, and identifies 
mitigation measures for those impacts.   
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Chapter V, Alternatives.  This chapter presents a reasonable range of alternatives to the project, 
discusses the environmental impacts associated with each alternative, compares the relative 
impacts of each alternative to those of the project and the other alternatives, and discusses the 
relationship of the alternatives to the project objectives.   

Chapter VI, Impact Overview.  This chapter presents discusses the implications of growth 
inducement and summarizes cumulative impacts, unavoidable significant impacts, and effects 
found not to be significant. 

Chapter VII, Report Preparation.  This chapter lists persons and affiliations of those persons 
who prepared this EIR. 

References cited throughout this EIR are on file and available for public review at the City of 
Fremont, Development and Environmental Services Division, 39550 Liberty Street, in Fremont, 
unless otherwise specified herein. 

________________________ 
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CHAPTER II 
SUMMARY 

A.  PROJECT OVERVIEW 

The project sponsor, the City of Fremont, proposes to permanently site the Santos Barn on the 
Shinn Historic Park and Arboretum (“project site”).  The project would relocate the Santos Barn 
to the northwestern portion of the Shinn Park at a forty-five degree angle to the Shinn House, 
stabilize it, and renovate the barn as an historical viewing amenity.  To accommodate the siting of 
the barn, demolition of three out of the four plank-frame outbuildings (Dwelling No. 1, the 
cookhouse, and the outhouse) currently on the site, would be required.  The fourth structure 
(Dwelling No. 2) would be retained and moved from its current location on the site to just north 
of the packing shed.  Dwelling No. 2 would be placed on a foundation and the City would 
undertake repairs to remove dry rot from the structure.   

The Initial Study Checklist completed for the proposed project determined that the project may 
result in potentially significant impacts with respect to historic architectural resources (see 
Appendix A).  All other environmental topics were scoped out of the EIR because they were 
found to have no significant, or less than significant effects with mitigation incorporated as part 
of the project.   

B.  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

The project’s impact to historic architectural resources, and proposed mitigation measures to 
reduce identified impacts, are summarized below.  Additional analysis and discussion of the 
project’s effect on historic architectural resources is contained in Chapter IV of this EIR.  

The proposed project would result in the permanent siting of the Santos Barn, and the demolition 
of three of the four plank-frame structures on Shinn Park.  The cultural resources report prepared 
by Page & Turnbull determined that project would not, in large part, conform to the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, and therefore, would result in a 
significant effect on the environment under CEQA.   

Standard mitigation measures for the demolition of historic resources consist of documentation of 
the resources (typically to Historic American Building Survey, or “HABS” Standards), 
preparation of a salvage plan for significant features and materials, and/or preparing interpretive 
elements such as a commemorative plaque.  While these mitigation measures can reduce the level 
of impact, they generally do not reduce the impact to less than significant.  Based on the apparent 
rarity of the affected resources, a recordation based on HABS standards would not reduce the 
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project-level or cumulative impacts to less-than-significant levels, and therefore, the proposed 
project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to historic resources. 

Additionally, the relocation of Dwelling No. 2 may result in an adverse change to the 
environment under CEQA with respect to its historic significance.  For example, Dwelling No. 2 
may continue to deteriorate even after it has been relocated; allowing an historic structure to 
deteriorate is considered a significant impact under CEQA.  

Mitigation measures included in this EIR that would provide some level of mitigation for the 
project, and would lend a greater understanding of the resources’ importance to the general 
public, include the following: 

1. The project sponsor shall document the four plank-frame structures prior to their 
demolition/relocation in accordance with HABS standards including, a) 
photography of selected existing drawings if available, b) photography of exterior 
and interior views, or historic views, where available using standard 35 mm film, 
and c) written building history and architectural description.  Photographs 
previously taken by Page & Turnbull and much of the research previously prepared 
for this project may be reused.  The original HABS documentation should be 
archived at Shinn Historical Park site, with copies sent to the Fremont Main 
Library and the Museum of Local History.  Copies of the HABS documentation for 
the Santos Barn, completed previously, should be appended to this documentation 
to form a complete recordation package.  

2. The project sponsor shall salvage, to the extent feasible, significant features and 
materials of the three structures to be demolished for reuse on the project site.  For 
example (and if appropriate) some of the original wood framing and siding which is 
not substantially deteriorated could be used to rehabilitate and partially reconstruct 
Dwelling No. 2 (e.g., to repair dry rot), as described in Section V, Alternatives.  

3. The project sponsor shall prepare an additional interpretive element, such as a 
plaque or other marker, to be located on or near the Santos Barn.  The interpretive 
elements should describe the barn’s date of construction, original location near 
Mowry Avenue, and date of relocation to the Shinn site, as well as a description and 
disposition of the original Shinn Barn which existed nearby.  This effort would 
reduce the notion of “false historicism” at the project site, as many visitors would 
assume that the Santos Barn had existed there originally.  

4. Further stabilization of the relocated Dwelling No. 2 should be pursued in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Preservation.  In 
accordance with Measure 1 of the Standards for Preservation, a property will be 
protected and, if necessary, stabilized until additional work may be undertaken.  In 
addition to the proposed foundation and dry rot removal (to the extent using 
materials salvaged from the demolished sheds, as feasible; see Measure 2, above), 
the City and/or its contractors shall take additional precaution to protect the roof of 
Dwelling No. 2 against moisture damage (primarily from rain) by applying plywood, 
building paper, and/or tarp until the structure may be properly repaired.  
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As discussed above, implementation of these mitigation measures would not reduce project and 
cumulative impacts to a level of insignificance, and impacts to historic architectural resources 
would remain significant and unavoidable, even after incorporation of the above mitigation 
measures.  Application of Mitigation Measure V.4, related to Dwelling No. 2 (or any historic 
outbuilding proposed for retention for alternative planning purposes in Chapter V, Alternatives) 
would reduce impacts related to the retention of the outbuilding(s) to less than significant.  

C.  ALTERNATIVES 

As discussed further in Chapter V, Alternatives, five alternatives to the proposed are analyzed, 
and include a (1) No Project Alternative; (2) Preservation Alternative; (3) Angled Preservation 
Alternative; (4) Partial Preservation Alternative, and (5) a Demolition Alternative.  The 
alternatives and a discussion of how the impacts would differ from those of the proposed project 
are described briefly below and in Table II-1. 

NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

Under the No Project Alternative, the Santos Barn would not be moved and stabilized, and the 
site would remain in its existing condition.  The No Project Alternative would avoid the project’s 
significant unavoidable impact to historic architectural resources by retaining all four of the 
onsite historic structures.  However, the No Project Alternative would result in significant visual 
and aesthetic impacts associated with leaving the barn at its temporary location, and would not 
establish an historic barnyard visual relationship on the site.  Additionally, ongoing structural 
degradation of the barn and outbuildings could result in visual blight and possibly the eventual 
loss of these assets due to continued deferred maintenance.  Similar to the project (though for 
different reasons) the No Project Alternative would result in significant impacts to historic 
architectural resources.  

Compared to the project, the No Project Alternative would not result in potentially significant, 
though mitigable effects to air quality, biological resources, cultural resources and construction 
noise as identified in the Initial Study, nor would the No Project Alternative necessitate removal 
of any trees on the site to accommodate the siting of the Santos Barn.   

PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE 

Under the Preservation Alternative, the Santos Barn would be moved and stabilized, and this 
alternative would not necessitate the demolition any of the outbuildings.  Therefore, the 
Preservation Alternative would avoid the project’s significant unavoidable impact to historic 
architectural resources and is considered the environmentally superior alternative.  Similar to the 
proposed project, the Preservation Alternative would also result in potentially significant, though 
mitigable effects to air quality, biological resources, cultural resources and construction noise as 
identified in the Initial Study.  This alternative would also necessitate the removal of a Spanish 
chestnut tree to accommodate the barn siting.  The Preservation Alternative would be the 
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environmentally superior alternative, as it would result in fewer and less severe impacts compared 
to the project or the other alternatives analyzed in this EIR.   

ANGLED PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE 

The Angled Preservation Alternative is similar to the Preservation Alternative, and would not 
necessitate the demolition any of the outbuildings.  This alternative would also achieve the 
project’s preferred spatial configuration by creating an appropriate barn yard setting for the site. 
This alternative would necessitate the removal of two Canary Island pines as well as the open 
shed.  The Angled Preservation Alternative would avoid the project’s significant unavoidable 
impact to historic architectural resources.  Similar to the proposed project, the Angled 
Preservation Alternative would also result in potentially significant, though mitigable effects to 
air quality, biological resources, cultural resources and construction noise as identified in the 
Initial Study.   

PARTIAL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE 

The Angled Partial Preservation and Reconstruction Alternative is the same as the proposed 
project in that it proposes to retain one of the historic outbuildings (Dwelling No. 2) and move it 
to a location just north of the Packing Shed.  This Alternative would differ from the proposed 
project in that the barn would not be angled, and would be similar to the siting scheme presented 
under the (full) Preservation Alternative. This alternative would necessitate demolition of 
Dwelling No. 1, the cookhouse, and the outhouse, though no trees would be required to be 
removed.  Akin to the proposed project, although to a lesser extent, the Angled Partial 
Preservation and Reconstruction Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable impacts 
to historic resources because of demolition of historic resources.   

Similar to the proposed project, the Angled Partial Preservation and Reconstruction Alternative 
would also result in potentially significant, though mitigable effects to air quality, biological 
resources, cultural resources and construction noise as identified in the Initial Study.    

DEMOLITION ALTERNATIVE 

The Demolition Alternatives is based on a siting scheme that places the Santos Barn in a location 
that would be identical to the siting of the proposed project, which would located the barn at an 
angle to the rear of the Shinn House and set it back 40 feet from the Hayward Fault Zone.   

As opposed to the project, this alternative does not assume the full or partial retention of any of 
the wood plank outbuildings on the site.  The siting of the barn would thus result in the 
demolition of all four of the historic outbuildings, a significant unavoidable project- and 
cumulative impact.  This alternative is included in the EIR to illustrate the full spectrum of 
alternatives available to the site as well as to document the magnitude of the effects of all the 
alternatives.  This alternative would not meet most of the project’s basic objectives, though it 
would not necessitate the removal of any trees on the project site.    
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TABLE II-1 
COMPARISON OF IMPACTS UNDER THE PROJECT AND THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES  

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Environmental Impact 
Proposed  
Project  

No Project 
Alternative 

Preservation 
Alternative* 

Angled 
Preservation 
Alternative 

Partial 
Preservation 
Alternative Demolition Alternative 

 

Consistency with project objectives:      

Historic Architectural 
Resources 

Generally 
Consistent Not Consistent Consistent 

Generally 
Consistent 

Generally 
Consistent Not Consistent 

Comparison of Environmental Impacts      

Air Quality LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM 

Biological Resources LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM 

(Tree Removal) No No Yes Yes No  No 

Historic Architectural 
Resources SU SU LS LS SU SU 

_____________________________ 
 
Consistent – Consistent with all project objectives 
Generally Consistent – Generally consistent with most project objectives 
Not Consistent – Not consistent with project objectives  
*Environmentally Superior Alternative 
 
LSM – Less than Significant After Mitigation 
LS – Less than Significant or No Impact 
SU – Significant After Mitigation, Unavoidable 
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CHAPTER III 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A.  PROJECT OVERVIEW 

The project sponsor, the City of Fremont, proposes to relocate the Santos Barn from a temporary 
to a permanent location at the Shinn Historical Park and Arboretum (“Shinn Park” or “project 
site”), which is on the City of Fremont’s list of primary historic resources and on the California 
Register of Historic Places. The project entails moving a 50-foot by 26-foot barn approximately 
15 feet west to its proposed location and placing it on a permanent foundation.  The existing barn, 
donated to the City in 2002, would be stabilized for asset preservation and as a viewing amenity.   

The project would demolish up to three existing wood-plank structures (one possible former 
dwelling structure, a chicken coop, and an outhouse) on the project site to accommodate the barn 
at its new location; these structures may be historic resources, and demolition may constitute an 
adverse environmental effect under CEQA.  The barn would be located behind the Shinn house, 
angled approximately 45-degrees so that its front facade would face the existing packing shed 
situated near the park’s eastern edge.  The barn would be set back 40 feet from the Hayward fault 
zone that runs through the eastern portion of the park.  At a later date, the remaining outbuilding 
(Dwelling No. 2), could be relocated and stabilized, for use as an historical viewing amenity. 

B.  BACKGROUND 

Shinn Historical Park is a remnant of one of the early ranches developed in the area, maintained 
in the same family from 1856 until its donation to the City of Fremont in 1962.  Shinn Park 
contains tangible links to the years spanned by its existence.  The Shinn ranch is located on lands 
which were originally part of the Mission San Jose.  After secularization of the Mission in 1834, 
these lands passed to Don Jose de Jesus Vallejo and then in 1846 to Andreas Pico and Juan 
Alvarado.   

In 1852, Captain William Sim purchased a portion of this land and “lived in a cottage on the 
south bank of Alameda Creek which ran through the property…. Sim planted the first fruit 
orchard in the Niles district and conducted the first experiments in the state in fruit propagation 
(Hunt, 1976).”  In 1856, Dr. Joseph Clark purchased 250 acres of Sim’s property and brought his 
sister Lucy and her husband, James Shinn to manage the ranch.  James and Lucy Shinn acquired 
title to 150 acres of this land in 1860 and over time expanded their holdings to approximately 350 
acres.  

In their first years on the ranch the Shinns continued the horticultural experiments begun by 
Captain Sim.  In partnership with Dr. Clark, James Shinn started one of the first nurseries in the 
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state to serve the needs of local orchardists.  The entire nursery stock was sold in 1888 and the 
Shinn ranch continued as a diversified fruit orchard and small farm.  James Shinn also started one 
of the first gravel operations in the state along Alameda Creek.  Much of the gravel used by the 
Central Pacific Railroad Company for its railroad bed came from this source.  With the 
flourishing of the gravel business and changing economic circumstances, the family began to sell 
off pieces of the property, primarily north of the creek.  “Dispersal of the ranch lands began in 
1912 when a portion was sold for a new elementary school in Niles.  In the 1930s and 1940s, 
additional portions were donated or sold (Hunt, 1976).”  According to an oral tradition, the family 
gave or sold small parcels to Chinese laborers who worked on the property (Serafino, 2003).  

In 1962, Florence Shinn, with consent of her four children, donated the 4.6-acre family estate, 
including gardens, three family homes, the barn and cottages on the site to the City of Fremont.  
Restoration of the park began in 1971 when work started on rehabilitation of the gardens.  The 
City appointed Mission Peak Heritage Foundation to supervise the restoration project.  

As part of the Center Estates development (PLN2001-00174), the City Council, on  
May 14, 2002, agreed to receive the Santos Barn from 1481 Mowry Avenue and authorized the 
relocation of the barn to Shinn Park.   

C.  PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The City of Fremont’s objectives for the project are the following: 

• to consider and respect the historic configuration of buildings on the Shinn Historical 
property; 

 
• to permanently place the Santos Barn on the site in an appropriate historical context; 
 
• to determine the relationship of the outbuildings to the historic function of the Shinn site, 

recognizing them as important elements of the site worthy of preservation; 
 
• to create an appropriate barnyard relationship, which would include orienting the front 

facade of the barn parallel to the rear facade of the main house; 
 
• to maintain the site’s existing circulation patterns; 
 
• to provide an adequate setback from the Hayward fault zone; and, 
 
• to preserve the site’s natural resources such as cork oak trees, and historic landscape 

features, such as the old Shinn Barn chimney. 
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D. PROJECT SITE LOCATION AND SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

LOCATION 

The 4.6-acre project site is located in Alameda County at 1269 Peralta Boulevard in the 
Centerville District in the City of Fremont (see Figure 1 Project Site Location Map).  The Shinn 
Historic Park and Arboretum project site comprises Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 507-0783-070-
00, 507-0783-068-00, 507-083-071-00, 507-0783-072-00, 507-0783-067-00, 507-0783-065-00, 
and 507-0783-073-00.  The site is surrounded by four public streets:  Peralta Boulevard to the 
south, Gilbert Avenue to the north, Riley Drive to the east, and Sidney Drive to the west.  
Primary vehicular access to the site is provided via Peralta Boulevard.  A secondary gated 
entrance is located on Gilbert Avenue.    

The project site is located in the City of Fremont’s Central Planning Area, has a General Plan 
designation of Institutional Open Space (Park), and is zoned Open Space (O-S). The project site 
is on the city’s list of primary historic resources.  

SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

As indicated on Figure 2, Existing Site Plan and Figure 3, Aerial Photograph of the Site and 
Surroundings, the 4.6-acre Shinn Historical Park and Arboretum site contains an array of built 
elements and natural features.  The predominate structure on the site is the Shinn House (“main 
house”), built in 1876.  The three-story, Victorian-style ranch house is constructed of redwood 
with a tank house attached to its eastern side.  The house is located at approximately the center of 
the site, set back about 100 feet from the site’s main entry amidst a heavily landscaped setting 
planted in the 1870s as one of the area’s first nurseries.  The site contains more than 40 species of 
rare trees and plants, including coco-palm, Japanese Gingko, Spanish cork oaks, and a Japanese 
split maple.1  Other trees within the affected portion of the site include Canary Island pines, 
redwoods, and Mousehole trees.  The site also contains a number of fruit trees, some of which are 
organized in miniature orchards, such as the grove of apricot trees adjacent to the packing shed.  
A stand of redwood trees separates the back of the main house from the northern portion of the 
site that contains a barn and a cluster of outbuildings.  

The barn, known as the Santos Barn, was donated to the City in 2002 as part of the Center Estates 
development project (PLN2001-00174).  It replaces a barn that was originally on the Shinn site 
that burnt down in the 1970s.  While both the Santos Barn and the former Shinn Barn are 
approximately the same overall size, the Santos Barn is longer and narrower in configuration.  
The barn is a wood-frame, rectangular-plan structure measuring approximately 50-foot long by 
26-foot wide and was constructed in the early 20th century, typical of barns built during that 
period.  Its interior consists of two levels, each of which is divided into three bays by rows of 
posts.  The barn has a central gable roof, which flares into two flanking sheds of a lower pitch, 
and is clad in wood shingles, covered by corrugated metal siding.  The front elevation features 

                                                      
1  The City of Fremont has recognized over 60 “Landmark Trees” and nine trees that are considered historic resources 

in the City’s General Plan.  For more information, refer to Section IV.e in Appendix B.   
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Figure 1
Project Site Location

SOURCES:  California State Automobile Association; Environmental Science Associates 
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Figure 2
Existing Site Plan

SOURCE:  Environmental Science Associates 
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Figure 3
Aerial Photo of Site and Surroundings

SOURCE:  Environmental Science Associates 

Project Site Boundary

Temporary Barn Location

Approximate Location of
Structures 1-4

LEGEND

0 100

Feet

Plan
North

True
North

III-6

Surface
Parking

Bungalow

Cottage

Tennis
Courts

Shinn
House

Surface
Parking

Surface
Parking
Surface
Parking

Bungalow

Cottage

Tennis
Courts

Shinn
House

Packing
Shed

“Open”
Shed

Packing
Shed

“Open”
Shed see detail 

detail 



III.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

 
Shinn Historic Park and Arboretum Draft EIR III-7 ESA / 204259 

three doorways at ground level, one at each bay, and a small double-hung sash window at the 
upper level.  The rear elevation features horizontal rustic siding that exhibits three doorways and 
a window on the ground level, and a loft opening flanked by windows at the upper level.  The 
overall condition of the barn is good, with evident weathering on the exterior wood cladding.  

An open shed is located behind the main house along the site’s western boundary, and functions 
as an open-air workshop in which the Mission Peak Heritage Foundation, a local community 
group, is actively restoring an historic trolley.  Adjacent to the open shed, early farming 
equipment is strewn about in knee-high patches of grass.  Immediately north of the open shed are 
four wooden outbuildings located in a cluster in the northwest corner of the site.  These four 
outbuildings include two possible former dwellings (Structures 1 and 2, or Dwelling Nos. 1 and 
2), a food storage shed /cookhouse (Structure 3, also referred to as a chicken coop), and an 
outhouse (Structure 4).  Structures 1 and 2 possibly provided housing to farm laborers, and have 
been moved at least twice from other portions of the Shinn’s property:  once from a location 
adjacent to the original location of the Sim Cottage north of Alameda Creek, and then a second 
time from their most recent location in the northeast corner of the park, just north of the packing 
shed.  Structures 3 and 4 have also been moved at least once from the northeast corner of the park 
to their current location on the site.  

A small (13-foot long by 8-foot wide), wood-frame structure with a rectangular plan and gable 
roof known as the “packing shed” is located behind the main house along the site’s eastern 
boundary, behind the Santos Barn.  The packing shed, constructed around 1880, was once used 
for fruit processing and packaging and is now used for general storage.  The remains of a free-
standing barn chimney, a water pump, and a small apricot orchard are also located adjacent to the 
packing shed and Santos Barn.  

Other buildings on the southern portion of the site, in front of the main house, include a bungalow 
and cottage.  The Joseph Clark Shinn Bungalow was constructed in 1907 and is a single-story 
wood-frame structure located on the southeastern portion of the Shinn Park property.  The 
bungalow houses the City of Fremont’s Youth Services Center, administered by the City’s Parks 
and Recreation Department.  The Sim Cottage, constructed in the late 1840s, is one of the oldest 
wood frame houses in the Santa Clara Valley and was moved to its current location in 1954.  The 
Friends of Heirloom Flowers currently uses the Sim Cottage as a meeting room.   

The site consists of three parking areas containing a total of 27 striped parking spaces:  two paved 
parking areas along the southern frontage of the Shinn property and one to the northeast of the 
cottage that is used as a temporary staging area for event/catering vehicles.  Vehicular access to 
the southern-most parking lot is available via a driveway along Peralta Boulevard.  This lot 
contains 13 striped spaces and one disabled parking space and is connected to a larger lot to its 
immediate north consisting of 14 striped spaces and one disabled parking space. 

The project site is currently served by water distribution, stormwater and sanitary sewer 
collection, electrical and natural gas, and communications utilities.  The site is also bisected by 
the Hayward Fault, which runs along the property’s eastern boundary.  
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ONSITE OPERATIONS 

Shinn Park hosts a number of functions.  Common outdoor events include weddings, receptions 
and similar gatherings on weekend days, between mid-April to mid-October.  On average, these 
events draw about 150-200 people.  Community groups such as the Mission Peak Heritage 
Foundation also conduct tours of the Shinn House and other outdoor events (e.g., ice cream 
socials) one Sunday and one Wednesday a month during the mid-April to mid-October period.   

SURROUNDING LAND USES 

Land uses in the vicinity of Shinn Park include residential, recreational, and commercial uses.  
The Shinn Historical Park and Arboretum is located in a predominately suburban residential 
neighborhood, and single-family homes are located to the site’s east and west, as well as south of 
the site along Peralta Boulevard.   

The Union Pacific (formerly Western Pacific) Railroad line, about 750 feet north of the site, 
passes the site in an east-west direction.  Shinn Park is located just south of a former sand and 
gravel mining operation, which was historically a part of the Shinn family land holding.  Alameda 
Creek meanders along the northern side of the train tracks and has transformed the site of the 
former quarry into a collection of small lakes used for groundwater recharge by the Alameda 
County Water District.  In recent years, the quarry has become the Quarry Lakes Regional 
Recreation Area, a 450-acre regional park administered by the East Bay Regional Parks District.  
The recreation area’s trail network connects to the Alameda Creek Regional Trail, extending from 
Niles Canyon westward to Coyote Hills and the Don Edwards National Wildlife Refuge on San 
Francisco Bay. 

Shinn Park is located about a half-mile north of Fremont’s Central Business District, which 
includes offices, multi-family dwellings, shopping centers (the Fremont Hub), a hospital 
(Washington Hospital) and a number of medical offices.  The Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) 
Fremont-Richmond line terminates at the Fremont BART station, just south of Mowry Avenue.  

E. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

SITING 

The project proposes to relocate the Santos Barn from its temporary location on the project site to 
a permanent location on the western portion of the property.  As shown on Figure 4, Proposed 
Site Plan, the barn would be angled and its facade would front the rear of the main house.  Its 
proposed location would be similar to the location of the original barn previously located on the 
site, before it was destroyed by fire in the 1970s.  The barn would be set back approximately 40 
feet west of the Hayward fault zone that runs along Shinn Park’s eastern boundary, to provide a 
reasonable setback for the barn as required by the state’s building code.  Consistent with the 
project’s stated objectives, the project would also preserve onsite tree resources, as the preferred 
location of the Santos Barn would avoid removal or damage to the cork oak and other tree 
resources that are located in the eastern corner of the park.  The permanent siting of the Santos 
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Figure 4
Proposed Site Plan

SOURCE:  Environmental Science Associates 
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Barn on the project site would necessitate the demolition of up to three outbuildings: the 
cookhouse, the outhouse and Dwelling No. 1.  The remaining outbuilding on the site, Dwelling 
No. 2, would be relocated to the northeastern corner of the project site, stabilized on a concrete 
foundation, and could be minimally restored (to remove dry rot) to enable asset retention that 
could be used as future visual amenity.     

CONSTRUCTION 

The project’s construction activities emphasize asset stabilization and would include grading and 
digging shallow footings around the perimeter of the barn, lifting the barn from its current 
location and then relocating it to its permanent location atop a pier and grade beam foundation.  
Renovations would also entail removing and repairing dry rot.  This phase would also include 
shallow trenching around the barn to install water piping for fire suppression; the barn would be 
equipped with fire sprinklers in accordance with the Fremont Fire Department and Building 
Department.  Moreover, the Building Department could apply the State Historic Building Code to 
determine construction access and safety elements appropriate to the final project design.  The 
construction phase may also include installation of a conduit for exterior security lighting.  

Construction staging would occur along Gilbert Avenue.  Vehicles would enter the site through 
the gated entry.  Construction equipment could include delivery flatbed trucks for piping and 
rebar; pickup trucks, concrete delivery trucks, backhoes for digging the shallow foundation and 
utility trenches; and a wheeled tractor for moving the barn.  The estimated number of onsite 
construction workers at one time is seven or fewer employees, with an average of three to four 
onsite employees.  Construction activities would be limited to the hours of 7 a.m. to 6 p.m. 
Monday through Friday, and 9 a.m. to 6 p.m. on Saturdays.  No construction would be permitted 
on Sundays.   

Construction is estimated to begin in January 2006 with project completion scheduled for 
September 2006.  

F.  APPROVAL PROCESS AND CITY ACTIONS 

The City of Fremont serves as Lead Agency for the proposed project under CEQA (CEQA 
Guidelines Sec. 15051).  This EIR is intended to be used to address all required discretionary City 
actions for the project.  Following certification of the Final EIR, the City of Fremont Planning 
Commission would make a decision on the discretionary permits required by the proposed 
project.  This EIR is intended to assess the impacts of the entire project and any discretionary 
actions that may be required, including (without limitation): 

• Historic Architectural Review Board application; 
• Approval of the Shinn Historic Park and Arboretum Master Plan (City of Fremont Recreation 

Commission and  City Council);  
• Certification of the EIR (City Council); 
• Side Yard variance, if required (City of Fremont Planning Department ); 
• Tree Removal Application, if required (City of Fremont Landscape Division); 
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• Demolition Permit (City of Fremont Development Services Division); and, 
• Preliminary Grading Permit (City of Fremont Engineering Division). 
 

________________________ 
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CHAPTER IV 
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 
MEASURES FOR HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES 

INTRODUCTION 

This section provides an historical context and setting for the Shinn Historical Park and 
Arboretum project site, including a description of the significant historical resources within the 
park, as well as an evaluation of potential impacts to historic resources as a result of the project.  
Mitigation measures to avoid, reduce, or eliminate identified impacts are also included in this 
section. 

Much of the information in this section was obtained from an historic resource assessment of the 
property completed for this EIR (Page & Turnbull, 2004).  Although there are numerous historic 
resources on the Shinn property, this section focuses primarily on the Santos Barn and four plank-
frame agricultural outbuildings:  heretofore referred to as Dwelling No. 1, Dwelling No. 2, the 
cookhouse and the outhouse, or simply “the structures.” 

SETTING 

Shinn Historical Park and Arboretum is a remnant of one of the early ranches developed in the 
area and maintained in the same family from 1856 until its donation to the City of Fremont in 
1962.  Shinn Park contains tangible links to the years spanned by its existence, described below.   

The Shinn ranch is located on lands which were originally part of the Mission San Jose.  After 
secularization of the Mission in 1834, these lands passed to Don Jose de Jesus Vallejo and then in 
1846 to Andreas Pico and Juan Alvarado.  In 1852, Captain William Sim purchased a portion of 
this land and “lived in a cottage on the south bank of Alameda Creek which ran through the 
property…. Sim planted the first fruit orchard in the Niles District and conducted the first 
experiments in the state in fruit propagation.”  In 1856, Dr. Joseph Clark purchased 250 acres of 
Sim’s property and brought his sister Lucy and her husband, James Shinn to manage the ranch.  
James and Lucy Shinn acquired title to 150 acres of this land in 1860 and over time expanded 
their holdings to approximately 350 acres.  

In their first years on the ranch the Shinns continued the horticultural experiments begun by 
Captain Sim.  In partnership with Dr. Clark, James Shinn started one of the first nurseries in the 
state to serve the needs of local orchardists.  The entire nursery stock was sold in 1888 and the 
Shinn ranch continued as a diversified fruit orchard and small farm.  James Shinn also started one 
of the first gravel operations in the state along Alameda Creek.  Much of the gravel used by the 
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Central Pacific Railroad Company for its railroad bed came from this source.  With the 
flourishing of the gravel business and changing economic circumstances, the family began to sell 
off pieces of the property – primarily north of the creek.  “Dispersal of the ranch lands began in 
1912 when a portion was sold for a new elementary school in Niles.  In the 1930s and 1940s, 
additional portions were donated or sold (Hunt, 1976).”  According to an oral tradition, the family 
gave or sold small parcels to Chinese laborers who worked on the property (see discussion 
below).  

As early as 1889, Chinese laborers were documented as working on the Shinn Ranch.1  The 1889 
Shinn Nursery Account Books showed that “Chinamen” were paid for harvesting and planting 
almonds.  In addition, the Shinns employed one Chinese cook.  The 1915 Account Book named 
two individuals “Ah Leung” and “Fong Sing” as Ranch employees.  These men were most likely 
the foremen of the Chinese labor gangs, which were contracted to perform certain tasks such as 
planting, pruning or harvesting.  In the 1917 Account Book, payment was disbursed to workers 
who provided “Labor for China House, plow and dig ditch all for J.C.S. [Joseph Clark Shinn].”2  
To date, this account is the only known reference to a structure associated with the Chinese 
laborers.  All other documentation in subsequent Accounts Books from 1928 to 1942 indicates 
that the Chinese workers were being paid for farm labor.3 

In 1962, Florence Shinn donated the 4.6-acre family estate, including gardens, three family 
homes, the barn and all outbuildings on the site to the City of Fremont.  Restoration of the park 
began in 1971 when work started on rehabilitation of the gardens, and in 1972, the City appointed 
Mission Peak Heritage Foundation to supervise the restoration project.  With the support of many 
dedicated volunteers, the Mission Peak Heritage Foundation restored the main house and grounds 
in 1976.  In the following year, the original Shinn Barn was destroyed by arson.  In the early 
1990s the packing shed was restored and moved and the four plank-frame structures relocated 
from behind the packing shed to their present location northwest of the main house.  As part of 
the Center Estates development, the City Council agreed to receive the Santos Barn from 1481 
Mowry Avenue and authorized the relocation of the barn to Shinn Park in 2002.   

DESCRIPTION OF HISTORIC RESOURCES ON THE PROJECT SITE 

Shinn Park is a relatively compact assemblage of buildings and structures either built on the site 
or moved there.  The buildings are nestled into what is now a 4.6-acre partially landscaped park 
consisting of lawns, an arboretum, a Japanese garden and a small orchard.  Shinn Park reflects 
Fremont’s early history as a fruit-producing ranch, orchard, and early nursery.  The following 
provides a detailed description of the Santos Barn as well as the four outbuildings, which are the 
subject of this EIR: 

                                                      
1 “Shinn Nursery Account Books,” 1883 to 1918, Local History Museum, Fremont, California. 
2  Ibid. 
3 “Joseph C. Shinn Account Books,” 1929 to 1942, Local History Museum, Fremont, California. 
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Santos Barn (Page and Turnbull, 2004) 

Santos Barn 

The Santos Barn has been placed in a temporary location to the north of the main house.  It was 
donated to the City of Fremont in 2002, intended to replace a barn that was originally on the 
Shinn site.  While both the Santos Barn and the former Shinn Barn are approximately the same 
overall size, the Santos Barn is longer and narrower in configuration.  The barn is a wood-frame, 
rectangular-plan structure measuring approximately 50-feet long by 26-feet wide and was 
constructed in the early 20th century.  It is typical of barns built during that period, with an interior 
consisting of two levels, each of which is divided into three bays by rows of posts.  The barn 
contains a central gable roof which flares into two flanking sheds, and is clad in wood shingles 
covered by corrugated metal.  The front elevation features three doorways at ground level, one at 
each bay, and a small, double-hung sash window at the upper level.  The rear elevation features 
horizontal rustic siding, and is almost symmetrical, exhibiting three doorways and a window on 
the ground level, and a loft opening flanked by windows at the upper level.  The overall condition 
of the barn is good, with evident weathering on the exterior wood cladding. 
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Dwelling No. 1 

Dwelling No. 1 is sited to the northwest of the 
Shinn House, along with the other three plank-
frame structures.  It is a one-story rectangular-
plan with a gable roof and wood siding. Like 
the other three buildings, it sits atop a concrete 
slab added in the early 1990s.  Dwelling No. 1 
measures approximately 14 feet by 23 feet in 
plan and it is about 13 feet tall. The walls are 
composed primarily of board-and-batten 
siding.  The gable roof is sheathed in wood 
boards covered in tarpaper.  The north and 
south facades each have a single doorway, 
which provide access to the interior.  A third 
door located on the west wall has been 

boarded up. Each facade has a single window, which are either boarded up or missing panes of 
glass.  The current condition of the dwelling is extremely poor with visible signs of wet and dry 
rot, broken and missing floorboards, and badly damaged roof rafters and sheathing. 

Dwelling No. 2 

Dwelling No.2 is located to the east of 
Dwelling No.1.  It is a one-story rectangular 
plank-frame structure with a gable roof and an 
inset porch on the south facade. The building 
measures 16 feet by 26 feet in plan and is 
about 15 feet tall.  The walls are board-and-
batten and the roof is composed of wood 
boards sheathed in tarpaper.  The dwelling is 
accessed by two doorways.  The first, on the 
north facade, features a five-panel wood door, 
while the other doorway, on the south facade, 
features a solid wood door.  Window openings 
appear on the north, west, and east facades.  
All of the windows and doorways are either 
boarded up, badly damaged, or missing 

entirely.  The condition of the building is extremely poor with visible signs of wet and dry rot, 
broken and missing floorboards, deteriorated roof rafters and other wood elements. 

Dwelling No. 2 (Page and Turnbull, 2004) 

Dwelling No. 1 (Page and Turnbull, 2004) 
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The Cookhouse 

Located directly north of Dwelling No. 2 is 
the cookhouse, a one-story plank-frame 
structure with board-and-batten walls and a 
combination gable and shed roof. The 
building measures about 13 feet by 10 feet in 
plan and is nearly 7 feet tall. Access to the 
interior is provided through two separate 
doorways on the east and south facades, 
currently boarded up.  The building has two 
windows on the west facade.  Currently, the 
building is in poor condition with visible signs 
of substantial wood deterioration, missing and 
broken floorboards, and a heavily damaged 
roof. 

 

The Outhouse 

Located to the south of the two dwellings, the 
outhouse is a simple one-story wood structure 
with stud walls, a shed roof, and a concrete 
slab foundation.  Historically utilized as a 
toilet, the outhouse measures about 8 feet by 5 
feet.  The wood frame walls are clad in 
horizontal V-groove siding.  The only access 
to the interior is through two doorways on the 
north facade, which are currently missing 
doors.  The building is rather simple and 
contains no ornamentation.  The outhouse is 
currently in fair to poor condition with several 
missing wood boards, signs of dry rot, and a 
deteriorated roof. 

 

 

 

Brief Building History 
The four structures located in the northwestern corner of the project site have an obscure history, 
which has been the subject of numerous historical evaluations. According to common oral 

The Outhouse (Page and Turnbull, 2004) 
 

The Cookhouse (Page and Turnbull, 2004) 
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tradition, Dwelling Nos. 1 and 2 may have been built to house Chinese laborers working at the 
Shinn Ranch.  The date of their construction is unknown; what is known, however, is that they 
were in the park when the Shinn’s donated the park to the City.  Some members of the Shinn 
family date Dwellings Nos. 1 and 2 to the mid-1940s, although their materials and features appear 
to predate that era.  The cookhouse and the outhouse appear to be contemporaneous with the two 
dwellings, although their original date of construction and location are also unknown.   

Oral histories provide further descriptions of a potential Chinese camp at Shinn Ranch and its 
subsequent relocations within the property.  According to conversations with Admiral Allen M. 
Shinn (son of Joseph C. and Florence Mayhew Shinn) and his sister, Elizabeth Shinn Solinsky, 
the four wood structures were moved from the Chinese camp site near Alameda Creek to the 
barnyard in an area behind the Packing Shed in the 1940s or 1950s when gravel mining 
operations along the creek threatened to undermine theses structures (Page & Turnbull, 2004). 
The four structures were within the park when the Shinn property was donated to the City of 
Fremont in 1962.  Between 1992-1994, the four structures were moved again to their present 
location at the northwestern corner of the park and set atop concrete slabs.  While the dwelling’s 
exact construction date cannot be confirmed, the use and presence of agricultural workers’ 
housing is consistent with the documented history of the Shinn Ranch during the first half of the 
twentieth century. 

Some common threads can be obtained from the oral histories, account books, and other 
secondary resources, as well as material investigations.  Most of the data suggests that some— if 
not all— of the four structures were moved to the area north of the packing shed in the 1950s.  
Investigations into the construction materials and methods of the four structures indicate that they 
were constructed no earlier than 1895 and no later than the mid-1950s.   Further evidence from 
Shinn Ranch Account Books mentions the construction of the “China House” in 1917.  Whether 
or not Dwelling No. 2 is this building is unknown, but this information suggests that the existing 
building does not pre-date 1917.  Finally, aerial photographs dating from the 1930s and mid-
1950s suggest that Dwellings No. 1 and 2 were moved from the southern bank of Alameda Creek, 
the traditional location of Shinn Ranch’s “China Camp.” 

PREVIOUS HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL SURVEYS AND EVALUATIONS 

Shinn Historical Park and Arboretum has been the subject of numerous historic and architectural 
studies over the past three decades providing a working chronology and background of the Shinn 
family and ranch, and have identified a number of historic resources on the project site.  The 
following list outlines the relevant reports that have documented aspects of Shinn Park, and 
provides a brief conclusion of the historical significance of the four structures: 

• Lyla M. Hunt, Shinn Historical Park Souvenir History (May 1976); 
• Helen A. Manning, Community Development Coordinator, City of Fremont, Request for 

Determination of Eligibility to the National Register – Shinn Home, Shinn Historical 
Park, July 31, 1981; 
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• Siegel & Strain Architects, Historical Evaluation of Four Wooden Structures and 
Relocation of Santos Barn, March 2, 2003; 

• Michael Corbett, Draft Memo to Nancy Minicucci, Associate Planner, regarding Shinn 
Historical Park – 4 Sheds, September 5, 2003; and 

• Page & Turnbull, Inc., Historic Resource Assessment, Shinn Historical Park and 
Arboretum, Draft, December, 2004. 

 
The brief history of the project site provided by Hunt mentions the four wood structures in two 
accounts, (1) in the description of the buildings near Alameda Creek, which reads as follows:  
“The buildings near the creek, which formerly housed the Chinese ranch workers, were 
demolished; and there is nothing along the bank of Alameda Creek today…” and, (2) in the 
description of Florence Shinn’s donation of the property, which reads as follows:  “The gift 
included the beautiful gardens, which were part of the original nursery, three family homes, the 
barn, and the ranch foreman’s and Chinese cook’s cottages” (Page & Turnbull, 2004). 
 
Manning documents the eligibility of the Shinn Historical Park/main house for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places (National Register).  The document provides a historic 
context statement, chronology of events, a list of buildings and structures present on the site and a 
brief description of known alterations and changes.  The four plank-frame structures were listed 
in the description section as “outbuildings” and described as “Chinese workers’ quarters, 
including cookhouse and bunk house.”  The entire property including the outbuildings was 
formally determined eligible for listing in the National Register by the Keeper of the Register in 
1981 under Criteria A (Events) and B (Persons), with the Shinn House possibly qualifying under 
Criterion C (Architecture).  As a National Register resource, Shinn Historical Park automatically 
qualifies for listing in the California Register (Page & Turnbull, 2004). 

The Siegel & Strain evaluation examined the significance of the four plank-frame structures 
(often referred to as the “Chinese Labor Camp” or the “Sheds”), and determined “…that the four 
structures are potentially significant, despite the uncertainty of their provenance.  They represent 
a building type that is rarely preserved yet could contribute to the comprehensive interpretation of 
the history of agricultural development in the region…”  The historical evaluation goes on to state 
that, “Because of the still uncertain provenance of the four structures and their advanced state of 
deterioration, this report recommends that additional research be completed prior to the 
commitment of funds for their possible restoration or reconstruction” (Page & Turnbull, 2004). 

Corbett’s research uncovered the role of the Chinese laborers at the project site, and identified 
some of the Chinese “gang leaders” and the type of work completed by the Chinese laborers.  
However, these sources failed to yield further information about the four structures allegedly 
utilized by the Chinese laborers, and it remains somewhat uncertain whether these particular 
structures were in fact used by them.  Investigation into the construction materials and methods 
concluded that the date of construction of the four buildings can be no earlier than 1895 and most 
likely after 1900 (Page & Turnbull, 2004). 
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Finally, Page & Turnbull concurred with the 1981 National Register determination of eligibility, 
including the status of the four plank-frame structures as contributors to Shinn Historical Park and 
Arboretum.  In addition, Page & Turnbull concluded that both Dwelling Nos. 1 and 2 appear to be 
individually eligible for listing under California Register Criterion C (Architecture) as structures 
that embody “the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region (and) method of 
construction.”  While their exact date of construction remains elusive, Dwelling Nos. 1 and 2 
appear to be rare surviving examples of agricultural laborers’ dwellings constructed during the 
first quarter of the twentieth century.  Data from the 1917 Shinn Account Book indicates that 
Dwelling No. 2 (then probably known as the China House) may have been built around this year 
and based on its similar appearance and construction, it is likely that Dwelling No. 1 was built 
around the same time.  The original date of construction and location of the cookhouse and 
outhouse remain elusive.  Nevertheless, their use, materials, and construction indicate a 
contemporaneous date of construction, and both appear to be contributors to the Shinn Historical 
Park and Arboretum project site (Page & Turnbull, 2004). 

Summary of Historical Significance 

Based on the most recent analysis by Page & Turnbull, which takes into account all previous 
evaluations on the project site, the four plank-frame structures at Shinn Historical Park qualify as 
historical resources under CEQA as contributors to a historic district determined eligible for 
listing in the National Register.  Furthermore, Page & Turnbull’s analysis finds Dwelling Nos. 1 
and 2 to be eligible for individual listing in the California Register. As such, for purposes of the 
California Environmental Quality Act, the four structures are considered historic resources.  

PLANS AND POLICIES 

The Parks and Recreation element of the City of Fremont General Plan (amended 1998) describes 
the importance of historic parks, including Shinn Historical Park, to the city and its inhabitants. 
According to the General Plan, “historic parks provide a means of preserving and interpreting 
historic structures and sites.  The secondary purpose of these parks, when appropriate, is to serve 
and enhance citywide recreation needs.  Historic parks are established around important historic 
buildings or other historic resources such as a plaza, monument, or nursery. Fremont’s eight 
existing historic parks attest to the priority the City places on preserving its heritage.”  

General Plan objectives and policies applicable to the proposed project include the following: 

Parks and Recreation Goal 2:  Park lands and recreation facilities to reflect Fremont’s 
image and identity.  

• Objective PR 2.1: Parks and recreation facilities reflecting the unique attributes 
of Fremont. 

• Policy PR 2.1.4: Conserve and enhance Fremont’s unique historic parks.  
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Appendix I of the Fremont General Plan also provides a list of primary historic resources, which 
were identified in City Council Resolution 5463 in 1982.  The project site is identified in Table 1, 
Appendix 1, as Primary Historic Resource (PHR) # 15.  The table also identifies this property as 
having been determined eligible for both the National Register of Historic Places and California 
Register, and is on the city’s inventory of historic resources (City of Fremont, 1996, as amended).  

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following section evaluates the project-specific and cumulative impacts of relocating the 
Santos Barn and demolishing up to four of the wood structures at Shinn Park.  The rehabilitation 
of the Santos Barn is not evaluated here because this action is forecast to take place at a later date, 
and renovation plans are not yet available.  This section also provides mitigation measures to 
eliminate or reduce impacts.  

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 

A structure may qualify as a historic resource if it falls within at least one of four categories listed 
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a).  The four categories are: 

1. A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources 
Commission, for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (Pub. Res. 
Code Section 5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4850 et seq.). 

2. A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in Section 
5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or identified as significant in an historical 
resource survey meeting the requirements of section 5024.1 (g) of the Public Resources 
Code, shall be presumed to be historically or culturally significant. Public agencies must 
treat any such resource as significant unless the preponderance of evidence demonstrates 
that it is not historically or culturally significant. 

3. Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead 
agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, 
engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or 
cultural annals of California may be considered to be an historical resource, provided the 
lead agency’s determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole 
record. Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be “historically 
significant” if the resource meets the criteria for listing on the California Register of 
Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code Section 5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852). 

4. The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in the 
California Register of Historical Resources, not included in a local register of historical 
resources (pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of the Pub. Resources Code), or identified in an 
historical resources survey (meeting the criteria in section 5024.1(g) of the Pub. 
Resources Code) does not preclude a lead agency from determining that the resource may 
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be an historical resource as defined in Public Ressources Code Sections 5020.1(j) or 
5024.1. 

In general, a resource that meets any of the four criteria listed in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5(a) is considered to be historical resources unless the preponderance of the evidence 
demonstrates that the resource is not historically or culturally significant.”4  

Based on historic resources report prepared for this project, the four plank-frame structures at 
Shinn Historical Park and Arboretum site qualify as historical resources under CEQA as 
contributors to a district determined eligible for listing in the National Register.  Furthermore, the 
analysis finds that Dwelling Nos. 1 and 2 are eligible for individual listing in the California 
Register. 

Determination of Significant Adverse Change under CEQA 

According to CEQA, a “project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an historic resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the 
environment.”5 Substantial adverse change is defined as: “physical demolition, destruction, 
relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of 
an historic resource would be materially impaired.”6 The significance of an historical resource is 
materially impaired when a project “demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those 
physical characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical significance, and that 
justify or account for its inclusion in, or eligibility for inclusion in the California Register.”7 In 
general, if a project follows the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties (“Standards”) (Weeks and Grimmer, 1995), then the impact to a historic resource is 
considered to be mitigated to a less-than significant-level.8 

ANALYSIS OF PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACTS UNDER CEQA 

The proposed project would relocate the Santos Barn to the northwestern portion of the Shinn 
Park at a forty-five degree angle to the Shinn House, stabilize it, and renovate the barn as a 
historical viewing amenity.  This would result in the demolition of three out of the four plank-
frame structures at Shinn Park (Dwelling No. 1, the cookhouse, and the outhouse), while the 
fourth structure (Dwelling No. 2) would be relocated to the north side of the packing shed, placed 
on a concrete foundation, and would be retained for future use as an historic viewing amenity.  

The Page & Turnbull report determined that proposed project would not conform in large part to 
the Standards, and although the project would retain the Santos Barn and Dwelling No. 2, it 
would result in the demolition of three structures that are contributing elements to the National 

                                                      
4 Pub. Res. Code SS5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4850 et seq. 
5 CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064.5(b) 
6 CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064.5(b)(1) 
7 CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064.5(b)(2) 
8 CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064.5(b)(3) 
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Register-eligible Shinn Historical Park, including Dwelling Nos. 1, which appears to be 
individually eligible for listing in the California Register.  As a result, the proposed project would 
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, and therefore, may 
have a significant effect on the environment under CEQA.   

Additionally, the relocation of Dwelling No. 2 may result in an adverse change to the 
environment under CEQA with respect to Dwelling No. 2’s historic significance.  For example, 
Dwelling No. 2 may continue to deteriorate even after it has been relocated, placed on a concrete 
foundation, and its dry rot removed.  Allowing an historic structure to deteriorate is considered a 
significant impact under CEQA.  

Standard mitigation measures for the demolition of historic resources consist of documentation of 
the resources (typically to Historic American Building Survey, or “HABS” Standards), 
preparation of a salvage plan for significant features and materials, and/or preparing interpretive 
elements such as a commemorative plaque.  While in some instances these mitigation measures 
can reduce the level of impact, they often do not meaningfully address the loss to community 
character and collective history, and as such, do not reduce the impact to a less-than-significant 
level.  Section 15126.4 (b)(2) of the California Public Resources Code is clear in this regard:  “In 
some circumstances, documentation of an historical resource, by way of historic narrative, 
photographs or architectural drawings, as mitigation for the effects of demolition of the resource 
will not mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant on the environment would 
occur.”  

Based on the apparent rarity of the affected resources, a HABS recordation would not reduce the 
effects of the project to a less-than-significant level.  As such, the proposed project would result 
in a significant and unavoidable impact to historic resources.  

Mitigation Measures 

As described above, HABS documentation and/or public interpretation is the standard form of 
mitigation for impacts to historic resources, although such mitigation would not reduce the impact 
to a less-than-significant level.  Nonetheless, this form of mitigation would provide some level of 
mitigation for the project, and would lend a greater understanding of the resources’ importance to 
the general public.  As such, the following mitigation measures are included in this EIR: 

1. The project sponsor shall document the four plank-frame structures prior to their 
demolition/relocation in accordance with HABS standards including, a) 
photography of selected existing drawings if available, b) photography of exterior 
and interior views, or historic views, where available using standard 35 mm film, 
and c) written building history and architectural description.  Photographs 
previously taken by Page & Turnbull and much of the research previously prepared 
for this project may be reused.  The original HABS documentation should be 
archived at Shinn Historical Park site, with copies sent to the Fremont Main 
Library and the Museum of Local History.  Copies of the HABS documentation for 
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the Santos Barn, completed previously, should be appended to this documentation 
to form a complete recordation package.  

2. The project sponsor shall salvage, to the extent feasible, significant features and 
materials of the three structures to be demolished for reuse on the project site.  For 
example (and if appropriate) some of the original wood framing and siding which is 
not substantially deteriorated could be used to rehabilitate and partially reconstruct 
Dwelling No. 2 (e.g., to repair dry rot), as described in Section V, Alternatives.  

3. The project sponsor shall prepare an additional interpretive element, such as a 
plaque or other marker, to be located on or near the Santos Barn.  The interpretive 
elements should describe the barn’s date of construction, original location near 
Mowry Avenue, and date of relocation to the Shinn site, as well as a description and 
disposition of the original Shinn Barn which existed nearby.  This effort would 
reduce the notion of “false historicism” at the project site, as many visitors would 
assume that the Santos Barn had existed there originally.  

4. Further stabilization of the relocated Dwelling No. 2 should be pursued in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Preservation.  In 
accordance with Measure 1 of the Standards for Preservation, a property will be 
protected and, if necessary, stabilized until additional work may be undertaken.  In 
addition to the proposed foundation and dry rot removal (to the extent using 
materials salvaged from the demolished sheds, as feasible; see Measure 2, above), 
the City and/or its contractors shall take additional precaution to protect the roof of 
Dwelling No. 2 against moisture damage (primarily from rain) by applying plywood, 
building paper, and/or tarp until the structure may be properly repaired.  

As described above, implementation of these mitigation measures would not reduce the project 
impact to an insignificant level.  As such, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 
Only the selection and implementation of a Preservation Alternative that would avoid all impacts 
to the outbuildings would reduce the project impact to a less-than-significant level. This 
alternative is described in Chapter V, Alternatives.  

Application of Mitigation Measure V.4, related to Dwelling No. 2 (or any historic outbuilding 
proposed for retention for alternative planning purposes in Chapter V, Alternatives) would reduce 
impacts to the outbuildings to less than significant.  

ANALYSIS OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS UNDER CEQA  

Dwelling Nos. 1 and 2 appear to be extremely rare in Alameda County, assuming that they are in 
fact agricultural laborers’ housing built for Chinese workers at Shinn Ranch. As such, they would 
be important not only within the context of Shinn Ranch but within the context of agriculture in 
California. The significance of these structures is summarized below, as described in Siegel & 
Strain’s March 2003 report: 
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Two known examples, one at Ardenwood Historic Farm in Fremont, and one at Wilder 
Ranch in San Mateo County, are both much sturdier structures and were more 
comfortable in cold and wet weather; buildings as flimsy as these were usually long ago 
demolished or fell down.  They were structurally weak and they were not remembered 
with pride.  Those that [sic] lived in them rarely represented a powerful voice that might 
have called for their preservation. 

Buildings like these are important because they represent the story of people who played 
an important role in history but are too infrequently recognized.  They are important at 
the Shinn Historical Park, or at any other historic farm or ranch site, because without 
them the sites are incomplete and false.  Interest in the preservation and interpretation of 
accommodations for the lowest workers came late to historic preservation.  Famous early 
historic sites like Williamsburg, Mt. Vernon and Monticello were first restored while 
ignoring and sometimes demolishing quarters for slaves and other laborers.  In recent 
years great efforts have been made to recover and interpret these aspects of history. 

While no formal survey of agricultural worker dwellings has been performed in California or at 
the local level, various architectural historians and other professionals who have investigated the 
four plank-frame structures suggest that they are extremely rare.  Despite their poor condition, the 
demolition of any of the structures, particularly Dwelling No. 2, would reduce the stock of known 
structures in Fremont and the Bay Area in general, resulting in a significant cumulative effect on 
the environment. 

Mitigation measures described above for project-specific impacts would also reduce the 
cumulative impacts, although not to a less-than-significant level.  Again, only the selection and 
implementation of the Preservation Alternative, described in Chapter V, would effectively reduce 
the cumulative loss of these structures to a less-than-significant level. 

_________________________ 
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CHAPTER V 
ALTERNATIVES 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6(a)), an EIR must describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, that would feasibly attain 
most of the basic objectives of the project, but that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant environmental effects of the project.  This chapter describes five alternatives, 
including (1) a “No Project” Alternative; (2) a Preservation Alternative; (3) an Angled 
Preservation Alternative; (4) a Partial Preservation Alternative; and (5) a Demolition Alternative.  
As required by CEQA, this EIR also identifies an “environmentally superior alternative,” which 
this EIR identifies as the Preservation Alternative. 

A.  FACTORS FOR SELECTING ALTERNATIVES 

According to CEQA Guidelines, the range of project alternatives is governed by the “rule of 
reason.”  This “rule” requires the EIR to set forth only those feasible alternatives necessary to 
permit an informed and reasoned choice by the decision-making body and informed public 
participation.  The EIR is required to discuss only feasible alternatives, that is, alternatives that 
could feasibly attain most of the project’s basic objectives.  Statutes and regulations governing 
CEQA generally define “feasible” to mean an alternative that is capable of being accomplished in 
a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, 
environmental, social, technological and legal factors.   

The alternatives addressed in this EIR were selected in consideration of one or more of the 
following factors: 

• The extent to which the alternative would accomplish most of the basic objectives of the 
project (see Chapter III, Project Description); 

 
• The extent to which the alternative would avoid or lessen any of the identified significant 

environmental effects of the project; 
 
• The feasibility of the alternative, taking into account site suitability, economic viability, 

availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, and consistency with other 
applicable plans and regulatory limitations; 

 
• The appropriateness of the alternative in contributing to a “reasonable range” of alternatives 

necessary to permit a reasoned choice; and  
 
• The requirement of the CEQA Guidelines to consider a “no project” alternative and to 

identify an “environmentally superior” alternative in addition to the no project alternative 
(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e)). 
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B.  ALTERNATIVES SELECTED FOR CONSIDERATION 

This chapter describes a range of reasonable alternatives to the project and evaluates the 
comparative merits of the alternatives pursuant to CEQA.  The range of the selected alternatives 
resulted from adherence to the factors listed above, particularly that they be feasible, taking into 
account site suitability, economic viability, and general plan consistency.  Although a number of 
various alternatives to the project could be formulated, for purposes of this EIR, the City of 
Fremont has considered the alternatives included here to be the most feasible in that they are 
reasonably aligned with the overall goals and policies of the General Plan and present a realistic, 
viable alternative for the Shinn Historic Park and Arboretum project site.  

This chapter also identifies the “environmentally superior alternative” as prescribed by CEQA.  In 
view of the factors previously mentioned, the following alternatives were selected to be addressed 
in this EIR: 

• No Project Alternative 
• Preservation Alternative 
• Angled Preservation Alternative 
• Partial Preservation Alternative 
• Demolition Alternative 

NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

The No Project Alternative is included in this EIR because CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15126.6(e)(1) requires that an EIR evaluate a “no project” alternative along with its impact in 
order to provide a comparison of the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts 
of not approving the proposed project.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B), 
the No Project Alternative discusses the “property remaining in its existing state.” 

Under the No Project Alternative, the Santos Barn would not be moved and stabilized, and all site 
characteristics would remain in their existing condition, as described in Chapter III, Project 
Description, and in the setting section of Chapter IV of this EIR.  While the No Project 
Alternative would avoid the project’s significant unavoidable project-level and cumulative 
impacts to historic resources because this alternative would not necessitate demolition of three of 
the four onsite plank-frame outbuildings, the No Project Alternative would result in significant 
impacts that would not occur (emphasis added) as part of the proposed project.  Significant 
impacts of the No Project Alternative include visual and aesthetic, seismic safety, and land use 
effects.   

The No Project Alternative would result in significant visual and aesthetic impacts associated 
with leaving the barn and outbuildings at their current locations. Because this alternative would 
not relocate the barn, it would not establish an historic barnyard visual relationship on the site.  
Temporary plastic fencing surrounding the barn or the chain link fence surrounding the four 
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outbuildings would remain, and ongoing structural degradation of the barn (as well as the 
outbuildings) could result in visual blight and possibly the eventual loss of the assets due to 
continued deferred maintenance, which in itself is considered a significant effect under CEQA.  
The No Project Alternative would not relocate the barn out of the Hayward fault zone, such that 
the barn would not be permanently sited, seismically strengthened, and brought up to applicable 
state building codes.   

The No Project Alternative would not result in potentially significant, though mitigable effects to 
air quality, biological resources, cultural resources and construction noise as identified in the 
Initial Study for the proposed project (see Appendix A).   

PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE 

Under the Preservation Alternative, the Santos Barn would be moved and stabilized, and all site 
characteristics would remain in their existing condition, as described in Chapter III, Project 
Description, and in the setting section of Chapter IV of this EIR.   

Compared to the project, the Preservation Alternative would not necessitate the demolition any of 
the onsite historic outbuildings (Dwelling Nos. 1 and 2, the cookhouse and the outhouse) and as 
such, this alternative would avoid the project’s significant unavoidable impact to historic 
architectural resources, as well as the project’s cumulative impact.   

As illustrated on Figure 5, the Preservation Alternative would move the barn about 25 feet to the 
southwest of its temporary location and rotate it 90 degrees so that its primary elevation would be 
parallel to and face the back of the Shinn House.  The barn would be located between the open 
shed and the existing outhouse structure and would create an appropriate barnyard relationship on 
the northern portion of the site.  In contrast to the proposed project, siting the barn closer to the 
site’s western boundary would necessitate a side yard setback variance, because the barn would 
be setback 20 feet from the western site boundary, where a 35-foot setback is required.  

This alternative would avoid significant impacts of the project while meeting the project’s goals 
and objectives because it would respect the historic configuration of buildings on the property and 
retain extant historic architectural resources.  This alternative would also retain the existing onsite 
circulation route, would not hinder movement on the (unpaved) pathway along the site’s western 
border, and would also ensure adequate emergency access via the site’s existing northern entry.  
Compared to the proposed project, this alternative would set the barn back further from the 
Hayward fault zone (e.g., 70 feet as opposed to 40 feet), consistent with the Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, thus allowing for possible future public use of the barn after it is 
stabilized and rehabilitated.     The City would apply the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
Preservation, in order to stabilize the outbuildings specifically by adding protective plywood or 
other materials to the roofs to prevent further water damage and overall deterioration.   

Similar to the proposed project, the Preservation Alternative would also result in potentially 
significant, though mitigable effects to air quality, biological resources, cultural resources and 
construction noise as identified in the Initial Study (see Appendix A).   Additionally, the siting of 
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Figure 5
Preservation Alternative

SOURCE:  Environmental Science Associates 
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the Santos Barn under this alternative would necessitate the removal of a Spanish chestnut tree 
located to the north of the open shed.  This impact would be attributable solely to this alternative 
and would not occur as part of the preferred project.  The City may propose to replace this tree 
consistent with the requirements of the Fremont Tree Ordinance (Fremont Municipal Code 
Section 4-5100.  Refer to Appendix A, Biological Resources, for more information). 

ANGLED PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE 

Under the Angled Preservation Alternative, the Santos Barn would be moved and stabilized.  All 
other site characteristics, described in Chapter III, Project Description, and in the setting section 
of Chapter IV of this EIR would remain in their existing condition.  Compared to the proposed 
project, the Angled Preservation Alternative would not necessitate the demolition any of the 
onsite outbuildings (Dwelling Nos. 1 and 2, the cookhouse, and the outhouse) and would avoid 
the project-level and cumulative significant unavoidable impacts to historic architectural 
resources.   

The Angled Preservation Alternative would site the Santos Barn approximately 84 feet west of 
the Hayward Fault Zone, and angle the barn so that its facade would generally face the rear of the 
main house and the unpaved pathway.  This Alternative is similar to the proposed project in terms 
of its angle (45 degrees), but would site the Santos Barn approximately 25 feet closer to the Shinn 
house than the project, in order to avoid placing the barn’s footprint at the location of the 
outbuildings.  This Alternative would require that the open shed located behind the main house 
and along the site’s western boundary be moved to an alternate location on (or off) the site.  
Figure 6 illustrates the proposed Santos Barn location under the Angled Preservation Alternative.   

With respect to Dwelling Nos. 1 and 2, the cookhouse and the outhouse, the City would apply the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Preservation, in order to stabilize the outbuildings 
specifically by adding protective plywood or other materials to the roofs to prevent further 
deterioration.   

The siting of the Santos Barn under this alternative would necessitate the removal of two Canary 
Island pine trees behind the open shed, an effect specific to this alternative and not the preferred 
project.  The City may propose to replace these trees consistent with the requirements of the 
Fremont Tree Ordinance (Fremont Municipal Code Section 4-5100.  Refer to Appendix A, 
Biological Resources, for more information).  Similar to the proposed project, the Angled 
Preservation Alternative would also result in potentially significant, though mitigable effects to 
air quality, biological resources, cultural resources and construction noise as identified in the 
Initial Study (see Appendix A).    

PARTIAL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE 

The Preservation Alternative is the same as the project in that it proposes to retain one of the 
historic outbuildings (Dwelling No. 2) and move it to a location just north of the Packing Shed.  
This Alternative would differ from the proposed project in that the barn would not be angled, and 
would be similar to the siting scheme presented under the (full) Preservation Alternative. 
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Figure 6
Angled Preservation Alternative

SOURCE:  Environmental Science Associates 
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As illustrated on Figure 7, the Partial Preservation Alternative would move the barn about 25 feet 
to the southwest of its temporary location and rotate it 90 degrees so that its primary elevation 
would be parallel to and face the back of the Shinn House.  The barn would be located between 
the open shed and the existing outhouse structure and would create an appropriate barnyard 
relationship on the northern portion of the site, while also retaining onsite tree resources (e.g., the 
Canary Island pines, Spanish chestnut, and Cork oak trees).  The barn would be setback 
approximately 60 feet west of the Hayward Fault Zone.   

To accommodate this configuration for the barn, the outbuildings would be both demolished and 
moved.  Dwelling No. 2 would be relocated to the northeastern corner of the site, behind the 
packing shed.  Dwelling No. 1, the cookhouse, and the outhouse would be demolished to provide 
clearance for the barn.  Similar to the project, this alternative would result in significant and 
unavoidable project-level and cumulative impacts to historic architectural resources, because this 
alternative would only retain one of the four historic outbuildings on the site.  

In response to public comment on the Notice of Preparation (see Appendix B), this alternative 
includes a variant which locates Dwelling No. 2 at the approximate site of the chimney.  Dwelling 
No. 2 would be sited between the packing shed and the Santos Barn so that its front would face 
the main house.  The optional siting scheme could necessitate removal of the chimney and would 
place the relocated dwelling within the Hayward Fault Zone, which could preclude future use of 
the structure.   

Similar to the other relocation alternatives in this EIR, the City and/or its contractors would 
rehabilitate and partially reconstruct Dwelling No. 2 in accordance with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Preservation (for either this alternative or its variant), potentially using 
some of the wood frame materials salvaged from the demolished outbuildings described in 
Measure #2 (see Chapter IV) to replace the deteriorated elements damaged by dry rot, while 
keeping as much of the original materials as possible.  Additionally, the City would prepare an 
interpretive element to be located on or near the relocated Dwelling No. 2, describing the 
building’s original location along Alameda Creek, its likely construction date, the date of its final 
relocation, its likely inhabitants, and a brief discussion of Chinese labor at Shinn Park.   

As with the proposed project, the Partial Preservation Alternative would also result in potentially 
significant, though mitigable effects to air quality, biological resources, cultural resources and 
construction noise as identified in the Initial Study (see Appendix A), though compared to other 
alternatives, this scheme would not necessitate removal of any tree resources on the site.    

DEMOLITION ALTERNATIVE 

The Demolition Alternatives is based on a siting scheme that places the Santos Barn in a location 
identical to the siting of the proposed project, which would locate the barn at an angle to the rear 
of the Shinn House and set it back 40 feet from the Hayward Fault Zone.   

As opposed to the project, this alternative does not assume the full or partial retention of any of 
the wood plank outbuildings on the site.  The siting of the barn would thus result in the 
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Figure 7
Partial Preservation Alternative

SOURCE:  Environmental Science Associates 
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demolition of all four of the historic outbuildings, a significant unavoidable project- and 
cumulative impact.  This alternative is included in the EIR to illustrate the full spectrum of 
alternatives available to the site as well as to document the magnitude of the effects of all the 
alternatives.  This alternative would not meet most of the project’s basic objectives, though it 
would not necessitate the removal of any trees on the project site.  

Figure 8 illustrates the proposed site plan for the Demolition Alternative.  

C. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT DETERMINED TO BE 
UNSUITABLE 

No “Off Site” Alternative was considered since relocating the barn to another site or location 
outside of the park would not meet the project’s stated objectives of placing the Santos Barn on 
the site in an appropriate historic context.  Additionally, the City has not identified any other 
feasible off-site locations where the barn could be located.   

Figure 9 illustrates an alternative considered but then withdrawn as infeasible.  This alternative 
would place the barn to the northwest of the main house, approximately at the location of the 
current light yard.  This location would allow for the establishment of a barn yard which would be 
created by the other structures on the northern side of the property— the outbuildings and the 
packing shed.  The demolition and relocation of the sheds would be avoided, historical 
landscaping would be preserved, an adequate setback from the Hayward fault zone would be 
established, the use of the barn would not be restricted, and the historic relationship to the Shinn 
house would be re-created.  Circulation patterns would need to be altered since the barn would be 
placed on an existing driveway.  This alternative is considered infeasible, because it would 
require substantial planning to alter the circulation patterns on the site.    

D.  ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

CEQA requires that an EIR identify an environmentally superior alternative.  If the 
environmentally superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR shall also identify an 
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives (CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15126.6(e)(2)).   

As illustrated in Table V-1, the Preservation Alternative would be the environmentally superior 
alternative, as it would result in fewer and less severe impacts compared to the project or the 
other alternatives analyzed in this EIR, while meeting all of the project objectives.   



Shinn Historical Park and Arboretum / 204259

Figure 8
Demolition Alternative

SOURCE:  Environmental Science Associates 
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Figure 9
Alternative Considered but

Determined Infeasible

SOURCE:  Environmental Science Associates 
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TABLE V-1 
COMPARISON OF IMPACTS UNDER THE PROJECT AND THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES  

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Environmental Impact 
Proposed  
Project  

No Project 
Alternative 

Preservation 
Alternative* 

Angled 
Preservation 
Alternative 

Partial 
Preservation 
Alternative 

Demolition 
Alternative 

 

Consistency with project objectives:      

Historic Architectural 
Resources 

Generally 
Consistent Not Consistent Consistent 

Generally 
Consistent 

Generally 
Consistent Not Consistent 

Comparison of Environmental Impacts      

Air Quality LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM 

Biological Resources LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM 

(Tree Removal) No No Yes Yes No  No 

Historic Architectural 
Resources SU SU LS LS SU SU 

_____________________________ 
 
Consistent – Consistent with all project objectives 
Generally Consistent – Generally consistent with most project objectives 
Not Consistent – Not consistent with project objectives  
*Environmentally Superior Alternative 
 
LSM – Less than Significant After Mitigation 
LS – Less than Significant or No Impact 
SU – Significant After Mitigation, Unavoidable  
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CHAPTER VI 
IMPACT OVERVIEW 

A.  SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The proposed project, if implemented, could result in significant adverse environmental impacts.  
Mitigation measures proposed as part of the project, as well as measures identified by this EIR, would 
lessen the severity of project (and cumulative) impacts to historic architectural resources, though not to a 
level of insignificance.  The following significant adverse impacts would be unavoidable, even with the 
implementation of the mitigation measures proposed as part of the project and identified in this report: 

• The proposed project would result in the demolition of three structures that are 
contributing elements to the National Register-eligible Shinn Historic Park, 
including Dwelling No. 1, which appears to be individually eligible for listing in the 
California Register.  Thus, the proposed project would cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a historical resource, and therefore, may have a 
significant effect on the environment under CEQA.   

Additionally, the relocation of Dwelling No. 2 may result in an adverse change to the environment under 
CEQA with respect to Dwelling No. 2’s historic significance.  For example, Dwelling No. 2 may continue 
to deteriorate even after it has been relocated, placed on a concrete foundation, and its dry rot removed.  
Allowing an historic structure to deteriorate is considered a significant impact under CEQA. 

B.  CUMULATIVE IMPACT SUMMARY 

CEQA defines cumulative impacts as two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are 
considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.  The cumulative analysis is 
intended to describe the “incremental impact of the project when added to other, closely related past, 
present, or reasonably foreseeable probable future projects” and can result from “individually minor but 
collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time” (Guidelines Sec. 15355). 

The cumulative impact analyses in this document are based on a cumulative growth scenario that 
incorporates both reasonably foreseeable future development projects in the project vicinity and forecasts 
of regional employment and population growth.  According to the City of Fremont Planning Department, 
there are no current projects or reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site, the 
effects of which could add to the proposed project to result in cumulative impacts. 

Nonetheless, the DEIR finds that, in addition to project-specific impacts to historic architectural 
resources, demolition of any of the plank-frame outbuildings, particularly Dwellings No. 1 and No. 2, 
would reduce the stock of known early agricultural structures in Fremont specifically and the Bay Area in 
general, and would result in a significant cumulative effect on the environment.  This applies to the 
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proposed project and any of the alternatives except for the Preservation Alternative or Angled 
Preservation Alternative, described in detail in Chapter V, Alternatives.  

C.  GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 

The proposed project would result in less-than-significant growth inducing impacts.  The permanent 
siting of the Santos Barn would neither necessitate the expansion of the park’s existing boundaries nor 
result in permanent onsite populations at the park.  The project foresees the eventual renovation of the 
Santos Barn as an historic viewing amenity.  The project would not substantially increase the number of 
onsite visitors in the future such that construction of additional facilities would be required to meet 
additional visitor needs.   

As such, the project’s growth-inducing effects are considered less than significant.  

D.  EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

The environmental effects of the Shinn Historic Park and Arboretum project are identified and discussed 
in detail in Chapters IV and V.  Except for the significant unavoidable effects identified above, all other 
environmental effects of the project would be less than significant, or less than significant after 
implementation of identified mitigation measures.  These measures, identified in the Initial Study, 
include:  

Air Quality 

Mitigation Measure III.b:  The City of Fremont shall require its construction contractors to 
implement the BAAQMD basic control measures for dust abatement at the project site (BAAQMD, 
1999). 

Basic control measures include: 

• Watering all construction areas at least twice a day. 
• Covering all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials, or requiring all trucks to 

maintain at least two feet of freeboard. 
• Paving, applying water three times daily, or applying (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all unpaved 

access roads, parking areas and staging areas at construction sites. 
• Sweeping daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas and staging areas at 

construction sites. 
• Sweeping streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent 

public streets. 
 
Biological Resources 

Mitigation Measure IV.a:  If grading and other construction activities (such as tree removal or 
limbing) are scheduled during the breeding season of most birds (March-August), the City shall 
have a qualified biologist conduct a survey for nesting birds within 100 feet of construction 
activities.  If nesting birds are found, a no-disturbance buffer acceptable in size to the California 
Department of Fish and Game shall be created around active nest sites.  Construction activities 
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within this buffer shall be delayed until the end of the breeding season or until the young have 
fledged.  Alternatively, vegetation may be removed during the non-nesting season.   

Cultural Resources 

Mitigation Measure V.b:  In accordance with CEQA Subsection 15064.5(f), should any previously 
unknown historic or prehistoric resources be discovered, earthwork within  
100 feet of these materials shall be stopped until a professional archaeologist certified by the 
Registry of Professional Archaeologists (RPA) can evaluate the significance of the find and suggest 
appropriate mitigation(s). 

Mitigation Measure V.c:  In the event that paleontological resources are encountered during 
project excavation, these resources would be treated as archaeological resources.  The exposure of 
fossils may require temporary diversion of grading away from the exposed fossils in order to 
recover and or document the fossil specimens.  Recovered fossils shall be prepared to the point of 
curation, identified by qualified experts, listed in a database to allow analysis, and deposited in a 
designated repository such as the Geology Department at Sonoma State University or an Alameda 
County facility, which shall have the first right of refusal of the collection.  At each fossil discovery 
location field data forms will record the locality, stratigraphic columns will be measured, and 
appropriate scientific samples submitted for analysis. 

Mitigation Measure V.d:  In the event of an accidental discovery or recognition of any human 
skeletal remains during project construction or ground breaking activities, all excavation or 
disturbance shall cease at the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent 
human remains until the City and/or its contractors complies with the procedures outlined in 
CEQA Section 15064.5. 

Construction Noise 

Mitigation Measure XI.d:  The City of Fremont shall require its contractors to muffle all 
equipment used for the project and to maintain it in good operating condition.  All internal 
combustion engine-driven equipment shall be fitted with intake and exhaust mufflers that are in 
good condition.  Additionally, construction activity at the project site would be limited to the hours 
of 7:00 am to 6:00 pm Monday through Friday and 9:00 am to 6:00 pm on Saturdays.  No 
construction activities would be permitted on Sundays or holidays.  The City and/or its contractors 
shall post signs at the construction site that include permitted construction days and hours, a day 
and evening contact number for the job site and a day and evening contact number in event of 
problems. 

In summary, the following topics of analysis were found to have environmental effects that would be less 
than significant, or less than significant after implementation of the identified mitigation measures.   

• Aesthetics  
• Agricultural Resources 
• Air Quality 
• Biological Resources 
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• Geology, Soils and Seismicity 
• Hazardous Materials 
• Hydrology and Water Quality 
• Land Use and Planning 
• Mineral Resources 
• Noise 
• Population and Housing 
• Public Services and Utilities 
• Recreation 
 

________________________ 
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CHAPTER VII 
REPORT PREPARERS 
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City of Fremont 
Development and Environmental Services Division 
39550 Liberty Street 
Fremont, CA  94537 

Associate Planner: Nancy Minicucci 
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Project Manager: Martha Martinez 

 
Parks and Recreation Division 

Park Planning Manager: Amy Rakley 
 

EIR CONSULTANTS 

Environmental Science Associates 
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San Francisco, CA  94104 

Project Director: Marty Abell, AICP 
Project Manager: Michael Jacinto 
Deputy Project Manager: Jamie Schmidt, AICP 

Staff: Leslie Albert, AICP 
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Principal: Frederic Knapp 
Architectural Historian: Christopher VerPlank 
 Richard Sucre 
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SHINN HISTORICAL PARK AND ARBORETUM  
INITIAL STUDY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 

Project Title:     Shinn Historical Park and Arboretum— 
      Permanent Siting of the Santos Barn and Outbuilding 
 
Lead Agency Name and Address:  City of Fremont 
      Development and Environmental Services Division 
      39550 Liberty Street 
      Fremont, CA 94538   
 
Contact Person and Phone Number:  Nancy Minicucci, Associate Planner 
      Telephone No.:  510.494.4476 
 
Project Location:    Shinn Historic Park and Arboretum 

1269 Peralta Boulevard 
      Fremont, California, 94539 
 
Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APN): 507-0783-070-00; 507-0783-068-00; 507-083-071-00; 

507-0783-072-00; 507-0783-067-00; 507-0783-065-00; 
and 507-0783-073-00. 

 
Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:  City of Fremont 
      39550 Liberty Street 
      Fremont, CA 94538 
   
General Plan Designation: Institutional Open Space (Park) 

Primary Historic Resource 
 
Zoning:     Open Space (O-S) 
 

SUMMARY 

The project sponsor, the City of Fremont, proposes to move the Santos Barn from a temporary to a 
permanent location at the Shinn Historical Park and Arboretum project site (“Shinn Park” or “project 
site”), which is on the City of Fremont’s list of primary historic resources and on the California Register 
of Historic Places.  The project entails moving a 50-foot by 26-foot barn approximately 15 feet west to its 
proposed location and placing it on a permanent foundation.  The existing barn, donated to the City in 
2002, would be stabilized for asset preservation and as an historic viewing amenity. 

The project would demolish up to three existing wooden plank-frame structures, or “outbuildings” (a  
chicken coop/cookhouse, an outhouse, and a possible former dwelling structure) on the project site to 
accommodate the barn at its new location; these structures may be historic resources, and demolition may 
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constitute an adverse environmental effect under CEQA.  The barn would be located behind the Shinn 
house, angled approximately 45-degrees so that its front facade would face the existing packing shed 
situated near the park’s eastern edge.  The barn would be set back 40 feet from the Hayward fault zone 
that runs through the eastern portion of the park.  At a later date, the remaining outbuilding, the possible 
dwelling, could be restored and would become an historical viewing amenity. 

SETTING 

PROJECT SITE LOCATION AND ONSITE LAND USES 

The 4.6-acre project site is located in Alameda County at 1269 Peralta Boulevard in the Centerville 
District in the City of Fremont (see Figure 1 Project Site Location Map).  The Shinn Historic Park and 
Arboretum project site comprises Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 507-0783-070-00, 507-0783-068-00, 507-
083-071-00, 507-0783-072-00, 507-0783-067-00, 507-0783-065-00, and 507-0783-073-00.  The site is 
surrounded by four public streets:  Peralta Boulevard to the south, Gilbert Avenue to the north, Riley 
Drive to the east, and Sidney Drive to the west.  Primary vehicular access to the site is provided via 
Peralta Boulevard (see Figure 2 Existing Site Plan and Figure 3 Aerial Photograph of the Site and 
Surroundings).   

SURROUNDING LAND USES 

Land uses in the vicinity of Shinn Park include residential, recreational, and commercial uses.  The Shinn 
Historical Park and Arboretum is located in a predominately suburban residential neighborhood, and 
single-family homes are located to the site’s east and west, as well as south of the site along Peralta 
Boulevard.   

The Union Pacific (formerly Western Pacific) Railroad line, about 750 feet north of the site, passes the 
site in an east-west direction.  Shinn Park is located just south of a former sand and gravel mining 
operation, which was historically a part of the Shinn family land holding.  Alameda Creek meanders 
along the northern side of the train tracks and has transformed the former quarry into a collection of small 
lakes used for groundwater recharge by the Alameda County Water District, which diverts water from 
Alameda Creek into the pits.  In recent years, the quarry has become the Quarry Lakes Regional 
Recreation Area, a 450-acre regional park administered by the East Bay Regional Parks District.  The 
recreation area’s trail network connects to the Alameda Creek Regional Trail, extending from Niles 
Canyon westward to Coyote Hills and the Don Edwards National Wildlife Refuge on San Francisco Bay. 

Shinn Park is located about a half-mile north of Fremont’s Central Business District, which includes 
offices, multi-family dwellings, shopping centers (the Fremont Hub), a hospital (Washington Hospital) 
and medical offices.  The Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) Fremont-Richmond line terminates at the 
Fremont BART station, just south of Mowry Avenue. 
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Figure 1
Project Site Location

SOURCES:  California State Automobile Association; Environmental Science Associates 
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Figure 2
Existing Site Plan

SOURCE:  Environmental Science Associates 
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PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The City of Fremont’s objectives for the project are the following: 

• to consider and respect the historic configuration of buildings on the Shinn Historical property; 
 
• to permanently place the Santos Barn on the site in an appropriate historical context; 
 
• to determine the relationship of the outbuildings to the historic function of the Shinn site, 

recognizing them as important elements of the site worthy of preservation; 
 
• to create an appropriate barnyard relationship, which would include orienting the front facade of the 

barn parallel to the rear facade of the main house; 
 
• to maintain the site’s existing circulation patterns; 
 
• to provide an adequate setback from the Hayward fault zone; and, 

• to preserve the site’s natural resources such as cork oak trees, and historic landscape features, such 
as the old Shinn Barn chimney. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The project proposes to relocate the Santos Barn from its temporary location on the project site to a 
permanent location on the western portion of the property.  As shown on Figure 4, Proposed Site Plan, the 
barn would be angled and its facade would front the rear of the main house.  Its proposed location would 
be similar to the location of the original barn previously located on the site, before it was destroyed by fire 
in the 1970s.  The Santos Barn would be setback approximately 40 feet west of the Hayward Fault Zone 
that runs along Shinn Park’s eastern boundary, in order to provide a reasonable setback as required by the 
state’s building code.  Consistent with the project’s stated objectives, the project would also preserve 
onsite tree resources, as the project’s preferred location would avoid damage to or removal of cork oak 
trees that are located in the eastern corner of the park.  

The permanent siting of the Santos Barn on the project site would necessitate the demolition of up to three 
plank-frame outbuildings:  Dwelling No. 1, the cookhouse, and the outhouse.  The remaining outbuilding 
on the site, Dwelling No. 2, would be relocated to the northeastern corner of the project site, placed on a 
foundation, and restored as an historic visual.  

CONSTRUCTION 

The construction phase emphasizes asset stabilization and would include grading and digging shallow 
footings around the perimeter of the barn, lifting the barn from its current location and then relocating it 
to its permanent location atop a pier and grade beam foundation.  Renovations would also entail removing 
and repairing the barn’s dry rot.  This phase would also include shallow trenching around the barn to 
install water piping for fire suppression; the barn would be equipped with fire sprinklers in accordance 
with the Fremont Fire Department and Building Department.  The construction phase may also include 
installation of a conduit for exterior security lighting.  The Building Department could also apply the  
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State Historic Building Code to determine construction access, and safety elements appropriate to the 
final project design.   

Construction staging would occur along Gilbert Avenue.  Vehicles would enter the site through the gated 
entry.  Construction equipment could include delivery flatbed trucks for piping and rebar; pickup trucks, 
concrete delivery trucks, backhoes for digging the shallow foundation and utility trenches; and a wheeled 
tractor for moving the barn.  The estimated number of onsite construction workers at one time is seven or 
fewer employees, with an average of three to four onsite employees.  Construction activities would be 
limited to the hours of 7 a.m. to 6 p.m. Monday through Friday, and 9 a.m. to 6 p.m. on Saturdays.  No 
construction would be permitted on Sundays.   

Construction is estimated to begin in January 2006 with project completion scheduled for 
September 2006.  

PLANS AND POLICIES 

The proposed project would be subject to the policies of the Fremont General Plan and the Zoning 
Ordinance of the Fremont Municipal Code (Title VIII, Chapter 2).  The project site is also located within 
the boundaries of the city’s Central Planning Area, which includes Central Park, the city’s largest 
citywide park, the Civic Center area, Fremont’s Central Business District, as well as residential uses and 
an industrial area.  The Central Business District is generally the area between BART on the east, Mowry 
Avenue on the north, Fremont Boulevard on the west and Stevenson Boulevard on the south.  Residential 
areas surround the Central Business District on all sides, and the industrial area is situated adjacent to the 
railroad tracks near Alameda Creek.   

The General Plan land use designation for the project site is Institutional Open Space (Park) / Primary 
Historic Resource, and the site is zoned Open Space (O-S) according to Fremont’s Municipal Code.  The 
project site is also listed on the City of Fremont’s list of primary historic resources.  The General Plan 
identifies the primary purpose of historic parks as the preservation of historic structures or sites, and the 
secondary purpose to provide a place to serve and enhance citywide activity needs.  The proposed project 
would be consistent with the City’s General Plan, and the following General Plan policies contained in 
the Parks and Recreation Element: 

 Policy PR 2.1.1  Maintain and enhance the City’s parks and recreation facilities and resources that 
significantly contribute to Fremont’s image and identity.   

 Policy PR 2.1.4  Conserve and enhance Fremont’s unique historic parks. 

 Policy PR 2.15  Maintain the City’s parks according to the City’s ability to fund on-going 
maintenance activities.   

The project site is within the O-S Zoning District.  The purpose of the O-S Zoning District is to 
“encourage the clustering of dwelling units in order to preserve and enhance the use of open space lands 
as a limited and valuable resource; to permit limited but reasonable use of open lands, while protecting 
the public health, safety and welfare from the dangers of seismic hazards and unstable soils; to ensure the 
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continued availability of land in agricultural production and in its natural or near natural state; to preserve 
the topography of the city that shapes it and gives it its identity; and to coordinate with and carry out 
regional, county, and city open space plans” (Zoning Ordinance Section 8-21710).  The O-S Zoning 
District allows agriculture; public parks; wildlife refuges; and single-family residences as principal 
permitted uses.  The proposed project would conform to the site’s zoning designation.   

APPROVALS REQUIRED 

The City of Fremont serves as Lead Agency for the proposed project under CEQA (CEQA Guidelines 
Sec. 15051).  Discretionary actions and approvals that may be required include (without limitation): 

• Historic Architectural Review Board and City of Fremont Recreation Commission recommendation 
of the Shinn Historic Park and Arboretum Master Plan;  

• Approval of the Shinn Historic Park and Arboretum Master Plan (City Council);  

• Certification of the EIR; 

• Side Yard variance, if required (City of Fremont Planning Department ); 

• Tree Removal Application, if required (City of Fremont Landscape Division); 

• Demolition Permit (City of Fremont Planning Department); and 

• Preliminary Grading Permit (City of Fremont Engineering Division).  
 

_________________________ 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 

The potential environmental impacts of the project have been assessed with respect to each of the 
environmental factors indicated below.  Where the project has been determined to have a potentially 
significant impact with respect to an individual factor, the corresponding box is checked. 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture Resources  Air Quality 
 Biological Resources   Cultural Resources  Geology / Soils 
 Hazards & Hazardous Materials  Hydrology / Water Quality  Land Use / Planning 
 Mineral Resources  Noise  Population / Housing 
 Public Services  Recreation  Transportation / Traffic 
 Utilities / Service Systems  Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 

DETERMINATION: 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 

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

  
 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there 

will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or 
agreed to by the project proponent.  A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be 
prepared.   

  
 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 
  

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

  
 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 

because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or 
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.  

 
 
 
              
Signature             Date 
 
              
Printed Name             For 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 
  Less Than  
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 
I.  AESTHETICS -- Would the project: 

 a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?     
 
 b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but 

not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic highway?     

 
 c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 

quality of the site and its surroundings?     
 
 c) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which 

would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the 
area?     

 

DISCUSSION 

I.a No Impact.  The project site is located in a built out area in the City of Fremont and land uses in 
its vicinity include residential, recreational, and commercial uses.  The adjacent neighborhood is 
predominately suburban residential and single-family homes are located to the site’s east and 
west, as well as to the south along Peralta Boulevard.  The project site is approximately 750 feet 
south of the Union Pacific Railroad line, and is located approximately a half-mile north of 
Fremont’s Central Business District.   

 Scenic vistas and visual resources in the project vicinity are generally to the north, south and east.  
To the north and south of the project site, visual resources are comprised of elevated viewpoints, 
natural gateways, and combined water and hill views.  To the east, visual resources also consist of 
dominant ridgelines, and visible hill face views.  Public views of the project site are provided 
from adjacent public right-of-ways, although most of the site is obscured from public vantage 
points by dense vegetation along the park’s boundaries.  The proposed project would permanently 
site Santos Barn, which is situated in a temporary location on the site, and seek to re-establish 
historic visual relationships and use between the Shinn House and the barnyard.  The project 
would alter existing views from points within the site’s interior (mainly north of, or behind, the 
main house), but would not result in an adverse affect on scenic vistas from viewing locations 
external to the site.  Therefore, the project’s impact on scenic vistas would be less than 
significant.   

I.b No Impact.  The California Department of Transportation administers the California Scenic 
Highways Program.  To the south and southeast of the project site is an officially designated 19.5-
mile California Scenic Highway Segment along Interstate 680, between Mission Boulevard in 
Fremont and the Alameda/Contra Costa County line.  To the northeast of the project site, a 7.2-
mile segment of State Route 84, between Interstate 238 and Interstate 680 is considered eligible 
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for listing in the California Scenic Highway program.  The project site is located more than three 
miles from officially designated segments and more than a mile from eligible California Scenic 
Highway segments.   

 The Fremont General Plan also identifies County Scenic Routes, including Interstate 880, State 
Route 84, Mission Boulevard and Paseo Padre Parkway.  City Scenic Routes include the BART 
alignment, Fremont Boulevard, Mowry Avenue, Stevenson Boulevard, Warm Springs Boulevard 
and Washington Boulevard, Morrison Canyon Road, Vargas Road, and Mill Creek Road.  The 
project site is northwest of Mowry Avenue.  The project site is it located within, though generally 
cannot be seen from, any designated scenic highway, county scenic route, or city scenic route, 
and therefore, the proposed project would have no impact on resources and routes within the 
State’s Scenic Highways Program. 

I.c Less than Significant.  The proposed project would permanently site the Santos Barn for asset 
preservation and as an historic viewing amenity.  Currently, the barn is situated on concrete 
blocks and surrounded by temporary plastic fencing, and the four outbuildings are surrounded by 
a chain link fence.  The project would site the barn on a concrete foundation, and would also 
demolish up to three of the outbuildings and possibly restore the fourth outbuilding (Dwelling 
No. 2) if  deemed to be a historic resource (see EIR Chapter IV).  The project would improve the 
visual quality at the project site by removing temporary fencing and re-establishing historic visual 
relationships between the barn and the Shinn House.  Therefore, the impact on visual character or 
quality would be less than significant.   

I.d Less than Significant.  Presently there is limited nighttime lighting on the site from the Shinn 
House, onsite parking areas, and from the site’s interior roadway.  The permanent siting of the 
Santos Barn on Shinn Park could introduce a new source of light and glare to the site attributable 
to exterior lighting installed on the barn of security purposes.  As part of the project, exterior light 
fixtures would be designed to shield the light source, aiming the cone of light directly downward, 
preventing direct viewing of the bulb from offsite receptors, while illuminating the intended 
location.  Additionally, in the vicinity of the proposed permanent location for the barn, a number 
of trees border the site, which would minimize and screen potential project light spillage to 
adjacent homes.  Therefore, potential impacts associated with light and glare would be less than 
significant.   



INITIAL STUDY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 
 

Shinn Historic Park and Arboretum 13 ESA / 204259 

  Less Than  
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 
II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES:  In determining whether 

impacts to agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the 
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site 
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California 
Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in 
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.  Would the 
project: 

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

 
 b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 

Williamson Act contract?     
 
 c) Involve other changes in the existing environment 

which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland, to nonagricultural use?     

 

DISCUSSION 

II.a-c No Impact.  The project site is located within an urban area in the City of Fremont.  Shinn Park 
contains a limited number of fruit trees, which represent historic uses associated with the site and 
area; there are no active agricultural uses on the site.  The proposed project would not impact 
existing onsite fruit trees.  Land use adjacent to the project site is predominately suburban 
residential and does not contain agricultural uses.  The California Department of Conservation’s 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program identifies the site as Urban and Built-Up Land, 
which is defined as “…land [that] is used for residential, industrial, commercial, institutional, 
public administrative purposes, railroad and other transportation yards, cemeteries, airports, golf 
courses, sanitary landfills, sewage treatment, water control structures, and other developed 
purposes” (Department of Conservation, 2000).  The City’s General Plan designates the site as 
Institutional Open Space (Park) / Primary Historic Resource, and it is zoned O-S.   

 Because the site does not contain agricultural uses and it is not zoned for such uses, the proposed 
project would not convert any prime farmland, unique farmland or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance to non-agricultural use, and it would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural 
land use or a Williamson contract, nor would it involve any changes to the environment that 
could result in the conversion of farmland. 
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  Less Than  
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 
III. AIR QUALITY:  Where available, the significance criteria 

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

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

 
 b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 

substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation?     

 
 c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 

any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing 
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)?     

 
 d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 

concentrations?     
 
 e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 

number of people?     
 

DISCUSSION 

III.a No Impact.  The proposed project is located in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin, a state and 
federal “non-attainment” area for ozone, and a state “non-attainment” area for particulate matter 
with less than a 10-micron diameter (PM10).  To achieve attainment, the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD) has developed both the Revised San Francisco Bay Area 
Ozone Attainment Plan for the 1-Hour National Ozone Standard (in compliance with the Federal 
Clean Air Act) and the Bay Area 2000 Clean Air Plan (in compliance with state law).  These 
plans contain mobile source controls, stationary source controls and transportation control 
measures to be implemented in the region to attain the state and federal ozone standards within 
the Bay Area Air Basin.   

 The proposed project consists of the permanent siting of the Santos Barn and demolition of up to 
three outbuildings at Shinn Park.  Project operations would not generate additional vehicle trips, 
discussed further under transportation (see Section XV), nor would the project conflict with or 
obstruct implementation of an applicable air quality plan.   

III.b Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation.  During project construction, the 
operation of equipment (e.g., gasoline- or diesel-powered engines used for pumps, or 
compressors) would emit hydrocarbons, oxides of nitrogen, carbon monoxide, and particulate 
matter (consisting of windblown dust and diesel particulate).  These emissions would occur 
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temporarily and intermittently during project construction.  Mitigation Measure III.b, identified 
by this Initial Study, would implement the appropriate BAAQMD measures to control emissions 
during the project construction phase.  Because the proposed project would incorporate this 
measure, it would not cause significant construction-related air quality effects. 

 The operation of the proposed project would not cause or contribute substantially to any existing 
or projected air quality violation.  According to CEQA guidance issued by the BAAQMD, a 
project would have potentially significant emissions impacts if it were to generate more than 
2,000 vehicle trips per day.  As noted in the Section XV of this Initial Study, the proposed project 
would not generate additional vehicle trips to the site and no quantitative analysis of operational 
air quality is required.   

 Mitigation Measure III.b:  The City of Fremont shall require its construction contractors to 
implement the BAAQMD basic control measures for dust abatement at the project site 
(BAAQMD, 1999). 

Basic control measures include: 

• Watering all construction areas at least twice a day. 
• Covering all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials, or requiring all 

trucks to maintain at least two feet of freeboard. 
• Paving, applying water three times daily, or applying (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all 

unpaved access roads, parking areas and staging areas at construction sites. 
• Sweeping daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas and 

staging areas at construction sites. 
• Sweeping streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto 

adjacent public streets. 
 

 With implementation of this mitigation measure, emissions related to project construction would 
not violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation.  As previously discussed, emissions caused by vehicle trips associated with the 
project would not create criteria pollutant emissions greater than the BAAQMD’s thresholds of 
significance.  Therefore, project emissions would not lead to or contribute to an existing air 
quality violation. 

III.c No Impact.  The proposed project site is located in a state and federal “non-attainment” area for 
ozone and a state “non-attainment” area for PM10.  As noted above, the proposed project would 
not generate emissions once construction is complete.  Therefore the project would not contribute 
to regional ozone and PM10 concentrations, and would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment.   

III.d Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation.  As noted in Section III.b, the 
implementation of a dust abatement program (Mitigation Measure III.b) would ensure that air 
quality impacts related to project construction activities would be reduced to a less-than-significant 
level.  Emissions from other sources, such as vehicles, would be negligible since the project is not 
expected to generate additional traffic.  Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 
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III.e No Impact. The proposed project does not include the development of any uses that would 
generate odors.  Therefore, the project would not create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people.  

  Less Than  
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 
IV.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: 

 a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species identified 
as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in 
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by 
the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service?     

 
 b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat 

or other sensitive natural community identified in local 
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service?     

 
 c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 

wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, 
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means?     

 
 d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 

resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, 
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?     

 
 e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 

protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance?     

 
 f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat 

conservation plan, natural community conservation 
plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan?     

 

DISCUSSION 

IV.a Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporation.  The project site is landscaped 
and supports non-native grasses, trees and forbs.   No habitats considered sensitive by the 
California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) occur on the project site.  The CNDDB 
documents occurrences of special status wildlife species within the very general area of the site.  
While special status bird species such as loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) may on 
occasion visit the site, no habitat capable of supporting this species exists on site.   
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 Trees and shrubs on and adjacent to the site may provide nesting for species which are not special 
status as such, but which are protected during the breeding season by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
and by California Fish and Game Codes.1  Several bird species common to suburban and urban 
areas were either observed onsite, or are known residents in the area and include:  western scrub-jay 
(Aphelocoma californica), Anna’s hummingbird (Calypte anna), house finch (Carpodacus 
mexicanus), northern flicker (Colaptes auratus), American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), 
Steller’s jay (Cyanocitta stelleri), yellow-rumped warbler (Dendroica coronata), Brewer’s 
blackbird (Euphagus cyanocephalus), dark-eyed junco (Junco hyemalis), song sparrow (Melospiza 
melodia), northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), Nutall’s woodpecker (Picoides nuttallii), 
California towhee (Pipilo crissalis), chestnut-backed chickadee (Poecile rufescens), bushtit 
(Psaltriparus minimus), Wilson’s warbler (Wilsonia pusilla), ruby-crowned kinglet (Rugulus 
calendula), black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans), American robin (Turdus migratorius), mourning 
dove (Zenaida macroura), golden-crowned sparrow (Zonotrichia atricapilla), and white-crowned 
sparrow (Zonotrichia leucophrys).  Of these species, the house finch, American crow, northern 
mockingbird, and mourning dove may be actively nesting on the site when grading and construction 
occur.  The following measure is therefore designed to avoid potential impacts to bird species.   

 Mitigation Measure IV.a:  If grading and other construction activities (such as tree removal 
or limbing) are scheduled during the breeding season of most birds (March-August), the 
City shall have a qualified biologist conduct a survey for nesting birds within 100 feet of 
construction activities.  If nesting birds are found, a no-disturbance buffer acceptable in size 
to the California Department of Fish and Game shall be created around active nest sites.  
Construction activities within this buffer shall be delayed until the end of the breeding 
season or until the young have fledged.  Alternatively, vegetation may be removed during 
the non-nesting season.   

IV.b No Impact.  There is no riparian habitat or any other sensitive natural community on the site.  
The proposed project would therefore have no effect on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
communities identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game, or U.S. Fish and Wildlife. 

IV.c No Impact.  The project site is level and contains no active drainage.  Therefore, there will be no 
impact on wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  

IV.d No Impact.  The project site is surrounded by residential development and does not include any 
bay front area.  Developing the site would not interfere with fish or wildlife movement.  Except 
as discussed in Section IV.a above, the site is not used as a wildlife nursery. 

IV.e No Impact.  The City of Fremont’s Tree Preservation Ordinance (Fremont Municipal Code 
Section 4-5100) requires a Tree Removal Permit to remove trees 18-inches in diameter at breast 
height (DBH), and 10-inches or larger DBH if native to Fremont.2  There are several cork oaks 

                                                      
1  The nests and eggs of native birds are protected under Section 3503 of the Code. 
2  Trees native to Fremont include:  big-leaf maple (Acer macrophyllum), buckeye (Aesculus spp.), madrone (Arbutus spp.), 

redbud (Cercis spp.), sycamore (Platanus spp.), redwood (Sequoia spp.), oak (Quercus spp.), and bay laurel (Umbellularia 
californica).  Additionally, the City maintains a list of non-native trees that have exceptional adaptability to Fremont and are 
treated as native trees, including Deodar cedar (Cedrus deodara).   
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(Quercus suber) and a Deodar cedar (Cedrus deodara) located at Shinn Park that would be 
considered and/or treated as native to Fremont according to the city’s Tree Preservation Ordinance.   

 The City of Fremont has also recognized over 60 “Landmark Trees” and nine trees that are 
considered historic resources in the City’s General Plan.  Eight of the recognized Landmark Trees 
can be found at Shinn Park and have been clearly marked and are identified as:  red-lacefeaf 
Japanese maple (Acer palmatum dissectum var. atropurpureum), Chilean bellota (Cryptocarya 
miersii), Moretan Bay fig (Ficus macrophylla), ginkgo (Ginkgo biloba), English holly (Ilex 
aquifolium), syrup coconut palm (Jubaea spectabilis), saucer magnolia (Magnolia soulangeana), 
and dawn redwood (Metasequoia glyptostroboides).  The cork oak species has been identified in 
other parts of the city as a Landmark Tree species; however, it has not been identified as a 
Landmark Tree at the project site.  A 36-inch DBH Spanish chestnut (Castanea sativa) is also 
extant on the site, though this tree has not been specifically identified as a Landmark Tree and it 
does not appear to meet the City’s criteria for Landmark Tree status.  Two other tree species that 
occur within the project area are:  Canary Island pine (Pinus canariensis), and the mousehole tree 
(Myoporum laetum).  These two species are considered horticultural plantings and have no 
historical significance associated with the site or the City of Fremont, and do not meet Landmark 
status based on the City’s criteria.  The project would not result in direct or indirect impacts on 
trees identified in the City of Fremont’s Tree Preservation Ordinance.  

IV.f No Impact.  No natural communities are extant on the project site and there are no Habitat 
Conservation Plans, Natural Community Conservation Plans, or other local, regional, or state 
habitat conservation plans that apply to this part of Fremont.  The project would therefore have no 
impact on any habitat conservation plan. 

  Less Than  
  Significant    
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 
V.  CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: 

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

 
 b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 

of a unique archaeological resource pursuant to 
Section 15064.5?     

 
 c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 

resource or site or unique geologic feature?     
 
 d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 

outside of formal cemeteries?     
 

DISCUSSION 

V.a Potentially Significant.  The EIR will analyze the potential impacts of the proposed project on 
historic architectural resources on the project site.   
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V.b Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporation.  The project site contains no 
recorded Native American or historic-period archaeological resources listed with the California 
Historical Resources Information System (Northwest Information Center, 2004).  Native 
American archaeological sites in Fremont tend to be situated on alluvial plains3, marsh margins, 
and near sources of water including springs.  The project site is located on a broad alluvial plain 
adjacent to Alameda Creek, an area considered sensitive.  Therefore, there is moderate potential 
for Native American sites in the project area.  In the event that archaeological resources are 
encountered during the project excavation, implementation of Mitigation Measure V.b would 
apply and would reduce potential impacts to less than significant. 

 Mitigation Measure V.b:  In accordance with CEQA Subsection 15064.5(f), should any 
previously unknown historic or prehistoric resources be discovered, earthwork within  
100 feet of these materials shall be stopped until a professional archaeologist certified by the 
Registry of Professional Archaeologists (RPA) can evaluate the significance of the find and 
suggest appropriate mitigation(s). 

V.c Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporation.  No recorded, unique 
paleontological resources or unique geologic features are listed at the project site.  Additionally, 
the proposed project would involve limited excavation, with the underground components of the 
project consisting of a shallow building foundation and utility corridor; therefore, the likelihood 
of encountering unique paleontological resources or geologic features is considered low.  In the 
event that paleontological resources are encountered during project excavation, implementation 
of Mitigation Measure V.c would reduce potential impacts to less than significant.   

 Mitigation Measure V.c:  In the event that paleontological resources are encountered 
during project excavation, these resources would be treated as archaeological resources.  
The exposure of fossils may require temporary diversion of grading away from the exposed 
fossils in order to recover and or document the fossil specimens.  Recovered fossils shall be 
prepared to the point of curation, identified by qualified experts, listed in a database to 
allow analysis, and deposited in a designated repository such as the Geology Department at 
Sonoma State University or an Alameda County facility, which shall have the first right of 
refusal of the collection.  At each fossil discovery location field data forms will record the 
locality, stratigraphic columns will be measured, and appropriate scientific samples 
submitted for analysis. 

V.d Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporation.  As discussed under Section V.b, 
archival research has indicated that the site does not contain any recorded Native American sites 
or historic-period archaeological sites listed within the California Historical Resources 
Information System, nor is there indication that the site has been used for burial purposes in the 
recent or distant past.  Thus, it would be unlikely to encounter human remains at the project site.  
In the event that human remains are encountered during the project excavation, implementation of 
Mitigation Measure V.d would reduce potential impacts to less than significant.   

                                                      
3 Alluvial plains are areas of sediment deposited by a stream or river.  



INITIAL STUDY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 
 

Shinn Historic Park and Arboretum 20 ESA / 204259 

 Mitigation Measure V.d:  In the event of an accidental discovery or recognition of any 
human skeletal remains during project construction or ground breaking activities, all 
excavation or disturbance shall cease at the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to 
overlie adjacent human remains until the City and/or its contractors complies with the 
procedures outlined in CEQA Section 15064.5. 

  Less Than  
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 
VI.  GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the project: 

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

 
 i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 

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

 ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     

 iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction?     

 iv) Landslides?     

 
 b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?     
 
 c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 

that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?     

 
 d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 

Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial risks to life or property?     

 
 e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use 

of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal 
systems where sewers are not available for the disposal 
of wastewater?     

 

DISCUSSION 

VI.a(i) Less than Significant.  The project site is located within a Fault-Rupture Hazard Zone as 
designated by the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act of 1972.  The Hayward Fault runs 
through Shinn Park and is designated by the Alquist-Priolo Act as an active fault.  The Hayward 
fault exhibits strike-slip movement and is evidenced in the area of the site as a slight topographic 
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rise (Geotechnical Engineering, 2004).  The location of the fault was identified during a faulting 
and soil investigation where trenching was conducted (Geotechnical Engineering, 1990).   

 Historically, the Hayward Fault generated one sizable earthquake in 1868 with a Richter 
magnitude of 7.  The 1868 earthquake was centered on the southern segment of the Hayward 
Fault and ruptured the ground for a distance of about 30 miles.  Lateral ground surface 
displacement during this event was at least three feet. 

 According to the Alquist Priolo Act, the appropriate setback for any structure from an active fault 
is 50 feet.  However, considering the relative size of the barn and its structure, a setback of at 
least 40 feet is considered a reasonable precautionary measure.  This variance is only considered 
prudent if the structure is seismically retrofitted and secured on pier and grade beam foundations 
as recommended by the geotechnical consultant and as proposed by the project.  Although the 
potential for injury and damage from seismic ground shaking can not be eliminated, adherence to 
these recommendations would reduce the potential risk to less than significant. 

VI.a(ii) Less than Significant.  The project site is subject to ground shaking in the event of an earthquake 
on one of the active and potentially active faults within this region with the Hayward Fault posing 
the greatest risk due to its close proximity to the barn’s future location.  Ground shaking can 
result in significant structural damage or structural failure in the absence of appropriate seismic 
design.  As stated above, as part of the proposed project, structural damage could be reduced to 
less than significant by placing the barn on the recommended foundation, and by retrofitting and 
seismically upgrading it.   

VI.a(iii)Less than Significant.  Seismic shaking can also trigger ground-failures caused by liquefaction.4  
The project site is located near the boundary of an area designated by the California Geological 
Survey as a “Seismic Hazard Zone” for liquefaction.  The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act 
(SHMA) was enacted in 1990 to protect the public from the effects of strong ground shaking, 
liquefaction, landslides, or other ground failure, and from other hazards caused by earthquakes.  
This act requires the State Geologist to delineate various seismic hazard zones and requires cities, 
counties, and other local permitting agencies to regulate certain development projects within 
these zones.  However, soils encountered at the site during previous geotechnical investigations 
did not encounter the type of subsurface materials that are most susceptible to liquefaction 
(Geotechnical Engineering, 1990).  As in above, adopting the recommended foundation and 
seismic retrofitting would reduce the risk of injury and property damage from any potential 
liquefaction hazards to less than significant.  

VI.a(iv)Less than Significant.  The project site is relatively level and is not located on or adjacent to a 
hillside.  In addition, the proposed project site is not located within an area designated by the 
California Geological Survey as a “Seismic Hazard Zone” for earthquake-induced landslides.  
Therefore, potential impacts associated with landslides are not significant. 

                                                      
4  Liquefaction is the process by which saturated, loose, fine-grained, granular, soil, like sand, behaves like a dense fluid when 

subjected to prolonged shaking during an earthquake. 
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VI.b Less than Significant.  Construction of a foundation for the barn would require some clearing 
and grading of the existing property.  If improperly conducted, site clearance and grading could 
result in soil erosion.  However, the Santos Barn footprint covers approximately 1,300 square 
feet, and it is exempt from preparing a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  In the 
absence of a SWPP, the contractor shall adopt appropriate best management practices as a means 
to ensure that erosion impacts from construction activities would be less than significant.   

VI.c  Less than Significant.  The Santos Barn is a small and light wooden structure placed on level 
ground.  Therefore, it is not at risk for lateral spreading or collapse.   

VI.d Less than Significant.  The project site is underlain by Yolo silt loam a well drained soil 
typically found on flood plains.  The Yolo silt loam has a shrink swell potential, however it is not 
considered an expansive soil by the Uniform Building Code (USDA, 1981). 

VI.e No Impact.  The project site is currently served by stormwater and sanitary sewer collection and 
therefore there is no impact related to septic tank use and alternative wastewater disposal.  

  Less Than 
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 
VII.  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS --   

Would the project: 

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

 
 b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment?     

 
 c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 

acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school?     

 
 d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 

hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment?     

 
 e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 

where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area?     

 
 f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 

would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area?     
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  Less Than 
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 
VII.  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS (cont.) 

 g) Impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, 
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan?     

 
 h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 

injury, or death involving wildland fires, including 
where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or 
where residences are intermixed with wildlands?     

 

DISCUSSION 

VII.a No Impact.  The barn is currently empty and this project is intended to preserve the asset and for 
use as a historic viewing amenity; therefore, the proposed project would not create an impact to the 
public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.   

VII.b No Impact.  As stated above, there would be no hazardous materials stored as part of the project 
to create a hazard for the public.  Therefore, there would be no impact from the proposed project.   

VII.c No Impact.  For reasons stated in Section VII.a, the proposed project would not emit hazardous 
emissions within a quarter of a mile of any existing or proposed school.  Therefore, there would 
be no impact from the proposed project. 

VII.d No Impact.  The project site is not listed as a hazardous materials site and therefore would not 
create a significant hazard to the public or environment. Thus, there is no impact from the project.  

VII.e No Impact.  The project site is not located within a two mile radius of an airport.  Therefore, 
there would be no impact from the proposed project.  

VII.f No Impact.  The project site is not located within a two mile radius of a private airstrip.  
Therefore, there would be no impact from the proposed project.   

VII.g No Impact.  The proposed project involves the relocation of the existing barn to a permanent 
location on the Shinn Park property.  The barn would be moved approximately 15 feet from its 
present location and would not impact any emergency response or evacuation plans.  Therefore, 
there would be no impact from the project. 

VII.h Less than Significant.  The project site is located in the vicinity of an open space area bordered 
by the Alameda Creek to the north.  According to the California Department of Forestry, this area 
is, in general, considered at risk for wildland fires (ABAG, 2003b).  However, most of the area 
around the project site is urbanized and at less of a risk for wildland fires.  Regardless, the 
construction phase proposes installation of water piping for fire suppression that would reduce the 
risk of injury to less than significant.  
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  Less Than 
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 
VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -- Would the 

project: 

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

 
 b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 

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

 
 c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 

site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion of siltation on- or off-site?     

 
 d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 

site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on- or off-site?     

 
 e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed 

the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff?     

 
 f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     
 
 g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 

mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map?     

 
 h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 

which would impede or redirect flood flows?     
 
 i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 

injury, or death involving flooding, including flooding 
as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?     

 
 j) Inundation of seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?     
 

DISCUSSION 

VIII.a No Impact.  The proposed project would not increase the amount of impervious surface, since 
the barn is presently on the site and the project would move it to a permanent position.  The 
project design does not anticipate dewatering for construction nor is a permanent dewatering 
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system part of the proposed project.  Therefore, there is no potential impact to water quality or 
waste discharge.  

VIII.b No Impact.  For reasons stated above in Section VIII.a., there would be no potential impact from 
the project to the local groundwater table or nearby wells.   

VIII.c Less than Significant.  The project would not alter existing drainage patterns or the course of 
any streams and rivers.  The project involves relocating buildings, therefore onsite drainage 
would not significantly change.  Therefore, there would be no siltation impact on or off the 
project site associated with the proposed project.   

VIII.d No Impact.  As stated in Section VIII.c, the drainage patterns would not be altered, therefore no 
potential flooding impact would be anticipated as a result of project implementation.   

VIII.e No Impact.  As stated in Section VIII.a., the barn and outbuildings are also part of the existing 
setting and the project would not impact the capacity or quality of stormwater drainage and 
runoff.   

VIII.f No Impact.  For reasons stated in all the above items, there would be no other potential impact to 
water quality.   

VIII.g No Impact.  The project does not include the construction of any housing, and the site is also 
located outside of a 100-year flood hazard area.  As a result, there is no potential impact to flood 
hazard. 

VIII.h No Impact.  As stated in Section VIII.g, the barn is outside a 100-year flood hazard area as 
defined by FEMA, thus the project would not result in flooding impacts.   

VIII.i Less than Significant.  There are several dams located along Alameda Creek, which is located a 
half-mile north of the project site.  These dams are relatively small and well upstream of the flood 
control channel that is designed to prevent damage as a result of dam failure on the Alameda 
Creek.  However, the project site is subject to flooding as a result of failure from the Del Valle, 
Calaveras, and James Turner Dams (San Antonio Reservoir).  Floodwaters could reach the mouth 
of Niles Canyon (approximately 1.5 miles from the project site) in approximately 1 hour and 30 
minutes for the James Turner Dam and 2 hours and 40 minutes from the Del Valle Dam in a 
worst case scenario.  By adhering to the City of Fremont’s emergency response procedures for the 
evacuation, this potential impact would be less than significant.  

VIII.j Less than Significant.  The project site is not located in an area that would be subject to 
inundation by seiche or tsunami.  The potential for mudslides to occur is low due to the developed 
urbanized nature of the surrounding area and the relative lack of exposed slopes in the vicinity of 
the project site.  The potential impact of inundation from seiche, tsunami, or mudflows would be 
considered less than significant.   
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  Less Than 
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 
IX.  LAND USE AND PLANNING – Would the project:  

 a) Physically divide an established community?     
 
 b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 

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

 
 c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan 

or natural community conservation plan?     
 

DISCUSSION 

IX.a No Impact.  The project site is located within Shinn Park, which is surrounded by a 
predominately suburban residential neighborhood.  The proposed project would occur within 
existing park boundaries and would not encroach into the established neighborhood.  Although 
the Santos Barn was not an original building on the site, its permanent placement on the park 
grounds would replace a former barn on the site that was destroyed by fire in the 1970s.  Thus, 
the proposed project would not physically divide an established community.     

IX.b Less than Significant.  The 4.6-acre project site is located in the City of Fremont’s Central 
Planning Area, has a General Plan designation of Institutional Open Space, and is zoned Open 
Space (O-S).  The project site is also listed on the City of Fremont’s list of primary historic 
resources on the California Register of Historic Places.  The proposed project would restore 
historic spatial relationships on Shinn Park and would maintain and enhance onsite recreation 
uses.  The project would conform to the Fremont General Plan and Zoning Ordinance.  Therefore, 
the project would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation, and the 
impact would be less than significant.    

IX.c No Impact.  There is no habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan that 
includes the project site. 
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  Less Than 
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 
X. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: 

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

 
 b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important 

mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?     

 

DISCUSSION 

X.a No Impact.  The project site is located entirely within an area designated as Mineral Resource 
Zone (MRZ) MRZ-4, indicating that there is inadequate information available for assignment to 
any other MRZ, and thus the site is not designated as an area of significant mineral deposits 
(Stinson et al., 1982).  Since the project site is already developed, future evaluation or designation 
of this area would not affect development of this project, therefore, the proposed project would 
result in a less than significant impact with respect to mineral resources. 

X.b No Impact.  There are no operational mineral resource recovery sites in the project area whose 
operations or accessibility would be affected by the construction and operation of the project. 

 
  Less Than 
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 
XI. NOISE -- Would the project result in: 

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

 
 b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 

groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?     
 
 c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 

levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project?     

 
 d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 

noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project?     
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  Less Than 
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 
XI. NOISE (cont.) 

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

 
 f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 

would the project expose people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise levels?     

 

DISCUSSION 

XI.a Less than Significant.  Noise impacts of the proposed project on the existing noise environment 
can be categorized as short-term effects resulting from construction activities.  The proposed 
project would generate noise on a temporary basis during demolition of the sheds and 
construction of the foundation for Santos Barn.  Construction noise would fluctuate depending on 
the construction phase, equipment type and duration of use, distance between noise source and 
receptor, and presence or absence of barriers between noise source and receptor.  During 
construction, adjacent land uses, including single-family residences, could experience a 
temporary increase in noise levels due to operation of construction equipment, trucks and use of 
backhoes for shallow foundation and utility trenches.  

 Operation of the proposed project would generate minimal, if any, increases in the noise 
environment, and is not expected to expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of 
existing ambient noise levels.  The level of use would comparable to existing activity allowed at 
Shinn Park, since the Santos Barn and Dwelling No. 1 would only be available as historic 
viewing elements on the site.  Thus, the project would not introduce additional traffic to the site 
thereby eliminating the potential for traffic-generated noise increases (see Section XV, 
Transportation, for additional detail).   

XI.b Less than Significant.  The project would generate some groundborne vibration and noise during 
construction, but the impact would be a temporary and intermittent, occurring only during 
construction-related impact.  The project would not require pile driving or other special 
construction techniques that would potentially cause significant groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise.  Therefore, the impact would be considered less than significant. 

XI.c Less than Significant.  The proposed project would result in a level of use would comparable to 
existing activity allowed at Shinn Park, and the project would not introduce additional traffic to 
the site.  Therefore, the proposed project would not lead to a substantial permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project. 
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XI.d Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation.  The proposed project would increase 
noise levels temporarily during the approximate nine-month construction phase from the use of 
trucks, the use of backhoes for shallow foundation and utility trenches, and a wheeled tractor and 
other construction equipment.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure XI.d would reduce 
potential noise impacts to less than significant. 

 Mitigation Measure XI.d:  The City of Fremont shall require its contractors to muffle all 
equipment used for the project and to maintain it in good operating condition.  All internal 
combustion engine-driven equipment shall be fitted with intake and exhaust mufflers that 
are in good condition.  Additionally, construction activity at the project site would be 
limited to the hours of 7:00 am to 6:00 pm Monday through Friday and 9:00 am to 6:00 pm 
on Saturdays.  No construction activities would be permitted on Sundays or holidays.  The 
City and/or its contractors shall post signs at the construction site that include permitted 
construction days and hours, a day and evening contact number for the job site and a day 
and evening contact number in event of problems. 

XI.e,f No Impact.  The proposed project is not located within two miles of a public airport nor within 
the vicinity of a private airstrip.     

   Less Than 
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 
XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING -- Would the project: 

 a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either 
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?     

 
 b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 

necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere?     

 
 c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating 

the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?     
 

DISCUSSION 

XII.a No Impact.  The proposed project would result in the permanent siting of a barn and outbuilding 
at Shinn Park and the possible demolition of up to three outbuildings to accommodate the barn at 
its future site.  The project is intended to preserve the barn structure and a possible former 
dwelling structure for use as historic viewing amenities.  The project would not directly or 
indirectly induce substantial population growth in the area.  The project would not necessitate the 
extension of infrastructure or utilities which could indirectly induce growth, and therefore the 
project would result in no impact.  

XII.b,c No Impact.  The proposed project would not displace any existing usable housing or people. 
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  Less Than 
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 
XIII.  PUBLIC SERVICES/UTILITIES – Would the project:  

 a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times, or other performance 
objectives for any of the public services:  

 
 Fire protection?     
 Police protection?     
 Schools?     
 Parks?     
 Other public facilities?     
 
 b) Breach published national, state or local standards 

relating to solid waste or litter control?     
 
 c) Extend a sewer trunk line with capacity to serve new 

development?     
 
 d) Require major expansion of power, water, or 

communications facilities?      
 

DISCUSSION 

XII.a No Impact.  The proposed project would result in the relocation of the Santos Barn from a 
temporary to a permanent location at Shinn Park.  The permanent siting of the barn and 
outbuilding would not increase the need for, or impact the ability of police and fire departments 
to provide adequate service to the project site and the surrounding area.  Additionally, the 
proposed project would not introduce any new students to public schools, nor would the project 
adversely impact Shinn Park.  Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact with respect 
to public services.   

XII.b Less than Significant.  The permanent siting of the Santos Barn and the demolition of 
outbuildings would not impact water or sewer lines, and could require minimal expansion of 
power lines to the barn.  Therefore, the project’s impact on public services and utilities the impact 
would be less than significant.    
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  Less Than  
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 
XIV. RECREATION --  

 a) Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of 
the facilities would occur or be accelerated?      

 
 b) Would the project include recreational facilities or 

require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect 
on the environment?      

 

DISCUSSION 

XIV.a Less than Significant.  Shinn Park is a public facility providing open space amenities and 
opportunity for community use of the park grounds for special events.  The permanent siting of 
Santos Barn at the site would not adversely impact Shinn Park, but instead would enhance the 
park by re-establishing the historic spatial relationship between the barn and the Shinn House.  
Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact on recreation facilities.   

XIV.b No Impact.  The proposed project would not result in an increase in permanent population that 
would result in the need for the construction or expansion of existing recreation facilities.   

 
  Less Than  
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 
XV. TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC -- Would the project: 

 a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in 
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the 
street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in 
either the number of vehicle trips, the volume-to-
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)?     

 
 b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of 

service standard established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or highways?     

 
 c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 

either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that results in substantial safety risks?     

 
 d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature 

(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?     
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  Less Than  
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 
XV. TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC (cont.) 

 e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     
 
 f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?     
 
 g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 

supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, 
bicycle racks)?     

 

DISCUSSION 

XV.a Less than Significant.  Special events at Shinn Park consist of weddings, receptions and similar 
gatherings typically occurring on weekends between mid-April and mid-October.  The events 
usually average between 150 and 200 guests.  In addition, the Mission Peak Heritage Foundation 
conducts Shinn House tours and other outdoor events (i.e., ice cream socials) one Sunday and one 
Wednesday per month.  

 The proposed project is not expected to generate new trips to Shinn Park, therefore the project 
would not cause an individual or cumulative impact to regional roadways.   

XV.c No Impact.  The proposed project would not change air traffic patterns, increase air traffic levels 
or result in a change in location that would result in substantial safety risks.  Therefore, the 
project would result in no impact. 

XV.d Less than Significant.  There would be no apparent circulation design features or modifications 
to the site that would create a traffic safety hazard or significantly increase the potential for 
conflicts between vehicles, pedestrians and bicycles. 

XV.e Less than Significant.  The primary access point to the project site is located on Ridley Drive, 
and a gated, secondary emergency access driveway is located on Gilbert Avenue.  The driveways, 
as currently designed, would provide adequate emergency access.  There would be no blockage of 
access, or traffic pattern disturbance, from the proposed project that would significantly impact 
emergency access.  Maintaining clear driveways and internal circulation corridors would provide 
sufficient response time for emergency vehicles.  The fire lane must be a minimum of 18 feet and 
must be kept clear at all times.  The project’s impact would be less than significant.  

XV.f Less than Significant.  The existing parking facilities at Shinn Park consist of three parking 
areas, providing a total of 27 striped parking spaces.  Two paved parking areas are located along 
the southern frontage of Shinn Park and one is located to the northeast of the Shinn House (used 
as a temporary staging area for event/catering vehicles).  Access to the primary lot with its 14 
parking spaces is accessible via a driveway on Ridley Drive.  The secondary lot, with its 15 
parking spaces, is also accessed by Ridley Drive located to the south of the primary parking lot.   
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 The parking demand during a typical weekday is one to five vehicles.  During events, such as 
weddings, parking normally overflows to adjacent residential streets.  A neighboring church 
permits overflow parking by arrangement.  The placement of the Santos Barn and possible former 
dwelling would not increase event size at Shinn Park, and therefore, would not result in an 
increase in parking demand.  Thus, the project would have a less than significant impact on 
parking demand.   

XV.g Less than Significant.  The project site is located in an established park, and the permanent 
placement of the Santos Barn would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportation.  The proposed project would not impact the use of public 
transportation. 

 The project would, however, change the circulation pattern for pedestrians within the park. The 
proposed placement of the barn would create natural movement between the Shinn House, the 
pedestrian paths, and the front of the barn.  The proposed siting scheme would enhance pedestrian 
flow through the park and also create a quad-like gathering place in between the house and the 
barn. 

 The project would not affect policy, plans, and programs that support alternative transportation, 
and the project’s impact would be less than significant. 

  Less Than  
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 
XVI.  MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

 a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the 
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory?     

 
 b) Does the project have impacts that are individually 

limited, but cumulative considerable?  (“Cumulative 
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects)?     

 
 c) Does the project have environmental effects which may 

cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly?     
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DISCUSSION 

XVI.a Potentially Significant.  With implementation of mitigation identified in Section IV, the 
proposed project would result in less than significant impacts with respect to natural habitat or 
fish or wildlife populations, threaten or otherwise restrict plant or animal communities or species.  
The project, by proposing demolition of up to three possible historic outbuildings on the site, 
could eliminate important examples of California history.  Project impacts with respect to cultural 
resources, (except to impacts to historic architectural resources), would also be reduced to less 
than significant with implementation of mitigation measures identified in Section IV.   

 The project EIR will analyze impacts related to historic architectural resources.   

XVI.b Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation.  With mitigation measures identified in 
this Initial Study, the proposed project would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts (see 
mitigation measures contained in Sections III, IV, V, VI, XI).  The proposed project’s less than 
significant air quality, noise and transportation impacts would not be cumulatively considerable 
(see Sections III, XI and XV, above).  Other less-than-significant impacts are site specific and 
when combined with other projects, would not result in cumulative impacts.  With the exception 
of the permanent siting of the railroad car/open shed and possibly relocating other farming 
equipment at Shinn Park, no other projects are anticipated on or in the vicinity of the project site.  
These potential projects would be considered park amenities and, in combination with the 
proposed project, would not result in cumulative impacts.   

XVI.c Less than Significant.  The potential effects of the proposed project on human beings have been 
analyzed within this Initial Study.  The proposed project would not cause substantial adverse 
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly, upon implementation of the identified 
mitigation measures. 

________________________ 
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APPENDIX A 
NOTICE OF PREPARATION AND INITIAL STUDY 

 



NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) for the

SHINN HISTORICAL PARK AND ARBORETUM
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

Project Reference No.  PLN2003-00068 Date: 01/10/2005

The City of Fremont is preparing a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Shinn Historical Park
and Arboretum described below.  The City is requesting your comments on the scope and content of the EIR.
 The City will prepare an “Initial Study” that identifies areas of probable environmental effects.  These probably
environmental effects are summarized below.

The City of Fremont is the Lead Agency for this project, which means that it is the public agency with the primary
responsibility for either approving the Project or carrying it out. The City is sending this notice to Responsible
Agencies and other interested parties.  Responsible Agencies are those public agencies, besides the City of
Fremont, that also have a role in approving or carrying out the project.  Responsible Agencies will need to use the
prepared EIR when considering approvals related to the project.  When the Draft EIR is published, the City will
send it to all Responsible Agencies and to others who respond to this Notice of Preparation or who otherwise
indicate that they would like to receive a copy.

Please send to the City any response you may have to this Notice by February 10, 2005.  Your response, and
any questions or comments, should be directed to Nancy Minicucci, Associate Planner, Development and
Environmental Services Division, 39550 Liberty Street, Fremont, CA  94538.  Please reference the reference
number PLN2003-00068 in your correspondence.

Project Title: Shinn Historical Park and Arboretum
Project Location: Approximately 4.6 acres bounded by Peralta Boulevard to the south, Gilbert Avenue to the

north, Riley Drive to the east, and Sidney Drive to the west.
General Plan/Zoning: Institutional Open Space (Park), Primary Historic Resource / Open Space
Project Sponsor: City of Fremont, California

Project Description:  The City of Fremont proposes to relocate a barn from a temporary to a permanent location at
the Shinn Historical Park and Arboretum (“Shinn Park” or “project site”), which is on the City of Fremont’s list of
primary historic resources as well as on the California Register of Historic Places.  The project entails moving a 50-
foot (ft) by 26-ft barn approximately 15-ft west to its proposed location, stabilizing it and placing it on a permanent
foundation (see attached figure).  The existing barn, donated to the City in 2002 as part of the Center Estates
development project (PLN2001-00174), could be rehabilitated and made available for public use.

The project would entail demolition of up to three existing wooden structures (outbuildings) on the project site to
accommodate the barn at its new location; these structures may be historic resources, and demolition may constitute an
adverse environmental effect under CEQA.  The barn would be located behind the main house, angled approximately
45-degrees so that its front facade would face the existing packing shed situated near the site’s eastern edge.  The barn
would be set back 40-ft the Hayward Fault Zone that runs along the site’s eastern boundary.

Probable Environmental Effects: It is anticipated that the proposed Project may have the following
environmental effects: Air Quality (fugitive dust); Biological Resources (tree resources); Cultural Resources
(historic architectural resources); Geology, Soils, and Seismicity (fault zone issues); and, Noise (temporary and
intermittent construction noise).

_______________________________
Date: 01/10/2005 Nancy Minicucci, Associate Planner
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 

A.  CEQA PROCESS 

On February 28, 2005, the City of Fremont (the Lead Agency), released for public review a Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR or DEIR) on the proposed Shinn Historical Park and 
Arboretum – Permanent Sitting of the Santos Barn and Outbuildings Project.  A 45-day public 
review and comment period on the Draft EIR began on February 28, 2005, and closed on 
April 13, 2005.  The City held two public hearings on the Draft EIR on April 6 (Recreation 
Commission) and April 7, 2005 (HARB). 

The Draft EIR for the proposed Shinn Historical Park and Arboretum – Permanent Sitting of the 
Santos Barn and Outbuildings, together with this Final EIR Response to Comments Document, 
constitute the Final EIR for the proposed project.  The Final EIR is an informational document 
prepared by the Lead Agency that must be considered by decision-makers before approving the 
proposed project (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15090).  California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Guidelines (Section 15132) specify the following: 

“The Final EIR shall consist of: 
 
(a) The Draft EIR or a revision of that draft. 
 
(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in a 

summary. 
 
(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR. 
 
(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in 

review and consultation process. 
 
(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency.” 

 
This document has been prepared pursuant to CEQA and in conformance with the CEQA 
Guidelines.  This Final EIR Response to Comments Document incorporates comments from 
public agencies and the general public, and contains appropriate responses by the Lead Agency to 
those comments.  



I.  INTRODUCTION 
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B.  METHOD OF ORGANIZATION 

This Final EIR for the proposed project contains information in response to comments raised 
during the public comment period. 

Following this introductory Chapter I, Chapter II of this document contains text changes to the 
EIR initiated by the City. 

Chapter III contains a list of all persons who attended and provided oral commentary at the public 
hearings held at the City on April 6 and 7, 2005, and persons and organizations who submitted 
written comments on the Draft EIR during the project’s public review period.  

Chapter IV contains a summary of the public comments and the responses to those comments.  
Each comment is labeled with a number in the margin and the response to each comment is 
presented immediately after those comments. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

INTRODUCTION 

In response to comments by the Park Recreation Commission and Historic Architectural Review 
Board (HARB) and interested groups and individuals during the public review period, a number 
of corrections and other changes are made to the Draft EIR and are incorporated as part of the 
Final EIR. 

The following corrections and changes are made to the Draft EIR and are incorporated as part of 
the Final EIR.  Revised or new language is underlined.  Deleted language is indicated by 
strikethrough text. 

Where a change is made as part of a response to a comment on the Draft EIR, the comment 
number is noted in brackets at the end of the text change.  Where no comment number is given, 
the change is initiated by the City. 

A.  STAFF-INITIATED TEXT CHANGES 

1. The following sentence on DEIR page III-1, second paragraph, is deleted:  At a later date, 
the remaining outbuilding (Dwelling No. 2), could be relocated and stabilized, for use as 
an historical viewing amenity. and is hereby replaced with the following sentence: The 
remaining outbuilding on the site, Dwelling No. 2, would be relocated to the northeastern 
corner of the project site, stabilized on a concrete foundation, and could be minimally 
restored (to remove dry rot) to enable asset retention. 



II.  REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 
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B.  CHANGES TO THE DEIR IN RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

TABLE II-1 (Revised) 
COMPARISON OF IMPACTS UNDER THE PROJECT AND THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Environmental Impact 

Shinn Family 
Option #3 

(“the 
Project”) 

DEIR 
Proposed  
Project No Project 

Alternative 
Preservation 
Alternative* 

Angled 
Preservation 
Alternative 

Partial 
Preservation 
Alternative 

Demolition 
Alternative 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Consistency with project objectives:       

Historic Architectural 
Resources 

Generally 
Consistent 

Generally 
Consistent Not Consistent Consistent 

Generally 
Consistent 

Generally 
Consistent Not Consistent 

Comparison of Environmental Impacts       

Air Quality LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM 

Biological Resources LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM 

(Tree Removal) No No No Yes Yes No  No 

Historic Architectural 
Resources SU SU SU LS LS SU SU 

_____________________________ 
 
Consistent – Consistent with all project objectives 
Generally Consistent – Generally consistent with most project objectives 
Not Consistent – Not consistent with project objectives  
*Environmentally Superior Alternative 
 
LSM – Less than Significant After Mitigation 
LS – Less than Significant or No Impact 
SU – Significant After Mitigation, Unavoidable 
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CHAPTER III 
PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTING ON THE 
DRAFT EIR 

A.  PERSONS COMMENTING AT THE PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Public hearings on the Draft EIR were held by the City on April 6 and April 7, 2005.  The 
following individuals provided spoken comments on the Draft EIR hearing at the Recreation 
Commission meeting on April 6, 2005: 

• Commissioner Bierman  
• Commission Chair Blueford 
• Commissioner Isaac 
• Commissioner Quinn 
• Commissioner Reed 
• Commissioner Siciliano 
• Commissioner Toy 

• Mr. Al Minard 
• Mr. James Shinn 
• Parks & Recreation Director Annabell 

Holland 
• Parks Superintendent Kyle Kramer 
• Park Planning Manager Amy Rakley 
 

 
The following individuals provided spoken comments on the Draft EIR hearing at the HARB 
meeting on April 7, 2005: 

• Chairperson Minard 
• Vice Chairperson Singleton 
• Board Member Au  
• Board Member MacRae 
• Board Member Tavares 
• Senior Planner Kathleen Livermore 

• Associate Planner Nancy Minicucci 
• Senior Civil Engineer Ron Fong 
• EIR Consultant Michael Jacinto 
• Senior Architectural Historian 

Christopher VerPlank 
 

 

B.  PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTING IN WRITING 

The following agencies, organizations and individuals submitted written comments on the Draft 
EIR during the Draft EIR public review period (February 28, 2005 through April 13, 2005). 

Person/Agency/Organization and Signatory Date 
 
1. State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research January 12, 2005 
2. State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research April 14, 2005 
3. Alameda County Congestion Management Agency March 30, 2005 
4. Alameda County Water District April 13, 2005 
5. California Department of Transportation February 10, 2005 
6. East Bay Regional Park District March 17, 2005 
7. Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority March 2, 2005 
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CHAPTER IV 
PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS PRESENTED ON THE DRAFT 
EIR AND RESPONSES TO PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 

Public Hearings on the Draft EIR where held by the City at the Recreation Commission meeting 
on April 6 and at the HARB meeting on April 7, 2005.  The following individuals provided 
spoken comments at those hearings: 

Recreation Commission, April 6, 2005 

• Commissioner Bierman  
• Commission Chair Blueford 
• Commissioner Isaac 
• Commissioner Quinn 
• Commissioner Reed 
• Commissioner Siciliano 
• Commissioner Toy 
• Al Minard, Mission Peak Heritage Foundation 
• James Shinn 
• Parks & Recreation Director Annabell Holland 
• Park Planning Manager Amy Rakley 

 
Historical Architectural Review Board, April 7, 2005 

• Chairperson Minard 
• Vice Chairperson Singleton 
• Board Member Au  
• Board Member MacRae 
• Board Member Tavares 
• Senior Planner Livermore 
• Associate Planner Minicucci 
• Senior Civil Engineer Ron Fong 
• Environmental Consultant Michael Jacinto 
• Senior Architectural Historian Christopher VerPlank 

 

A. PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS PRESENTED ON THE DRAFT 
EIR 

A full transcript from the public hearings on April 6 and April 7, 2005 are presented on the 
following pages.  The transcripts include all comments made on the project.  This document 
identifies and enumerates the comments which are responded to on the following pages. 
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DRAFT 
MINUTES 

FREMONT RECREATION COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING 
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

3300 CAPITOL AVENUE, BUILDING A 
FREMONT, CALIFORNIA  94538 

APRIL 6, 2005, 7:00 P.M. 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER AND SALUTE TO THE FLAG 
 
Chair Blueford called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m., and Commissioner Bierman led the flag 
salute. 

 
2. ROLL CALL 
 
Present: Commissioners Donald Bierman, Joyce Blueford, David Isaac, Kevin Quinn, Roman 

Reed, James Siciliano and Gene Toy  
 
Absent: None 
 
Staff 
Present: Parks and Recreation Director Annabell Holland, Recreation Division Deputy Director 

Chuck Canada, Park Planning Manager Amy Rakley, Parks Superintendent Kyle 
Kramer, Arts Supervisor Irene Jordahl, Senior Civil Engineer Ron Fong, 
Redevelopment Agency Project Manager Luke Connolly and Senior Accounting 
Specialist Julie Borchardt 

 
3. CONSENT CALENDAR  
 
An asterisk (*) denotes items heard on consent calendar as the first order of business. 
 
4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
 
 It was moved by Commissioner Siciliano and seconded by Commissioner Quinn to 
 approve the Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the Fremont Recreation Commission of  
 March 2, 2005. 
 
Vote on motion: 
 
Ayes:  Commissioners Bierman, Blueford, Isaac, Quinn, Reed and Siciliano  
Noes:  None 
Absent: None 
Abstain: Commissioner Toy 
 
Motion passed and so ordered. 

gjx
  Comment Letter A
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5. ORAL COMMUNICATIONS - None 
 
6. STAFF PRESENTATIONS/CEREMONIAL ITEMS - None 
  
7. ACTION ITEMS 
 

7.1 SANTOS BARN AT SHINN HISTORICAL PARK: RECOMMENDATIONS 
TO THE CITY COUNCIL 

 Public Hearing to Consider Recommendations to the City Council concerning 
 Final Siting of the Santos Barn at Shinn Historical Park and Arboretum; the 
 Disposition of Four Wood-Plant Structures in the Park; Amendments to the 
 Master Site Plan for Shinn Historical Park; and Certification of the Focused 
 Environmental Impact Report (PWC 8527) 
 

Director Holland introduced the item and asked Park Planning Manager Amy Rakley to answer 
any questions of the Commission.  Ms. Rakley presented a shortened version of the background 
on the Santos Barn item to the Commission and explained that the item was scheduled to go to the 
City Council on May 24, 2005 and that the Capital Improvement Program to approve the funding 
would go to City Council on June 7, 2005. 
 
Ms. Rakley provided an update to the Commission about the Council’s consideration of a 
proposed project for the full renovation of Santos Barn, during a study session on the Capital 
Improvement Program Plan, held on April 5, 2005.  (The Recreation Commission previously 
recommended that this project not be funded at this time).  At the study session, the City Council 
received the Commission’s recommendation, and did not direct staff to modify this 
recommendation.  Ms. Rakley stated that the City Council would hold two public hearings on the 
Capital Improvement Program Plan, the first on May 24, and the second on June 7th, 2005, during 
which the Council will adopt the Plan.   
 
Item opened for public comment: 
 
Al Minard, Mission Peak Heritage Foundation.  Mr. Minard stated that he would like to see fire 
sprinklers placed in the barn structure and would like to see the historical preference of worker’s 
cabin implemented for one of the four outbuildings.  He felt it would be better to relocate the 
cabin to another site.  Mr. Minard indicated that he would like to see a breakdown of the 
expenditures for Phase 2 (the full renovation of Santos Barn). 
 
James Shinn:  Mr. Shinn thanked the Director and Deputy Director for their support on the barn 
relocation project at Shinn Park, as well as their support for the arboretum at Shinn Park.  Mr. 
Shinn presented a proposal for locating Dwelling #2 in a different location that the one proposed 
as part of the City’s project, and also different than the two alternative sites he had previously 
provided to staff.  Mr. Shinn made the following additional statements: 
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• Realizes there is no funding available for the packing shed and chimney relocation 
• He is concerned over the impacts on Cork Oak trees if dwelling No. Two is sited as 

proposed in the City project, behind the packing shed 
• His proposed siting will provide a visual barrier  
 

There is sufficient room to achieve 20 ft. access for a fire truck Commissioner Quinn asked the 
Director if it would be possible to respond to the Shinn family desires and Ms. Holland advised 
that those desires had not been analyzed but that it was possible to look at the property again with 
that in mind. 
 
Chair Blueford asked if there would be an additional cost to review the requests of the Shinn 
family. 
 
Commissioner Toy asked if staff had the time to address this issue and asked if it would be 
necessary to postpone the item to study the proposal further. 
 
Mr. Shinn asked how long staff had the proposal, that he had emailed it on March 11.  He asked 
when the final decision was made. 
 
Commissioner Toy asked if additional funding was needed would it need to go to Council. 
 
Park Planning Manager Rakley indicated the work identified as the City project would be 
completed by June 2006. 
 
Commissioner Toy asked if the item was postponed if it would delay the Capital Improvement 
Program plan or the Council acceptance.   
 
Ms. Rakley stated that the process could go to the Commission in May and go to Council May 24, 
but that it would be better to consider having the schedule remain as it is. 
 
Chair Blueford indicated she liked Ms. Rakley’s recommendation to have staff make the decision. 
 
Commissioner Toy suggested staff consider taking the item to Council if Mr. Shinn’s proposal 
results in additional costs, wants the Commission to see costs, can make recommendation at that 
point. 
 
The consultant indicated if costs for new sight CEQA would need to be re-analyzed which could 
take an additional 45 days. 
 
Mr. Ravenstad suggested looking at the Shinn proposal, look at the property. 
 
Commissioner Toy stated he was in favor of assessing Shinn’s options and that he had concerns 
over potential additional impacts. 
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Commissioner Toy moved staff recommendation with the addition of requesting staff to review 
Mr. Shinn’s new siting option.  He felt if there were any additional impacts to the project by this 
siting, the siting should revert to staff recommendation. 
 
 It was moved by Commissioner Toy and seconded by Commissioner Quinn to: 
 

1.  Request staff review James Shinn’s new siting option and if the option does not 
 result in additional environmental or financial impacts, then recommend the City 
 Council amend the Master Site Plan to reflect this siting option. 

2.  If  Mr. Shinn’s new siting option does result in additional financial and 
 environmental impacts, then recommend the City Council adopt the amended 
 Master Site Plan for Shinn Historical Park and Arboretum, as reflected in Exhibit 
 A-1. 

 
Vote on Motion: 
 
Ayes:  Commissioners Bierman, Blueford, Isaac, Quinn, Reed, Siciliano and Toy 
Noes:  None 
Absent: None 
Abstain: None  
 
Motion passed and so ordered. 
 
Ms. Rakley informed the Commission that there would be additional costs for the consultant. 
 
Meeting recessed at 7:55 p.m. and reconvened at 7:58 p.m. 
 

*7.2 ART PROJECT FOR FIRE STATION #8 
 Art Project for Fire Station #8 (PWC 7838) 

  
 It was moved by Commissioner Toy and seconded by Commissioner Quinn to place   
 The Art Project for Fire Station #8 on consent with the following recommendations: 
 
 1. Support the selection of Roberto Delgado to provide the public art component for  
  Fire Station #8 (PWC 7838) as recommended by the Art Review Board. 
 
 2. Recommend that the City Council approve the selection of Roberto Delgado to  
  provide the pubic art component for Fire Station #8 (PWC 7838). 
 
Vote on Motion: 
 
Ayes:  Commissioners Bierman, Blueford, Isaac, Quinn, Reed, Siciliano and Toy 
Noes:  None 
Absent: None 
Abstain: None  
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Motion passed and so ordered. 
 
8. WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS  
 
 8.1 MEMORANDUM REGARDING NILES DEPOT HISTORICAL PARK/  
  NILES TOWN PLAZA CONCEPTUAL DESIGN ADDRESSED TO THE  
  RECREATION COMMISSION FROM REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY  
  PROJECT MANAGER LUKE CONNOLLY (with attachment of Niles Town 
  Square Community Workshop – Presenting the Refined Concept Plans) 
 
Director Holland introduced Luke Connolly to the Commission and asked him to answer any 
questions regarding the Niles Town Plaza conceptual design. 
 
9. COMMISSION REFERRALS  
 
10. COMMISSION AND STAFF COMMUNICATIONS  
 
Commissioner Bierman informed the Commission of up-coming events at the Patterson 
House/Ardenwood Farm for the summer months. 
 
11. ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting adjourned at 8:10 p.m. 
 
 
 
     ___________________________________ 
     ANNABELL HOLLAND, Secretary 
     Fremont Recreation Commission 
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DRAFT MINUTES 
HISTORICAL ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 

REGULAR MEETING OF APRIL 7, 2005 
 
 
 
 
PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS: 
 
Item 1. SANTOS BARN RELOCATION AND DISPOSITION OF FOUR WOOD SHEDS – (PLN2003-

00068) – to consider a Draft Focused Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and HARB 
application concerning the final siting of the Santos Barn at the Shinn Historical Park and 
Arboretum and the disposition of four wood-plank structures in the park. 
 
Associate Planner Minicucci introduced Michael Jacinto, EIR Manager, ESA, who would 
make the presentation and Chris VerPlank, Architectural Historian, Page & Turnbull, who 
would summarize his research conclusions and the project alternatives. 
 
Michael Jacinto explained that the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) required 
that lead agencies, such as the City of Fremont, consider the environmental consequences of 
an action (or project).  It was proposed to move the Santos Barn approximately 15 feet west 
of its temporary location on the project site.  The Barn would be stabilized and fire sprinklers 
would be installed, along with minimal work to remove some dry rot and other repairs.  Three 
of the four outbuildings were currently located where the Barn was to be moved and would be 
demolished.  Dwelling No. 2 would be relocated to the northeastern corner of the site.  A 45-
day public review for the DEIR was noticed.  Dwelling No. 1 would be impacted, because it 
was eligible for individual listing in the California Register.  The relocation of Dwelling No. 2 
could impact the structure and it could continue to deteriorate if it was not stabilized and 
water damage prevention was not performed.  Stabilization of the Barn would have to occur 
according to the Secretary of Interior Standards.  Cumulative impacts could occur because of 
the loss of these dwelling units, which represented agricultural housing that was not common 
in the Bay Area and the region.  The proposed mitigation measures would not reduce the 
effects to a level of less than significant.  The impact of the mitigation alternatives were also 
analyzed in the Summary Section in Table II,1. 
 
Christopher VerPlank, Senior Architectural Historian, stated that this was one of the most 
interesting projects he had worked on at Page & Turnbull.  A firm construction date for these 
buildings had not been decided upon.  Wire nails indicated a construction date after 1890; 
lumber was milled, which also indicated a later construction date than some estimates; doors 
and windows were sold “off the shelf” between approximately 1910 and 1930; and knob and 
tube wiring indicated a construction date prior to approximately 1930, which jibed with the 
Shinn Family account books and other sources of information.  An account from 1917 
described payment for labor for the probable construction of Dwelling No. 2.  Aerial photos 
that dated from 1939 showed the roofs of two structures, one of which was probably Dwelling 
No. 2.  The buildings were probably used to house Chinese laborers and they were scantily 
built and in poor condition.  He was amazed that Dwelling No. 1 was still standing.  Using the 
Secretary of Interior Standards, four treatments were identified for historic properties:  
preservation, restoration, rehabilitation and reconstruction.  Reconstruction was ruled out.  
Rehabilitation was appropriate for buildings that would be reused and these buildings would 
be just visual amenities.  Preservation was recommended which was appropriate for visual 
amenities, such as these buildings.   
 
The Suggested Preservation Alternative would move the barn approximately 70 feet west of 
the fault line, which would place it in an orthogonal relationship to the main house and would 
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avoid impacts to the four structures.  The disadvantage would be that the barn would not be 
as visible from the main driveway into the site and it would not block off the views of the 
subdivision behind.   
 
The Angled Preservation Alternative would move the barn approximately 84 feet west of the 
fault line and set at an approximately 45 degree angle to the house, which would require 
relocation of the open shed currently being used for the trolley restoration.   
 
The Partial Preservation Alternative would move the barn approximately 60 feet west of the 
fault to the concrete slab where the four structures were located and would require the 
demolition of three of the structures and the preservation and restoration of Dwelling No. 2.   
 
The Demolition Alternative would move the barn approximately 40 feet west of the fault line to 
the approximate location of the four structures at a 45 degree angle to the house and would 
result in the demolition of all of the structures.   
 
A final alternative was considered infeasible. 
 
Mr. Jacinto pointed out that the purpose of the alternatives, from a CEQA perspective, was 
to avoid eliminates or to substantially lessen impacts of the projects.  One objective was to 
create an appropriate barnyard setting at the back of the site.  The list of objectives on page 
II,2 guided the development of the above alternatives.   
 
Board Member Tavares asked how the letter from the Shinn family fit into the creation of the 
alternatives. 
 
Mr. VerPlank replied the family’s pragmatic impulse was to move the barn to a location 
where it would partially block the subdivisions and modern buildings surrounding the park.  
His recommendation would be to relocate Dwelling No. 2 behind the packing sheds where it 
had been until the 1970s.  Mr. Shinn wanted to use Dwelling No. 2 to work in concert with the 
barn to act as a screen. 
 
Associate Planner Minicucci stated that the three options that were presented by Mr. Shinn 
were in the Board’s packets.  The third option went before the Recreation Commission 
yesterday.   
 
Mr. Jacinto stated that Option 2 would not allow the 20-foot setback required by the Fire 
Department.  Option 1 would have the required setback, but Dwelling No. 2 would be 
relocated to where the chimney was and would be within the fault zone.  However, since the 
dwelling would be only a visual amenity, the fault zone did not play much of a role.   
 
Chairperson Minard asked how the Cork Oaks in back of the packing shed would be 
impacted.  He asked if any of the Chinese workers who lived on the ranch in the early 1930s 
had been interviewed and if any proof, beyond doubt, had been found in the buildings that 
they had been inhabited by Chinese workers. 
 
Mr. Jacinto replied that they were trying to avoid damage to the trees that he pointed out on 
the site plan.  Mr. Shinn’s Option No. 2 would come close to the Cork Oaks.   
 
Mr. VerPlank stated that Joshua Fong’s oral testimony had been found, but they were not 
able to make contact with the living family member.  Jimmy Fong had lived in Dwelling No. 2 
in 1974.  Chinese newspapers had been found in Dwelling No. 2 in the 1970s.  The bulk of 
the evidence was that these buildings seem to have been moved from Alameda Creek, which 
was where the China Camp was believed to have been.  All of the Shinn Family oral tradition 
indicated the camp had been there and the aerial photos showed those structures in the 
barnyard.   
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Chairperson Minard asked if anyone had considered that, if the barn had not been proposed 
to be moved to this site, the four structures would have eventually self-demolished over a 
period of time.  Was any credit given to the fact that the barn would be relocated, which 
generated the EIR and caused the protection of some of the structures.  He noted that the 
roof of Building No. 1 had collapsed into the building and the walls were beginning to splay 
out. 
 
Board Member Tavares asked about the meeting with the Recreation Commission. 
 
Associate Planner Minicucci stated that Mr. Shinn presented the third option yesterday 
evening to the Recreation Commission.  He was no longer considering Options 1 or 2.  The 
Recreation Commission recommended that staff and the consultants continue to pursue the 
evaluation of Option No. 3 and that it be approved, as long as no further costs would be 
incurred or no environmental impact occur.  They also recommended that the project proceed 
according to the proposed site plan shown in the DEIR.  Recirculating the DEIR was being 
considered. 
 
Senior Planner Livermore stated that the Option 3 would be evaluated as a comment and 
would be responded to in the final EIR.  If it were identified as the desired project, it could 
start the entire CEQA process over again.   
 
Mr. Jacinto agreed with Senior Planner Livermore’s comments.  Significant new information 
would be the trigger for new impacts, which would entail recirculation and the clock would 
have to be started again.   
 
Chairperson Minard asked if demolition of a tree, or the preservation of a tree or building, 
would be considered a significant impact. 
 
Mr. Jacinto stated that the impacts would have to be of greater magnitude and would have to 
be negative.  Beneficial impacts could be identified, but they would not be adverse. 
 
Board Member Tavares asked if last night’s proposal and the Recreation Commission’s 
recommendation was “not the way to go.”  Did that mean that recommendation would be 
included in the report and would be considered “just a part of the process?” 
 
Senior Planner Livermore replied that he was correct.   
 
Board Member Tavares asked who would make the final decision. 
 
Associate Planner Minicucci replied that City Council would make the decision, based upon 
the comments received during the DEIR process and the recommendations from HARB and 
the Recreation Commission.   
 
Board Member Tavares asked if staff would make a recommendation, also. 
 
Associate Planner Minicucci stated that, in this case, the Recreation Department made the 
recommendation shown on the proposed site plan and recommended proceeding with the 
evaluation of Option No. 3 if there were no additional costs or environmental impacts. 
 
Board Member Tavares stated that it seemed that none of the consultants’ 
recommendations were being considered and he asked if there was a reason for that. 
 
Associate Planner Minicucci stated that the consultants’ recommendations were a part of 
the EIR process to provide alternatives.  The recommendations made by HARB, the 
Recreation Commission and City Council were being followed by staff. 
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Board Member Tavares believed that the consultants’ recommendation made more sense, 
in terms of preservation.  However, their recommendations pushed the project in another 
direction. 
 
Chairperson Minard believed that the process had moved too far along to change direction 
and follow the consultants’ recommendations. 
 
Associate Planner Minicucci replied that it was within HARB’s purview to recommend a site 
plan or an alternative. 
 
Board Member Tavares asked if the cost factor would be any different. 
 
Senior Planner Livermore asked if he meant the alternatives that the EIR presented. 
 
Board Member Tavares stated that she was correct. 
 
Mr. Jacinto guessed that the cost would be higher, but the preservation alternative was the 
environmentally superior alternative, which kept the four outbuildings on the site. 
 
Board Member Tavares was more interested in the placing of the barn without consideration 
of the other buildings.  It seemed that money had been spent to make sure that the 
placement of the buildings would be authentic and historic and those recommendations were 
not being followed with the current recommendation. 
 
Chairperson Minard stated that the National Register now considered sight of line and 
visual impact as important items.  Placing the barn and Dwelling No. 2 to screen the modern 
buildings surrounding the site.  Placing them elsewhere was not needed, as other Shinn 
buildings and landscaping provided the screening.  In his opinion, the angled location for the 
barn would preserve most of the trees. 
 
Senior Planner Livermore reviewed the purpose of the alternative analysis with regard to 
CEQA.  CEQA required that alternatives be identified, along with identifying the superior 
environmental alternative.  Some of the issues that had to be addressed did not relate to the 
historical aspect.  Fire code, earthquake fault zone and building code issues were also in 
play. 
 
Associate Planner Minicucci reminded the Board that many of these alternatives had been 
presented to all three city entities.   
 
Ron Fong, Senior Civil Engineer, replied that the initial proposal was to place the barn in a 
location that would provide a barnyard appearance.  That location was on the Hayward Fault 
and would not allow the barn to be used by the public.  The awkward configuration was 
created by placing the barn 40 feet from the fault.  The compromise was the angled 
approach.   
 
Chairperson Minard displayed photos of Shinn Park that showed the original Sim Cottage 
that was built about 1852 and had approximately 4 inch by 12 inch interior timbers.  The 
Redwood cottage was built about 1907 and was currently being used by an art group.  Two 
parking lots were part of the 4.5 acres that had been gifted to the city by the Shinn family in 
1962.  The James and Lucy Shinn house was built in 1876.  Heritage trees came from all 
over the Pacific Rim.  The state had very few heritage Cork Oaks.  The apricot orchard was 
planted just a few years ago.  The packing shed was restored and relocated about 1980.  The 
photos showed the proposed location of the barn and the warehouse and homes that it would 
screen. Relocating the barn anywhere else would have to be done carefully to avoid 
destroying the trees.   Dwelling No. 2 was seen, along with Dwelling No. 1, which was “days 
away from falling out on the ground.”  Much of the wood would be useable and he suggested 
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using part of it to build an outhouse.  The proposed location for Dwelling No. 2 was shown 
and the Cork Oaks that would be approximately 10 feet away.  The irrigation control would 
have to be relocated.   
 
Senior Civil Engineer Fong stated that the cost to relocate the irrigation control would be 
relatively minor.   
 
Chairperson Minard closed with the opinion that choosing Shinn Proposal No. 3 was the 
best option, since locating the barn under the trees, as recommended by the consultants, 
could severely damage the trees, as was the opinion of James Shinn.   
 
Associate Planner Minicucci commented that the canopy of the existing Cork Oak could be 
a problem with Shinn Proposal No. 3.  She asked that Chairperson Minard show the photo 
of that tree. 
 
Senior Planner Livermore stated that this was a good example of what was considered 
during the CEQA process.   
 
The photo of the proposed barn location with the Cork Oak was displayed. 
 
The consultants were complimented on their excellent report. 
 
Chairperson Minard opened and closed the public hearing. 
 
Board Member Tavares understood staff’s reluctance “to change horses in the middle of the 
stream.”  However, he preferred the Shinn Option No. 3, which would fit in the best.   
 
Vice Chairperson Singleton concurred and stated that it should not be a significant change 
to the EIR that had been already been circulated.  It would be a short distance and in a 
similar location on the property and near the perimeter.  The relationship of the barn to the 
other historic structures would be almost identical.  She added that she had spent eight years 
as the CEQA person for the East Bay Regional Park District on similar projects. 
 
Board Member MacRae also agreed. 
 
Board Member Au supported the option for which city funds were available and which would 
not be delayed any further.   
 
Chairperson Minard noted that if the Santos Barn had not been located to this site, “those 
historic shacks, dwelling units, Chinese houses, whatever you want to call them, would have 
self destructed,” and they were well on the way at this time.  By relocating the barn, 
preserving one of the cabins and, hopefully, an outhouse, this historic farm would be finally 
available to the public.  He asked what kind of foundation would be constructed for Dwelling 
No. 2.   
 
Associate Planner Minicucci stated that it would be a slab foundation. 
 
Chairperson Minard asked if a slab foundation could contribute to moisture problems, as the 
floors in both dwellings had rotted away.  Would the roof consist of rolled tarpaper or would it 
be shingle? 
 
Board Member Tavares replied that if the ground were graded correctly, there would be no 
problems. 
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Mr. VerPlank stated that roof failure had contributed to the floor problems.  Historically, rolled 
tarpaper roofing would be correct, although it would have to be replaced fairly often 
compared to shingles. 
 
Board Member MacRae asked if the project would include putting the barn on a permanent 
foundation along with restoring one of the living units. 
 
Associate Planner Minicucci stated that he was correct.  The building would be relocated 
and put on a permanent foundation, along with the barn at the same time. 
 
Vice Chairperson Singleton commented that all of the wonderful documentation would now 
be kept in one place, as a result of this process. 
 
Senior Planner Livermore stated that Shinn Option No. 3 would have to be evaluated and 
commented upon by the consultants. 
 
Senior Civil Engineer Fong had attended the Recreation Commission meeting last night.  
He stated that they voted to move staff’s recommendation and requested that the Shinn 
family’s wishes be honored and that Option No. 3 be strongly considered if it did not have any 
cost or time impact.  In hindsight, he believed that it would have been best to break the action 
into two parts.  Money was already budgeted to respond to the EIR comments, so he did not 
believe that recommending Shinn Option No. 3 would add to the cost or take additional time.  
He agreed with Vice Chairperson Singleton that the difference would be slight. 
 
Chairperson Minard asked if Dwelling No. 2 was separated from staff’s recommendation, 
would that add cost to the review process. 
 
Senior Planner Livermore replied that everything that was discussed at this meeting would 
have to be analyzed in the final EIR, so there would be no additional cost relating to Dwelling 
No. 2, per se.  The Recreation Commission was saying that the cost of locating Dwelling No. 
2 in “X” location should be compared with locating it in the Shinn preferred “Y” location.  It did 
not seem there would be much difference, other than how to deal with the trees.  Staff would 
have to evaluate the Shinn Option 3 before making a recommendation. 
 
Chairperson Minard feared that “any” cost over the original estimate would make the Shinn 
option an undesirable alternative.  He asked if the money would come from the Park 
Development fund. 
 
Senior Planner Livermore trusted City Council to make the right choice, even if it would cost 
a few dollars more. 
 
Senior Civil Engineer Fong agreed that the Park Development fund would finance this 
project.  Contingency was built in for exactly this kind of alternative.  In his opinion, the 
Recreation Commission did not want this project to go past what had already been 
appropriated and did not want to ask City Council for more money.   
 
After some discussion, it was decided that it was up to HARB to recommend where it felt 
Dwelling No. 2 should be located.   
 
Chairperson Minard asked if an arborist had looked at the trees on the site. 
 
Mr. VerPlank replied that the EIR did provide a study for the biological resources, which 
applied to any of the alternatives or the proposed project.  He promised to consult with a 
biologist to ascertain if Shinn Option No. 3 would be adversely affected by the tree canopy or 
drip line.  He was not aware that an arborist had seen the trees, but his staff biologist had 
consulted with the city’s arborist. 
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Vice Chairperson Singleton commented that Cork Oaks were drought tolerant trees.  In her 
opinion, placing Dwelling No. 2 at the suggested distance from the tree would not affect a 
deep rooting tree of that sort.  The impact would be more to the drip zone rather than the 
canopy, as this particular tree was not mature.  Since both the structure and the tree were 
comparatively small, the impact to the tree would be relatively insignificant and not a great 
concern.  In her opinion, bringing in an arborist would be overkill.   
 
IT WAS MOVED (SINGLETON/ MACRAE) AND CARRIED BY THE FOLLOWING VOTE (5-
0-0-0-0) THAT THE HISTORICAL ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD  RECOMMEND 
CITY COUNCIL APPROVE PLN2003-00068, AS SHOWN AS EXHIBIT “C” RELATIVE TO 
THE LOCATION OF THE BARN; 

AND 
RECOMMEND SHINN FAMILY OPTION C TO CITY COUNCIL IF THERE ARE NO 
ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OR IF NO ADDITIONAL APPROPRIATIONS 
ARE REQUIRED. 
 
 
The motion carried by the following vote: 
AYES: 5 – Au, MacRae, Minard, Singleton, Tavares 
NOES: 0  
ABSTAIN: 0 
ABSENT: 0 
RECUSE: 0 
 

 
Chairperson Minard called for a five-minute a recess at  8:30p.m. 
 
Chairperson Minard called the meeting back to order at  8:35pp.m. 
 
 
 
 

Meeting adjourned at  8:50p.m. 
 
 
SUBMITTED BY: APPROVED BY: 
 
 
 
Alice Malotte Nancy Minicucci, Secretary 
Recording Clerk Historical Architectural Review Board 
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IV.  PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS PRESENTED ON THE DRAFT EIR  
AND RESPONSES TO PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 

 

 
Shinn Historic Park and Arboretum FEIR 19 ESA / 204259 
Response to Comments Document 

B.  RESPONSES TO PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 

The responses to the comments are contained below.  For ease of reference, each response 
corresponds to the numeric designators identified in the right margin on the transcripts of 
commentary presented at the public hearings.  A master response that introduces the Shinn 
Family Option #3 is followed by responses to individual public comments, listed below.  

MASTER RESPONSE: SHINN FAMILY SITING OPTIONS 

Mr. James Shinn submitted two site plans during the DEIR public comment period, hereafter 
referred to as the Shinn Family Siting Options (see DEIR, Appendix A or Figure 10 in this 
document).  Mr. James Shinn submitted these options in response to the proposed project site 
plan and alternative site planning options analyzed in the DEIR. 

Shinn Family Options #1 and #2 propose alternative sites for Dwelling No. 2 in relation to the 
proposed future location of the Santos Barn, which is identical to the location proposed in the 
DEIR.  The Shinn Family Option #1 would site Dwelling No. 2 about 20 feet south of the Santos 
Barn.  Dwelling No. 2 would be oriented parallel to the back of the Main House, and would 
partially overlap the Hayward Fault Zone.  Shinn Family Option #1 would be setback about 
20 feet from the future location of Santos Barn, which would meet the Fremont Fire Department’s 
emergency access standard that requires a 20-foot emergency pathway, measured from the 
building eaves, between these buildings.  In addition, this option would necessitate demolition 
and removal of the chimney structure on the site.  

Shinn Family Option #2 differs from the DEIR project in that it would locate Dwelling No. 2 
about 15 feet south of the future location of the Santos Barn.  Under this option, the relocated 
dwelling would not overlap the Hayward Fault Zone, is located nearer the barn and would not 
necessitate the demolition of the chimney structure; however, at a separation of roughly 15 feet, 
the distance between the barn and the relocated dwelling would not meet the City of Fremont Fire 
Department’s emergency access requirement.  Mr. Shinn subsequently withdrew Options #1 and 
#2.  

At the Recreation Commission Hearing on April 6, 2005, Mr. Shinn presented a third site 
planning option for discussion and consideration.  Under Shinn Family Option #3, the Santos 
Barn would be relocated to the location proposed by the DEIR.  However, as opposed to the 
project which locates Dwelling No. 2 to the north of the packing shed, this option proposes to 
relocate Dwelling No. 2 along the site’s northern edge, just south of the site’s secondary entry. 
Dwelling No. 2 would be located approximately 12 feet from the site’s northern property line, 
which would necessitate a variance for a side yard setback. Dwelling No. 2 would sit about 
25 feet southeast of the future location of the Santos Barn, and would be consistent with the Fire 
Department’s emergency access requirements.  All three of the Shinn Family Options, as well as 
the proposed DEIR location for Dwelling No. 2, are presented on Figure 10, Siting Options for 
Dwelling No. 2.  
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Under the Shinn Family Option #3 (see Figure 11), the proposed location of Dwelling No. 2 
would avoid demolition of the chimney structure, and its footprint would be outside of the 
Hayward Fault Zone. The proposed location of Dwelling No. 2 would, however, necessitate 
rerouting of a sprinkler control box and irrigation line that is located at its proposed site.  
However,  the DEIR evaluated possible shallow trenching for utilities proposed as part of the 
project, and determined that such trenching, if and when necessary, would not result in significant 
environmental impacts.  

This option would avoid impacts to tree resources, by setting back Dwelling No. 2 about 15 feet 
northwest of the cork oak tree located adjacent to the chimney structure within the Hayward Fault 
Zone.  So long as construction equipment avoids the tree’s drip line (which generally extends as 
far as the canopy), this setback is deemed adequate to prevent direct construction impacts to the 
cork oak.  Further, should canopy pruning be necessary to accommodate Dwelling No. 2 at its 
proposed location, the City shall consult with a certified arborist (such as the City’s arborist) to 
ensure that pruning or limbing would not result in adverse effects to the oak’s health or cause 
mortality.  

Siting Dwelling No. 2 at the proposed Shinn Family Option #3 location would alter the site’s 
visual setting, in that Dwelling No. 2 would obstruct some views of single family homes located 
across the street from the park.  North-south views would consist of historic barn and dwelling 
that would create a visual backdrop to the park, set against Shinn Park’s trees and shrubs lining 
the site’s perimeter.  The Shinn Family Option #3 would not result in a demonstrative negative 
aesthetic impact, nor would it adversely affect scenic views or create light and glare in excess of 
the project analyzed in the DEIR.  Therefore, this option’s aesthetic effects are considered less 
than significant.   

With respect to the other environmental topic areas evaluated in the DEIR, the Shinn Family 
Option #3 would not generate more traffic than the project proposed in the DEIR or alternatives, 
nor would it result in new adverse impacts to agricultural resources, air quality, biological 
resources, geology and seismicity, hazardous materials, hydrology, land use and planning 
consistency, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public services, and recreation not 
already analyzed in the DEIR.  Similar to the project evaluated in the DEIR, the Shinn Family 
Option #3 would incorporate those mitigation measures identified in the Initial Study that would 
reduce potentially significant air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, and construction 
noise impacts to less-than-significant levels.   

This option would result in the same significant unavoidable impacts to historic architectural 
resources as the DEIR project (e.g., significant unavoidable impact resulting from demolition of 
Dwelling No. 1 as well as significant unavoidable cumulative impact from demolition of 
cookhouse and outhouse). Mitigation Measures identified in Chapter IV of the DEIR pertaining 
to historic architectural resources would also be applicable to this option.   
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RECREATION COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING 

Commenter(s): Al Minard: Comment A-1 
 Mr. Minard stated that he would like to see fire sprinklers placed in the barn 

structure and would like to see the historical preference of worker’s cabin 
implemented for one of the four outbuildings.  He felt it would be better to 
relocate the cabin to another site.  Mr. Minard indicated that he would like 
to see a breakdown of the expenditures for Phase 2 (the full renovation of 
Santos Barn). 

Response A-1 The comment is acknowledged.  As described in the DEIR, the project 
proposes to retain one of the four plank-frame outbuildings currently located 
on the site.  The outbuildings consist of two dwellings (Dwellings No. 1 and 
2), a cookhouse and an outhouse.  As described in the Master Response, an 
alternate location for Dwelling No. 2 has been proposed by Mr. James Shinn 
(e.g., Shinn Family Option #3) and is analyzed as part of this Response to 
Comments document (see p. 19).  Accordingly, based on motions passed by 
both the Recreation Commission and HARB and support from City staff, this 
option is now considered “the Project” for purposes of this EIR.  Moreover, 
the DEIR (see Chapter V) contains a number of additional project 
alternatives, which presents a range of options for preserving and/or 
relocating the outbuildings. 

 It should also be noted that the future renovation of the Santos Barn is not 
proposed as part of the project.  This EIR analyzes the project’s potential to 
create adverse physical effects, and information pertaining to the project’s 
economic factors is not contained a part of the scope of this analysis. 

Commenter(s): James Shinn: Comment A-2 

• Realizes there is no funding available for the packing shed and chimney 
relocation 

• He is concerned over the impacts on Cork Oak trees if dwelling No. Two 
is sited as proposed in the City project, behind the packing shed 

• His proposed siting will provide a visual barrier 

Response A-2 The proposal submitted by Mr. James Shinn is hereafter referred to as the 
Shinn Family Option #3 (or “the Project”) and is discussed on p. 19of this 
Response to Comments document. 

Commenter(s): James Shinn: Comment A-3 
 There is sufficient room to achieve 20 ft. access for a fire truck 

Commissioner Quinn asked the Director if it would be possible to respond to 
the Shinn family desires and Ms. Holland advised that those desires had not 
been analyzed but that it was possible to look at the property again with that 
in mind. 

Response A-3 The potential environmental effects of the proposed Shinn Family Option #3 
siting are discussed in the Master Response on p. 19.  As stated in that 
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analysis, this proposed siting of Dwelling No. 2 would not result in new 
significant impacts.  

Commenter(s): Commissioner Toy: Comment A-4 
 Commissioner Toy stated he was in favor of assessing Shinn’s options and 

that he had concerns over potential additional impacts. 

Response A-4 The comment is acknowledged. 

HARB PUBLIC HEARING 

Commenter(s): Chairperson Minard and Mr. Jacinto: Comment B-1 
 Chairperson Minard asked how the Cork Oaks in back of the packing shed 

would be impacted.  He asked if any of the Chinese workers who lived on the 
ranch in the early 1930s had been interviewed and if any proof, beyond 
doubt, had been found in the buildings that they had been inhabited by 
Chinese workers. 

 Mr. Jacinto replied that they were trying to avoid damage to the trees that he 
pointed out on the site plan.  Mr. Shinn’s Option No. 2 would come close to 
the Cork Oaks.   

Response B-1 The Shinn Family Option #3 would not adversely impact the cork oak trees 
located in the northeastern corner of the site.  Under this scenario, Dwelling 
No. 2 would be sited about 15 feet northwest of the existing cork oak tree 
near the packing shed.  Additionally, the distance between Dwelling No. 2 
and the cork oak would be greater than Dwelling No. 2’s location north of 
the packing shed proposed as the project in the DEIR. 

Commenter(s): Chairperson Minard: Comment B-2 
 Chairperson Minard asked if anyone had considered that, if the barn had not 

been proposed to be moved to this site, the four structures would have 
eventually self-demolished over a period of time.  Was any credit given to the 
fact that the barn would be relocated, which generated the EIR and caused 
the protection of some of the structures.  He noted that the roof of Building 
No. 1 had collapsed into the building and the walls were beginning to splay 
out. 

Response B-2 The condition of the four outbuildings on the project site are discussed on 
pp. IV-4 and IV-5 of the DEIR.  

The DEIR (p. V-2) also evaluates a “no project” alternative along with its 
impact in order to provide a comparison of the impacts of approving the 
proposed project with the impacts of not approving the proposed project.  
While the No Project Alternative would avoid the project’s significant 
unavoidable impact to historic architectural resources by retaining all four of 
the onsite historic structures, it would result in significant visual and 
aesthetic impacts associated with leaving the barn at its temporary location; it 
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would not establish an historic barnyard visual relationship on the site; and, 
ongoing structural degradation of the barn and outbuildings could result in 
visual blight and possibly the eventual loss of these assets due to continued 
deferred maintenance. 

Commenter(s): Senior Planner Livermore and Mr. Jacinto: Comment B-3 

 Senior Planner Livermore stated that the Option 3 would be evaluated as a 
comment and would be responded to in the final EIR.  If it were identified as 
the desired project, it could start the entire CEQA process over again. 

 Mr. Jacinto agreed with Senior Planner Livermore’s comments.  Significant 
new information would be the trigger for new impacts, which would entail 
recirculation and the clock would have to be started again. 

Response B-3 The description of the Shinn Family Option #3 and an analysis of its 
potential environmental effects are provided in the Master Response on p. 19 
of this document. 

Commenter(s): Al Chairperson Minard: Comment B-4 

 Chairperson Minard asked if demolition of a tree, or the preservation of a 
tree or building, would be considered a significant impact. 

Response B-4 As discussed in the Initial Study, the City of Fremont’s Tree Preservation 
Ordinance (Fremont Municipal Code Section 4-5100) requires a Tree 
Removal Permit to remove trees 18-inches in diameter at breast height 
(DBH), and 10-inches or larger DBH if native to Fremont.  The cork oak 
species on the site have been identified in other parts of the city as a 
Landmark Tree species; however, it has not been identified as a Landmark 
Tree at the project site.  Thus, removal of a tree would be considered a less 
than significant biological resources impact, while removal of a Landmark 
Tree would be considered a significant cultural resources impact.  As 
discussed in the Initial Study and the evaluation of the Shinn Family 
Option #3, neither the project analyzed in the DEIR nor the Shinn Family 
Option #3 propose removing cork oak trees, nor would the project result in 
any adverse indirect impacts to cork oaks.  As such, effects to trees are 
considered less than significant. 

Commenter(s): Associate Planner Minicucci, Board Member Tavares, and Chairperson 
Minard: Comment B-5  

 Associate Planner Minicucci stated that the consultants’ recommendations 
were a part of the EIR process to provide alternatives.  The recommendations 
made by HARB, the Recreation Commission and City Council were being 
followed by staff. 

 Board Member Tavares believed that the consultants’ recommendation made 
more sense, in terms of preservation.  However, their recommendations 
pushed the project in another direction. 
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 Chairperson Minard believed that the process had moved too far along to 
change direction and follow the consultants’ recommendations. 

Response B-5 CEQA requires that an EIR analyze a “reasonable range” of feasible 
alternatives to a proposed project.  Feasibility is defined by site suitability, 
economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, 
and consistency with other applicable plans and regulatory limitations.  For 
purposes of this EIR, a range of alternatives were developed in order to 
reduce, eliminate or avoid impacts of the proposed project, based on 
suitability factors listed on p. V-1 of the DEIR.   

In some cases, the DEIR alternatives were carried forward from the prior 
studies conducted for the project.  In other cases, the alternatives were 
developed specifically to address significant project impacts (such as the 
Preservation Alternative).  In any case, the intent of the alternatives is to 
inform decision-makers as to the comparative merits of the project and 
alternatives in order to make an informed decision regarding potential 
environmental effects.    

Commenter(s): Board Member Tavares, Senior Planner Livermore, and Mr. Jacinto: 
Comment B-6 

 Board Member Tavares asked if the cost factor would be any different. 

 Senior Planner Livermore asked if he meant the alternatives that the EIR 
presented. 

 Board Member Tavares stated that she was correct. 

 Mr. Jacinto guessed that the cost would be higher, but the preservation 
alternative was the environmentally superior alternative, which kept the four 
outbuildings on the site. 

Response B-6 CEQA Guidelines section 15358(b) states that effects analyzed under CEQA 
must be related to physical change in the environment, and economic and 
social changes are not considered environmental effects under CEQA.  
CEQA also requires an EIR to identify an environmentally superior 
alternative, which is considered to be the Preservation Alternative.   

To clarify the comment made by the EIR consultant, the costs associated 
with the Preservation Alternative would likely be higher than those of the 
project, because avoiding demolition of the historic outbuildings would not 
ensure that those buildings are strengthened and rehabilitated.  Thus, to avoid 
the possible continued degradation of these resources, rehabilitation of the 
four outbuildings would need to be undertaken at costs considerably higher 
than those associated with the project. 
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Commenter(s): Chairperson Minard: Comment B-7 

 Chairperson Minard closed with the opinion that choosing Shinn Proposal 
No. 3 was the best option, since locating the barn under the trees, as 
recommended by the consultants, could severely damage the trees, as was the 
opinion of James Shinn. 

Response B-7 The comment is acknowledged.   

Commenter(s): Associate Planner Minicucci and Senior Planner Livermore: 
Comment B-8 

 Associate Planner Minicucci commented that the canopy of the existing Cork 
Oak could be a problem with Shinn Proposal No. 3.  She asked that 
Chairperson Minard show the photo of that tree. 

 Senior Planner Livermore stated that this was a good example of what was 
considered during the CEQA process. 

Response B-8 Potential effects to the cork oak tree are discussed in the Master Response on 
p. 19 of this document. 

Commenter(s): Vice Chairperson Singleton: Comment B-9 

 Vice Chairperson Singleton concurred and stated that it should not be a 
significant change to the EIR that had been already been circulated.  It 
would be a short distance and in a similar location on the property and near 
the perimeter.  The relationship of the barn to the other historic structures 
would be almost identical.  She added that she had spent eight years as the 
CEQA person for the East Bay Regional Park District on similar projects. 

Response B-9 The comment is acknowledged.   

Commenter(s): Chairperson Minard and Mr. Jacinto: Comment B-10 

 Chairperson Minard asked if an arborist had looked at the trees on the site. 

 Mr. Jacinto replied that the EIR did provide a study for the biological 
resources, which applied to any of the alternatives or the proposed project.  
He promised to consult with a biologist to ascertain if Shinn Option No. 3 
would be adversely affected by the tree canopy or drip line.  He was not 
aware that an arborist had seen the trees, but his staff biologist had 
consulted with the city’s arborist. 

Response B-10 The comment is acknowledged.  Potential effects to the cork oak tree are 
discussed in the Master Response on p. 19 of this document. 



 

 
Shinn Historic Park and Arboretum FEIR 28 ESA / 204259 
Response to Comments Document 

CHAPTER V 
WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 
TO WRITTEN COMMENTS 

This chapter includes copies of the comment letters received during the public review period on 
the Draft EIR and responses to those comments.  Where responses have resulted in changes to the 
text of the Draft EIR, these changes also appear in Chapter II of this Final EIR Response to 
Comments Document. 
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LETTER 1 – CALIFORNIA GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING 
RESEARCH 

Response 1-1 The comment is acknowledged. 
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LETTER 2 – CALIFORNIA GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING 
RESEARCH 

Response 2-1 The comment is acknowledged.
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LETTER 3 – ALAMEDA COUNTY CONGESTION MANAGEMENT 
AGENCY 

Response 3-1 The comment is acknowledged. 
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LETTER 4 – ALAMEDA COUNTY WATER DISTRICT 

Response 4-1 According to City of Fremont records, the wells at the project site are either 
destroyed in compliance with City’s requirements or not currently used. 
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LETTER 5 – STATE OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION 

Response 5-1 The comment is acknowledged.  The proposed project takes place entirely on 
Shinn Park, property owned by the City of Fremont. No encroachment 
permit is needed from Caltrans to complete the project. 
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LETTER 6 – EAST BAY REGIONAL PARK DISTRICT 

Response 6-1 The comment is acknowledged. 
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LETTER 7 – SANTA CLARA VALLEY TRANSPORTAION 
AUTHORITY 

Response 7-1 The comment is acknowledged. 
 


	Shinn Historial Park and Arborteum Draft EIR-Smaller.pdf
	Shinn Historial Park and Arborteum Draft EIR Response.pdf



