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1 
INTRODUCTION AND            
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION 
PURPOSE OF THE DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL EIR 

An Environmental Impact Report for the Oakland Army Base (OARB) Area Redevelopment 
Plan and Reuse Plan (OARB Redevelopment EIR) was certified by the City Oakland in July of 
2002 (SCH# 2001082058). That EIR described and disclosed the potential environmental 
consequences associated with adoption by the City of Oakland, the Oakland Base Reuse 
Authority (OBRA) and the Port of Oakland of a Redevelopment Plan for an area comprising 
about 1,800 acres, including and surrounding the 430-acre former OARB. The Redevelopment 
Plan as evaluated in the 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR anticipated redevelopment throughout 
the entire approximately 1,800-acre Redevelopment Area, including: 

1. The approximately 430-acre former Oakland Army Base sub-district. The OARB sub-
district is further subdivided into two development areas; 

• the 170-acre City of Oakland’s Gateway Development Area, and 

• the 235-acre Port of Oakland’s Port Development Area  

2. The approximately 1,290-acre Maritime sub-district, and  

3. The approximately 41-acre 16th/Wood sub-district.  

The City is now considering implementation of a portion of the OARB Redevelopment Plan 
and Reuse Plan on an approximately 30 acre site within the Oakland Gateway Development 
Area with construction of an auto mall (the Project). The auto mall consists of five separate 
automobile dealerships plus associated roadways and infrastructure improvements (the Project). 
The City has also elected to study a larger, 60-acre option consisting of a total of 8 automobile 
dealerships and a “big box” retail use (referred to herein as Option B). The land uses proposed 
under the Project or Option B were not specifically anticipated in the OARB Reuse Plan or the 
OARB Redevelopment EIR. These Project land uses could potentially result in different 
environmental impacts than were analyzed in the OARB Redevelopment EIR. 

An Initial Study was prepared and distributed for this Project with a Notice of Preparation on 
January 19, 2006. The Initial Study evaluated potential environmental impacts associated with 
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the change in land uses proposed under the Project. The Initial Study determined that the 
previous OARB Redevelopment EIR analyzed, disclosed, and mitigated where possible the 
majority of environmental impacts that would result from the Project. However, because the 
proposed land uses could result in higher levels of traffic than assumed under the previous 
OARB Redevelopment EIR, and because some of the assumptions regarding development of 
the surrounding areas have changed, it was determined that a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR 
needed to be prepared, but that it only needed to address the environmental topics of air quality 
and transportation/circulation. Public comments on the NOP suggested that certain land use 
compatibility issues, adequacy of truck parking, and alternatives also be more fully explored in 
this SEIR. 

This document is a Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR). Pursuant to 
Public Resources Code Sections 21090 and 21166 and CEQA Guidelines sections 15180 and 
15163, this Draft SEIR augments the previously certified OARB Redevelopment Plan EIR 
(OARB Redevelopment EIR, City of Oakland, 2002) to the extent necessary to address the 
changed conditions and circumstances of the Project, and to examine mitigation and project 
alternatives accordingly. With the exception of the supplemental chapters included in this Draft 
SEIR, the OARB Redevelopment EIR would wholly cover and fully apply to the Project.  As 
such, all applicable mitigation measures from the OARB Redevelopment EIR would apply to 
the Project.  

• The Traffic and Air Quality chapters of this Draft Supplemental EIR recommended 
additional or supplemental mitigation measures intended to reduce or avoid potentially 
significant impacts that could occur as a result of this specific Project (or Option B). These 
are summarized in Table 1-1 at the end of this Chapter.  

• Appendix A includes a similar table, summarizing impacts and mitigation measures from the 
OARB Redevelopment EIR that are applicable to the Project (or Option B). 

This Draft Supplemental EIR is intended to be used to provide decision makers and the general 
public with relevant environmental information to use in considering approval of the following 
anticipated implementation efforts:  

• approval of an amendment to the OARB Reuse Plan, 

• approval of re-designation or relocation of Ancillary Maritime Support uses from the 
location currently identified in the Reuse Plan, 

• issuance of Disposition and Development Agreements for individual developments, 

• approval of a tentative tract map, 

• approval of subsequent demolition, grading and building permits, infrastructure 
improvements and environmental remediation activities. 
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BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT 

Oakland Army Base Closure 
During the late 1980s and the 1990s, the U.S. government closed and/or realigned (transferred 
the functions of) numerous military facilities. Through the closure process, all or a portion of 
these military bases were then made available to their respective local cities or counties for 
community reuse.  In this manner, local communities are able to re-capture the loss of jobs that 
occurred when a base was closed.  Planning for reuse of these bases generally occurs under the 
guidance of a Local Reuse Authority, an entity established specifically for the purpose of 
planning transitional and ultimate reuse, and managing the assets of the base during the military-
to-community transitional or “interim” period. In 1995, the Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) Commission recommended closure and realignment of the Oakland Army Base 
(OARB). In July 1995 the President of the United States approved the BRAC Commission’s 
recommendation, Congress reviewed the recommendation, and it became law on September 28, 
1995. The Oakland Base Reuse Authority (OBRA) was formed and designated as the Local 
Reuse Authority primarily responsible for negotiating conveyance of the Base from the 
Department of the Army, and for implementing the activities highlighted above. 

Redevelopment Plan, Reuse Plan, and Previous EIR 
On July 11, 2000, the City adopted and approved, via Ordinance No. 12259 C.M.S., the 
Redevelopment Plan for the Oakland Base Redevelopment Project (City of Oakland 2000), and established 
a redevelopment project area. The Redevelopment Plan provides the Oakland Redevelopment 
Agency (ORA) with powers, duties, and obligations to implement and further a program of 
redevelopment, rehabilitation, and revitalization of the redevelopment area as broadly defined in 
the Plan. The ORA is responsible for the project area’s redevelopment. As the Redevelopment 
Plan states: 

Because of the long term nature of this Plan and the need to retain in the [ORA] the 
flexibility to respond to market and economic conditions, developer interests, and 
opportunities from time to time presented for redevelopment, this Plan does not present a 
precise plan or establish specific projects for the redevelopment, rehabilitation, and 
revitalization of any area within the Project Area, nor does this Plan present specific 
proposals in an attempt to solve or alleviate the concerns and problems of the community 
relating to the Project Area. Instead, this Plan presents a process and a basic framework 
within which specific plans will be presented, specific projects will be established, and 
specific solutions be proposed and by which tools are provided to the [ORA] to fashion, 
develop, and proceed with such specific plans, projects, and solutions. (Redevelopment 
Plan, p.1) 

While the Redevelopment Plan includes the OARB, the OARB is only a part of the 
Redevelopment Area. As a separate component of the OARB Redevelopment Plan, the OBRA 
published the Final Reuse Plan for the Oakland Army Base (“Reuse Plan”, Oakland Base Reuse 
Authority April 2001, as amended in July 2002) as a plan for reuse of the base. The Reuse Plan is 
necessarily broad and flexible.   

The Reuse Plan provides an estimate of buildout of the former OARB by 2020. This long term 
buildout horizon is coupled with the need of the OBRA to flexibly respond to fluctuating 
market and economic conditions. The Reuse Plan involves replacing existing uses within the 
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OARB, some in derelict condition, with a variety of new uses termed the “Flexible Alternative” 
which included office/R&D, light industry, warehouse/distribution and retail use.  

An EIR for the Redevelopment Plan and Reuse Plan (OARB Redevelopment EIR) was certified 
in July of 2002 (SCH# 2001082058). That EIR described and disclosed the potential 
environmental consequences associated with adoption by the City of Oakland, the Oakland Base 
Reuse Authority (OBRA) and the Port of Oakland of a Redevelopment Plan for an area 
comprising about 1,800 acres (including the Reuse Plan for the 430-acre former OARB). 

Changed Conditions 
The land uses currently proposed under the Project or Option B were not specifically anticipated 
in the OARB Reuse Plan or the OARB Redevelopment EIR. These Project land uses require 
amendments to the Reuse Plan and could potentially result in different environmental impacts 
than were analyzed in the OARB Redevelopment EIR.  

This Draft Supplemental EIR evaluates the impact of changes as previously evaluated in the 
2002 OARB Redevelopment Plan Area EIR. The Initial Study and this Draft Supplemental EIR 
considered the various changes since the certification of the OARB Redevelopment EIR: 

The changed project characteristics which include: 

• Changes in proposed land use for the Project site that may result in increased automobile 
trips; and 

The changed circumstances of the project which include: 

• A major portion of the OARB Redevelopment District, the 16th and Wood Street subarea, 
has since been approved for a development project known as the Wood Street Project. 

• All portions of West Oakland not located in a previously established redevelopment area or 
the OARB Redevelopment Area have since been included into the West Oakland 
Redevelopment Area. 

• Developers have expressed interest in developing projects in portions of the OARB 
Redevelopment Area other than at the project site. Although no final plans for these areas 
have been developed and no applications filed, the City does consider the potential for these 
projects as reasonable and feasible such that they should be included in a new cumulative 
projection of land uses for the area. 

• The OBRA and the Port of Oakland have conducted minor land transfers in the vicinity of 
the Project for purposes of facilitating more accessible access and rail yard configurations. 

• Realignment of Maritime Street as described in the OARB Redevelopment EIR may no 
longer be the preferred option for the Port of Oakland property so realignment cannot be 
assumed. 

• Hazardous materials clean-up operations have been initiated in several portions of the 
OARB, including the removal of Building #1 and the hazardous substances at that site 
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pursuant to the approved OARB Remedial Action Plan/Risk Management Plan 
(RAP/RMP). 

• The U.S. Army Reserves have completed transfer of their former land ownerships within the 
former OARB to OBRA. 

• The OBRA, Port of Oakland, and the City of Oakland and State Lands Commission are in 
the process of exchanging the designation of lands subject to Tidelands Trust. 

These changed circumstances are anticipated to change the projections for future growth and 
development as used in forecasting cumulative traffic and cumulative air quality conditions. 

SCOPE OF THE SEIR 

Not all CEQA Checklist environmental topics will be discussed in this Supplemental EIR.  
Together, the OARB Redevelopment EIR (April 2002), and the Initial Study for this Project 
(January 2006), evaluated all of the potential environmental topic areas as required by CEQA.  
The OARB Redevelopment EIR evaluated these topic areas for the entire Redevelopment Area, 
while the 2006 Initial Study evaluated the topic areas for the 30-acre Project site and the 60-acre 
Option B site. The OARB Redevelopment EIR included mitigation measures for environmental 
impacts that retain relevance and would be required under implementation of the proposed 
Project; these were included in the Initial Study and are included for reference in Appendix A of 
this document. Certain topic areas have undergone additional analysis due to the nature of the 
proposed Project and its potential to incur environmental impacts that were not evaluated in the 
OARB Redevelopment EIR. The City of Oakland determined that a Supplemental EIR needed 
to be prepared to fully evaluate the impacts on the following topic areas: 

• Traffic and Circulation, and 

• Air Quality. 

This Draft Supplemental EIR does not further evaluate topic areas including: aesthetics, 
agricultural resources, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazardous 
materials, hydrology, land use, mineral resources, noise, population, public services, and utilities. 
The Initial Study determined these topic areas were adequately analyzed in the OARB 
Redevelopment EIR. However, this Draft Supplemental EIR does respond to Planning 
Commission and Public comments made during the scoping session which requested more 
information on land use compatibility, truck parking, and alternatives. 

EIR REVIEW PROCESS 

This document is a Draft Supplemental EIR and as such references and relies upon analysis 
contained in the OARB Redevelopment EIR. The Draft and Final OARB Redevelopment EIR 
is available at the City of Oakland Planning Division office and at the following website link: 

http://www.oaklandnet.com/government/ceda/revised/planningzoning/MajorProjectsSection
/environmentaldocuments.html   
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This Draft Supplemental EIR is intended to enable City decision makers, public agencies and 
interested citizens to evaluate the specific environmental issues associated with the project 
revisions and changed circumstances of the proposed Project in the impacted topic areas of 
Traffic and Air Quality. In accordance with California law, the Supplemental EIR on the Project 
must be certified before any action on the Project can be taken. During the review period for 
this Draft Supplemental EIR, interested individuals, organizations and agencies may offer their 
comments on its evaluation of project impacts. The comments received during this public 
review period will be compiled and presented together with responses to these comments in a 
forthcoming Final Supplemental EIR. The Draft Supplemental EIR and the Final Supplemental 
EIR (including the response to comments) together will constitute the SEIR for the Project.  
The Oakland Planning commission will review the Supplemental EIR documents, and will 
determine whether or not the Supplemental EIR provides a full and adequate appraisal of the 
Project and its alternatives. 

In reviewing the Draft Supplemental EIR, readers should focus on the sufficiency of the 
document in identifying and analyzing the possible Traffic and Air Quality impacts associated 
with the revisions and changed circumstances of the Project, as well as the potential future 
impacts associated with these changes. Readers are also encouraged to review and comment on 
ways in which significant impacts associated with the changes might be avoided or mitigated. 
Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional specific alternatives or mitigation 
measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate significant environmental impacts.  
Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments and, whenever possible, should submit 
data or references in support of their comments. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
SUMMARY OF PROJECT 

Project Overview, Location, and Existing Uses 
The Oakland Redevelopment Agency (as the Project Sponsor) and the City of Oakland (as the 
Lead Agency) have identified one Project for review, as well as one additional Project option, 
referred to in this document as Option B, that the City wished to also be evaluated:  

• The Project generally consists of redevelopment of approximately thirty (30) acres of land in 
the North Gateway portion of the former Oakland Army Base to provide space for 4 to 5 
(4-5) automobile dealerships on five (5) separate parcels of approximately 4 to 5 acres each, 
plus associated roadways and infrastructure improvements.  

• Option B is a larger redevelopment effort on a total of approximately sixty (60) acres of land 
in the North Gateway and East Gateway portions of the former Oakland Army Base, 
including the Project as described above plus three (3) additional 5-acre automobile 
dealerships and one (1) approximately 12 to 15-acre site for “big box” retail use and 
associated roadways and infrastructure improvements. 

The Project is located on a 30-acre site at the former Oakland Army Base and within the OARB 
Redevelopment Area, bounded by West Grand Avenue on the south, by the Union Pacific 
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Railroad right-of-way on the east, and by an East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) 
wastewater treatment facility to the north. Option B includes the Project site as described above 
plus approximately 30 acres of additional land, referred to in this document as the expanded 
Option B area or site, located to the south of West Grand Avenue and east of Maritime Street. 
This expanded Option B site is also a portion of the former Oakland Army Base and within the 
OARB Redevelopment Area.  

The western portion of the Project site is currently being used for outdoor sorting and storage of 
gravel and other rock. The eastern portion of the Project site is currently unused and fenced 
although it had been temporarily leased on an earlier occasion to truck parking tenants. On the 
expanded Option B site, the former Army Base buildings are being used on a temporary interim 
basis primarily for Port-related storage and logistics activities.  

Land uses to the north of the Project site include the EBMUD Wastewater Treatment Plant and 
the Interstate-80 approach to the San Francisco Bay Bridge. Land uses on the west side of 
Maritime Street and to the south are comprised largely of Port-related activities such as cargo 
ship berths and container storage. Land uses on the east consist of a series of railroad tracks 
principally used by the Port for cargo distribution. The Port of Oakland plans to continue to use 
and expand these tracks along the site’s eastern boundary for railroad car storage and a 
turnaround facility, consistent with the use of these lands as envisioned under the OARB 
Redevelopment Plan and as analyzed in the OARB Redevelopment EIR.  

A more detailed Project Description can be found in Chapter 2: Project Description of this 
document. 

Project Objectives 
The applicant’s stated Project Objectives are: 

• Implement the adopted OARB Redevelopment Plan in the North Gateway (Project) and 
East Gateway (expanded Option B area) 

• Alleviate economic and social degradation due to closure of OARB 

• Eliminate blighting influences 

• Strengthen retail and economic base 

• Maintain and increase sales tax revenue 

• Allow for job creation 

• Allow for the retention of automobile sales and service uses, and attraction of new 
automobile sales and service uses 

• Attract Big Box retail 
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CONTENT AND ORGANIZATION OF THE EIR 

This document is a Draft Supplemental EIR to the 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR and as 
such focuses on changed conditions and circumstances and the identified impacted topic areas 
of Traffic and Air Quality. Following this brief description of the proposed Project, the 
document’s ensuing chapters include the following: 

• Chapter 2: Project Description 

• Chapter 3: Traffic and Circulation 

• Chapter 4: Air Quality 

• Chapter 5: Other CEQA Issues 

• Chapter 6: References 

• Appendix A: Summary Table A-1 of Applicable OARB Redevelopment EIR Significant 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

• Appendix B: Notice of Preparation, Initial Study, Comments on Notice of Preparation 

• Appendix C: Traffic Analysis 

SUMMARY OF TRAFFIC AND AIR QUALITY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

The Traffic and Air Quality analyses in Chapters 3 and 4 of this document provide a description 
of the existing setting, potential impacts of Project implementation, and recommended 
mitigation measures to reduce or avoid potentially significant impacts that could occur as a result 
of Project implementation. The following Table 1-1 lists a summary statement of each impact 
and corresponding mitigation measure(s), as well as the level of significance after mitigation. 
Refer to Chapters 3 and 4 of this document for more detailed discussion of these impacts and 
mitigation measures. 

Appendix A includes a similar summary table, listing impacts and mitigation measures from the 
OARB Redevelopment EIR that are applicable to the Project (or Option B).  

Because Option B wholly incorporates the Project, mitigation measures for the Project would 
also apply to Option B, with the exception of Impact Traf-4 and Mitigation Measure Traf-4 
which discuss the access road cul-de-sac that would instead become continuation of that road 
under Option B. A number of impacts and mitigation measures apply only to the larger Option 
B and are signified by shading of the row in the table below.   

Significant impacts require the implementation of mitigation measures, or alternatives, or a 
finding by the Lead Agency that the measures are infeasible for specific reasons. For some of the 
Significant Impacts, mitigation measures may not be effective in reducing the impacts to a less 
than significant level. These impacts are designated Significant and Unavoidable. 
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TABLE 1-1 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

FOR THE PROJECT AND OPTION B1 

 

Potential Project Impact 

 

Mitigation Measure 

Resulting 
Level of 

Significance 

SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE 

Cumulative  
Impact Traf-6: At the West Grand Avenue / Maritime Street 

intersection, Option B would increase traffic in 2025 
and would cause the average vehicle delay to increase 
by more than two (2) seconds where the future 
baseline level of service would be LOS F during the 
p.m. peak and Saturday peak hours. 

Cumulative  
MM Traf-6: As part of the cumulative growth of the OARB Area 

Redevelopment Plan, the Project Sponsors shall fund a fair share 
of the following modifications at the West Grand Avenue / 
Maritime Street intersection: 
• Revise the northbound Maritime Street lanes to provide one 

left turn lane, one combination left-through lane, and two 
right turn lanes with overlap signal phasing (green arrow)  

• Revise the southbound Maritime Street lanes to provide one 
left turn lane, one combination through-right lane, and one 
right turn lane  

• Revise eastbound West Grand Avenue exit ramp to provide 
one left turn lane, two through lanes, and one right turn lane 
with a receiving third southbound lane south of the 
intersection (free right) 

• Revise westbound West Grand Avenue to provide one left 
turn lane, one combination left-through lane, and one 
combination through-right lane 

• Provide split signal phasing for east and westbound traffic 
movements on West Grand Avenue 

Design plans for all public facilities shall be consistent with City 
standards and are subject to the approval of the City of Oakland 
Public Works Agency. 

Option B: 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

1 Option B includes the Project in its entirety, therefore, all the impacts and mitigation measures for the Project would also apply to Option B. Because Option B is a larger 
project on a larger area, there are additional impacts and mitigation measures that would apply only to Option B and not to the smaller Project.  

  Shaded impacts and mitigation measures denote those that apply  to Option B only, and not to the Project.   



 

PAGE 1-10 OARB AUTO MALL – DRAFT SEIR APRIL 2006 
 
 

TABLE 1-1 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

FOR THE PROJECT AND OPTION B1 

 

Potential Project Impact 

 

Mitigation Measure 

Resulting 
Level of 

Significance 

Cumulative  
Impact Traf-7: At the West Grand Avenue / I-880 Frontage Road 

intersection, both the Project and Option B would 
increase traffic in 2025 and both development options 
would cause the average vehicle delay to increase by 
more than two (2) seconds where the future baseline 
level of service would be LOS F during the a.m. peak, 
p.m. peak, and Saturday peak hours. 

This cumulative impact was considered significant but mitigated in the OARB 
Redevelopment Plan EIR. However, subsequent City of Oakland EIRs (Uptown 
and Wood Street Project) have re-examined the feasibility of the mitigation 
necessary at this location and concluded that costs of the identified improvements 
were so prohibitively high that the mitigation was not feasible and the impacts was 
considered significant and unavoidable. 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
(NEW) 

Cumulative  
Impact Traf-10: At the 7th Street / Maritime Street intersection, both 

the Project and Option B would increase traffic in 
2025 and would cause the average vehicle delay to 
increase by more than two (2) seconds where the 
future baseline level of service would be LOS F during 
both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. 

Cumulative  
MM Traf-10: As part of the cumulative growth of the OARB Area 

Redevelopment Plan, the Project Sponsors shall fund a fair share 
of the following modifications at the 7th Street / Maritime Street 
intersection:  
• Revise the northbound Maritime Street lanes to provide one 

left turn lane, one combination left-through lane, one through 
lane, and one right turn lane with overlap signal phasing (green 
arrow)  

• Revise the southbound Maritime Street lanes to provide one 
left turn lane, one combination left-through lane, and one 
combination through-right turn lane 

• Revise the eastbound 7th Street lanes to provide one left turn 
lane, two through lanes, and one right turn lane with overlap 
signal phasing (green arrow) 

• Revise the westbound 7th Street lanes to provide two left turn 
lanes, two through lanes and one right turn lane with overlap 
signal phasing (green arrow) 

• Provide split phasing for the north and southbound traffic 
movements. 

Design plans for all public facilities shall be consistent with City 
standards and are subject to the approval of the City of Oakland Public 
Works Agency. 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
(NEW) 
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TABLE 1-1 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

FOR THE PROJECT AND OPTION B1 

 

Potential Project Impact 

 

Mitigation Measure 

Resulting 
Level of 

Significance 

Cumulative  
Impact Traf-17: Both the Project and Option B would increase traffic 

on study area freeways in 2025 and would cause 
freeway segments to operate at LOS F. 

Cumulative  
MM Traf-17: As part of the cumulative growth of the OARB Area 

Redevelopment Plan, the Project Sponsors shall fund a fair share 
of a transportation demand management program established by 
the City for the Redevelopment Area to reduce the demand for 
single-occupant, peak hour trips, and to increase access to transit 
opportunities. 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

Impact Air-1: Permanent Regional Impacts. Additional trips to 
and from the project would result in new air pollutant 
emissions within the air basin. 

This would be a less than significant impact for the Project which 
would result in emissions below significance thresholds, and significant 
for Option B. 

MM Air-1:  Transportation Control Measures. If Option B is developed, 
major developers shall fund on a fair share basis BAAQMD-
recommended feasible Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) 
for reducing vehicle emissions from commercial, institutional, and 
industrial operations, as well as all CAP TCMs the BAAQMD has 
identified as appropriate for local implementation. 

Option B: 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

Cumulative 
Impact Air-5: As part of the cumulative growth of the OARB Area 

Redevelopment Plan, the Project or Option B, together 
with anticipated future development in the area, could 
result in long-term traffic increases and could 
cumulatively increase regional air pollutant emissions. 

This would be a less than significant impact for the Project which 
would result in emissions below significance thresholds, and significant 
for Option B. 

Mitigation Measure Air-1, requiring fair share funding of feasible Transportation 
Control Measures (TCMs) would apply to the Project and Option B. 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
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TABLE 1-1 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

FOR THE PROJECT AND OPTION B1 

 

Potential Project Impact 

 

Mitigation Measure 

Resulting 
Level of 

Significance 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION 

Impact Traf-3: At the N. Access Road / EBMUD Driveway 
intersection, both the Project and Option B would 
substantially increase traffic hazards to motor vehicles 
and perhaps bicyclists and pedestrians due to the 
configuration of the intersection. 

MM Traf-3: The Project Sponsors shall work with the property owners to 
develop an access design that provides adequate levels of safety. 
One option would be to relocate the EBMUD driveway to connect 
as the north leg of the N. Access Road / E. Access Road 
intersection. If the driveway were relocated, the N. Access Road / 
E. Access Road intersection would operate in compliance with the 
City’s level of service standards with all-way stop traffic control. 
Design plans for the project and all public facilities shall be 
consistent with City standards and are subject to the approval of 
the City of Oakland Public Works Agency. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact Traf-4: Construction of the access road from the northern 
extension of Maritime Street would end in a cul-de-sac 
for the Project and could result in less than two 
emergency access routes for streets exceeding 600 feet 
in length. 

(Project only impact, not Option B) 

MM Traf-4: Construct an emergency vehicle access to the east end of the 
Project. 

(Project only mitigation measure, not Option B) 

Less than 
Significant 

Cumulative  
Impact Traf-11: At the 7th Street / I-880 Northbound Ramp 

intersection, both the Project and Option B would 
increase traffic in 2025 and would cause the average 
vehicle delay to increase by more than four (4) 
seconds where the future baseline level of service 
would be LOS E during the p.m. peak hour. 

Option B would add more than five (5) percent of the cumulative 
traffic increase as measured by the difference between existing and 
cumulative (with Project) conditions. 

Cumulative  
MM Traf-11: If Option B is developed, the Project Sponsors shall fund a fair 

share of the following modifications at the West Grand Avenue / 
I-880 Northbound Ramp intersection:  
• Revise the eastbound 7th Street lanes to provide one left turn 

lane, one combination left-through lane, and one through lane. 
• Provide split signal phasing for east and westbound traffic 

movements on 7th Street. 
Design plans for all public facilities shall be consistent with City 
standards and are subject to the approval of the City of Oakland Public 
Works Agency. 

Option B: 

Less than 
Significant 
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TABLE 1-1 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

FOR THE PROJECT AND OPTION B1 

 

Potential Project Impact 

 

Mitigation Measure 

Resulting 
Level of 

Significance 

Cumulative  
Impact Traf-15: At the S. Access Road / Maritime Street intersection, 

Option B would increase traffic in 2025 and would 
cause the future baseline LOS to operate at below 
LOS D at this new intersection. 

Cumulative  
MM Traf-15: If Option B is developed, the Project Sponsors shall fund a fair 

share of the modifications at the S. Access Road / Maritime Street 
intersection to add a southbound right turn lane with southbound 
right turn overlap phasing (green arrow). Design plans for all 
public facilities shall be consistent with City standards and are 
subject to the approval of the City of Oakland Public Works 
Agency. 

Option B: 

Less than 
Significant 

Cumulative  
Impact Traf-16: At the Parcel I / Maritime Street intersection, Option 

B would increase traffic in 2025 and would cause the 
future baseline LOS to operate at below LOS D at 
this new intersection. 

Cumulative  
MM Traf-16: If Option B is developed, the Project Sponsors shall fund a fair 

share of the modifications at the Parcel I / Maritime Street 
intersection to add a southbound right turn lane with southbound 
right turn overlap phasing (green arrow). Design plans for all 
public facilities shall be consistent with City standards and are 
subject to the approval of the City of Oakland Public Works 
Agency. 

Option B: 

Less than 
Significant 
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TABLE 1-1 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

FOR THE PROJECT AND OPTION B1 

 

Potential Project Impact 

 

Mitigation Measure 

Resulting 
Level of 

Significance 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT (NO MITIGATION WARRANTED) 

Impact Traf-1: The Project and Option B would increase traffic at 
study area intersections but would not substantially 
impact access or traffic load and capacity of the street 
system.  

For both project options, the project would not cause significant 
impacts either because the level of service would comply with City 
standards or the project would not add enough new traffic to cause a 
significant increase in average vehicle control delay. 

Mitigation not warranted Less than 
Significant 

Impact Traf-2: The Project and Option B would increase traffic at 
study area freeway segments but would not 
substantially impact traffic operations and level of 
service of the freeway system.  

For both project options, the project would not cause significant 
impacts either because the level of service would remain at LOS E or 
better, or the V/C ratio would increase by less than three (3) percent 
for a freeway segment that would operate at LOS F without the project.

Mitigation not warranted Less than 
Significant 

Impact Traf-5: The Project would increase the average ridership on 
AC Transit lines by more than three percent on transit 
lines serving the Project Area, but the average load 
factor with the Project would not exceed 125 percent 
over a peak 30-minute period.  

Mitigation not warranted Less than 
Significant 
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TABLE 1-1 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

FOR THE PROJECT AND OPTION B1 

 

Potential Project Impact 

 

Mitigation Measure 

Resulting 
Level of 

Significance 

Cumulative  
Impact Traf-8: At the West Grand Avenue / Mandela Parkway 

intersection, both the Project and Option B would 
increase traffic in 2025 and both development options 
would cause the average vehicle delay to increase by 
more than four (4) seconds where the future baseline 
level of service would be LOS E during the a.m. peak 
hour; and where both development options would 
cause the average vehicle delay to increase by more 
than two (2) seconds where the future baseline level of 
service would be LOS F during the p.m. peak hour. 

The Project and Option B would each add less than five (5) percent of 
the cumulative traffic increase as measured by the difference between 
existing and cumulative (with project) conditions. Therefore, the 
contribution of the Project or Option B to the cumulative impact at the 
West Grand Avenue / Mandela Parkway intersection would not be 
cumulatively considerable, and the incremental effect of the Project or 
Option B is considered a less-than-significant impact. 

Mitigation not warranted Less than 
Significant 

Cumulative  
Impact Traf-9: At the West Grand Avenue / Market Street 

intersection, the level of service was shown to operate 
in compliance with City standards in 2025; however, in 
the Oak to Ninth Project DEIR, the intersection was 
shown to operate at an unacceptable level of service. 
Both the Project and Option B would increase traffic 
in 2025, but both the Project and Option B would add 
less than five (5) percent of the cumulative traffic 
increase as measured by the difference between 
existing and cumulative (with project) conditions. 
Therefore, the contribution of the Project or Option B 

Mitigation not warranted Less than 
Significant 
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TABLE 1-1 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

FOR THE PROJECT AND OPTION B1 

 

Potential Project Impact 

 

Mitigation Measure 

Resulting 
Level of 

Significance 

to a potential cumulative impact at the West Grand 
Avenue / Market Street intersection would not be 
cumulatively considerable, and the incremental effect 
of the Project or Option B is considered a less-than-
significant impact. 

Cumulative  
Impact Traf-12: At the 7th Street / Mandela Parkway intersection, 

both the Project and Option B would increase traffic in 
2025 and would cause an increase in the average delay 
for a critical movement of four (4) seconds where the 
future baseline level of service would be LOS F during 
the p.m. peak hour.  

Both the Project and Option B would add less than five (5) percent of 
the cumulative traffic increase as measured by the difference between 
existing and cumulative (with project) conditions. Therefore, the 
contribution of the Project or Option B to the cumulative impact at the 
7th Street / Mandela Parkway intersection would not be cumulatively 
considerable, and the incremental effect of the Project or Option B is 
considered a less-than-significant impact. 

Mitigation not warranted Less than 
Significant 

Cumulative  
Impact Traf-13: At the 5th Street / Broadway intersection, both the 

Project and Option B would increase traffic in 2025 
and would cause an increase in the average delay for a 
critical movement of four (4) seconds where the 
future baseline level of service would be LOS F 
during the p.m. peak hour.  

Both the Project and Option B would add less than five (5) percent of 
the cumulative traffic increase as measured by the difference between 
existing and cumulative (with project) conditions. Therefore, the 
contribution of the Project or Option B to the cumulative impact at the 
5th Street / Broadway intersection would not be cumulatively 
considerable, and the incremental effect of the Project or Option B is 
considered a less-than-significant impact. 

Mitigation not warranted Less than 
Significant 
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TABLE 1-1 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

FOR THE PROJECT AND OPTION B1 

 

Potential Project Impact 

 

Mitigation Measure 

Resulting 
Level of 

Significance 

Cumulative  
Impact Traf-14: At the Powell Street / I-80 Northbound Ramps 

intersection, both the Project and Option B would 
increase traffic in 2025 and would cause an increase in 
the average delay for a critical movement of four (4) 
seconds where the future baseline level of service 
would be LOS F during the p.m. peak hour.  

Both the Project and Option B would add less than five (5) percent of 
the cumulative traffic increase as measured by the difference between 
existing and cumulative (with project) conditions. Therefore, the 
contribution of the Project or Option B to the cumulative impact at the 
Powell Street / I-80 Northbound Ramps intersection would not be 
cumulatively considerable, and the incremental effect of the Project or 
Option B is considered a less-than-significant impact. 

Mitigation not warranted Less than 
Significant 

Cumulative  
Impact Traf-18: The Project and Option B would increase the average 

ridership on AC Transit lines in 2025 by more than 
three percent on transit lines serving the Project Area, 
but the average load factor with the Project would not 
exceed 125 percent over a peak 30-minute period. 

Although the Project and Option B would increase bus ridership on 
some routes, there would be enough available capacity on the AC 
Transit routes to accommodate the additional demand.  Because the 
average load factor with the Project would not exceed 125 percent over 
a 30-minute period, this impact would be less than significant. Neither 
the Project nor Option B would generate BART ridership and would 
not affect BART line capacity or fare gate demand in 2025. There 
would be no impact with regard to BART operations. 

Mitigation not warranted Less than 
Significant 
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TABLE 1-1 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

FOR THE PROJECT AND OPTION B1 

 

Potential Project Impact 

 

Mitigation Measure 

Resulting 
Level of 

Significance 

Impact Air-2: Permanent Local Impacts.  Project and Option B 
traffic would add to carbon monoxide concentrations 
near streets and intersections providing access to the 
site. 

Since neither Project traffic nor traffic from Option B would not cause 
any new violations of the 8-hour standards for carbon monoxide, nor 
contribute substantially to an existing or projected violation, project 
impacts on local carbon monoxide concentrations are considered to be 
less-than-significant. 

Mitigation not warranted Less than 
Significant 

Impact Air-3:   The proposed project could result in a substantial 
increase in diesel emissions. 

The Project or Option B would contribute, however minimally, to the 
area diesel emissions. The incremental cancer risk from exposure to the 
concentrations generated by project-related truck diesel emissions are 
less than the BAAQMD significance threshold of 10 in a million, 
therefore, project impacts on increased diesel emissions are considered 
to be less-than-significant. 

Mitigation not warranted Less than 
Significant 

Impact Air-4:   Gasoline Fueling Station Emissions. The project 
could contain a gasoline fueling station, which would 
be a new source of a Toxic Air Contaminants. 

Existing regulations and procedures, already established and enforced 
as part of the permit review process, would ensure that any potential 
impacts due to gasoline vapor emissions would be less-than-significant. 

Mitigation not warranted Less than 
Significant 

   

1 Option B includes the Project in its entirety, therefore, all the impacts and mitigation measures for the Project would also apply to Option B. Because Option B is a larger 
project on a larger area, there are additional impacts and mitigation measures that would apply only to Option B and not to the smaller Project.  

  Shaded impacts and mitigation measures denote those that apply  to Option B only, and not to the Project.  
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2 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

PROJECT OVERVIEW 
The Oakland Redevelopment Agency (as the Project Sponsor) and the City of Oakland (as the 
Lead Agency) have identified one Project for review, as well as one additional Project option, 
referred to in this document as Option B, that the City wished to also be evaluated:  

• The Project generally consists of redevelopment of approximately thirty (30) acres of land in 
the North Gateway portion of the former Oakland Army Base to provide space for 
automobile dealerships on five (5) separate parcels of approximately 5 acres each, plus 
associated roadways and infrastructure improvements.  

• Option B is a larger redevelopment effort on a total of approximately sixty (60) acres of land 
in the North Gateway and East Gateway portions of the former Oakland Army Base, 
including the Project as described above plus three (3) additional 5-acre automobile 
dealerships and one (1)  approximately 12 to 15-acre site for “big box” retail use. 

PROJECT LOCATION AND SITE CONDITIONS 
The Project is located on a 30-acre site at the former Oakland Army Base and within the OARB 
Redevelopment Area, bounded by West Grand Avenue on the south, by the Union Pacific 
Railroad right-of-way on the east, and by an East Bay Municipal Utility District wastewater 
treatment facility to the north. The site is specifically described as the North Gateway 
Development Sub-area (North Gateway). Figure 2-1 shows the site vicinity, Figure 2-2 shows 
the OARB Redevelopment District and Sub-districts. The Gateway sub-areas are shown in 
Figure 2-3. Access to the site is currently via Wake Avenue from Maritime Street and West 
Grand Avenue.  

An expanded project option (Option B) is also evaluated in this Draft SEIR. Option B includes 
the Project site as described above plus approximately 30 acres of additional land, primarily to 
the south of West Grand Avenue and east of Maritime Street. This Option B site is also a 
portion of the former Oakland Army Base (OARB) and within the Oakland Army Base 
Redevelopment Area. The expanded site area is specifically described as the East Gateway 
Development Sub-area (East Gateway). See Figures 2-1, 2-2 and 2-3. 

The portion of the Project site to the west of Wake Avenue is known as the Baldwin Yard and is 
currently being used for outdoor sorting and storage of gravel and other rock. The eastern 
portion of the Project site is known as the Subaru parcel and is currently unused and fenced 
although it had been temporarily leased on an earlier occasion to truck parking tenants. On the 
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Option B expanded site, the former Army Base buildings are being used primarily for Port-
related storage and logistics activities.  

Land uses to the north of the Project site include the EBMUD Wastewater Treatment Plant and 
the Interstate-80 approach to the San Francisco Bay Bridge. Land uses on the west side of 
Maritime Street and to the south are comprised largely of Port-related activities such as cargo 
ship berths and container storage. Land uses on the east consist of a series of railroad tracks 
principally used by the Port for cargo distribution. The Port of Oakland plans to continue to use 
these tracks along the site’s eastern boundary for railroad car storage and a turnaround facility, 
consistent with the use of these lands as envisioned under the OARB Redevelopment Plan and 
as analyzed in the OARB Redevelopment EIR. See the aerial photograph, Figure 2-4. 

The Project site is designated in the adopted City of Oakland Land Use and Transportation 
Element  as “Business Mix” on the Subaru site (portion east of Wake Avenue) and “General 
Industrial/ Transportation” on the Baldwin Yard (portion west of Wake Avenue). The entire 
expanded Option B area is designated “Business Mix”.  The entire site is zoned M-40: Heavy 
Industrial.  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

PROJECT 
The approximately 30-acre Project site (the North Gateway) is now potentially envisioned by the 
City for land uses that would include automobile dealerships arranged as an auto mall. (See 
Project Parcel Map, Figure 2-5, and Project Conceptual Development Plan, Figure 2-6) 

Automobile Dealerships 

Four or five separate automobile dealerships with sales and service operations would occupy five 
separate parcels of approximately 4 to 6 acres each (Parcels A through E). Each dealership 
would include 1- to 3-story building space to accommodate auto showrooms, sales space, and 
auto repair and service facilities. Each dealership would also include outdoor surface area for 
automobile storage, employee and customer parking and circulation. Gas pumps to service the 
dealerships (not available to the public) may be included as an ancillary use. These auto 
dealerships are expected to have total employment in the range of approximately 300 to 400 
people. 

Access Road and Utilities 

Wake Avenue would be abandoned and instead Maritime Street would be extended north from 
the intersection of West Grand Avenue then continued to the east and south as a North 
Gateway access road.  This road would carry traffic and provide access to auto dealership sites in 
the North Gateway. The access road would end in a cul-de-sac near the raised West Grand 
Avenue.   

Additionally, utility infrastructure (water, sewer, storm drain, electricity, etc.) improvements 
would be completed as necessary and utility infrastructure would be extended to serve each of 
the dealership sites. 
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Figure 2-4: Aerial Photograph

Project Site
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Ancillary Maritime Support 

Pursuant to the requirements of the Bay Conservation and Development Commission’s (BCDC) 
Bay Plan, Seaport Plan, and Commission Resolution 16, the reuse and redevelopment of the 
OARB Redevelopment Area is required to include a total of 105 acres of ancillary maritime 
support (AMS) uses.1  Ancillary maritime support uses include truck parking associated with Port 
usage and other related services. According to the OARB Redevelopment/Reuse Plan, a total of 
15 acres of AMS uses were designated within the City Gateway Development Area and 
anticipated to be located on the Baldwin Yard in the North Gateway. With reconsideration of 
this site for auto dealership uses, the AMS land use designation will need to be relocated. The 
City of Oakland envisions transferring this AMS land use requirement to a 15-acre portion of 
the Central Gateway, at the southern boundary adjacent to the Port’s Development Area or 
elsewhere in the Gateway Development Area. 

OPTION B 
As an additional option for consideration, the City of and ORA have also elected to study an 
expanded project. This expanded project (Option B) would include the Project as described 
above, plus an additional approximately 30-acre portion of the East Gateway immediately south 
of West Grand Avenue that would include an expanded auto mall and “big box” retail. (See 
Option B Parcel Map, Figure 2-7, and Option B Conceptual Development Plan, Figure 2-8) 

Automobile Dealerships 

Three additional separate automobile dealerships with sales and service would occupy three 
separate parcels of approximately 4 to 6 acres each (Parcels F, G and H). Each dealership would 
include 1- to 3-story building space to accommodate auto showrooms, sales space, and auto 
repair and service facilities. Each dealership would also include outdoor surface area for 
automobile storage, employee and customer parking and circulation. Gas pumps to service the 
dealerships (not available to the public) may be included as an ancillary use. These auto 
dealerships are expected to have total employment of approximately 200 people. 
 
“Big Box” Retail 

One approximately 12 to 15-acre site (Parcel I) for “big box” retail use, including approximately 
150,000 square feet of building space, and customer and employee parking would occupy parcel 
I. The big box retail is expected to have total employment in the range of approximately 400 to 
600 people. 

Access Road and Utilities 

The North Gateway access road cul-de-sac would be removed and the access road would be 
extended to the south and would reconnect to Maritime Street.  

                                                 
1  As per Resolution 00-10 passed at the BCDC January 4th, 2001 meeting (minutes available at 
http://68.178.210.201/index.php?title=january_4_2001_commission_meeting_minute&more=1&c=1&tb=1&pb=1
), the remaining 90 acres of Ancillary Maritime Support uses were or would be designated on Port property. 



CHAPTER 2: PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

PAGE 2-12 OARB AUTO MALL – DRAFT SEIR APRIL 2006 

Additionally, utility infrastructure (water, sewer, storm drain, electricity, etc.) improvements 
would be completed as necessary and utility infrastructure would be extended to serve each of 
the dealership sites.    

Construction of the uses described above for the expanded Option B would necessitate removal 
of four or five of the “800 Series” warehouses plus several smaller warehouses and associated 
structures. These buildings are part of the OARB Historic District. The removal of these 
structures, resulting in the loss of these historic resources, was fully analyzed and addressed in 
the OARB Redevelopment EIR. A Statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted by the 
City in 2002 along with the OARB Redevelopment EIR for this significant and unavoidable 
impact on historic resources.  

A summary of the land uses anticipated under the Project and Option B is shown on Table 2-1.   

 

Table 2-1 
OARB Auto Mall Project, Land Use Summary 

Parcel Use # of Buildings Floors Total Floor Area (sq.ft.) Parcel Size (acres)

Project, North Gateway  
A Auto dealership 1 1 40,000 5.1 
B Auto dealership 1 2 160,000 6.0 
C Auto dealership 1 2 120,000 5.5 
D Auto dealership 2 1 40,000 3.8 
E Auto dealership 1 1 30,000 3.9 

Access Road    5.7 
 Project Total 6  390,000 30 

Option B Expanded Area, East Gateway 
F Auto dealership 1 1 20,000 5.4 
G Auto dealership 1 1 15,000 4.0 
H Auto dealership 1 1 15,000 4.0 
I “Big Box” retail 1 1 150,000 12.0 

Access Road    4.6 
 subtotal 4  200,000 30 

Option B Total (including 
Project and Expanded Area) 

10  590,000 60.0 

 

 



Source: FME Architecture + Design
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  :5: Project Tentative Tract Map-2 erugiF (Existing buildings and roads shown in grey under plan)
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Source: FME Architecture + Design

C RETPAH :2 P TCEJOR D NOITPIRCSE

P EGA BRAO -152 A  OTU M LLA – D  TFAR    A RIES PRIL  6002

  :6: Project Conceptual Development Plan-2 erugiF
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Source: FME Architecture + Design

C RETPAH :2 P TCEJOR D NOITPIRCSE

P EGA BRAO 17-2 A  OTU M LLA – D  TFAR    A RIES PRIL  6002

  :7: Option B Tentative Tract Map-2 erugiF (Existing buildings and roads shown in grey under plan)
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Source: FME Architecture + Design
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  :8: Option B Conceptual Development Plan-2 erugiF
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COMPARISON TO THE OARB REUSE PLAN AND 
OARB REDEVELOPMENT EIR 
As described in the OARB Redevelopment EIR and Reuse Plan, the land uses envisioned for 
the approximately 30-acre Project site included approximately 300,000 square feet of warehouse 
and distribution facilities on the easterly portion of the site (known as the Subaru Site).  It also 
anticipated providing 15 acres for ancillary maritime support (truck parking and associated uses) 
on the westerly portion of the site on property known as the Baldwin Yard.  

Within the Option B expanded area south of West Grand Avenue, the OARB 
Redevelopment/Reuse Plan anticipated redevelopment of that approximately 30-acre area to 
contain approximately 390,000 square feet of light industrial/flex-office use (assuming an 
average FAR of 0.30 for these uses, as calibrated from the OARB Redevelopment EIR).   

Table 2-2 shows a comparison of the land use summary for the Project as compared to the land 
use assumptions for the Project area as included in the OARB Reuse Plan and analyzed in the 
OARB Redevelopment EIR.  

 

Table 2-2 
Comparison of Land Use 

OARB Reuse Plan vs. Project and Project Option 
 OARB  

Reuse Plan 
 

Project 
Project plus  
Option B 

North Gateway    

 Warehouse/distribution 300,000 square feet - - 
 Ancillary maritime support 15 acres - - 
 Auto dealership - 390,000 square feet 390,000 square feet 

    
East Gateway    
 Light Industrial/Flex-Office 390,000 square feet 390,000 square feet - 
 Auto dealerships - - 50,000 square feet 
 Big Box retail - - 150,000 square feet 
    
Note: 15 acres of Ancillary Maritime Support uses moved from North Gateway to elsewhere in the Gateway Development Area 

under the Project scenario and/or Option B  
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REQUESTED ACTIONS AND REQUIRED 
APPROVALS 
This Draft Supplemental EIR will provide decision makers and the general public with relevant 
environmental information to use in considering approval of the Project including all steps 
necessary to implement the Project, as well as other matters contemplated under the OARB 
Redevelopment Plan, including without limitation: 

• Oakland Base Reuse Authority (OBRA) approval of an amendment to the OARB Reuse 
Plan to reflect the proposed land use change to include an auto mall (and potentially “big 
box” retail under Option B), 

• Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) approval of re-designation of 
Ancillary Maritime Support uses from the North Gateway to the Central Gateway, 

• Oakland Redevelopment Agency (ORA) issuance of Disposition and Development 
Agreements and any related documents as necessary for the individual developments, 

• Planning Commission approval of a tentative tract map (see Figures 2-5 and 2-7) to 
subdivide the Project area into parcels appropriate for auto dealerships, and 

• Administrative approval of subsequent demolition, grading and building permits, 
infrastructure improvements and environmental remediation activities. 

The Project as proposed (auto sales and service use within the North Gateway area) and Option 
B (expanded auto sales and service and big box retail) are consistent with the current General 
Plan and zoning designations for the site.  
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3 
TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC 

This chapter of the Draft SEIR evaluates the Project’s potential impacts on freeways, local 
roadways, transit, as well as motor vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian safety. Significance thresholds 
for transportation systems would be reached if the Project would result in an increased traffic 
demand that cannot be met by existing or planned transportation infrastructure or if the Project 
conflicts with adopted policies supporting transportation alternatives to the single-occupant 
automobile. 

EXISTING SETTING 

TRANSPORTATION NETWORK 

The Project study area includes freeways surrounding or leading to the Project site. The freeways 
included are I-80, I-580, I-880, I-980, and State Route (SR) 24. Other potentially affected 
regional state routes include SR 123 (San Pablo Avenue). The regional roadway system is shown 
in Figure 3-1. The study area was selected to encompass areas within the regional transportation 
network that could be potentially affected by Project traffic. The transportation study area also 
includes local access routes as more fully discussed below. 

Regional Highway System 
Interstate-80 (I-80) is an eight- to ten-lane freeway serving San Francisco and the West Bay as 
well as East Bay destinations in West Contra Costa County, Sacramento, and points north and 
east. I-80 provides access to the Project site by freeway ramps that terminate at the West Grand 
Avenue/I-880 frontage road intersection. I-80 east has High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes 
and HOV ramp connections to I-580 and the Bay Bridge.  

Interstate-880 (I-880) is an eight-lane freeway that serves West Alameda County, the South Bay 
and southern peninsula, and San Jose. I-880 connects to west I-80 at the Bay Bridge Toll Plaza. 
Interchange ramps connect I-880 to Maritime, 7th, Union, Adeline, and Market Streets. A 
connection to I-80 east is provided at the north end of a frontage road that extends from 7th 
Street to West Grand Avenue. 

Interstate-580 (I-580) is an eight-lane freeway serving Northern Alameda County, Livermore, 
Stockton, Marin County north and I-5 south. Access to the Project Area is provided via 
interchanges at West MacArthur Boulevard and Market Street. The City of Oakland has placed a 
heavy truck (over 4.5 tons) restriction on I-580 between Grand Avenue and 106th Avenue.  

Interstate-980 (I-980) is a six- to eight lane freeway that provides access to the Oakland 
downtown area. I-980 becomes State Route 24 (SR-24) at the northern end, providing access to 
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Contra Costa County via the Caldecott Tunnel, and provides a direct connection between I-580 
and I-880. 

State Routes 
State Route 24 (SR 24) is an eight-lane freeway that connects the East Bay area with central 
and east Contra Costa County. SR 24 extends from I-980 to I-680 through the Caldecott tunnel.  

State Route 123 (SR 123 - San Pablo Avenue) is a four-lane arterial roadway that extends from 
West MacArthur Boulevard north to Cutting Boulevard in El Cerrito. San Pablo Avenue is not 
designated as a State Route beyond MacArthur Boulevard on the south and Cutting Boulevard 
on the north. On the south, San Pablo Avenue extends into downtown Oakland; on the north 
end it extends through El Cerrito, Richmond, San Pablo, Pinole, and Hercules to its termination 
in unincorporated Contra Costa County. 

Freeway Conditions 
The following discussion of regional freeway conditions was taken from the 2004 Level of 
Service Monitoring Report prepared by the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency 
(CMA 2004). The CMA monitors congestion on freeways in the region by measuring the 
average travel speed during the p.m. peak period (4:00 to 6:00 p.m.). Freeway traffic conditions 
are then described in terms of level of service (LOS), a standard measure for traffic operations 
defined by the average number of seconds of delay per vehicle, with LOS A representing free-
flow conditions and LOS F representing gridlocked conditions. 

According to the CMA, traffic speeds of 49 miles per hour (mph) or higher on the freeway 
indicate LOS A through C. At LOS D, traffic operating conditions become unstable and speeds 
can drop as low as 41 mph. At LOS E, there are virtually no usable gaps in the traffic stream and 
speeds can drop as low as 30 mph. Below 30 mph, stop-and-go traffic operations often occur 
and the LOS is F.  

As shown in Table 3-1, in 2004 during the p.m. peak hour, traffic congestion occurred on most 
routes leading away from the major employment centers. During the p.m. peak hour I-80 is 
congested in both directions. During this same time period, eastbound I-580 and eastbound SR 
24 are congested and southbound I-880 is congested south of I-980.  

During the a.m. peak period (7:00 to 9:00 a.m.), bottlenecks occur on many of the freeways 
leading to the major employment centers. Congestion regularly occurs on westbound I-80 at the 
I-580 split and on the approach to the Bay Bridge toll plaza. I-880 is congested northbound 
north of I-980 and I-980 is congested southbound. SR-24 is congested at its southbound 
connection to I-580. 

Local Setting 
This section describes the local transportation setting within the transportation study area. 

Local Roadway System 
Local vehicular access to the project site is provided primarily by West Grand Avenue, Maritime 
Street and 7th Street, as shown in Figure 3-1.  
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TABLE 3-1 
FREEWAY OPERATIONS IN 2004 

A.M. Peak Hour a P.M. Peak Hour Freeway Segment 

LOS Speed (mph) LOS Speed (mph) 

I-80 at the Bay Bridge     

Eastbound - - D 43.2 

Westbound F 19.7 F 28.7 

I-80 East of I-80/I-580 Split     

Eastbound - - F 23.5 

Westbound D 47.6 F 20.9 

I-580 East of I-980/SR-24     

Eastbound - - F 29.6 

Westbound C 54.1 C 50.2 

I-580 West of I-980/SR-24     

Eastbound - - E 39.2 

Westbound B 58.3 E 33.3 

I-880 south of I-980     

Northbound D 43.9 C 54.8 

Southbound - - F 20.2 

I-880 north of I-980     

Northbound E 24.7 A 63.8 

Southbound - - B 57.3 

I-980     

Northbound - - D 45.3 

Southbound - - C 50.2 

SR-24 East of I-580     

Eastbound E 33.1 E 39.9 

Westbound B 55.9 B 58.7 

Source:: Alameda County Congestion Management Agency 2004 Level of Service Monitoring Report. 

Note:: Missing values (designated with a dash “-”) were not reported in the source document from the Alameda County Congestion 
Management Agency. 
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West Grand Avenue is an east/west arterial providing direct access to the downtown and San 
Francisco Bay Bridge. This four to six-lane facility has a median island and left-turn lanes. 

Maritime Street is a four-lane arterial with a center two-way left-turn lane. It is heavily used by 
trucks and other traffic accessing the Oakland Army Base (OARB), the Port’s Outer Harbor 
terminal, and the Union Pacific (UP) railyard. It is a primary access route to the Port of Oakland. 
On its north end Maritime Street is connected to the Cypress Freeway system at its intersection 
with West Grand Avenue, where freeway ramps provide access to I-80 west and I-580 east. On 
its south end, it connects to 7th Street where access to I-880 is provided. 

7th Street is a public four-lane arterial that provides access to the Middle Harbor marine 
terminals and Port View Park. 7th Street also serves local and cross-town traffic for West 
Oakland between Middle Harbor Road and I-980/I-880. Freeway ramps connect 7th Street to I-
880 south. A frontage road connects 7th Street to points north. Between the Port and the 
freeway, a substantial amount of traffic along 7th Street consists of truck traffic. 7th Street is 
designated as a local transit arterial. 

Level of Service (LOS) Analysis 
The efficiency of traffic operations at study area intersections was evaluated for existing 
conditions. Twenty-five existing intersections, identified as having the greatest potential for 
redevelopment traffic impacts, were selected for study (Figure 3-1). Additional intersections that 
would be created by the Proposed Project and/or Option B were also studied. 

The LOS at study area intersections was analyzed for the a.m. and p.m. peak hours for all study 
intersections, using methodologies described in the Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation 
Research Board 1998). The intersections created by the project were also evaluated to determine 
potential traffic operations impacts during the Saturday peak hour. 

The LOS for signalized and unsignalized intersections is defined in terms of delay, which is a 
measure of driver discomfort, frustration, and lost travel time. Delay is a complex measure and is 
dependent upon a number of variables, including the number of vehicles in the traffic stream. 
For signalized intersections, delay is also dependent on the quality of signal progression, the 
signal cycle length, and the “green” ratio for each approach or lane group. For intersections with 
one or two stop signs, delay is dependent on the number of gaps available in the uncontrolled 
traffic stream. All the study intersections except seven of the intersections created by the project 
are controlled by traffic signals. 

Existing a.m. and p.m. peak-hour traffic turning movement counts were collected at all of the 
study intersections within the last three years. New traffic counts were conducted in the fall of 
2005 for intersections close to the project and intersections where the only data available were 
more than three years old. New Saturday traffic data were collected during the afternoon peak 
hour at the following intersections: 

• West Grand Avenue / Maritime Street 

• West Grand Avenue / I-880 Frontage Road 

The intersection traffic volumes are shown in Figure 3-2. 
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Existing Conditions 
The existing levels of service at study area intersections were determined for the a.m. and p.m. 
peak hours. Additionally, because the proposed uses as well as others in the immediate area 
would generate weekend traffic, Saturday afternoon peak hour levels of service were evaluated 
for the two study intersections closest to the project to determine that project impacts on 
Saturday would not be more severe than during the weekday. Other intersections farther from 
the project site are expected to experience worst levels of service during weekday peak hours and 
not be impacted on Saturday. The existing levels of service are shown in Table 3-2. Detailed 
LOS calculation worksheets are available on file with the City of Oakland. Three intersections 
would operate below the City of Oakland’s LOS standard (LOS D outside of downtown and 
LOS E within downtown). 

TABLE 3-2  
INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE - EXISTING CONDITIONS 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Saturday Peak HourIntersection 

LOS1 Delay2 LOS1 Delay2 LOS1 Delay2 

1. West Grand Avenue / Maritime Street C 32.4 C 33.2 C 26.7
2. West Grand Avenue / I-880 Frontage 
Road 

C 29.8 C 28.7 C 27.9

3. West Grand Avenue / Mandela Parkway B 11.4 B 13.4 na na 

4. West Grand Avenue / Adeline Street B 12.2 B 11.9 na na 

5. West Grand Avenue / Market Street B 12.8 B 12.6 na na 

6. West Grand Avenue / San Pablo Avenue B 13.0 B 13.9 na na 

7. West Grand Avenue / Northgate Avenue 3 B 18.4 C 20.1 na na 

8. 7th Street / Maritime Street C 29.2 C 32.8 na na 

9. 7th Street / I-880 Southbound Ramp A 6.2 A 7.4 na na 

10. 7th Street / I-880 Northbound Ramp B 18.8 B 19.7 na na 

11. 7th Street / Mandela Parkway B 18.0 B 20.0 na na 

12. 7th Street / Harrison Street 3 B 12.0 A 9.8 na na 

13. 7th Street / Jackson Street 3 B 11.8 B 13.7 na na 

14. 6th Street / Jackson Street 3 B 11.1 B 12.6 na na 

15. 5th Street / Adeline Street C 21.0 C 32.9 na na 

16. 5th Street / Broadway 3 C 25.0 E 59.6 na na 

17. 40th Street / Hollis Street C 27.8 C 33.8 na na 

18. 40th Street / San Pablo Avenue C 28.8 E 55.5 na na 

19. Adeline Street / San Pablo Avenue B 14.8 B 16.7 na na 

20. Powell Street / I-80 Northbound Ramps C 24.3 E 66.2 na na 

21. Powell Street / Christie Street C 28.4 E 60.8 na na 

22. Powell Street / Hollis Street C 25.2 C 32.8 na na 

23. Stanford Avenue / San Pablo Avenue C 28.0 C 31.8 na na 

24. Atlantic Avenue / Webster Street C 33.8 C 33.9 na na 

25. Atlantic Avenue / Constitution Way B 19.3 B 18.3 na na 

Notes: Shaded values indicate traffic operations below the City of Oakland’s LOS standard. 
1 LOS = Level of Service na = Not applicable. No analysis was performed as intersection is not expected to be impacted on Saturday. 
2 Average control delay in seconds per vehicle 
3 Defined as a downtown intersection 
4 The worst approach control delays and LOS are reported for side street stop-controlled intersections. 
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EXISTING TRANSIT SERVICE 

Public Transit. Transit service in the study area is provided primarily by the Alameda-Contra 
Costa Transit District (AC Transit), Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART), the Oakland-Alameda 
Ferry, and Amtrak. 

AC Transit provides bus service to residents and visitors along the east shore of the San 
Francisco Bay Area with an extensive network of local transit lines (Dowling Associates and 
GBA 1998). AC Transit Route 13 provides local service between the Oakland-Piedmont City 
Limits, Lake Merritt and OARB through downtown Oakland. The route generally follows 
Lakeshore, 14th, Mandela, 7th, and Maritime Streets. Weekday service is provided about every 20 
minutes during peak periods and 30 minutes off peak, from 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. On 
weekends, buses operate once hourly between 10:30 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.  

Route 19 connects North Berkeley BART with Fruitvale BART via downtown Oakland. This 
bus route travels along Peralta Street in the vicinity of the project. Daily service is provided 
about every 30 minutes throughout the day from 6:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m.  

Route 62 connects West Oakland with Fruitvale BART via downtown Oakland. Weekday 
service is provided about every 20 minutes during peak periods and every 30 minutes after 7:00 
p.m. On weekends, buses operate every 30 minutes between 5:30 a.m. and midnight. 

Route NL provides Transbay service from Eastmont Transit Center in Oakland, to Transbay 
Terminal in San Francisco, with a bus stop on West Grand Avenue at Mandela Parkway. 
Weekday service for eastbound is provided about every 30 minutes from 6:00 a.m. to 8:00 a.m., 
about every 15 minutes from 8:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m., and once about every 30 minutes until 
midnight. For the westbound service, frequency is about 30 minutes from 5:00 a.m. to 6:00 a.m., 
and increases to every 15 minutes from 6 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., then reduces back to every 30 
minutes until midnight. On weekends, services frequency is about 30 minutes on both directions 
with the eastbound to operate between 6:00 a.m. to midnight, and between 5:30 a.m. to 11:30 
a.m. for the westbound service. 

The BART system provides the West Oakland area with direct links to San Francisco and the 
metropolitan areas of Contra Costa and Alameda counties. BART operates between 4:00 a.m. 
and midnight Monday through Friday; 6:00 a.m. to midnight on Saturdays; and 8:00 a.m. to 
midnight on Sundays and major holidays. The West Oakland and 12th Street BART stations are 
the two BART stations closest to the OARB. The West Oakland BART station is located 
approximately 2 miles east of the Port’s maritime area at the intersection of Mandela Parkway 
and 7th Street. 

The Oakland-Alameda Ferry provides ferry service between Oakland and San Francisco. This 
service was initiated in October of 1989 after the Loma Prieta earthquake damaged the Bay 
Bridge. During the 1997 BART strike, the ferry served as a reliever for displaced transit riders. 
The MTC, the City of Alameda, and the Port of Oakland continue to plan routes for and fund 
the ferry service. Trip time between Oakland and San Francisco Ferry Building is 35 minutes 
during morning commute hours, and reduces to 30 minutes during midday and weekend trips. 
There are five service ferries from Oakland to San Francisco in the morning, and Ferry terminals 
are located along the Inner Harbor. On weekdays, the ferries currently make 25 trips between 
Oakland, Alameda, and San Francisco. Westbound, the ferries operate between 6:00 a.m. and 
8:55 p.m. Eastbound, the service runs between 6:30 a.m. and 8:25 p.m. Additional service from 
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Oakland and Alameda is provided for Giants games during the baseball season. For weekday 
night and weekend games, these ferries go directly to PacBell Park. For weekday games, the 
ferries go to the Ferry Building on the San Francisco side, and passengers transfer to the 
streetcar for access to the park. 

Amtrak uses UP’s northern route through the project area to operate twelve daily round-trip 
“Capitol” and four daily “San Joaquin” passenger trains between the Bay Area and Sacramento 
and the Central Valley. An Amtrak maintenance facility is located in the study area near the 7th 

Street/Maritime Street intersection. 

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES 

Bicycle and pedestrian access through the project area, particularly to the waterfront, has been 
recently improved, but remains only fair. Bay Trail spurs connect Portview Park and the Middle 
Harbor Shoreline Park to 7th Street and Middle Harbor Road. Bicycle access is provided to the 
east along 7th and 8th Streets to Mandela Parkway; however, the planned portion of the Bay Trail 
planned along Maritime Street has not been constructed nor has the proposed connections from 
Maritime Street to the Bay Bridge or Shellmound Street. The City of Oakland’s Bicycle Master Plan 
(1999) is currently being updated and is expected to propose bike lanes on West Grand Avenue 
to connect the Maritime Street and Mandela Parkway Bay Trail corridors. 

Sidewalks are available along the south side of West Grand Avenue and both sides of Maritime 
Street but no pedestrian facilities exist at the project site north of West Grand Avenue. 
Pedestrian signals and painted crosswalks are provided at the West Grand Avenue intersections 
with Maritime Street and the I-880 frontage road. 

REGULATORY SETTING 

FEDERAL 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is the agency of the U.S. Department of 
Transportation (DOT) responsible for the federally funded roadway system, including the 
interstate highway network and portions of the primary state highway network. FHWA funding 
is provided through the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21). This act’s 
legislation can be used to fund local transportation improvement projects, such as projects to 
improve the efficiency of existing roadways, traffic signal coordination, bikeways, and transit 
system upgrades. 

STATE 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is responsible for planning, design, 
construction, and maintenance of all state highways. Caltrans jurisdictional interest extends to 
improvements to roadways at the interchange ramps serving area freeways. Any federally funded 
transportation improvements would be subject to review by Caltrans staff and the California 
Transportation Commission.  
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LOCAL 

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
MTC is the regional organization responsible for prioritizing transportation projects in a 
Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) for federal and state funding. The 
process is based on evaluating each project for need, feasibility, and adherence to TEA-21 
policies and the local Congestion Management Program (CMP). The CMP requires each 
jurisdiction to identify existing and future transportation facilities that would operate below an 
acceptable service level and provide mitigation where future growth would degrade that service 
level. 

The Alameda County Congestion Management Agency 
The Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (CMA) is responsible for ensuring local 
government conformance with the CMP: a seven-year program aimed at reducing traffic 
congestion. The CMA has review responsibility for proposed development actions expected to 
generate 100 or more p.m. peak-hour trips than otherwise would occur. The CMA reviews the 
adequacy of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) transportation impact analyses and 
measures proposed to mitigate significant impacts. The CMA maintains a Countywide 
Transportation Model, and has approval authority for the use of any local or subarea 
transportation models. 

The City of Oakland 
The City of Oakland has responsibility for constructing and maintaining non-state transportation 
facilities in West Oakland. The City has a traffic calming program in place that provides speed 
humps on many streets and truck prohibitions on all of the streets within an area bounded by 
Pine Street, 12th Street, Center Street, and 8th Street in the Prescott neighborhood. 
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IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The project would have a significant impact on the environment if it would: 

Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the 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), or change the condition of an 
existing street (i.e., street closures, changing direction of travel) in a manner that would 
substantially impact access or traffic load and capacity of the street system. Specifically, 

• at a study, signalized intersection which is located outside the Downtown1 area, the 
project would cause the level of service (LOS)2 to degrade to worse than LOS D (i.e., E); 

• at a study, signalized intersection which is located within the Downtown area, the 
project would cause the LOS to degrade to worse than LOS E (i.e., F);  

• at a study, signalized intersection outside the Downtown area where the level of service 
is LOS E, the project would cause the total intersection average vehicle delay to increase 
by four (4) or more seconds, or degrade to worse than LOS E (i.e., F); 

• at a study, signalized intersection for all areas where the level of service is LOS E, the 
project would cause an increase in the average delay for any of the critical movements of 
six (6) seconds or more, or degrade to worse than LOS E (i.e., F); 

• at a study, signalized intersection for all areas where the level of service is LOS F, the 
project would cause (a) the total intersection average vehicle delay to increase by two (2) 
or more seconds, or (b) an increase in average delay for any of the critical movements of 
four (4) seconds or more; or (c) the volume-to-capacity (“V/C”) ratio exceeds three (3) 
percent (but only if the delay values cannot be measured accurately); 

• at a study, unsignalized intersection for all areas, the project would add ten (10) or more 
vehicles and after project completion satisfy the Caltrans peak hour volume warrant; 

• A project’s contribution to cumulative impacts is considered “considerable” when the 
project contributes five (5) percent or more of the cumulative traffic increase as 
measured by the difference between existing and future cumulative (with project) 
conditions;  

                                                 

1 Downtown is defined in the Land Use and Transportation Element of the General Plan (page 67) as the area 
generally bounded by West Grand Avenue to the north, Lake Merritt and Channel Park to the east, the Oakland 
Estuary to the south and I-980/Brush Street to the west. 
2 LOS and delay calculations for local intersections were based on the Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation 
Research Board, National Research Council, 2000 edition. 
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• Cause a roadway segment on the Metropolitan Transportation System to operate at LOS 
F or increase the V/C ratio by more than three (3) percent for a roadway segment that 
would operate at LOS F without the project; 

• 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; 

• Substantially increase traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicycles, or pedestrians due to a 
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) that does not comply with 
Caltrans design standards or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment); 

• Result in less than two emergency access routes for streets exceeding 600 feet in length; 

• Fundamentally conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative 
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle routes); or 

• Generate added transit ridership that would 

o Increase the average ridership on AC Transit lines by three (3) percent at bus stops 
where the average load factor with the project in place would exceed 125% over a 
peak thirty minute period; 

o Increase the peak hour average ridership on BART by three (3) percent where the 
passenger volume would exceed the standing capacity of BART trains; or 

o Increase the peak hour average ridership at a BART station by three (3) percent 
where average waiting time at fare gates would exceed one minute. 

PARKING (EVALUATED AS A NON-CEQA IMPACT) 

The Court of Appeal has held that parking is not part of the permanent physical environment, 
that parking conditions change over time as people change their travel patterns, and that unmet 
parking demand created by a project need not be considered a significant environmental impact 
under CEQA unless it would cause significant secondary effects.3 Parking supply/demand varies 
by time of day, day of week, and seasonally. As parking demand increases faster than the supply, 
parking prices rise to reach equilibrium between supply and demand. Decreased availability and 
increased costs result in changes to people’s mode and pattern of travel. However, the City of 
Oakland, in its review of the proposed project, wants to ensure that the project’s provision of 
additional parking spaces along with measures to lessen parking demand (by encouraging the use 
of non-auto travel modes) would result in minimal adverse effects to project occupants and 
visitors, and that any secondary effects (such as on air quality due to drivers searching for 
parking spaces) would be minimized. As such, although not required by CEQA, parking 
conditions are evaluated in this document. 

                                                 

3 San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. the City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 
Cal.App.4th 656.  
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Parking deficits may be associated with secondary physical environmental impacts, such as air 
quality and noise effects, caused by congestion resulting from drivers circling as they look for a 
parking space. However, the absence of a ready supply of parking spaces, combined with 
available alternatives to auto travel (e.g., transit service, shuttles, taxis, bicycles or travel by foot), 
may induce drivers to shift to other modes of travel, or change their overall travel habits. Any 
such resulting shifts to transit service, in particular, would be in keeping with the City’s “Transit 
First” policy.  

Additionally, regarding potential secondary effects, cars circling and looking for a parking space 
in areas of limited parking supply is typically a temporary condition, often offset by a reduction 
in vehicle trips due to others who are aware of constrained parking conditions in a given area. 
Hence, any secondary environmental impacts that might result from a shortfall in parking in the 
vicinity of the proposed project are considered less than significant.  

This Draft SEIR evaluates if the project’s estimated parking demand (both project-generated and 
project-displaced) would be met by the project’s proposed parking supply or by the existing 
parking supply within a reasonable walking distance of the project site. Project-displaced parking 
results from the project's removal of standard on-street parking, City or Agency 
owned/controlled parking and/or legally required off-street parking (non-open-to-the-public 
parking which is legally required).  

PROJECT IMPACT ANALYSIS METHODS 

The methods for determining traffic impacts of the Proposed Project and Option B were based 
on the analytical procedures described in the previous section. The analysis of traffic operations 
at intersections was performed using the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual methods. For freeways, 
the analysis was performed using the methods described in the 1985 Highway Capacity Manual, 
as required by the Alameda County CMA. 

The existing land uses on the project site would be replaced by the project. The assessment of 
traffic impacts was performed by first removing trips from existing land uses that would be 
displaced and then adding trips from the proposed land uses. No attempt was made to assess 
secondary impacts associated with the potential relocation of existing land uses or from the 
relocation of auto dealerships to the project site from other locations. 

An 11-acre portion of the Project site, the Subaru Lot, had been used for truck parking at the 
time traffic counts were preformed so is considered an existing use for purposes of the traffic 
analysis because that traffic volume needs to be removed from that expected with the Project (or 
Option B). The truck parking lease with the Port was terminated on February 28, 2006. The 11-
acre Subaru Lot lease was replaced with an 11-acre interim lease operated by the Port on West 
Maritime property. Further discussion of truck parking can be found in Chapter 5: Other CEQA 
Considerations. 

TRIP GENERATION 

Trip generation for the proposed project is based upon information in Trip Generation, 7th 
Edition (Institute of Transportation Engineers 2003). Project trip generation is shown in Table 
3-3.  
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TABLE 3-3 
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION 

Trips Generated 

Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Saturday Peak Hour 

Parcel Use Source Amount 

  In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total

Project, North Gateway 
Proposed Project 

A Auto Dealership ITE (841) 40 KSF 1,334 61 21 82 38 60 98 61 58 119
B Auto Dealership ITE (841) 160 KSF 5,334 243 85 328 119 186 305 242 233 475
C Auto Dealership ITE (841) 120 KSF 4,001 182 64 246 92 144 236 182 174 356
D Auto Dealership ITE (841) 40 KSF 1,334 61 21 82 38 60 98 61 58 119
E Auto Dealership ITE (841) 30 KSF 1,000 46 16 62 32 49 81 45 44 89

  Subtotal    13,003 592 208 800 319 499 818 591 567 1,158
Existing Project Site 

  Maritime Support ITE (030) 15 Acres 1,229 45 64 109 42 56 98 17 18 35
Net New Trips 11,774 547 144 691 277 443 720 573 550 1,123
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TABLE 3-3 
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION 

Trips Generated 

Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Saturday Peak Hour 

Parcel Use Source Amount 

  In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total

Option B, North and East Gateway 
A Auto Dealership ITE (841) 40 KSF 1,334 61 21 82 38 60 98 61 58 119
B Auto Dealership ITE (841) 160 KSF 5,334 243 85 328 119 186 305 242 233 475
C Auto Dealership ITE (841) 120 KSF 4,001 182 64 246 92 144 236 182 174 356
D Auto Dealership ITE (841) 40 KSF 1,334 61 21 82 38 60 98 61 58 119
E Auto Dealership ITE (841) 30 KSF 1,000 46 16 62 32 49 81 45 44 89
F Auto Dealership ITE (841) 20 KSF 667 30 11 41 25 39 64 30 29 59
G Auto Dealership ITE (841) 15 KSF 500 23 8 31 21 34 55 23 22 45
H Auto Dealership ITE (841) 15 KSF 500 23 8 31 21 34 55 23 22 45
I "Big Box" Retail ITE (813) 150 KSF 7,382 141 135 276 285 296 581 384 368 752

  Subtotal    22,052 809 370 1,179 672 901 1,573 1,050 1,009 2,059
Existing Option B Site (North and East Gateway) 

 Maritime Support ITE (030) 15 Acres 1,229 45 64 109 42 56 98 17 18 35
F Warehousing ITE (150) 78 Emp. 261 25 10 34 14 26 40 5 3 8
G Warehousing ITE (150) 59 Emp. 196 19 7 26 11 20 30 4 2 6
H Warehousing ITE (150) 59 Emp. 196 19 7 26 11 20 30 4 2 6
I Warehousing ITE (150) 587 Emp. 1,956 186 72 258 106 196 302 37 21 59

  Subtotal    3,838 294 160 453 184 318 500 67 46 114
Net New Trips 18,214 515 210 726 487 584 1,073 983 963 1,945

Notes:  Average trip generation rates are from Trip Generation, 7th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2003. 

 Regression equations were used as recommended in Trip Generation Handbook, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2004. 
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The project would result in the relocation of the existing ancillary maritime support services 
currently planned in the North Gateway area (north of West Grand Avenue) and existing on a 
temporary basis at the time of the traffic counts, though no longer on site at the time of writing 
of this Draft SEIR. Relocation of the maritime support services was assumed to be in the 
Central Gateway but may be relocated elsewhere in the Gateway Development Area. Access to 
the relocated maritime support services will be consistent with City standards and are subject to 
the approval of the City of Oakland Public Works Agency. 

TRIP DISTRIBUTION 

The distribution of Project trips was based on the distribution of traffic derived from the 
Alameda County Congestion Management Agency Countywide Transportation Model. The 
distribution of Project traffic is shown in Table 3-4. 

TABLE 3-4 
DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECT TRIPS 

Percent of Project Trips Route 

Parcels A - H Parcel I 

I-80 West 11% 12% 
I-80 East 18% 11% 
SR 24 10% 12% 
I-580 East 3% 2% 
I-880 South 2% 4% 
SR 24 Local 1% 0% 
I-580 Local 20% 16% 
I-880 Local 16% 24% 
Grand Ave 4% 4% 
7th St 1% 1% 
MacArthur 4% 5% 
I-80 Frontage Rd 2% 2% 
San Pablo Ave 2% 2% 
Ashby Ave 2% 2% 
Powell St 2% 2% 
Constitution 2% 2% 
Webster 0% 1% 
Total 100% 100% 
Source: Dowling Associates and the Alameda Countywide Model 2006. 

 



 CHAPTER 3: TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC  

APRIL 2006 OARB AUTO MALL – DRAFT SEIR PAGE 3-19 

INTERSECTION OPERATIONS 

Impact Traf-1: The Project and Option B would increase traffic at study area intersections 
but would not substantially impact access or traffic load and capacity of the 
street system. This is a less-than-significant impact. 

Significance: Less than Significant.  

Mitigation:  None required. 

The Project would generate 691 new trips during the a.m. peak hour, 720 new trips during the 
p.m. peak hour, and 1,123 new trips during the Saturday peak hour. Option B would generate 
726 new trips during the a.m. peak hour, 1,073 new trips during the p.m. peak hour, and 1,945 
new trips during the Saturday peak hour.  

For both project options, the project would not cause significant impacts either because the level 
of service would comply with City standards or the project would not add enough new traffic to 
cause a significant increase in average vehicle control delay. The impact of both project options 
on study area intersections is summarized in Table 3-5. Figures showing existing plus project 
turning movement traffic volumes are provided in Appendix C. 

 

TABLE 3- 5 
INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE - EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Existing Project Option B Intersection Traffic 
Control 

Peak 
Hour 

LOS1 Delay2 LOS1 Delay2 LOS1 Delay2

AM C 32.4 D 50.7 D 48.4
PM C 33.2 D 47.6 D 47.61. West Grand Avenue / 

Maritime Street Signal 
Saturday C 26.7 D 53.9 D 47.6

AM C 29.8 C 31.0 C 31.4
PM C 28.7 C 31.2 C 33.02. West Grand Avenue /  

I-880 Frontage Road Signal 
Saturday C 27.9 C 31.5 C 34.5

AM B 11.4 B 11.7 B 11.73. West Grand Avenue / 
Mandela Parkway Signal PM B 13.4 B 13.4 B 13.4

AM B 12.2 B 12.1 B 12.14. West Grand Avenue / 
Adeline Street Signal PM B 11.9 B 11.8 B 11.8

AM B 12.8 B 12.7 B 12.75. West Grand Avenue / 
Market Street Signal PM B 12.6 B 12.5 B 12.5

AM B 13.0 B 13.0 B 13.06. West Grand Avenue / 
San Pablo Avenue Signal PM B 13.9 B 13.9 B 13.9

AM B 18.4 B 18.4 B 18.47. West Grand Avenue / 
Northgate Avenue 3 Signal PM C 20.1 C 21.1 C 21.1

AM C 29.2 D 38.4 D 36.38. 7th Street /  
Maritime Street Signal PM C 32.8 D 43.6 D 52.8

AM A 6.2 A 5.7 A 5.79. 7th Street / I-880 
Southbound Ramp Signal PM A 7.4 A 7.0 A 6.6

AM B 18.8 B 18.9 B 18.910. 7th Street / I-880 
Northbound Ramp Signal PM B 19.7 B 19.9 B 20.0
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TABLE 3- 5 
INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE - EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Existing Project Option B Intersection Traffic 
Control 

Peak 
Hour 

LOS1 Delay2 LOS1 Delay2 LOS1 Delay2 

AM B 18.0 B 18.0 B 18.0 11. 7th Street /  
Mandela Parkway Signal PM B 20.0 B 19.9 B 19.9 

AM B 12.0 B 12.0 B 12.0 12. 7th Street /  
Harrison Street 3 Signal PM A 9.8 A 9.8 A 9.8 

AM B 11.8 B 11.8 B 11.8 13. 7th Street /  
Jackson Street 3 Signal PM B 13.7 B 13.7 B 13.7 

AM B 11.1 B 11.1 B 11.1 14. 6th Street /  
Jackson Street 3 Signal PM B 12.6 B 12.6 B 12.6 

AM C 21.0 C 21.0 C 21.0 15. 5th Street /  
Adeline Street Signal PM C 32.9 C 32.8 C 32.8 

AM C 25.0 C 25.0 C 25.0 16. 5th Street / 
Broadway 3 Signal PM E 59.6 E 60.6 E 61.0 

AM C 27.8 C 27.8 C 27.8 17. 40th Street /  
Hollis Street Signal PM C 33.8 C 33.8 C 33.8 

AM C 28.8 C 28.8 C 28.8 18. 40th Street /  
San Pablo Avenue Signal PM E 55.5 E 55.5 E 55.5 

AM B 14.8 B 15.2 B 15.3 19. Adeline Street /San 
Pablo Avenue Signal PM B 16.7 B 17.2 B 17.4 

AM C 24.3 C 24.4 C 24.4 20. Powell Street / I-80 
Northbound Ramps Signal PM E 66.2 E 67.2 E 67.7 

AM C 28.4 C 28.4 C 28.4 21. Powell Street /  
Christie Street Signal PM E 60.8 E 61.2 E 61.3 

AM C 25.2 C 25.2 C 25.2 22. Powell Street /  
Hollis Street Signal PM C 32.8 C 33.0 C 33.1 

AM C 28.0 C 28.1 C 28.1 23. Stanford Avenue / 
San Pablo Avenue Signal PM C 31.8 C 31.9 C 32.0 

AM C 33.8 C 33.9 C 33.9 24. Atlantic Avenue / 
Webster Street Signal PM C 33.9 C 33.9 C 33.9 

AM B 19.3 B 19.3 B 19.2 25. Atlantic Avenue / 
Constitution Way Signal PM B 18.3 B 18.3 B 18.3 

AM na na B 11.1 B 10.7 
PM na na B 11.8 B 11.1 26. N. Access Road / 

Maritime Street 
All-Way 

Stop Sign Saturday na na B 12.3 B 11.4 
AM na na D 31.4 D 28.4 
PM na na D 27.5 C 23.2 27. N. Access Road / 

EBMUD Driveway 4 
Side Street 
Stop Sign Saturday na na E 35.6 D 28.6 

AM na na A 7.4 A 7.4 
PM na na A 7.8 A 7.7 28. N. Access Road / E. 

Access Road / Parcel D 
All-Way 

Stop Sign Saturday na na A 7.9 A 7.8 
AM na na B 10.2 A 9.8 
PM na na B 10.3 A 10.0 29. Parcels C & D /  

E. Access Road 4 
Side Street 
Stop Sign Saturday na na B 11.0 B 10.5 

AM na na A 9.4 A 9.3 
PM na na A 9.5 A 9.4 30. Parcels C & E /  

E. Access Road 4 
Side Street 
Stop Sign Saturday na na A 9.7 A 9.7 

AM na na na na A 8.4 
PM na na na na A 8.6 31. Parcel G /  

E. Access Road 4 
Side Street 
Stop Sign Saturday na na na na A 8.6 
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TABLE 3- 5 
INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE - EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Existing Project Option B Intersection Traffic 
Control 

Peak 
Hour 

LOS1 Delay2 LOS1 Delay2 LOS1 Delay2

AM na na na na A 8.4
PM na na na na A 8.732. Parcel H /  

E. Access Road 4 
Side Street 
Stop Sign Saturday na na na na A 8.7

AM na na na na B 10.4
PM na na na na B 12.233. S. Access Road / 

Parcels F & H 4 
Side Street 
Stop Sign Saturday na na na na B 12.8

AM na na na na B 10.4
PM na na na na B 14.334. S. Access Road / 

Maritime Street Signal 
Saturday na na na na B 15.3

AM na na na na A 8.4
PM na na na na B 11.735. Parcel I /  

Maritime Street Signal 
Saturday na na na na B 14.6

Notes: 

1 LOS = Level of Service  na = Not applicable. Intersection does not exist. 

2 Average control delay in seconds per vehicle 

3 Defined as a downtown intersection 

4 The worst approach control delays and LOS are reported for side street stop-controlled intersections. 

 

FREEWAY OPERATIONS 

Impact Traf-2: The Project and Option B would increase traffic at study area freeway 
segments but would not substantially impact traffic operations and level of 
service of the freeway system. This is a less-than-significant impact. 

Significance: Less than Significant.  

Mitigation:  None required. 

For both project options, the project would not cause significant impacts either because the level 
of service would remain at LOS E or better, or the V/C ratio would increase by less than three 
(3) percent for a freeway segment that would operate at LOS F without the project. The impact 
of both project options on study area freeway segments is summarized in Table 3-6. 
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TABLE 3-6 
FREEWAY LEVELS OF SERVICE - EXISTING CONDITIONS 

 
   Existing Project Option B 

Freeway Segment AM PM AM PM AM PM 

    LOS1 V/C2 LOS1 V/C2 LOS1 V/C2 LOS1 V/C2 LOS1 V/C2 LOS1 V/C2

I-80 at the Bay Bridge                
 Eastbound C 0.584 F 1.134 C 0.592 F 1.138 C 0.591 F 1.141
  Westbound F 1.098 D 0.825 F 1.100 D 0.831 F 1.101 D 0.833
I-80 between I-880 and I-580               
 Eastbound B 0.465 D 0.902 B 0.469 D 0.917 B 0.472 D 0.922
  Westbound D 0.874 C 0.656 D 0.892 C 0.666 D 0.891 C 0.672
I-80 East of I-80/I-580 Split               
 Eastbound C 0.619 F 1.221 C 0.624 F 1.230 C 0.625 F 1.240
  Westbound F 1.165 D 0.888 F 1.180 D 0.896 F 1.180 D 0.902
 I-880 Connector to I-80 East               
 Northbound C 0.684 C 0.633 C 0.694 C 0.664 C 0.699 C 0.673
  Southbound C 0.677 C 0.677 C 0.716 C 0.697 C 0.714 C 0.710
 I-880 Connector to I-80 West               
 Northbound B 0.507 B 0.380 B 0.524 B 0.434 B 0.532 B 0.450
  Southbound A 0.248 B 0.426 A 0.314 B 0.459 A 0.310 B 0.483
 I-880 North of 7th St.               
 Northbound D 0.794 C 0.675 D 0.794 C 0.675 D 0.794 C 0.675
  Southbound C 0.616 C 0.735 C 0.616 C 0.735 C 0.616 C 0.735
 I-880 South of 7th St.               
 Northbound D 0.860 D 0.797 D 0.880 D 0.807 D 0.878 D 0.818
  Southbound C 0.734 C 0.680 C 0.739 C 0.697 C 0.742 C 0.703
I-880 North of I-980               
 Northbound D 0.850 D 0.788 D 0.870 D 0.798 D 0.868 D 0.809
  Southbound C 0.725 C 0.672 C 0.730 C 0.687 C 0.733 C 0.693
I-880 South of I-980               
 Northbound F 1.201 F 1.164 F 1.214 F 1.171 F 1.213 F 1.179
  Southbound E 0.970 F 1.171 E 0.974 F 1.182 E 0.976 F 1.186
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TABLE 3-6 
FREEWAY LEVELS OF SERVICE - EXISTING CONDITIONS 

 
   Existing Project Option B 

Freeway Segment AM PM AM PM AM PM 

    LOS1 V/C2 LOS1 V/C2 LOS1 V/C2 LOS1 V/C2 LOS1 V/C2 LOS1 V/C2

I-880 North of I-238               
 Northbound F 1.208 F 1.171 F 1.209 F 1.172 F 1.209 F 1.173
  Southbound E 0.976 F 1.178 E 0.976 F 1.179 E 0.977 F 1.179
I-580 East of I-980/SH-24               
 Eastbound D 0.831 F 1.114 D 0.835 F 1.127 D 0.837 F 1.131
  Westbound F 1.025 D 0.919 F 1.041 D 0.927 F 1.041 E 0.933
I-580 West of I-980/SH-24               
 Eastbound C 0.760 F 1.174 C 0.765 F 1.189 C 0.767 F 1.193
  Westbound F 1.197 F 1.013 F 1.215 F 1.023 F 1.214 F 1.029
I-980               
 Eastbound B 0.415 C 0.717 B 0.415 C 0.717 B 0.415 C 0.717
  Westbound C 0.752 B 0.479 C 0.752 B 0.479 C 0.752 B 0.479
SH 24 East of I-580               
 Eastbound B 0.437 D 0.896 B 0.439 D 0.903 B 0.440 D 0.904
  Westbound F 1.077 C 0.615 F 1.084 C 0.618 F 1.084 C 0.621
Source: Dowling Associates, Inc. and 1985 Highway Capacity Manual 

Notes: 

1 LOS = Level of Service 

2 V/C = Volume to Capacity Ratio 
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AIR TRAFFIC PATTERNS 

The Project is not located near an airport or in an established flight path that would be affected 
by construction of the Project. There would be no impact with regard to change in any air 
traffic pattern. 

DESIGN HAZARDS 

Impact Traf-3: At the N. Access Road / EBMUD Driveway intersection, both the Project 
and Option B would substantially increase traffic hazards to motor vehicles 
and perhaps bicyclists and pedestrians due to the configuration of the 
intersection.  

Significance: Potentially Significant.  

MM Traf-3: The Project Sponsors shall work with the property owners to develop an 
access design that provides adequate levels of safety. One option would be to 
relocate the EBMUD driveway to connect as the north leg of the N. Access 
Road / E. Access Road intersection. If the driveway were relocated, the N. 
Access Road / E. Access Road intersection would operate in compliance 
with the City’s level of service standards with all-way stop traffic control. 
Design plans for the project and all public facilities shall be consistent with 
City standards and are subject to the approval of the City of Oakland Public 
Works Agency. 

Residual Significance: Less than Significant 

The angle of the intersection at the EBMUD driveway appears to be between 30 and 35 degrees 
– a very acute angle. Good design practice requires intersection angles to be as close to 90 
degrees as practicable. Otherwise, safety may be compromised. Acute angles at intersections and 
driveways are typically associated with higher than normal collision rates. The acute angle could 
obstruct the line of sight of motorists exiting the driveway who would essentially have to look 
over their shoulder to see oncoming traffic. This could result in conflicts with oncoming traffic 
or might cause exiting traffic to stop suddenly, resulting in rear-end collisions. The acute angle 
also would create a wide driveway that would not provide adequate access control. The driveway 
angle would make right turning movements into the driveway difficult. 

Implementation of MM Traf-3 would reduce the potentially significant design hazard at the N. 
Access Road / EBMUD Driveway intersection to a less than significant level. 
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EMERGENCY ACCESS 

Impact Traf-4: Construction of the access road from the northern extension of Maritime 
Street would end in a cul-de-sac for the Project and could result in less than 
two emergency access routes for streets exceeding 600 feet in length.  

Significance: For the Project, Potentially Significant.  

 For Option B, No Impact 

MM Traf-4: Construct an emergency vehicle access to the east end of the Project. Design 
plans shall be consistent with City standards and are subject to the approval 
of the City of Oakland Public Works Agency. 

Residual Significance: Less than Significant. 

Implementation of MM Traf-4 would reduce the potentially significant emergency access 
constraint to a less than significant level. Option B would not include a cul-de-sac, but 
continuation and connection of the access road so would have adequate emergency access and 
no impact. 

ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORTATION 

The Project and Option B would be required to create a safe internal street environment for 
pedestrians and bicycles by providing sidewalks and crosswalks. Construction of the Project or 
Option B would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative 
transportation. The Project would have no impact on alternative transportation. 

TRANSIT RIDERSHIP 

Impact Traf-5: The Project and Option B would increase the average ridership on AC 
Transit lines by more than three percent on transit lines serving the Project 
Area, but the average load factor with the Project would not exceed 125 
percent over a peak 30-minute period.  

Significance: Less than Significant.  

Mitigation:  None required. 

The Project and Option B would increase transit ridership on existing AC transit routes serving 
the Project Area.  The impacts of the Project and Option B on AC Transit bus service are based 
on the ridership estimates from the Alameda Countywide Transportation Model.  A summary of 
AC Transit ridership is shown in Table 3-7.  Although the Project and Option B would increase 
bus ridership on some routes, there is enough available capacity on the AC Transit routes to 
accommodate the additional demand.  Because the average load factor with the Project would 
not exceed 125 percent over a 30-minute period, this impact would be less than significant. 
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Neither the Project nor Option B would generate BART ridership and would not affect BART 
line capacity or fare gate demand. There would be no impact with regard to BART operations. 
(See CMP analysis summary in Appendix C.) 

TABLE 3- 7 
AC TRANSIT RIDERS – EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Existing 
Project 
(New 

Riders) 

Total 
with 

Project 

Load 
Factor 
with 

Project 

Ridership 
Increase Route Direction Headway 

(Minutes) Capacity

AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM 

Project, North Gateway 
13 Eastbound 20 60 9 8 0 1 9 9 15% 15% 0.0% 12.5%
13 Westbound 20 60 27 9 1 0 28 9 47% 15% 3.7% 0.0%
19 Southbound 30 32 12 14 0 0 12 14 38% 44% 0.0% 0.0%
19 Northbound 30 32 17 11 0 0 17 11 53% 34% 0.0% 0.0%
NL Eastbound 15 86 27 47 1 1 28 48 33% 56% 3.7% 2.1%
NL Westbound 15 86 36 20 1 1 37 21 43% 24% 2.8% 5.0%

Option B, North and East Gateway 
13 Eastbound 20 60 9 8 0 0 9 8 15% 13% 0.0% 0.0%
13 Westbound 20 60 27 9 0 0 27 9 45% 15% 0.0% 0.0%
19 Southbound 30 32 12 14 0 0 12 14 38% 44% 0.0% 0.0%
19 Northbound 30 32 17 11 0 0 17 11 53% 34% 0.0% 0.0%
NL Eastbound 15 86 27 47 0 1 27 48 31% 56% 0.0% 2.1%
NL Westbound 15 86 36 20 1 1 37 21 43% 24% 2.8% 5.0%

Sources:  Howard Der, AC Transit Long-Range Planning & Data Analysis Department and Alameda Countywide Model. 
Notes:  The table includes AC Transit Riders during peak 30-minute periods.  

 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Cumulative Impact Analysis Methodology 
The same methods of analysis as described above for the assessment of project-specific impacts 
were used for the analysis of transportation impacts of the Project and Option B in combination 
with past, other current and probable future projects. The analysis of traffic impacts reflects 
build-out assumptions of the Oakland, Alameda, and Emeryville General Plans, and all activities 
anticipated in the West Oakland Cumulative Growth Scenario Update. In addition, this analysis 
reflects the Port of Oakland’s Vision 2000 program, the Wood Street Project, the Oak to 9th 
project, and the Catellus mixed use development in Alameda. See Chapter 5 of this document 
for a discussion of the cumulative scenario used in this analysis including an updated list of 
projects (on pages 5-10 to 5-12).  

Traffic forecasts were based on the 2004 version of the Alameda Countywide Model as required 
by the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (CMA). The model provides forecasts 
of travel demand for 2010 and 2025 based on ABAG P2002 socioeconomic forecasts. Two 
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levels of analysis were performed for the analysis of cumulative traffic impacts using the 
Alameda Countywide Model. A Congestion Management Program (CMP) analysis was 
performed using the model with the ABAG land uses for 2010 and 2025. A summary of the 
CMP analysis is provided in Appendix C.  

A more detailed analysis was conducted for the purposes of assessing cumulative environmental 
impacts to the transportation system and the extent to which the Project and Option B would 
contribute to cumulative impacts. In the environmental analysis, a cumulative growth approach 
was developed for the City, using a forecast-based approach – an approach based on regional 
forecasts of economic activity and demographic trends. The updated cumulative growth scenario 
for the City considered recent and anticipated future development projects in Oakland, as well as 
other changes in employment and population. Development projects and other changes in 
Oakland were identified based on input from City of Oakland and Port of Oakland staffs, and 
analysis of economic and real estate market data and trends. Future development projects were 
identified to include approved, proposed, and potential development projects expected by the 
year 2020, including buildout of the OARB area redevelopment project area.  

The 2020 employment and population data developed by the method described above were 
compared against 2025 employment and population in the ABAG land use dataset, and the 
former exceeded the latter within the City. The ABAG land use data for the City of Oakland 
were replaced in the ABAG 2025 land use data set and were used as the basis for the analysis of 
cumulative conditions, because this scenario was deemed to be a worst case scenario under 
CEQA. 

The Alameda Countywide Model was used with the land use data developed for the City to 
determine the traffic volumes that would be present with the Project and Option B in 
combination with past, other current, and probable future projects. The land uses in the model 
included land future land uses outside the Project and Option B sites and existing uses on the 
Project and Option B sites.  

Traffic was added to the model forecasts using the TRAFFIX software package to reflect 
cumulative conditions with and without the Project and Option B. This method was used to 
provide greater consistency among the cumulative development scenarios than would otherwise 
be achieved by altering the land uses in the model. 

Traffic was added to the model forecasts to account for the special traffic generation of truck 
traffic at the Port of Oakland for both the Project and Option B. For both the Project and 
Option B, traffic was also removed from the Project site and added to the area south of West 
Grand Avenue and west of Maritime Street (OARB Central Subarea) to account for the 
relocation of existing maritime support services. 

For the assessment of cumulative impacts after development of the Project, an assumption was 
made that development would occur on the Option B site consistent with the OARB 
Redevelopment Plan. That assumption was also considered reasonable for cumulative conditions 
if the Project were not developed. The effects of development of the Option B site were 
represented by removing trips for existing land uses on the Option B site from the model 
derived traffic volume forecasts and adding trips for redevelopment of the Option B site 
consistent with the Redevelopment Plan. The resulting traffic volumes represented cumulative 
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conditions without development of the Project. The cumulative traffic volumes after 
development of the Project were derived in a similar manner to the assessment of existing plus 
project impacts. Trips from existing land uses that would be displaced by the Project were 
removed and then trips from the Project were added. 

For the assessment of cumulative impacts after development of Option B, development is 
proposed on both the Project and Option B sites. For cumulative conditions without 
development of Option B, only existing land uses were assumed on both the Project and Option 
B sites. This assumption provided a more conservative assessment of Option B’s contribution to 
potential cumulative impacts. The cumulative traffic volumes for Option B were then developed 
by removing existing traffic for both the Project and Option B sites from the model derived 
traffic volume forecasts and adding trips generated by the Project and Option B sites. 

This environmental impact analysis yielded more conservative results than the CMP analysis – an 
assessment of greater cumulative impacts. 

CUMULATIVE INTERSECTION OPERATIONS 

The cumulative impact of each Project scenario in combination with other foreseeable and 
background growth on study area intersections is summarized in Table 3-8. Figures showing 
cumulative turning movement traffic volumes are provided in Appendix C. A discussion of 
specific cumulative intersection operations impacts is provided below. 

 

TABLE 3- 8 
INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE - CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS 

Cumulative Conditions  
with Project 

Cumulative Conditions  
with Option B 

No Project Project No Option B  Option B 

Intersection Traffic 
Control 

Peak 
Hour 

LOS1 Delay2 LOS1 Delay2 LOS1 Delay2 LOS1 Delay2

AM F 527.4 F 510.3 F 475.7 F 458.1
PM F 549.3 F 549.1 F 526.1 F 551.71. West Grand Avenue 

/ Maritime Street Signal 
Saturday F 502.7 F 476.1 F 500.9 F 593.4

AM F 87.6 F 122.6 F 80.5 F 111.7
PM F 143.6 F 172.1 F 138.1 F 180.6

2. West Grand Avenue 
/  
I-880 Frontage Road 

Signal 
Saturday E 68.5 F 112.7 E 68.2 F 148.3

AM E 58.3 E 69.6 E 55.8 E 67.03. West Grand Avenue 
/ Mandela Parkway Signal PM F 105.6 F 112.6 F 104.1 F 114.1

AM B 12.0 B 12.1 B 12.0 B 12.14. West Grand Avenue 
/ Adeline Street Signal PM B 12.6 B 12.7 B 12.5 B 12.7

AM D 36.5 D 39.6 D 35.3 D 38.75. West Grand Avenue 
/ Market Street Signal PM D 46.6 D 52.0 5 D 46.9 D 52.5 5

AM B 15.8 B 15.9 B 15.8 B 15.96. West Grand Avenue 
/ San Pablo Avenue Signal PM B 15.9 B 16.0 B 15.9 B 16.0

AM C 23.6 C 24.1 C 23.4 C 23.97. West Grand Avenue 
/ Northgate Avenue 3 Signal PM C 32.3 C 33.0 C 32.3 C 33.4
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TABLE 3- 8 
INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE - CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS 

Cumulative Conditions  
with Project 

Cumulative Conditions  
with Option B 

No Project Project No Option B  Option B 

Intersection Traffic 
Control 

Peak 
Hour 

LOS1 Delay2 LOS1 Delay2 LOS1 Delay2 LOS1 Delay2

AM F 429.0 F 483.7 F 403.1 F 451.68. 7th Street /  
Maritime Street Signal PM F 409.0 F 463.0 F 385.1 F 471.1

AM A 5.4 A 5.5 A 5.4 A 5.79. 7th Street / I-880 
Southbound Ramp Signal PM C 22.7 C 33.6 B 18.0 C 31.6

AM C 27.1 C 28.4 C 26.5 C 27.610. 7th Street / I-880 
Northbound Ramp Signal PM E 57.1 E 61.2 E 57.0 E 64.4

AM E 72.7 E 72.5 E 72.7 E 72.911. 7th Street /  
Mandela Parkway Signal PM F 209.9 F 210.7 F 209.4 F 209.9

AM E 73.5 E 73.4 E 73.5 E 73.512. 7th Street /  
Harrison Street 3 Signal PM B 13.9 B 13.9 B 13.9 B 14.0

AM B 13.4 B 13.4 B 13.4 B 13.413. 7th Street /  
Jackson Street 3 Signal PM B 16.6 B 16.6 B 16.6 B 16.6

AM B 11.8 B 11.8 B 11.8 B 11.814. 6th Street /  
Jackson Street 3 Signal PM B 13.7 B 13.7 B 13.7 B 13.7

AM F 130.6 F 130.8 F 130.6 F 130.815. 5th Street /  
Adeline Street Signal PM F 144.2 F 143.8 F 144.4 F 143.9

AM E 60.6 E 60.9 E 60.6 E 61.016. 5th Street / 
Broadway 3 Signal PM F 131.4 F 132.7 F 131.0 F 132.7

AM C 25.5 C 25.5 C 25.5 C 25.517. 40th Street /  
Hollis Street Signal PM D 41.6 D 41.6 D 41.6 D 41.6

AM C 33.2 C 33.2 C 33.2 C 33.218. 40th Street / San 
Pablo Avenue Signal PM F 135.6 F 135.6 F 135.6 F 135.6

AM C 26.7 C 27.2 C 26.6 C 27.119. Adeline Street / 
San Pablo Avenue Signal PM C 32.9 C 33.9 C 32.7 C 33.9

AM C 24.8 C 24.9 C 24.8 C 24.920. Powell Street / I-80 
Northbound Ramps Signal PM F 129.1 F 130.2 F 128.7 F 130.3

AM C 23.7 C 23.7 C 23.7 C 23.721. Powell Street /  
Christie Street Signal PM F 105.8 F 106.3 F 105.5 F 106.3

AM C 29.4 C 29.5 C 29.4 C 29.422. Powell Street /  
Hollis Street Signal PM F 83.9 F 84.5 F 83.5 F 84.4

AM C 29.8 C 29.9 C 29.8 C 29.923. Stanford Avenue / 
San Pablo Avenue Signal PM E 60.7 E 61.4 E 60.4 E 61.3

AM E 73.7 E 74.0 E 73.7 E 73.924. Atlantic Avenue / 
Webster Street Signal PM F 82.6 F 82.9 F 82.4 F 83.1

AM C 22.8 C 22.8 C 22.8 C 22.825. Atlantic Avenue / 
Constitution Way Signal PM C 20.3 C 20.3 C 20.3 C 20.3

AM na na B 11.1 na na B 10.7
PM na na B 11.8 na na B 11.126. N. Access Road / 

Maritime Street 
All-Way 

Stop Sign Saturday na na B 12.3 na na B 11.4
AM na na D 31.4 na na D 28.4
PM na na D 27.5 na na C 23.227. N. Access Road / 

EBMUD Driveway 4 

Side 
Street 

Stop Sign Saturday na na E 35.6 na na D 28.6
AM na na A 7.4 na na A 7.4
PM na na A 7.8 na na A 7.7

28. N. Access Road / 
E. Access Road / 
Parcel D 

All-Way 
Stop Sign Saturday na na A 7.9 na na A 7.8
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TABLE 3- 8 
INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE - CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS 

Cumulative Conditions  
with Project 

Cumulative Conditions  
with Option B 

No Project Project No Option B  Option B 

Intersection Traffic 
Control 

Peak 
Hour 

LOS1 Delay2 LOS1 Delay2 LOS1 Delay2 LOS1 Delay2

AM na na B 10.2 na na A 9.8
PM na na B 10.3 na na A 10.029. Parcels C & D /  

E. Access Road 4 

Side 
Street 

Stop Sign Saturday na na B 11.0 na na B 10.5
AM na na A 9.4 na na A 9.3
PM na na A 9.5 na na A 9.430. Parcels C & E /  

E. Access Road 4 

Side 
Street 

Stop Sign Saturday na na A 9.7 na na A 9.7
AM na na na na na na A 8.4
PM na na na na na na A 8.631. Parcel G /  

E. Access Road 4 

Side 
Street 

Stop Sign Saturday na na na na na na A 8.6
AM na na na na na na A 8.4
PM na na na na na na A 8.732. Parcel H /  

E. Access Road 4 

Side 
Street 

Stop Sign Saturday na na na na na na A 8.7
AM na na na na na na B 10.4
PM na na na na na na B 12.233. S. Access Road / 

Parcels F & H 4 

Side 
Street 

Stop Sign Saturday na na na na na na B 12.8
AM na na na na na na D 37.5
PM na na na na na na D 54.634. S. Access Road / 

Maritime Street Signal 
Saturday na na na na na na F 150.0

AM na na na na na na C 24.5
PM na na na na na na C 34.035. Parcel I /  

Maritime Street Signal 
Saturday na na na na na na F 119.1

Notes:  

 Shaded values indicate a potential significant impact. 

1 LOS = Level of Service  na = Not applicable. Intersection would not exist. 

2 Average control delay in seconds per vehicle 

3 Defined as a downtown intersection 

4 The worst approach control delays and LOS are reported for side street stop-controlled intersections.  

5 The West Grand Avenue/Market Street intersection was determined to operate at an unacceptable LOS during the p.m. peak hour in the Oak to Ninth 
Avenue Project DEIR, August 2005. 
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CUMULATIVE WEST GRAND AVENUE / MARITIME STREET 
INTERSECTION OPERATIONS 

Impact Traf-6: At the West Grand Avenue / Maritime Street intersection, Option B would 
increase traffic in 2025 and would cause the average vehicle delay to increase 
by more than two (2) seconds where the future baseline level of service 
would be LOS F during the p.m. peak and Saturday peak hours. 

Significance: For the Project, Less than Significant.  

 For Option B, Potentially Significant. 

MM Traf-6: As part of the cumulative growth of the OARB Area Redevelopment Plan, 
the Project Sponsors shall fund a fair share of the following modifications at 
the West Grand Avenue / Maritime Street intersection: 

• Revise the northbound Maritime Street lanes to provide one left turn 
lane, one combination left-through lane, and two right turn lanes with 
overlap signal phasing (green arrow)  

• Revise the southbound Maritime Street lanes to provide one left turn 
lane, one combination through-right lane, and one right turn lane  

• Revise eastbound West Grand Avenue exit ramp to provide one left turn 
lane, two through lanes, and one right turn lane with a receiving third 
southbound lane south of the intersection (free right) 

• Revise westbound West Grand Avenue to provide one left turn lane, one 
combination left-through lane, and one combination through-right lane 

• Provide split signal phasing for east and westbound traffic movements on 
West Grand Avenue 

Design plans for all public facilities shall be consistent with City standards 
and are subject to the approval of the City of Oakland Public Works Agency. 

Residual Significance: For the Project, Less than Significant. 

    For Option B, Significant and Unavoidable. 

Implementation of MM Traf-6 would reduce the potentially significant cumulative impacts at 
the West Grand Avenue / Maritime Street intersection but would not reduce cumulative impacts 
to a level that is less than significant. The intersection improvements that are feasible are limited 
by the bridge piers supporting the I-880/I-80 connector roadway that passes above West Grand 
Avenue. To fully mitigate cumulative impacts at the intersection would require modification of 
the overhead structure, development of new roadways, or other measures that would require 
significant right-of-way and/or the development of major roadway structural elements. No 
feasible mitigation measures have been identified that would reduce cumulative impacts to a 



CHAPTER 3: TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC 

PAGE 3-32 OARB AUTO MALL – DRAFT SEIR APRIL 2006 

level that is less than significant; therefore, residual cumulative impacts at the West Grand 
Avenue / Maritime Street intersection would be significant and unavoidable. 

CUMULATIVE WEST GRAND AVENUE / I-880 FRONTAGE ROAD 
INTERSECTION OPERATIONS 

Impact Traf-7: At the West Grand Avenue / I-880 Frontage Road intersection, both the 
Project and Option B would increase traffic in 2025 and both development 
options would cause the average vehicle delay to increase by more than two 
(2) seconds where the future baseline level of service would be LOS F during 
the a.m. peak, p.m. peak, and Saturday peak hours.  

Significance: Potentially Significant. 

MM Traf-7: The following modifications at the West Grand Avenue / I-880 Frontage 
Road intersection are possible mitigation measures, however, as explained 
below, the Mitigation Measures above are financially infeasible and will not 
be implemented. 

• Revise the northbound Frontage Road lanes to provide one left turn lane, 
one combination left-through lane, one through lane, and one right turn 
lane with overlap signal phasing (green arrow)  

• Revise the southbound I-80 East Ramp lanes to provide one left turn 
lane, one combination left-through lane, one through lane, and one right 
turn lane with overlap signal phasing (green arrow)  

• Revise the eastbound West Grand Avenue lanes to provide one left turn 
lane, one through lane, and one combination through-right lane 

• Revise the westbound West Grand Avenue lanes to provide one left turn 
lane, two through lanes, and one right turn lane 

However, as explained below, the Mitigation Measures above are financially 
infeasible and will not be implemented. 

Residual Significance: Significant and Unavoidable (NEW) 

Implementation of MM Traf-7 would reduce the potentially significant cumulative impacts at 
the W. Grand Avenue / I-880 Frontage Road intersection but would not reduce cumulative 
impacts to a level that is less than significant. To fully mitigate cumulative impacts at the 
intersection would require expansion of all approaches to the intersection, all of which are 
located on bridge structures. The mitigation measures identified in the OARB Area Redevelopment 
Plan DEIR and the Wood Street Project DEIR would not reduce the impacts to less than significant 
and would be financially infeasible. No feasible mitigation measures have been identified that 
would reduce cumulative impacts to a level that is less than significant; therefore, residual 
cumulative impacts at the W. Grand Avenue / I-880 Frontage Road intersection would be 
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significant and unavoidable. Therefore, the proposed mitigation measures are rejected 
as being infeasible, will not be implemented, and are not brought forward to the 
Executive Summary Table 1-1. 

CUMULATIVE WEST GRAND AVENUE / MANDELA PARKWAY 
INTERSECTION OPERATIONS 

Impact Traf-8: At the West Grand Avenue / Mandela Parkway intersection, both the Project 
and Option B would increase traffic in 2025 and both development options 
would cause the average vehicle delay to increase by more than four (4) 
seconds where the future baseline level of service would be LOS E during 
the a.m. peak hour; and where both development options would cause the 
average vehicle delay to increase by more than two (2) seconds where the 
future baseline level of service would be LOS F during the p.m. peak hour.  

Significance: Less than Significant. 

Mitigation:  None required. 

The Project and Option B would each add less than five (5) percent of the cumulative traffic 
increase as measured by the difference between existing and cumulative (with project) 
conditions. Therefore, the contribution of the Project or Option B to the cumulative impact at 
the West Grand Avenue / Mandela Parkway intersection would not be cumulatively 
considerable, and the incremental effect of the Project or Option B is considered a less-than-
significant impact 

CUMULATIVE WEST GRAND AVENUE / MARKET STREET 
INTERSECTION OPERATIONS 

Impact Traf-9: At the West Grand Avenue / Market Street intersection, the level of service 
was shown to operate in compliance with City standards in 2025; however, in 
the Oak to Ninth Project DEIR, the intersection was shown to operate at an 
unacceptable level of service. Both the Project and Option B would increase 
traffic in 2025, but both the Project and Option B would add less than five 
(5) percent of the cumulative traffic increase as measured by the difference 
between existing and cumulative (with project) conditions. Therefore, the 
contribution of the Project or Option B to a potential cumulative impact at 
the West Grand Avenue / Market Street intersection would not be 
cumulatively considerable, and the incremental effect of the Project or 
Option B is considered a less-than-significant impact. 
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Significance: Less than Significant. 

Mitigation:  None required. 

CUMULATIVE 7TH STREET / MARITIME STREET INTERSECTION 
OPERATIONS 

Impact Traf-10 At the 7th Street / Maritime Street intersection, both the Project and Option 
B would increase traffic in 2025 and would cause the average vehicle delay to 
increase by more than two (2) seconds where the future baseline level of 
service would be LOS F during both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours.  

Significance: Potentially Significant. 

MM Traf-10: As part of the cumulative growth of the OARB Area Redevelopment Plan, 
the Project Sponsors shall fund a fair share of the following modifications at 
the 7th Street / Maritime Street intersection:  

• Revise the northbound Maritime Street lanes to provide one left turn 
lane, one combination left-through lane, one through lane, and one right 
turn lane with overlap signal phasing (green arrow)  

• Revise the southbound Maritime Street lanes to provide one left turn 
lane, one combination left-through lane, and one combination through-
right turn lane 

• Revise the eastbound 7th Street lanes to provide one left turn lane, two 
through lanes, and one right turn lane with overlap signal phasing (green 
arrow) 

• Revise the westbound 7th Street lanes to provide two left turn lanes, two 
through lanes and one right turn lane with overlap signal phasing (green 
arrow) 

• Provide split phasing for the north and southbound traffic movements. 

Design plans for all public facilities shall be consistent with City standards 
and are subject to the approval of the City of Oakland Public Works Agency. 

Residual Significance: Significant and Unavoidable (NEW) 

Implementation of MM Traf-10 would reduce the potentially significant cumulative impacts at 
the 7th Street / Maritime Street intersection but would not reduce cumulative impacts to a level 
that is less than significant. The intersection improvements that are feasible are limited by the 
structural supports for the elevated BART tracks that pass over Maritime Street just south of the 
intersection. To fully mitigate cumulative impacts at that intersection would require modification 
of the overhead structure, development of new roadways, or other measures that would require 
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significant right-of-way. No feasible mitigation measures have been identified that would reduce 
cumulative impacts to a level that is less than significant; therefore, residual cumulative impacts 
at the 7th Street / Maritime Street intersection would be significant and unavoidable. 

CUMULATIVE 7TH STREET / I-880 NORTHBOUND RAMP INTERSECTION 
OPERATIONS 

Impact Traf-11: At the 7th Street / I-880 Northbound Ramp intersection, both the Project 
and Option B would increase traffic in 2025 and would cause the average 
vehicle delay to increase by more than four (4) seconds where the future 
baseline level of service would be LOS E during the p.m. peak hour.  

Significance: For the Project, Less than Significant 

 For Option B, Potentially Significant. 

MM Traf-11: If Option B is developed, the Project Sponsors shall fund a fair share of the 
following modifications at the West Grand Avenue / I-880 Northbound 
Ramp intersection:  

• Revise the eastbound 7th Street lanes to provide one left turn lane, one 
combination left-through lane, and one through lane. 

• Provide split signal phasing for east and westbound traffic movements on 
7th Street. 

Design plans for all public facilities shall be consistent with City standards 
and are subject to the approval of the City of Oakland Public Works Agency. 

Residual Significance: Less than Significant 

The Project would add less than five (5) percent of the cumulative traffic increase as measured 
by the difference between existing and cumulative (with Project) conditions. Therefore, the 
contribution of the Project to the cumulative impact at the 7th Street / I-880 Northbound Ramp 
intersection would not be cumulatively considerable, and the incremental effect of the project is 
considered a less-than-significant impact. 

Option B would add more than five (5) percent of the cumulative traffic increase as measured by 
the difference between existing and cumulative (with Project) conditions. Therefore, the 
contribution of Option B to the cumulative impact at the 7th Street / I-880 Northbound Ramp 
intersection would be cumulatively considerable, and the incremental effect of the Option B is 
considered a potentially significant impact. 

Implementation of MM Traf-11 would reduce the potentially significant cumulative impacts of 
Option B at the West Grand Avenue / I-880 Northbound Ramp intersection to a less than 
significant level. 
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CUMULATIVE 7TH STREET / MANDELA PARKWAY INTERSECTION 
OPERATIONS 

Impact Traf-12: At the 7th Street / Mandela Parkway intersection, both the Project and 
Option B would increase traffic in 2025 and would cause an increase in the 
average delay for a critical movement of four (4) seconds where the future 
baseline level of service would be LOS F during the p.m. peak hour. Both the 
Project and Option B would add less than five (5) percent of the cumulative 
traffic increase as measured by the difference between existing and 
cumulative (with project) conditions. Therefore, the contribution of the 
Project or Option B to the cumulative impact at the 7th Street / Mandela 
Parkway intersection would not be cumulatively considerable, and the 
incremental effect of the Project or Option B is considered a less-than-
significant impact. 

Significance: Less than Significant 

Mitigation: None Required 

CUMULATIVE 5TH STREET / BROADWAY INTERSECTION OPERATIONS 

Impact Traf-13: At the 5th Street / Broadway intersection, both the Project and Option B 
would increase traffic in 2025 and would cause an increase in the average 
delay for a critical movement of four (4) seconds where the future baseline 
level of service would be LOS F during the p.m. peak hour. Both the Project 
and Option B would add less than five (5) percent of the cumulative traffic 
increase as measured by the difference between existing and cumulative (with 
project) conditions. Therefore, the contribution of the Project or Option B 
to the cumulative impact at the 5th Street / Broadway intersection would not 
be cumulatively considerable, and the incremental effect of the Project or 
Option B is considered a less-than-significant impact. 

Significance: Less than Significant 

Mitigation: None Required 

CUMULATIVE POWELL STREET / I-80 NORTHBOUND RAMPS 
INTERSECTION OPERATIONS 

Impact Traf-14: At the Powell Street / I-80 Northbound Ramps intersection, both the 
Project and Option B would increase traffic in 2025 and would cause an 
increase in the average delay for a critical movement of four (4) seconds 
where the future baseline level of service would be LOS F during the p.m. 
peak hour. Both the Project and Option B would add less than five (5) 
percent of the cumulative traffic increase as measured by the difference 
between existing and cumulative (with project) conditions. Therefore, the 
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contribution of the Project or Option B to the cumulative impact at the 
Powell Street / I-80 Northbound Ramps intersection would not be 
cumulatively considerable, and the incremental effect of the Project or 
Option B is considered a less-than-significant impact. 

Significance: Less than Significant 

Mitigation: None Required 

CUMULATIVE S. ACCESS ROAD / MARITIME STREET INTERSECTION 
OPERATIONS 

Impact Traf-15: At the S. Access Road / Maritime Street intersection, Option B would 
increase traffic in 2025 and would cause the future baseline LOS to operate 
at below LOS D at this new intersection.  

Significance: For the Project, Less than Significant 

 For Option B, Potentially Significant 

MM Traf-15: If Option B is developed, the Project Sponsors shall fund a fair share of the 
modifications at the S. Access Road / Maritime Street intersection to add a 
southbound right turn lane with southbound right turn overlap phasing 
(green arrow). Design plans for all public facilities shall be consistent with 
City standards and are subject to the approval of the City of Oakland Public 
Works Agency. 

Residual Significance: Less than Significant 

Implementation of MM Traf-14 would reduce the potentially significant cumulative impacts of 
Option B at the S. Access Road / Maritime Street intersection to a less than significant level. 

CUMULATIVE PARCEL I / MARITIME STREET INTERSECTION 
OPERATIONS 

Impact Traf-16: At the Parcel I / Maritime Street intersection, Option B would increase 
traffic in 2025 and would cause the future baseline LOS to operate at below 
LOS D at this new intersection. This is a potentially significant impact. 

Significance: For the Project, Less than Significant 

 For Option B, Potentially Significant 

MM Traf-16: If Option B is developed, the Project Sponsors shall fund a fair share of the 
modifications at the Parcel I / Maritime Street intersection to add a 
southbound right turn lane with southbound right turn overlap phasing 
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(green arrow). Design plans for all public facilities shall be consistent with 
City standards and are subject to the approval of the City of Oakland Public 
Works Agency. 

Residual Significance: Less than Significant 

Implementation of MM Traf-16 would reduce the potentially significant cumulative impacts of 
Option B at the Parcel I / Maritime Street intersection to a less than significant level. 

CUMULATIVE FREEWAY OPERATIONS 

Impact Traf-17: Both the Project and Option B would increase traffic on study area freeways 
in 2025 and would cause freeway segments to operate at LOS F.  

Significance: Potentially Significant 

MM Traf-17: As part of the cumulative growth of the OARB Area Redevelopment Plan, 
the Project Sponsors shall fund a fair share of a transportation demand 
management program established by the City for the Redevelopment Area to 
reduce the demand for single-occupant, peak hour trips, and to increase 
access to transit opportunities. 

Residual Significance: Significant and Unavoidable 

In 2025, both the Project and Option B would degrade traffic operations to LOS F at the 
following freeway segments: 

• I-80 westbound between I-880 and I-580 during the a.m. peak hour 

• I-80 westbound east of the I-80/I-580 split during the p.m. peak hour. 

In addition, Option B would degrade traffic operations to LOS F on I-880 northbound south of 
the I-80/I-580 split during the p.m. peak hour. 

The cumulative impacts of both project options on study area freeway segments are summarized 
in Table 3-9. 

Implementation of MM Traf-17 would reduce the potentially significant cumulative impacts on 
study area freeways but would not reduce cumulative impacts to a level that is less than 
significant. Increasing freeway capacity by adding lanes would not be feasible because of the high 
cost, negative impacts to air quality, and other factors. Moreover, adding lanes is inconsistent 
with the policies of the responsible regional agencies. No feasible mitigation measures have been 
identified that would reduce cumulative impacts to a level that is less than significant; therefore, 
residual cumulative impacts on study area freeways would be significant and unavoidable. 
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TABLE 3-9 
FREEWAY LEVELS OF SERVICE - CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS 
Cumulative Conditions with Project Cumulative Conditions with Option B 

No Project Project No Option B Option B 

AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM 
Freeway Segment 

LOS1 V/C2 LOS1 V/C2 LOS1 V/C2 LOS1 V/C2 LOS1 V/C2 LOS1 V/C2 LOS1 V/C2 LOS1 V/C2

I-80 at the Bay Bridge                       
 Eastbound C 0.604 F 1.448 C 0.612 F 1.452 C 0.601 F 1.448 C 0.609 F 1.455
  Westbound F 1.518 F 1.094 F 1.520 F 1.100 F 1.518 F 1.091 F 1.521 F 1.100
I-80 between I-880 and I-580                      
 Eastbound B 0.470 F 1.006 B 0.475 F 1.021 B 0.469 F 1.001 B 0.476 F 1.020
  Westbound E 0.996 C 0.719 F 1.015 C 0.729 E 0.990 C 0.719 F 1.008 C 0.735
I-80 East of I-80/I-580 Split                      
 Eastbound C 0.713 F 1.253 C 0.718 F 1.265 C 0.713 F 1.248 C 0.719 F 1.265
  Westbound F 1.260 E 0.994 F 1.276 F 1.002 F 1.255 E 0.994 F 1.270 F 1.007
 I-880 Connector to I-80 East                      
 Northbound F 1.007 D 0.834 F 1.018 D 0.866 F 1.006 D 0.823 F 1.021 D 0.863
  Southbound D 0.820 D 0.848 D 0.859 D 0.867 D 0.808 D 0.847 D 0.845 D 0.880
 I-880 Connector to I-80 West                      
 Northbound C 0.693 B 0.501 C 0.710 C 0.555 C 0.691 B 0.481 C 0.715 C 0.551
  Southbound A 0.323 C 0.620 B 0.389 C 0.653 A 0.301 C 0.619 B 0.363 C 0.676
 I-880 North of 7th St.                      
 Northbound E 0.964 C 0.759 E 0.964 C 0.759 E 0.964 C 0.759 E 0.964 C 0.759
  Southbound C 0.633 D 0.820 C 0.633 D 0.820 C 0.633 D 0.820 C 0.633 D 0.820
 I-880 South of 7th St.                      
 Northbound F 1.215 E 0.980 F 1.235 E 0.990 F 1.206 E 0.980 F 1.224 F 1.001
  Southbound D 0.858 E 0.957 D 0.864 E 0.973 D 0.858 E 0.949 D 0.866 E 0.972
I-880 North of I-980                      
 Northbound F 1.232 E 0.967 F 1.252 E 0.978 F 1.222 E 0.967 F 1.240 E 0.988
  Southbound D 0.874 D 0.895 D 0.879 D 0.909 D 0.873 D 0.887 D 0.881 D 0.908
I-880 South of I-980                      
 Northbound F 1.531 F 1.314 F 1.544 F 1.321 F 1.524 F 1.314 F 1.536 F 1.328
  Southbound F 1.112 F 1.385 F 1.115 F 1.396 F 1.111 F 1.379 F 1.117 F 1.395
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TABLE 3-9 
FREEWAY LEVELS OF SERVICE - CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS 
Cumulative Conditions with Project Cumulative Conditions with Option B 

No Project Project No Option B Option B 

AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM 
Freeway Segment 

LOS1 V/C2 LOS1 V/C2 LOS1 V/C2 LOS1 V/C2 LOS1 V/C2 LOS1 V/C2 LOS1 V/C2 LOS1 V/C2

I-880 North of I-238                      
 Northbound F 1.380 F 1.296 F 1.381 F 1.297 F 1.379 F 1.296 F 1.380 F 1.298
  Southbound F 1.241 F 1.410 F 1.241 F 1.412 F 1.241 F 1.410 F 1.241 F 1.411
I-580 East of I-980/SH-24                      
 Eastbound D 0.836 F 1.178 D 0.840 F 1.191 D 0.835 F 1.173 D 0.841 F 1.190
  Westbound F 1.138 F 1.058 F 1.155 F 1.066 F 1.133 F 1.058 F 1.149 F 1.071
I-580 West of I-980/SH-24                      
 Eastbound C 0.766 F 1.265 D 0.770 F 1.280 C 0.765 F 1.259 D 0.772 F 1.279
  Westbound F 1.356 F 1.089 F 1.374 F 1.099 F 1.349 F 1.089 F 1.367 F 1.105
I-980                      
 Eastbound B 0.481 D 0.875 B 0.481 D 0.875 B 0.481 D 0.875 B 0.481 D 0.875
  Westbound D 0.876 C 0.619 D 0.876 C 0.619 D 0.876 C 0.619 D 0.876 C 0.619
SH 24 East of I-580                      
 Eastbound B 0.482 F 1.031 B 0.484 F 1.037 B 0.482 F 1.029 B 0.485 F 1.037
  Westbound F 1.180 C 0.722 F 1.188 C 0.725 F 1.178 C 0.721 F 1.185 C 0.728
Source: Dowling Associates, Inc. and 1985 Highway Capacity Manual 

Notes: 

 Shaded values indicate a potential significant impact. 

1 LOS = Level of Service 

2 V/C = Volume to Capacity Ratio 
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CUMULATIVE TRANSIT RIDERSHIP 

Impact Traf-18: The Project and Option B would increase the average ridership on AC 
Transit lines in 2025 by more than three percent on transit lines serving the 
Project Area, but the average load factor with the Project would not exceed 
125 percent over a peak 30-minute period.  

Significance: Less than Significant.  

Mitigation:  None required. 

The Project and Option B would increase transit ridership on existing AC transit routes serving 
the Project Area in 2025.  The impacts of the Project and Option B on future AC Transit bus 
service are based on the ridership estimates from the Alameda Countywide Transportation 
Model.  A summary of AC Transit ridership is shown in Table 3-10.  Although the Project and 
Option B would increase bus ridership on some routes, there would be enough available 
capacity on the AC Transit routes to accommodate the additional demand.  Because the average 
load factor with the Project would not exceed 125 percent over a 30-minute period, this impact 
would be less than significant. 

Neither the Project nor Option B would generate BART ridership and would not affect BART 
line capacity or fare gate demand in 2025. There would be no impact with regard to BART 
operations. (See CMP analysis summary in Appendix C.) 

Table 3-10  
AC TRANSIT RIDERS - CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS 

Existing 
Project 
(New 

Riders) 

Total 
with 

Project 

Load 
Factor 
with 

Project 

Ridership 
Increase Route Direction Headway 

(Minutes) Capacity

AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM 
Project, North Gateway 

13 Eastbound 20 60 15 14 0 1 15 15 26% 25% 0.0% 7.3%
13 Westbound 20 60 46 15 2 0 48 15 81% 26% 4.3% 0.0%
19 Southbound 30 32 21 24 0 1 21 25 64% 78% 0.0% 4.2%
19 Northbound 30 32 29 19 1 0 30 19 94% 59% 3.4% 0.0%
NL Eastbound 15 86 46 81 1 2 47 83 55% 96% 2.2% 2.5%
NL Westbound 15 86 62 34 1 1 63 35 73% 41% 1.6% 2.9%

Option B, North and East Gateway 
13 Eastbound 20 60 15 14 0 0 15 14 26% 23% 0.0% 0.0%
13 Westbound 20 60 46 15 0 0 46 15 77% 26% 0.0% 0.0%
19 Southbound 30 32 21 24 0 0 21 24 64% 75% 0.0% 0.0%
19 Northbound 30 32 29 19 0 0 29 19 91% 59% 0.0% 0.0%
NL Eastbound 15 86 46 81 0 0 46 81 54% 94% 0.0% 0.0%
NL Westbound 15 86 62 34 0 0 62 34 72% 40% 0.0% 0.0%

Sources:  Howard Der, AC Transit Long-Range Planning & Data Analysis Department and Alameda Countywide Model. 
Notes:  The table includes AC Transit Riders during peak 30-minute periods.  
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PARKING ANALYSIS 

All parking for both the Project and Option B would be accommodated on the project site, and 
the estimated parking demand would be met by the proposed parking supply. All existing (at the 
time of the traffic counts) parking including truck parking and container storage would be or 
already has been relocated to another site within the Gateway Development Area; therefore, no 
project-displaced parking would affect the parking supply in other areas. See Chapter 5: Other 
CEQA Considerations for a fuller discussion of truck parking issues. 
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4 
AIR QUALITY 

SUMMARY 
The OARB Redevelopment EIR evaluated the potential impacts on air quality resulting from 
implementation of the OARB Redevelopment/Reuse Plan. In general, redevelopment would 
involve activities that produce pollutant emissions. These OARB are-wide activities include 
construction and remediation, vessel movement, cargo handling and transport, passenger car 
travel, and operation and maintenance of commercial development. Both criteria and toxic 
pollutants would be emitted in the Redevelopment Area. Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) would 
be emitted in the form of particulate matter from diesel fuel exhaust. Construction/remediation 
emissions consist of fugitive dust from earth disturbing activities and equipment exhaust from 
combustion of gasoline and diesel fuel. Cargo ships, tugboats, on-dock equipment, and trains in 
the Redevelopment Area would emit pollutants in the exhaust, as would trucks and vehicles 
traveling through the Area. Other land uses would also be sources of emissions from 
combustion of natural gas for space and water heating, exhaust emissions from landscaping 
equipment, and volatile organic compound emissions from miscellaneous consumer products, 
solvents, and cleaners as would emissions from trucks and vehicles from within the 
Redevelopment Area. 

The proposed Project would incur a greater degree of air quality impacts in the Redevelopment 
Area than previously identified for the site, since the uses proposed under the Project generate 
more traffic than those evaluated for the Project site under the OARB Redevelopment EIR.  An 
Auto Mall, “big box” retail, and ancillary retail uses would lead to a net increase in vehicle 
emissions over emissions levels estimated in the OARB Redevelopment EIR. Construction and 
remediation air quality impacts identified in the OARB Redevelopment EIR would also occur 
but at no significantly different level than identified in the OARB Redevelopment EIR. 

Vehicle (mobile) emissions were reevaluated for the Project and Option B including the 
cumulative impact with updated cumulative circumstances.  

EXISTING CONDITIONS 
METEOROLOGY AND CLIMATOLOGY 

Atmospheric conditions such as wind speed, wind direction, and air temperature gradients 
interact with the physical features of the landscape to determine the movement and dispersal of 
air pollutants.   
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The climate of the San Francisco Bay Area is classified as Mediterranean, and has mild, wet 
winters and warm, dry summers. The regional climate is controlled primarily by the Pacific high-
pressure system over the eastern Pacific Ocean and by local topography. Local climate is 
strongly influenced by topography and proximity to the Pacific Ocean and San Francisco Bay. 
Cool, onshore winds blowing from the Pacific have a moderating effect, especially west of the 
Diablo Mountain Range where the study area is located. These mountains act as a barrier to 
onshore winds, resulting in the channeling of airflow along canyons, valleys, and through straits 
in the Bay, as well as strong west-to-east temperature differences. The resulting overall air flow 
patterns are complex, exhibiting much local variation. Large-scale winds, which are the wind 
patterns influenced by general geographical and topographical features of the San Francisco Bay 
Area on a roughly 50-mile scale, are predominantly from the west from the Golden Gate toward 
the Delta. 

Atmospheric dispersion of pollutants is influenced by several parameters, including temperature 
inversion. An inversion is a layer of cooler air near the ground surface trapped below a layer of 
warm air aloft. This condition restricts vertical movement or mixing of pollutants, and therefore 
allows pollutant concentrations to increase. Inversions can be caused by several different 
combinations of meteorological conditions, and can occur in both the summer and winter in the 
study area. 

In the immediate study area, the flow of marine air traveling through the Golden Gate, across 
San Francisco and through the San Bruno Gap is the dominant weather factor. Prevailing winds 
are from the west (CARB 1984). Air pollution potential in Northern Alameda County is lowest 
close to the Bay where the study area is located, due largely to two factors: good ventilation from 
winds that are frequently brisk, and a relatively low flux of pollutants from upwind areas. The 
occurrence of light winds in the early morning and late evening occasionally causes elevated 
levels of pollutants (BAAQMD 1996). Particularly during the summer and fall, emissions 
generated within, and those transported to, the East Bay can combine with abundant sunshine 
under the restraining influences of topography and temperature inversions to create conditions 
that are conducive to the formation of photochemical pollutants, like ozone. 

REGULATORY SETTING 

The study area for air quality is the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. The air basin encompasses 
all or part of nine counties surrounding San Francisco Bay: all of Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, 
Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, and Santa Clara counties; and portions of Solano and Sonoma 
counties.  

Criteria Air Pollutants 

Ambient air quality standards have been established by state and federal environmental agencies 
for specific air pollutants most pervasive in urban environments. These pollutants are referred to 
as criteria air pollutants because the standards established for them were developed to meet 
specific health and welfare criteria set forth in the enabling legislation. The criteria air pollutants 
emitted by the proposed project include ozone (O3) precursors, carbon monoxide (CO), 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), and suspended particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5).  Other criteria 
pollutants, such as lead (Pb) and sulfur dioxide (SO2), would not be substantially emitted by the 
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proposed Project or project traffic, and air quality standards for them are being met throughout 
the Bay Area.  

Ozone  

While O3 serves a beneficial purpose in the upper atmosphere (stratosphere) by reducing 
ultraviolet radiation potentially harmful to humans, when it reaches elevated concentrations in 
the lower atmosphere it can be harmful to the human respiratory system and to sensitive species 
of plants. O3 concentrations build to peak levels during periods of light winds, bright sunshine, 
and high temperatures. Short-term O3 exposure can reduce lung function in children, make 
persons susceptible to respiratory infection, and produce symptoms that cause people to seek 
medical treatment for respiratory distress. Long-term exposure can impair lung defense 
mechanisms and lead to emphysema and chronic bronchitis. Sensitivity to O3 varies among 
individuals, but about 20 percent of the population is sensitive to O3, with exercising children 
being particularly vulnerable. O3 is formed in the atmosphere by a complex series of 
photochemical reactions that involve “ozone precursors” that are two large families of 
pollutants: oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and reactive organic gases (ROG). NOx and ROG are 
emitted from a variety of stationary and mobile sources. While NO2, an oxide of nitrogen, is 
another criteria pollutant itself, ROGs are not in that category, but are included in this discussion 
as O3 precursors.   

Carbon Monoxide 

 Exposure to high concentrations of CO reduces the oxygen-carrying capacity of the blood and 
can cause dizziness and fatigue, impair central nervous system function, and induce angina in 
persons with serious heart disease. Primary sources of CO in ambient air are passenger cars, 
light-duty trucks, and residential wood burning.  

Nitrogen Dioxide 

The major health effect from exposure to high levels of NO2 is the risk of acute and chronic 
respiratory disease. NO2 is a combustion by-product, but it can also form in the atmosphere by 
chemical reaction. NO2 is a reddish-brown colored gas often observed during the same 
conditions that produce high levels of O3 and can affect regional visibility.  NO2 is one 
compound in a group of compounds consisting of oxides of nitrogen (NOx). As described 
above, NOx is an O3 precursor compound.  

Particulate Matter 

Particulate matter consists of particles of various sizes which can be inhaled into the lungs and 
cause adverse health effects. Particulate matter is regulated by the fraction of course particulates 
10 microns (a micron is one one-millionth of a meter) or less in diameter (PM10) and by the 
fraction of fine particulates 2.5 microns or less in diameter (PM2.5). The health effects from long-
term exposure to high concentrations of particulate matter are increased risk of chronic 
respiratory disease like asthma, and altered lung function in children. Short-term exposure to 
high levels of  particulate matter has been shown to increase the number of  people seeking 
medical treatment for respiratory distress, and to increase mortality among those with severe 
respiratory problems. Particulate matter also results in reduced visibility. Ambient particulate 
matter has many sources. It is emitted directly by combustion sources like motor vehicles, 
industrial facilities, and residential wood burning, and in the form of  dust from ground-
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disturbing activities such as construction and farming. It also forms in the atmosphere from the 
chemical reaction of  precursor gases. 

Federal Regulations 

The study area is subject to major air quality planning programs required by the federal Clean 
Air Act (CAA) (1977, last amended in 1990, 42 United States Code [USC] 7401 et seq.). The CAA 
required that regional planning and air pollution control agencies prepare a regional Air Quality 
Plan to outline the measures by which both stationary and mobile sources of pollutants can be 
controlled in order to achieve all standards within the deadlines specified in the Clean Air Act. 
For the Bay Area Air Basin, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), and the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District (BAAQMD) jointly prepared a Bay Area Air Quality Plan in 1982. The plan, which is 
referred to as the State Implementation Plan (SIP), must contain control strategies that 
demonstrate attainment with national ambient air quality standards by deadlines established in 
the federal CAA.  

The Bay Area Air Basin attainment status with respect to federal standards is summarized in 
Table 4-1.  In general, the Bay Area experiences low concentrations of most pollutants when 
compared to federal standards, except for ozone, for which standards are exceeded periodically.  
In 2005, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) revoked the 1-hour ozone standard, 
though the Bay Area Air Basin has a “non-attainment” designation for the federal 8-hour 
standard as well. In 1998, after many years without violations of any carbon monoxide (CO) 
standards, the attainment status for CO was upgraded to “attainment.” 

State and Regional Regulations 

In 1988, California passed the California Clean Air Act (CCAA, California Health and Safety 
Code § 39600 et seq.) which, like its federal counterpart, called for designations of areas as 
attainment or non-attainment, based on state Ambient Air Quality Standards rather than federal 
or national standards. The California Air Resources Board (CARB or ARB) is the state agency 
responsible for regulating air quality.  CARB responsibilities include establishing State Ambient 
Air Quality Standards. The Bay Area Air Basin attainment status with respect to state standards 
is summarized in Table 4-1. In general, this table indicates the Bay Area experiences low 
concentrations of most pollutants when compared to state standards, except for ozone and 
particulate matter, for which standards are exceeded periodically. 

Under the CCAA, the Bay Area Air Basin is required to have a Clean Air Plan (CAP) to achieve 
and maintain ozone standards. The most recent draft revision to the CAP was completed in 
2000. The 2000 CAP applies control measures to stationary sources, mobile sources, and 
transportation control measures (TCMs).  Although the 2000 CAP is an ozone plan, it includes 
PM10 attainment planning as an informational item. In January 2006, BAAQMD adopted the 
Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy to update and build upon the 2000 CAP.  

Both the federal SIP and the state CAP rely on the combined emission control programs of  the 
EPA, California Air Resources Board (CARB), and the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District (BAAQMD). The BAAQMD is the regional agency responsible for air quality regulation 
within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. The BAAQMD regulates air quality through its 
planning and review activities.   
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Under California law, the responsibility to carry out air pollution control programs is split 
between the CARB and local or regional air pollution control agencies. In the study area, the 
BAAQMD regulates stationary sources, and can require stationary sources to obtain permits, 
and can impose emission limits, set fuel or material specifications, or establish operational limits 
to reduce air emissions.  

The CARB shares the regulation of mobile sources with the EPA, and has authority to set 
emission standards for on-road motor vehicles and for some classes of off-road mobile sources 
that are sold in California. The emission standards most relevant to redevelopment as proposed 
are those related to automobiles, light- and medium-duty trucks, and California heavy-duty truck 
engines. The CARB also regulates vehicle fuels, with the intent to reduce emissions, and has set 
emission reduction performance requirements for gasoline (California reformulated gasoline), 
and limited the sulfur and aromatic content of diesel fuel to make it burn cleaner. The CARB 
also sets the standards used to pass or fail vehicles in smog check and heavy-duty truck 
inspection programs. Mobile source and transportation control measures (TCMs) are 
implemented largely through incentive programs and transportation programs in cooperation 
with the MTC, local governments, transit agencies, and others. 

National and State Ambient Air Quality Standards 

The CAA and CCAA promulgate, respectively, national and state ambient air quality standards 
for carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (O3), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), particulate matter 10 microns 
or less in diameter (PM10), and particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter (PM2.5).1 
Ambient standards specify the concentration of  pollutants to which the public may be exposed 
without adverse health effects. Individuals vary widely in their sensitivity to air pollutants, and 
standards are set to protect more pollution-sensitive populations (e.g., children and the elderly). 
National and state standards are reviewed and updated periodically based on new health studies. 
California ambient standards tend to be at least as protective as national ambient standards and 
are often more stringent. National and state ambient air quality standards are presented in Table 
4-1.  

For planning purposes, regions like the San Francisco Bay Area are given an air quality status 
designation by the federal and state regulatory agencies. Areas with monitored pollutant 
concentrations that are lower than ambient air quality standards are designated “attainment” on a 
pollutant-by-pollutant basis. When monitored concentrations exceed ambient standards within 
an air basin, it is designated “nonattainment” for that pollutant. An area that recently exceeded 
ambient standards, but is now in attainment, is designated “maintenance.”  

                                                 
1 Other pollutants (e.g., lead, sulfur dioxide) also have ambient standards, but they are not discussed in this document 

because emissions of these pollutants from the project are expected to be negligible. 



CHAPTER 4: AIR QUALITY 

PAGE 4-6 OARB AUTO MALL – DRAFT SEIR APRIL 2006 

Table 4-1 
State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards and Attainment Standard 

California Standards1 National Standards2 

Pollutant 
Averaging       
Time Concentration 

Attainment 
Status Concentration3 

Attainment 
Status 

8 Hour 
0.07 ppm 
(137µg/m3) 

See Footnote 
8 0.08 ppm N4 Ozone 

1 Hour 
0.09 ppm 
(180 µg/m3) N   See Footnote 5 

8 Hour 
9.0 ppm 
(10 mg/m3) A 

9 ppm 
(10 mg/m3) A6 Carbon 

Monoxide 
1 Hour 

20 ppm 
(23 mg/m3) A 

35 ppm 
(40 mg/m3) A 

Annual Average     
0.053 ppm 
(100 µg/m3) A Nitrogen Dioxide 

1 Hour 
0.25 ppm 
(470 µg/m3) A     

Annual 
Arithmetic Mean 20 µg/m3 N7 50 µg/m3 A Particulate Matter 

(PM10) 24 Hour 50 µg/m3 N 150 µg/m3 U 
Annual 
Arithmetic Mean 12 µg/m3 N7 15 µg/m3 A Particulate Matter 

– Fine (PM2.5) 24 Hour     65 µg/m3 A 
A=Attainment       N=Nonattainment        U=Unclassified 
mg/m3=milligrams per cubic meter ppm=parts per million µg/m3=micrograms per cubic meter 
  
1. California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide (1-hour and 24-hour), nitrogen dioxide, 
suspended particulate matter - PM10, and visibility reducing particles are values that are not to be exceeded. The 
standards for sulfates, carbon monoxide, and hydrogen sulfide are not to be equaled or exceeded. If the standard is 
for a 1-hour, 8-hour or 24-hour average (i.e., all standards except for the PM10 annual standard), then some 
measurements may be excluded. In particular, measurements are excluded that ARB determines would occur less 
than once per year on the average.  
2. National standards other than for ozone, particulates and those based on annual averages are not to be exceeded 
more than once a year. The 1-hour ozone standard is attained if, during the most recent three-year period, the 
average number of days per year with maximum hourly concentrations above the standard is equal to or less than 
one. The 8-hour ozone standard is attained when the 3-year average of the 4th highest daily concentrations is 0.08 
ppm or less. The 24-hour PM10 standard is attained when the 3-year average of the 99th percentile of monitored 
concentrations is less than 150 µg/m3. The 24-hour PM2.5 standard is attained when the 3-year average of 98th 
percentiles is less than 65 µg/m3.  
 Except for the national particulate standards, annual standards are met if the annual average falls below 
the standard at every site. The national annual particulate standard for PM10 is met if the 3-year average falls below 
the standard at every site. The annual PM2.5 standard is met if the 3-year average of annual averages spatially-
averaged across officially designed clusters of sites falls below the standard. 
3. National air quality standards are set at levels determined to be protective of public health with an adequate 
margin of safety. Each state must attain these standards no later than three years after that state's implementation 
plan is approved by the Environmental Protection Agency.  
4. In June 2004, the Bay Area was designated as a marginal nonattainment area of the national 8-hour ozone 
standard.   
5. The national 1-hour ozone standard was revoked by U.S. EPA on June 15, 2005.  
6. In April 1998, the Bay Area was redesignated to attainment for the national 8-hour carbon monoxide standard.  
7. In June 2002, CARB established new annual standards for PM2.5 and PM10.  
8. This standard was approved by the Air Resources Board on April 28, 2005 and is expected to become effective 
in early 2006. 
SOURCE: Bay Area Air Quality Management District Internet web site.  Standards and attainment status as of 
January 2006.  http://www.baaqmd.gov/planning/resmod/baas.htm 
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The Bay Area is currently a non-attainment area for national and state ambient air quality 
standards for ground level ozone and state standards for particulate matter.  In April 2004 
(taking effect June 2004), EPA formally designated the Bay Area as a nonattainment area for the 
national 8-hour ozone standard, and classified the region as “marginal” according to five classes 
of nonattainment area for ozone which range from marginal to extreme. For state air quality 
planning purposes, the Bay Area is classified as a serious nonattainment area for ozone.  The 
serious classification triggers various plan submittal requirements and transportation 
performance standards, including tri-annual updating of the Clean Air Plan. 

Amended Particulate Matter Standards  

Based on an evaluation of the latest scientific knowledge, the EPA is currently proposing to 
amend national health standards based particulate matter. The proposed rule was published in 
the National Register on January 17, 2006 and the EPA must finalize proposed standards by 
September 27, 2006. The proposal includes strengthening the 24-hour fine particle (PM2.5) 
standard by lowering it from the current level of  65 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3) to 35 
µg/m3 and retaining the level of  the annual fine particle standard at 15µg/m3. In addition, the 
proposed revisions would change the definition of  the course particulate matter (PM10) standard 
so that it covers only particles between 10 and 2.5 micrometers in diameter (PM10-2.5), also known 
as “inhalable coarse particles” in response to a 1999 U.S. Court of  Appeals for the D.C. Circuit 
decision directing EPA to ensure that regulations for coarse particles did not duplicate regulation 
of  fine particles. The current PM10 standards, applying to particles 10 micrometers in diameter 
and smaller, are a 24-hour standard of  150 µg/m3, and an annual standard of  50 µg/m3 and are 
proposed to be revoked (either immediately or at such time that PM10-2.5 monitoring can be 
implemented). The proposed new PM10-2.5 standard would apply to only those particles between 
2.5 and 10 microns in diameter and would be a 24-hour standard set at 70 µg/m3. EPA is not 
proposing an annual standard for PM10-2.5. Current scientific evidence does not show significant 
public health risks associated with long-term exposure to coarse particles.2  

Under the current proposal, there are two separate implementation schedules, one for fine 
particulates and one for coarse inhalable particulates. For PM2.5, it is expected final 
attainment/nonattainment designations would become effective in April 2010, states would have 
3 years to write implementation plans due in 2013, and standards would need to be met in most 
cases by April 2015. For PM10-2., 3 years of  monitoring data would first be collected and made 
available and it is expected final attainment/nonattainment designations would become effective 
in July 2013, states would have 3 years to write implementation plans due in 2016, and standards 
would need to be met in most cases by July 2018.2 

Criteria Pollutants 

Federal, state, and regional control programs above are directed primarily toward criteria 
pollutants—the pollutants for which ambient air quality standards exist. Programs are also in 
place to reduce public exposure to other pollutants, such as those that present a potential hazard 
to public health. These are termed “hazardous air pollutants” (HAPs) in federal law and “toxic 
air contaminants” (TACs) in California law. TACs are pollutants “. . . which may cause or 
contribute to an increase in mortality or in serious illness, or which may pose a present or 

                                                 
2 Source: EPA website http://www.epa.gov/air/particlepollution/actions.html  



CHAPTER 4: AIR QUALITY 

PAGE 4-8 OARB AUTO MALL – DRAFT SEIR APRIL 2006 

potential hazard to human health” (BAAQMD 1997). Federal and state programs are currently 
directed toward reducing TAC emissions from stationary sources. Unlike criteria pollutants, 
TACs do not have ambient standards; however, BAAQMD regulates new or expanding 
stationary sources of  TACs.  

Toxic Air Contaminants: TACs do not have ambient air quality standards. Many pollutants are 
identified as TACs because of  their potential to increase the risk of  developing cancer. For 
TACs that are known or suspected carcinogens, the CARB has consistently found there are no 
levels or thresholds below which exposure is risk free. Individual TACs vary greatly in the risk 
they present; at a given level of exposure, one TAC may pose a hazard that is many times greater 
than another. Where data are sufficient to do so, a “unit risk factor” can be developed for cancer 
risk. The unit risk factor expresses assumed risk to a hypothetical population in terms of the 
estimated number of individuals in a million who may develop cancer as the result of 
continuous, lifetime (70-year) exposure to 1 microgram per cubic meter (µg/m3) (equal to one 
part per million) of the TAC. Unit risk factors provide a standard that can be used to establish 
regulatory thresholds for permitting purposes. However, they are not a measure of actual health 
risk because actual populations do not experience the extent and duration of exposure that the 
hypothetical population is assumed to experience. For non-cancer health effects, a similar factor 
called a Hazard Index is used. 

In 1998, the CARB formally identified particulate matter emitted by diesel-fueled engines as a 
TAC. Diesel engines emit TACs in both gaseous and particulate forms. The particles emitted by 
diesel engines are coated with chemicals, many of  which have been identified by the EPA as 
HAPs, and by the CARB as TACs. The vast majority of  diesel exhaust particles are very small 
(94 percent of  their combined mass consists of  particles less than 2.5 microns in diameter), both 
the particles and their coating of  TACs can be inhaled into the lungs. While the gaseous portion 
of  diesel exhaust also contains TACs, the CARB’s action was specific to diesel particulate 
emissions which, according to supporting CARB studies, represent 50 to 90 percent of  the 
mutagenicity of  diesel exhaust (CARB 1998). 

The CARB action was taken at the end of  a lengthy process that considered dozens of  health 
studies, extensive analysis of  health effects and exposure data, and public input collected over 
the last nine years. CARB’s Scientific Advisory Committee has recommended a unit risk factor 
of  300 in a million for diesel particulate.3 The CARB action will lead to additional control of  
diesel engine emissions in coming years by CARB. The EPA has also begun an evaluation of  
both the cancer and non-cancer health effects of  diesel exhaust. 

The 1998 ruling prompted the CARB to begin searching for means to reduce diesel PM 
emissions. In September 2000, the CARB approved the Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate 
Matter Emissions from Diesel-Fueled Engines and Vehicles (Diesel Risk Reduction Plan). The Diesel 
Risk Reduction Plan outlines a comprehensive and ambitious program that includes the 
development of numerous new control measures over the next several years aimed at 
substantially reducing emissions from new and existing on-road vehicles (e.g., heavy duty trucks 
and buses), off-road equipment (e.g., graders, tractors, forklifts, sweepers, and boats), portable 
equipment (e.g., pumps), and stationary engines (e.g., stand-by power generators). 

                                                 
3 The Scientific Review Committee findings are Attachment A to CARB Resolution 98-35, August 27, 1998. 
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EXISTING AIR QUALITY 

Emission Inventory 

Table 4-2 presents the CARB Almanac Emission Projection Data for CO, ROGs, NOx, PM10, 
and PM2.5, for the Bay Area and for Alameda County. Projections of expected future emission 
levels are based on expected growth rates in population, employment, industrial/commercial 
activity, travel, and energy use, and consider the effects of control measures already adopted by 
the EPA, CARB, and BAAQMD, and some proposed measures as well. 

Inventory information presented in Table 4-2 indicates that Alameda County’s contribution to 
regional emissions is generally consistent over time, between 5 to 20 percent per year, depending 
on pollutant. The CARB expects the percentage of Alameda County’s contribution to basin-
wide emissions would remain approximately the same per pollutant within the region, and 
expects within the region that total annual tons of CO, ROGs, and NOx will decrease over time, 
and total annual tons of SO2, PM2.5, and PM10 will increase. 

 

Table 4-2 
Bay Area Emission Inventory Summary and Projections (2000 to 2020)a 

 2000 2005 2010 2020 

Pollutant 
Bay Area 
(tons/day)c 

Alameda 
County’s 
Shareb 

Bay Area 
(tons/day)c

Alameda
County’s
Shareb 

Bay Area 
(tons/day)c

Alameda 
County’s 
Shareb 

Bay Area 
(tons/day)c

Alameda
County’s
Shareb 

CO 2,837 20% 2,249 19% 1,815 20% 1,254 19% 
ROGs 619 19% 499 18% 446 18% 396 18% 
NOx  622 20% 526 19% 439 19% 312 18% 
PM10 169 20% 174 19% 175 20% 180 19% 
PM2.5 86 20% 87 19% 85 19% 86 19% 
Source: CARB, Almanac Emission Projection Data, 2005.  Available at www.arb.ca.gov 
Notes: 
a Projections use a 2004 base year 
b Percent of Bay Area emissions attributable to Alameda County sources. 
c Annual Average 
 

Pollutant Monitoring 

The BAAQMD operates a regional air quality monitoring network for the six criteria pollutants. 
Monitoring data from the BAAQMD network are used by the EPA and CARB to designate the 
attainment status of the region and to classify the severity of nonattainment conditions (see 
discussion of planning requirements, above). Table 4-1 describes the attainment status of the 
Bay Area region relevant to federal and state ambient air quality standards. The large number of 
“attainment” designations shown in Table 4-1 indicates that the Bay Area experiences low 
concentrations of most pollutants, the exceptions being O3 and particulate matter, for which 
standards are exceeded periodically. 

The BAAQMD monitoring stations nearest to the redevelopment project area are as follows: 

• Alice Street, Oakland (monitors O3 and CO) 

• 7th Street, Richmond (monitors SO2) 
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Existing and probable future levels of air quality can generally be inferred from ambient air 
quality measurements conducted by the BAAQMD at its monitoring stations. The monitoring 
station closest to the project site is on Alice Street near Jack London Square in Oakland, located 
about 2.5 miles southeast of the site and monitors ozone and carbon monoxide. The Alice Street 
station does not monitor PM10, however, monitoring stations for PM10 and PM2.5 were operated 
on and near the OARB under BAAQMD supervision and will be discussed separately. No 
BAAQMD monitoring station representative of the project area monitors NOx. 

Table 4-3 summarizes three years of ambient air quality data measured at these stations. 
Monitoring data from stations closest to the project area generally reflect the regional pattern. 
The state and federal ozone standards have not been violated at the Oakland monitoring station 
over this period. However, ozone is a regional pollutant and the Air Basin is still non-attainment 
because of violations at other monitoring stations in the Air Basin. State and federal ambient 
standards for sulfur dioxide and nitrogen dioxide are being met throughout the Air Basin, and 
the BAAQMD does not expect these standards to be exceeded in the future. 

 

Table 4-3 
Summary of Criteria Air Pollutant Monitoring Data 

Monitoring 
Station 

 
Air Quality Indicator 

 
2001 

 
2002 

 
2003 

Ozone (O3) 
Peak 8-hour concentration (ppm) 0.043 0.043 0.054 
Days above federal standard 0 0 0 
Peak 1-hour concentration (ppm) 0.069 0.053 0.081 

Alice Street 
(Oakland) 

Days above state standard 0 0 0 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 

Peak 1-hour concentration (ppm) 5 4.4 3.9 

Days above federal standard 0 0 0 
Days above state standard 0 0 0 
Peak 8-hour concentration (ppm) 4 3.3 2.8 
Days above federal standard 0 0 0 

Alice Streeta 

(Oakland) 

Days above state standard 0 0 0 
Source: CARB 2001, 2002, and 2003, California Air Quality Data. 
Notes: -- Data not available.  For monitored PM10 and PM2.5data closest to the study area, see Table 4-4.  
 

To increase knowledge of particulate exposure at and near the Port of Oakland, in April 1997, 
the Port of Oakland initiated a monitoring program to measure PM10 and PM2.5 at two locations. 
One PM monitoring station is located on Port property near the intersection of 7th Street and 
Middle Harbor Road. The second monitoring station is located near the intersection of Filbert 
and 24th streets in a residential area of West Oakland. The monitoring program is being 
coordinated with the BAAQMD.  

Data have been reported for the years 1997 through 2004 and are summarized in Table 4-4 
(GAIA 2001). Data was collected from the Port monitoring station until April 2004.  
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SOURCES OF AIR POLLUTION 

This Draft Supplemental EIR analyzes the impacts of the Project or Option B with new project 
description and changed circumstances. Since the uses proposed under the Project or Option B 
would have different trip generation than the uses proposed under the OARB Redevelopment 
EIR, mobile (vehicle) source emissions are being reevaluated.  

The OARB Redevelopment EIR used an alternate baseline of 1995 to compare the projected 
levels of activity and air pollutant emissions associated with redevelopment to those of the Base 
when it was still operating in 1995. The Project (or Option B) is not expected to be a significant 
source of stationary source emissions or to increase those emissions over what was analyzed in 
the OARB Redevelopment EIR, so stationary source emissions are not re-analyzed in this Draft  
SEIR.   

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
Significance Criteria 

The Initial Study determined some areas of Air Quality analysis were adequately assessed in the 
2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR for the Project. However, because the Project could generate 
more traffic than the uses studied under the 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR which could lead 
to a net increase in vehicle emissions over emissions levels previously estimated, air quality 
impacts relating to vehicle emissions were reassessed in this Draft SEIR.  As per the relevant 

Table 4-4 
PM2.5 and PM10 Concentrationsa and Exceedances 1997 to 2004 

 
Port of Oakland Site (7th/Middle Harbor 
Road) West Oakland (Filbert/24th Street) 

  
PM2.5 PM10 

Days Exceeding 
National/State Max. 
24-hour Standards 

PM2.5 PM10 
Days Exceeding 
National/State Max. 
24-hour Standards 

   PM2.5 PM10   PM2.5 PM10 
Annual Average Concentration 
 1997c 
 1998 
 1999 
 2000 
 2001d 

              2002e 

              2003f 

              2004g 

10.6 
10.8 
12.6 
11.0 
11.6 
10.6 
12.5 
no data 

25.5 
26.5 
34.6 
30.6 
33.4 
27.1 
16.2 
no data 

0/-- 
0/-- 
0/-- 
0/-- 
0/-- 
0/-- 
0/-- 
   -- 

0/2 
0/6 
0/14 
0/2 
0/7 
0/4 
0/0 
  -- 

9.6 
9.9 
11.8 
11.2 
10.6 
11.0 
9.9 
   9.9 

23.6 
22.2 
25.5 
25.0 
26.8 
25.6 
22.3 
19.6 

0/-- 
0/-- 
0/-- 
0/-- 
0/-- 
0/-- 
0/-- 
0/-- 

0/1 
0/1 
0/4 
0/2 
0/3 
0/2 
0/2 
0/0 

Source: GAIA 2001-2005.  Available at www.portofoakland.com/environm/prog_04.asp  
Notes:  
a All concentrations in µg/m3 (micrograms per cubic meter) 
c April 1997 – December 1997 
d January 2001 – August 2001 
e September 2001 – August 2002 
f September 2002 – August 2003 
g May 2004 – December 2004 
 -- = Not applicable (no standard and/or no data) 
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items in Appendix G of the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines and City of Oakland guidelines, the 
Project may be deemed to have a significant adverse impact on the environment if it would: 

• Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation; 

• Result in cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors); 

• Contribute to CO concentrations exceeding the state ambient air quality standards of 9 
ppm averaged over 8 hours and 20 ppm for 1 hour (Note: Pursuant to BAAQMD, 
localized carbon monoxide concentrations should be estimated for projects in which (1) 
vehicle emissions of CO would exceed 550 lb/day; (2) intersections or roadway links 
would decline to LOS E or F; (3) intersections operating at LOS E or F will have 
reduced LOS; or (4) traffic volume increase on nearby roadways by 10% or more unless 
the increase in traffic volume is less than 100 vehicles per hour); 

• Result in total emissions of ROG, NOx, or PM10 of 15 tons per year or greater, or 80 
pounds (36 kilograms) per day or greater;  

• Result in a substantial increase in diesel emissions. 

Impact Assessment Methodology 

Project-related air quality impacts fall into two categories: short-term impacts due to 
construction, and long-term impacts due to project operation. During project construction, the 
project would affect local particulate concentrations primarily due to fugitive dust sources. Over 
the long-term, the project would result in an increase in emissions primarily due to increased 
motor vehicle trips. 

The Project would not have significantly different construction-related impacts than the uses 
studied under the OARB Redevelopment EIR. Therefore, the Initial Study determined that 
construction-related impacts were adequately addressed in the previous EIR and no further 
analysis is required. Relevant construction-related mitigation measures from the OARB 
Redevelopment EIR would remain applicable to the project (as listed in Appendix A). 

Because the Project as proposed could result in higher levels of traffic than the uses proposed 
for the site under the OARB Redevelopment EIR, operational vehicle emissions were 
reassessed. Vehicle emissions were estimated using CARB’s URBEMIS 2002 model (version 7.5) 
and compared to BAAQMD significance thresholds. The year 2007 was used for the model as 
that is the current estimate of when the project uses would be operational. Carbon monoxide 
impacts were evaluated using a screening form of CalTrans’ CALINE 4 dispersion model to 
predict maximum 1-and 8-hour concentrations near congestion-impacted intersections.  
Incremental health risks associated with diesel exhaust were evaluated for project-related truck 
traffic using fleet mix and truck emission factors from the URBEMIS 2002 model, diesel exhaust 
emission rates from CARB’s EMFAC2002 model, dispersion modeling using EPA’s SCREEN3 
model, and CARB’s health risk assessment methodology. 
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REGIONAL POLLUTANT EMISSIONS 

Impact Air-1: Permanent Regional Impacts. Additional trips to and from the project 
would result in new air pollutant emissions within the air basin.   

Significance: For the Project, Less than Significant 

 For Option B, Potentially Significant 

MM Air-1:  Transportation Control Measures. Major developers shall fund on a fair 
share basis BAAQMD-recommended feasible Transportation Control 
Measures (TCMs) for reducing vehicle emissions from commercial, 
institutional, and industrial operations, as well as all CAP TCMs the 
BAAQMD has identified as appropriate for local implementation. 

Residual Significance: For the Project, Less than Significant 

  For Option B, Significant and Unavoidable  

Estimated emissions resulting from year 2007 operations at the Project site for both Project 
conditions and the expanded Option B conditions are presented in Table 4-5 below.   

 

Table 4-5 
Estimated 2007 Operational (Vehicle) Emissionsa in pounds per day 

Pollutant ROG NOx PM10 
Significance Threshold 80 80 80 

Project 
New Emissions 73.3 68.0 56.2 
Existing Uses Emissions 10.8 13.0 12.5 
Net Changeb  62.5 55.0 43.7 
    

Option B 
New Emissions 123.3 115.3 95.3 
Existing Uses Emissions 42.6 39.6 38.2 
Net Changeb  80.7 75.7 57.1 
    
a Emission factors were generated by BAAQMD’s URBEMIS 2002 7.5.0 model for San 
Francisco Air Basin.  All daily estimates are for summertime conditions except for CO, which 
assumes wintertime conditions. 
b  Emissions for the existing uses were subtracted from those generated by the proposed uses 
(new emissions) 
Source: Ballanti 
 

For the Project, the emissions from these new trips would not exceed the BAAQMD thresholds 
of significance, and therefore would be a less than significant impact.  

For Option B, the emissions of reactive organic gases (ROG) from these new trips (estimated at 
80.7 pounds per day) would slightly exceed the BAAQMD thresholds of significance for ROG 
(80 pounds per day), and therefore represent a potentially significant impact.  
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Each major developer shall fund its fair share toward some or all of the transportation control 
measures (TCMs) shown on the following Table 4-6: 
 

Table 4-6 
Transportation Control Measures (TCMs)  

Recommended for the OARB Redevelopment Area  

Control 
Measure Measure 
BAAQMD-Recommended TCMsa 

1 Construct transit facilities such as bus turnouts/bus bulbs, benches, shelters, etc. Improve transit bus 
service to the area. 

2 Design and locate buildings to facilitate transit access, e.g., locate building entrances near transit stops, 
eliminate building setbacks, etc. 

4 Encourage use of car pools, vanpools, and public transit by providing incentives. 
5 Provide a shuttle to and from the West Oakland BART station 

6 Provide on-site shops and services for employees, such as cafeteria, bank, dry cleaners, convenience 
market, etc. 

7 Provide on-site child care, or contribute to off-site child care within walking distance. 
8 Establish mid-day shuttle service from worksite to food service establishments/commercial areas. 
9 Provide preferential parking for carpool and vanpool vehicles 
10 Implement parking fees for single occupancy vehicle commuters. 
11 Provide secure, weather-protected bicycle parking for employees. 
12 Provide safe, direct access for bicyclists to adjacent bicycle routes. 
13 Provide showers and lockers for employees bicycling or walking to work. 
14 Provide direct, safe, attractive pedestrian access from project to transit stops and adjacent development. 
CAP TCMs for local implementationb 

1 

Support Voluntary Employer-Based Trip Reduction Programs.  The City and Port will explore ways to 
promote transit use and support employer-based trip reduction programs through development 
incentives such as density bonuses, reduced parking requirements, incentives for permanent bicycle 
facilities, etc. The City will encourage development of transit transfer stations near employment 
concentrations in the Gateway Development Area and 16th/Wood sub-district. 

9 
Improve Bicycle Access and Facilities.  Redevelopment includes extensive multi-use trails serving as both 
“spine” thoroughfares and “spurs” connecting main trails to the Oakland waterfront. The City and Port 
will encourage employers and developers to provide permanent bicycle facilities. 

12 
Improve Arterial Traffic Management.  Maritime Street and other roadways in the project area will 
include facilities to encourage bicycling and walking. Roadways and intersections will be designed to 
operate at City-standard LOS, to facilitate traffic flow and avoid unnecessary queuing. 

15 

Local Clean Air plans, Policies and Programs.  Redevelopment as presented in Chapter 3: Description, 
and including mitigation measures described in Chapter 4: Setting and Baseline, Impacts, and Mitigation, 
incorporates land uses such as live/work, and measures intended to reduce the number and length of 
single-occupant automobile trips. 

17 
Conduct Demonstration Projects. The City will encourage through development incentives 
demonstration projects for fleet electrification or alternative fueling. In addition, the Port will not 
preclude alternative fueling in its design of rail facilities. 

19 Pedestrian Travel. OARB and Maritime sub-districts will include multi-use trails to encourage safe 
pedestrian travel. 

20 Redevelopment will include traffic calming measures to the extent appropriate, consistent with the 
General Plan and sound traffic management of the project area. 

a Source: BAAQMD 1996, as amended through 1999. Based on Table 15: “Mitigation Measures for Reducing Motor Vehicle 
Emissions from Commercial, Institutional, and Industrial Projects” as modified by the OARB Redevelopment EIR. 
b Source: BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, revised 1999., Based on Table 5 as modified by the OARB Redevelopment EIR. 
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These TCMs shall be coordinated with transportation demand management (TDM) measures 
implemented under Mitigation Measure Traf-14a, -14b, and 14c. 

As shown in Table 4-5, Option B would exceed the significance threshold for ROG. Although 
the specific components or implementation methods of the recommended TCM program have 
not been determined, it is possible that implementation of Mitigation Measure Air-1 would 
substantially reduce the impact, potentially to levels of less than significant.  However, since the 
components of this program have not yet been determined and their effectiveness on reducing 
project trip generation cannot be quantified, this analysis conservatively assumes that the 
emission of ROG would not be reduced to a less than significant level, and the residual impact is 
considered significant and unavoidable.  

CARBON MONOXIDE EMISSIONS 

Impact Air-2: Permanent Local Impacts.  Project and Option B traffic would add to 
carbon monoxide concentrations near streets and intersections providing 
access to the site.   

Significance: Less than Significant.  

Mitigation:  None required. 

On the local scale, the project would change traffic on the local street network, changing carbon 
monoxide levels along roadways used by project traffic. Carbon monoxide is an odorless, 
colorless poisonous gas whose primary source in the Bay Area is automobiles. Concentrations of 
this gas are highest near intersections of major roads. 

Carbon monoxide concentrations under worst-case meteorological conditions have been 
predicted for the most congested intersections affected by project traffic. PM peak traffic 
volumes were applied to a screening form of the CALINE 4 dispersion model to predict 
maximum 1-and 8-hour concentrations near these intersections with the addition of Project, 
Option B and cumulative traffic. A description of the model and a discussion of the 
methodology and assumptions used in the analysis is included in Appendix C.  The model results 
were used to predict the maximum 1- and 8-hour concentrations, corresponding to the 1- and 8-
hour averaging times specified in the state and federal ambient air quality standards for carbon 
monoxide. According to City of Oakland significance criteria, the impact would be considered 
significant if the project would contribute to CO concentrations exceeding the state ambient air 
quality standards of 9 ppm averaged over 8 hours and 20 ppm for 1 hour. 

Table 4-7 shows that existing predicted concentrations near the intersections meet the 1-hour 
and 8-hour standards.  Traffic from the Project and Option B would increase concentrations by 
up to 0.9 Parts Per Million (PPM), but concentrations with the Project or Option B traffic 
growth would not exceed the significance criteria. Concentrations in 2020 would be below 
current levels despite increased traffic due to anticipated reductions in per-mile emission rates as 
older, more polluting cars are replaced with newer, cleaner cars. This assumption is built into the 
air quality models. 
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Table 4-7 
Worst Case Carbon Monoxide Concentrations Near Selected Intersections, Parts Per Million 

Intersection Existing (2006) 
 
 
 1-Hr      8-Hr 

Project (2006) 
 
 
 1-Hr        8-Hr 

Option B (2006) 
 
 
 1-Hr        8-Hr 

Project + 
Cumulative 
(2020) 
 1-Hr        8-Hr 

Option B + 
Cumulative 
(2020) 
 1-Hr        8-Hr 

W. Grand/ 
Maritime 

 7.8          5.2  8.4          5.6  8.7          5.8  7.5          5.1  7.4          5.0 

7th Street/ 
Maritime 

 7.1          4.8  7.5         5.0  7.7          5.1  6.6          4.4  6.6          4.5 

5th Street/ 
Broadway 

 9.3          6.3  9.3         6.3  9.3          6.3  6.3          4.3  6.3          4.3 

Powell/ 
I-80 NB Ramps 

12.1         8.2 12.1        8.3 12.1         8.3  7.1          4.8  7.1          4.8 

Powell/ 
Christie 

12.2         8.3 12.2        8.3 12.2         8.3  7.0          4.8  7.0          4.8 

Significance 
Criteria 

20.0         9.0 20.0        9.0 20.0         9.0 20.0        9.0 20.0         9.0 

      

Since Project traffic nor traffic from Option B would not cause any new violations of the 8-hour 
standards for carbon monoxide, nor contribute substantially to an existing or projected violation, 
project impacts on local carbon monoxide concentrations are considered to be less-than-
significant. 

DIESEL EMISSIONS 

Impact Air-3:   The proposed project could result in a substantial increase in diesel 
emissions. 

Significance: Less than significant 

Mitigation: Mitigation is not warranted 

Diesel Particulate Matter (DMP) emissions from the project during operation would occur 
primarily from the delivery trucks that will be visiting the site.  Based on the traffic report 
conducted for this project, daily traffic increases due to the project would be approximately 
11,774 total vehicle trips by project buildout of 2007 (18,214 for Option B). To determine the 
proportion of new trips that would be truck trips, the general vehicle fleet percentages contained 
in URBEMIS 2002 were used.  Likewise, the percentage of trucks within each weight class and 
the portion of these trucks that are fueled by diesel were also obtained from URBEMIS 2002. In 
2007, when project operations would commence, there would be approximately 330 total daily 
truck trips (509 for Option B).  Diesel exhaust emission rates for all diesel trucks were obtained 
from CARB’s EMFAC2002 emissions model, assuming an average vehicle speed of 20 mph.  
Total emissions were calculated for a total distance of one mile, which includes one-half mile as 
the truck approaches the site and one-half mile as the truck leaves the site.  The annual average 
DPM emissions for these truck-travel distances were estimated to be 25.4 lbs in 2007 for the 
project and 39.2lbs for Option B. 
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Annual average DPM concentration impacts from the delivery trucks operating near the site 
were calculated using the SCREEN3 model, and the incremental cancer risks were estimated 
from these concentrations. The estimated incremental DPM concentration at the site was 
calculated to be 0.0068 micrograms per cubic meter (0.0105 micrograms per cubic meter for 
Option B). As shown in Table 4-4, the background annual average PM2.5 concentrations in the 
area were recorded in 2003 as 12.5 micrograms per cubic meter at the Port of Oakland 
monitoring station (7th/Middle Harbor Road) and 9.9 micrograms per cubic meter at the West 
Oakland monitoring station (Filbert/24th Street).   

The incremental cancer risk from exposure to the concentrations generated by project-related 
truck diesel emissions was estimated to be 2.1 in a million (3.3 in a million for Option B).  Since 
these impacts are less than the BAAQMD significance threshold of 10 in a million, the impacts 
would be less than significant. 

GAS STATION EMISSIONS 

Impact Air-4:   Gasoline Fueling Station Emissions. The project could contain a gasoline 
fueling station, which would be a new source of a Toxic Air Contaminants. 

Significance: Less than significant 

Mitigation: Mitigation is not warranted 

The project could include a gasoline fueling station. Gasoline stations are a source of gasoline 
vapors that would include TACs such as benzene. Gasoline vapors are released during the filling 
of both the stationary underground storage tanks and the transfer from those underground tanks 
to individual vehicles. The BAAQMD has stringent requirements for the control of gasoline 
vapor emissions from gasoline dispensing facilities. District rules require all new facilities to 
install and maintain CARB Certified Vapor Recovery Systems. As a potential source of TACs, a 
gasoline filling station is subject to the BAAQMD's toxic risk screening and risk management 
procedures. 

The project site is a substantial distance from any sensitive receptors. This fact and the above-
described regulations and procedures, already established and enforced as part of the permit 
review process, would ensure that any potential impacts due to gasoline vapor emissions would 
be less-than-significant. 
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Impact Air-5: As part of the cumulative growth of the OARB Area Redevelopment Plan, 
the Project or Option B, together with anticipated future development in the 
area, could result in long-term traffic increases and could cumulatively 
increase regional air pollutant emissions. 

Significance: Potentially Significant for Project and Option B 

Mitigation:  Mitigation Measure Air-1, requiring fair share funding of feasible 
Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) would apply to the Project and 
Option B.  

Residual Significance: Significant and Unavoidable for Project and Option B  

Locally, emissions from project sources would be combined with emissions from other sources, 
primarily including area traffic (on local streets and freeways) from existing and future 
development throughout the project area vicinity.  Although cumulative traffic volumes would 
increase by 2025, pollutant emissions from this increased traffic would be partly offset by the 
reductions in emission rates on a grams-per-mile basis.  This is due to attrition of older and, 
higher polluting vehicles, improvements in overall automobile fleet, and improved fuel mixtures 
(as a result of on-going State and federal emissions standards and programs for on-road motor 
vehicles).  

Cumulative Carbon Monoxide Emissions 

Cumulative impacts on carbon monoxide concentrations at local intersections in 2025 would be 
less than significant as the worst-case carbon monoxide concentrations at all the analyzed 
intersections would be below the corresponding ambient standards. 

Cumulative Regional Emissions 

According to the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, any proposed project that would individually 
have a significant air quality impact would also be considered to have a significant cumulative air 
quality impact.  Table 4-5 shows that the operational emissions of ROG, NOx and PM10 due to 
project-related traffic estimated based on CARB’s URBEMIS 2002 model would be less than the 
significance criteria of 80 pounds per day for the Project. Therefore the cumulative air quality 
impact of the project would be considered to be less-than-significant. 

Operational emissions of NOx and PM10 under the Option B scenario would also be less than 
the significance criteria. However, operational emissions of ROG would be significant under the 
Option B scenario. Therefore the cumulative air quality impact of the project would be 
considered to be less-than-significant while the cumulative impact of Option B would be 
considered to be significant. Mitigation measure Air-1 would reduce Option B’s individual 
impact, although not to a less-than-significant level. 

Per BAAQMD significance criteria for cumulative impacts, increases in population and vehicle 
miles traveled due to the project must be accounted for in the regional CAP in order for the 
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project to have a less than significant cumulative impact.  The recently adopted 2005 Bay Area 
Ozone Strategy prepared by the BAAQMD, MTC, and ABAG is based on population and 
employment projections for Oakland that assume redevelopment in the area under the OARB 
Redevelopment and Reuse Plans. The Project and Option B result in a change in use from that 
anticipated under the Reuse Plan and therefore may not be fully accounted for in the regional 
CAP.  

Cumulative Diesel Emissions 

As noted in the OARB Redevelopment EIR (pages 5-20 through -23) air pollutants would be 
emitted from ships, trains, trucks, and cargo equipment throughout the Redevelopment Area. 
That EIR concluded that taken together, these activities would increase exposure of pollutant-
sensitive receptors in the West Oakland community to increased diesel emissions. As a 
component of implementation of the OARB Redevelopment Plan, both the project and Option 
B would contribute toward this previously identified cumulative impact.  

The OARB Redevelopment EIR recommends three mitigation measures.  The first, Measure 
4.3-3, requires the Port to develop and implement a Criteria Pollutant Reduction Program aimed 
at reducing or offsetting Port-related emissions from its maritime and rail operations.  The 
program is to be sufficiently funded to reduce and/or offset redevelopment-related 
contributions to local West Oakland air quality to the maximum extent feasible.  The second, 
Measure 4.3-4, requires the City and the Port to jointly create, maintain, and fund on a fair share 
basis, a Truck Diesel Emission Reduction Program. This program is also to be sufficiently 
funded to reduce and/or offset redevelopment-related contributions to local West Oakland 
diesel emissions to the maximum extent feasible.  The third, Measure 5.4-1, requires that the City 
and Port encourage, lobby and participate in emissions reduction demonstration programs.  All 
of these mitigation measures include emission reduction strategies that have been previously 
analyzed by the Port (Port of Oakland, Berths 55-58 Project EIR) to determine technical, 
economic and legal feasibility.  

With implementation of these mitigation measures the impacts would be substantially reduced, 
but it is not likely it would be reduced to a level that is less than significant, and the residual 
cumulative impact would be significant and unavoidable. 
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5 
OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 

This chapter of the Draft Supplemental EIR contains discussion regarding a number of CEQA-
mandated topics as well as separate discussion of several issues that were raised by public 
agencies, members of the public or the City Planning Commission during the public scoping 
session and/or in response to the City’s Notice of Preparation for this Draft SEIR. Specifically, 
the following issues are contained in this chapter of the Draft SEIR: 

• Summary of Project impacts, including significant and unavoidable impacts and an 
expanded discussion of land use compatibility and truck parking issues that were identified 
in the January 19, 2006 Initial Study as being less than significant impacts,  

• Identification of project alternatives, including those alternatives previously considered and 
rejected as part of the 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR, development under the existing 
Redevelopment Plan and Reuse Plan, and one additional Ancillary Maritime Support 
alternative identified for this Draft SEIR, 

• Explanation of the cumulative scenario as used in this Draft SEIR for analysis of 
cumulative traffic and air quality impacts, and 

• Conclusions regarding other CEQA required topics including growth inducing effects. 

SUMMARY OF PROJECT IMPACTS 
SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 

Cumulative Traffic Impacts 
(Impact Traf-6): At the West Grand Avenue / Maritime Street intersection, Option B would 
increase traffic in 2025 and would cause the average vehicle delay to increase by more than two 
(2) seconds where the future baseline level of service would be LOS F during the p.m. peak and 
Saturday peak hours. Implementation of recommended mitigation measures would reduce the 
potentially significant cumulative impacts at the West Grand Avenue / Maritime Street 
intersection but would not reduce cumulative impacts to a level that is less than significant. No 
feasible mitigation measures have been identified that would reduce cumulative impacts to a 
level that is less than significant; therefore, residual cumulative impacts at the West Grand 
Avenue / Maritime Street intersection would be significant and unavoidable.  

• This cumulative impact was also considered significant and unavoidable in the OARB 
Redevelopment Plan EIR. 
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(Impact Traf-7): At the West Grand Avenue / I-880 Frontage Road intersection, both the 
Project and Option B would increase traffic in 2025 and both development options would cause 
the average vehicle delay to increase by more than two (2) seconds where the future baseline 
level of service would be LOS F during the a.m. peak, p.m. peak, and Saturday peak hours. 
Implementation of recommended mitigation measures would reduce the potentially significant 
cumulative impacts at the West Grand Avenue / I-880 Frontage Road intersection but would 
not reduce cumulative impacts to a level that is less than significant. No feasible mitigation 
measures have been identified that would reduce cumulative impacts to a level that is less than 
significant; therefore, residual cumulative impacts at the West Grand Avenue / I-880 Frontage 
Road intersection would be significant and unavoidable (NEW). 

• This cumulative impact was considered significant but mitigated in the OARB 
Redevelopment Plan EIR. However, subsequent City of Oakland EIRs (Uptown and Wood 
Street Project) have re-examined the feasibility of the mitigation necessary at this location 
and concluded that costs of the identified improvements were so prohibitively high that the 
mitigation was not feasible and the impacts was considered significant and unavoidable.  

(Impact Traf-10): At the 7th Street / Maritime Street intersection, both the Project and Option B 
would increase traffic in 2025 and would cause the average vehicle delay to increase by more 
than two (2) seconds where the future baseline level of service would be LOS F during both the 
a.m. and p.m. peak hours. Implementation of recommended mitigation measures would reduce 
the potentially significant cumulative impacts at the 7th Street / Maritime Street intersection but 
would not reduce cumulative impacts to a level that is less than significant. No feasible 
mitigation measures have been identified that would reduce cumulative impacts to a level that is 
less than significant; therefore, residual cumulative impacts at the 7th Street / Maritime Street 
intersection would be significant and unavoidable (NEW). 

• This cumulative impact was considered significant but mitigated in the OARB 
Redevelopment Plan EIR. The mitigation called for the Port to provide modifications to the 
7th/Maritime Street intersection as part of the design for realignment of Maritime Street. 
However, as the realignment of Maritime Street cannot be assumed to proceed at this time, 
this Draft SEIR calls for fair share contribution toward necessary modifications of this 
intersection. 

(Impact Traf-17): Both the Project and Option B would increase traffic on study area freeways 
in 2025 and would cause degraded traffic operations to LOS F at 1) I-80 westbound between I-
880 and I-580 during the a.m. peak hour, 2) I-80 westbound east of the I-80/I-580 split during 
the p.m. peak hour. In addition, Option B would degrade traffic operations to LOS F on I-880 
northbound south of the I-80/I-580 split during the p.m. peak hour. Implementation of 
recommended mitigation measures would reduce the potentially significant cumulative impacts 
on study area freeways, but would not reduce cumulative impacts to a level that is less than 
significant. No feasible mitigation measures have been identified that would reduce cumulative 
impacts to a level that is less than significant; therefore, residual cumulative impacts on study 
area freeways would be significant and unavoidable. 

• This cumulative impact was also considered significant and unavoidable in the OARB 
Redevelopment Plan EIR. 
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Project-Specific Air Quality Impacts 
(Impact Air-1, Option B only):  The additional vehicle trips to and from the project site under 
Option B would result in new air pollutant emissions within the air basin. Implementation of 
recommended mitigation measures, including implementation of al BAAQMD-recommended 
Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) for reducing vehicle emissions from commercial, 
institutional, and industrial operations, would reduce this impact.  However, it is not possible to 
accurately estimate the extent of this reduction. Therefore, it is conservatively assumed that 
these measures would not reduce this impact to a level that is less than significant and air 
pollution emissions under Option B would be significant and unavoidable.  

• This impact was also considered significant and unavoidable in the OARB 
Redevelopment Plan EIR. 

Cumulative Air Quality Impacts 
(Impact Air-5, Option B only): With respect to cumulative impacts, Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District Guidelines provide that a proposed action resulting in significant impacts 
to air quality is also considered to have a significant cumulative impact to air quality. Because 
emissions from Option B are considered significant and unavoidable, it is considered that 
cumulative emissions from Option B as well as other approved and future cumulative projects in 
the area, would contribute to continued exceedance of applicable ozone and PM10 standards. 
While mitigation measures would reduce significant impacts, they would not reduce air quality 
impacts on a project-specific or cumulative basis for Option B to a less than significant level and 
the cumulative impact is considered to be significant and unavoidable. 

• This cumulative impact was also considered significant and unavoidable in the OARB 
Redevelopment Plan EIR. 

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATED TO LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT 

As specifically described in Chapters 3 (Traffic) and 4 (Air Quality) of this Draft SEIR, a number 
of potentially significant impacts have been identified that can be reduced to less than significant 
levels through implementation of recommended mitigation measures. These impacts and 
mitigation measures are also summarized in Table 1-1 of the Executive Summary of this Draft 
SEIR.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

An Initial Study was prepared and distributed for this Project with a Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) on January 19, 2006 (see Appendix B). The Initial Study determined that the previous 
2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR analyzed, disclosed and mitigated where possible the majority 
of environmental impacts that would result from the Project. Because the proposed Project (and 
Option B) could result in higher levels of traffic than assumed under the previous OARB 
Redevelopment EIR, and because some of the assumptions regarding development of the 
surrounding areas have changed, the City determined that a Supplemental EIR needed to be 
prepared, but focused solely on the issues of traffic and air quality. All other environmental 
issues were assumed to have been adequately analyzed, disclosed, and mitigated pursuant to the 
OARB Redevelopment EIR. 
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The OARB Redevelopment EIR did include an evaluation of the land uses contemplated in the 
OARB Redevelopment/Reuse Plan and concluded that those land uses would not divide an 
established community, would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, nor are there any 
habitat conservation plans applicable to the site or that would be in conflict with those uses. The 
auto mall land uses as contemplated under the Project and those land use contemplated under 
Option B are not so dissimilar to those anticipated under the Redevelopment Plan as to change 
this conclusion. However, during the public scoping meeting and during the public response 
period for the January NOP, comments were raised suggesting that additional analysis should be 
conducted for this project, or more information than was included in the Initial Study should be 
provided, specifically in regard to the topics of: 

• land use compatibility with adjacent industrial/Port-related uses, 

• land use compatibility with the adjacent odor-producing EBMUD Wastewater Treatment 
Plant, and 

• provision of adequate parking for ancillary maritime uses.  

These topics are more fully discussed below. 

Land Use Compatibility with Adjacent Industrial Uses  

OARB Redevelopment EIR Conclusions 

The Project site and the expanded Option B area are adjacent to the Port Development Area. 
The types of land uses planned for the Port Development Area and the City’s Gateway 
Development Area are distinctly different from one another. The Port Development Area is 
planned for port-related industrial and transportation-type uses and the City’s Gateway 
Development Area is planned for more of a mix of business and office land uses. This issue was 
addressed in the Land Use chapter of the OARB Redevelopment EIR (pp. 4.2-10 to 4.2-13) as 
excerpted below:  

The types of land uses planned for the Gateway and the Port development areas are 
distinctly different—the former is proposed to be a mix of business and office uses, 
and the latter would be entirely heavy industry. In some instances these dissimilar 
uses would be separated and buffered from one another by major infrastructure. For 
example, Maritime Street would separate a major industrial rail facility from the 
Gateway development area. However, at the interface of the Gateway development 
area and the Port development area near New Berth 21, potential exists for heavy 
industrial maritime land uses to be located immediately adjacent to dissimilar job 
training, Office, R&D, or Light Industrial uses. The Port maintains that this situation is 
similar to the Howard Terminal, which is immediately adjacent to the Jack London 
Square development and which has not experienced land use conflicts. However, 
because occurrence of this impact depends on site-specific design not currently 
defined, the impact is considered potentially significant. With implementation of 
Mitigation Measures 4.2-1, 4.2-2 and 4.2-3, the potential impact would be avoided or 
minimized, and the residual impact is considered less than significant. 

Mitigation 4.2-1: The City shall ensure that Gateway development area 
redevelopment activities adjacent to Port of Oakland industrial 
maritime facilities are designed to minimize any land use 
incompatibilities to the extent feasible.  
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Mitigation 4.2-2: If any land use incompatibility is subsequently identified, the Port 
of Oakland shall use its best efforts, consistent with meeting 
cargo throughput demand, to locate maritime activities that could 
result in land use incompatibilities as far away from the property 
boundary as feasible. 

Mitigation 4.2-3: The City and Port shall coordinate to implement Mitigation 
Measures 4.2-1 and 4.2-2; if despite these efforts, subsequent 
land use incompatibilities are identified, the Port and City shall 
jointly develop, implement, and fund on a fair share basis 
additional strategies to reduce incompatibilities.  

Residual Significance:  Less than significant 

The OARB Redevelopment EIR notes that when proposed, projects are expected to be 
designed to avoid or minimize land use incompatibilities. In many instances, these dissimilar uses 
would be separated by major infrastructure. Where not buffered by major infrastructure such as 
Maritime Road, the design of each adjacent site must include strategies to reduce any 
incompatibility, as per the OARB Redevelopment EIR mitigation measures. The OARB 
Redevelopment EIR notes that the City shall take compatibility of uses into consideration during 
planning and design review. 

Auto Mall Project - Initial Study Conclusions 

As noted in the Initial Study (see Appendix B), according to City thresholds the Auto Mall 
Project and/or Option B would have a significant environmental effect if it would result in a 
fundamental conflict between adjacent or nearby land uses. 

The Initial Study found no insurmountable conflict of land uses between the proposed 
automobile dealerships and/or potential big box retail uses and adjacent rail yards.  Nor was any 
insurmountable conflict found between the proposed uses and existing and foreseeable 
industrial, warehousing, and ancillary Port-related uses to the south and west.  

The Project as proposed does include certain design strategies that seek to further minimize 
potential land use incompatibilities with adjacent Port-related uses. These design strategies 
include: 

• Placement of the least sensitive Project elements (such as auto storage and parking) toward 
Port facilities 

• Port policy which provides for a 25-foot setback from their property line to the nearest rail 
line (such as those proposed along the Project’s eastern boundary), and a fence at the 
property line 

• Additional strategies may be used to reduce other potential incompatibilities. These strategies 
may include, but are not limited to internal setbacks from the property line, landscape 
buffering, and additional fencing or walls. Such specific design considerations will be 
reviewed for each parcel when detailed development plans are submitted, and may become 
conditions of subsequent approvals. 
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Implementation of these design strategies as part of subsequent, detailed development plan 
submittals for the Auto Mall Project and/or Option B would result in the implementation of 
OARB Redevelopment EIR mitigation measures 4.2-1 through 4.2-3, and the impact from 
adjacency of Port and Project uses would be less than significant. 

Land Use Compatibility with Adjacent Odor-Producing Use  

OARB Redevelopment EIR Conclusions 

The nearby East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) 
could cause odor impacts at adjacent land uses. The OARB Redevelopment EIR discussed the 
potential odor impacts in its Air Quality chapter as follows (on pp.4.4-23, 4.4-24): 

Examination of the annual wind directions shown in Figure D-1 of the BAAQMD 
CEQA Guidelines (1996, revised 1999) illustrates that the prevailing wind direction in 
the area is from the west and west-northwest most of the year. Winds sometimes 
blow from the southwest to southeast, in part due to passing frontal systems. Winds 
seldom blow from the northeast quadrant. The wind directions shown for the area 
were developed from data collected at the EBMUD Main WWTP. The EBMUD Main 
WWTP is located northeast of the OARB sub-district. Odor thresholds of airborne 
compounds from WWTPs are very low (primarily hydrogen sulfide, with a 
characteristic “rotten egg” odor). Because of this, there is a possibility that new 
employee population at the OARB sub-district could experience odor events. 
Because the wind is seldom from the northeast, the likelihood of odor events at the 
OARB is low, although such events would be possible under stable, calm air 
conditions. Because the expected frequency of odor events at the OARB sub-district 
is low, the impact is considered less than significant. 

The OARB Redevelopment EIR also discussed the potential odor impacts in the Land Use 
chapter as follows (on pp.4.2-10, 4.2-11):  

Due to its industrial nature and potential for odors, the EBMUD Main WWTP, located 
east of the Gateway development area, represents a potential incompatibility with 
people-attracting land uses. That portion of the Gateway development area slated for 
the greatest people-attracting uses (Office, R&D, the Gateway Park) is separated 
from the WWTP by elevated West Grand Avenue. The portion of the Gateway 
development area above Grand Avenue nearest the EBMUD WWTP would include 
industrial-type land uses such as Ancillary Maritime Support at the Baldwin Yard, and 
Warehouse/Distribution or Light Industrial at the Subaru site. These land uses are 
more industrial in nature and less people-attracting than those proposed for the 
Gateway development area below West Grand Avenue. In addition, due to their 
industrial nature, the sensitivity of these uses to potential occasional odor events is 
low.  

Auto Mall Project - Initial Study Conclusions 

As noted in the Initial Study (see Appendix B), according to City thresholds for air quality, the 
Auto Mall Project and/or Option B would have a significant effect if it would frequently create 
substantial objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. The Project would not 
generate such odors, but may raise a significant land use compatibility issue if it were to be 
significantly affected by the adjacent WWTP such that the adjacent use would frequently create 
substantial objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of new people associated with the 
project. 
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The dominant weather factor in the vicinity of the Project site is the flow of marine air traveling 
through the Golden Gate, across San Francisco and through the San Bruno Gap. It would take a 
disruption of great magnitude to change this regional wind current. The BAAQMD CEQA 
Guidelines as referenced in the OARB Redevelopment EIR remain the most recent information 
on this topic, with no updated wind direction data now or expected in the foreseeable future. 
There is no reason to doubt the continued validity of the OARB Redevelopment EIR 
conclusion that the impact of odors resulting from proximity to the EBMUD WWTP would be 
less than significant, with no mitigation warranted.  

Under the proposed Auto Mall Project or Option B, the more industrial land uses anticipated 
under the Redevelopment/Reuse Plan would be replaced by new auto dealerships immediately 
south of the EBMUD WWTP and potentially ‘big box” retail south of the elevated West Grand 
Avenue. These auto dealerships and retail uses would attract more people than would warehouse 
or light industrial land uses, and attract shoppers in particular to the area. While odor incidents 
may occasionally occur at the Project site and such incidences may be more noticeable and 
aesthetically unpleasant with the proposed Project land uses, such incidents are not expected to 
occur with such frequency or severity that odors would result in a fundamental land use 
incompatibility.  

The Initial Study concluded that the potential land use incompatibilities caused by adjacency to 
the odor-causing WWTP had been adequately analyzed in the previous OARB Redevelopment 
EIR. No new evidence has since been provided. Therefore, odor impacts related to adjacency to 
the WWTP are considered less than significant, with no further mitigation necessary. 

Cumulatively Inadequate Truck Parking  

OARB Redevelopment EIR Conclusions 

The effect of redevelopment in combination with already approved Port maritime development 
and the probable development of ancillary maritime support facilities to serve the expanded Port 
could have an increased cumulative effect on the potential for truck operators to park outside 
the OARB Redevelopment project area. The possible deficit in truck parking would be 
potentially significant. This issue was addressed in the OARB Redevelopment EIR in the 
Cumulative Impacts chapter as follows (from pp.5-14 through 5-17): 

Approximately 105 acres have been reserved exclusively for ancillary maritime support 
(AMS) uses as part of the redevelopment program. Such support is essential to efficient port 
operation, however, most ports do not provide for truck parking within their port area, as the 
redevelopment program proposes. Consequently, the Port’s allocation of 90 acres and the 
City’s allocation of an additional 15 acres has been considered by BCDC staff as a “laudatory 
achievement,” and that this amount of land, adjacent to the marine terminals and UP 
Intermodal railyard, is a reasonable amount of land to accommodate AMS. Nevertheless, 
BCDC staff, the City, Port, and trucking industry agree the City and Port should continue to 
work with the trucking industry and the West Oakland community to find appropriate amounts 
and locations of land near but outside the Port to serve trucking needs and minimize the 
impact of Port-related trucking on the West Oakland community.  

The 105 permanent acres currently planned for such uses will accommodate much — but not 
all — demand under efficient operating conditions. Additional interim space available during 
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terminal development will help accommodate most Port services to approximately 2010. 
Starting in about 2010, there will be a shortfall or “gap.” Not all Port services will fit on 
redevelopment project area land, and some will have to be housed at suitable sites 
elsewhere.  

Mitigation 5.3-7: The City and Port shall cooperatively develop a program that combines 
multiple strategic objectives and implementation tools designed to reduce 
cumulative truck parking and other AMS impacts. This program should 
consider strategies that may include, but should not be limited to the 
following:  

• Pursue truck traffic mitigation steps, information strategies, and rail 
intermodal strategies. 

• Identify potential land swaps and utilize additional small parcels of 
land in the vicinity of the port, especially for truck parking and support 
services. 

• Prioritize the use of harbor-area land for core services, maximize the 
efficient use of harbor-area land and facilities, and reduce the impacts 
in adjacent neighborhoods. 

• Promote intensive land use (doing more with less) and extended 
terminal gate hours. 

• Actively encourage relocation of selected services to other Oakland, 
East Bay, or Northern California (Hinterland Loop) locations. 

• Develop multi-user facilities in Oakland or in corridor locations (e.g., 
Richmond and San Leandro) for both core and non-core services.  

Residual Significance:  Implementation of such a program may take many years, and 
the success of the program cannot be ascertained at this time. 
Therefore, this cumulative impact remains significant and 
unavoidable.  

Auto Mall Project - Initial Study Conclusions 

As noted in the Initial Study (see Appendix B), according to City thresholds used for the OARB 
Redevelopment EIR, the Auto Mall Project and/or Option B would have a significant 
environmental effect if it would result in inadequate parking capacity or increase the number and 
incidence of large vehicles parking within surrounding communities or on streets not designated 
for such uses. 

The Auto Mall Project and/or Option B would not increase the number or incidence of large 
vehicles parking within surrounding communities or on streets not designated for such uses in 
comparison to the Redevelopment /Reuse Plan. It would, however, necessitate relocation of 15 
acres of land programmed under the Reuse Plan for Ancillary Maritime Support use. This use is 
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required to be located within the City’s Gateway Development Area according to the Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission’s Bay and Seaport Plan. Under the proposed 
Project, there is no reduction in the amount of ancillary maritime support uses, simply relocation 
of this use from one site to another. The OARB Reuse Plan addresses the location of the 
Ancillary Maritime Support Services (on p.14) as follows: 

BCDC has required that the OBRA and Port commit a total of 30 acres to the 
ancillary maritime support uses which includes trucking activities. The OBRA has 
agreed to designate OARB’s Baldwin Yard area to remain Port Priority Use for this 
activity, and the Port is securing 15 acres of non-OARB property. However, the 
decision to devote the Baldwin Yard to these activities was rendered in response to 
BCDC’s mandate that a specific site for maritime activities be identified at the time of 
its January 4 [2001] decision on the Port Priority Use amendment application.  The 
decision was made independent of the OARB land reuse planning process. 
Subsequent evaluation may reveal other more suitable locations for these activities. 
BCDC has agreed that should OBRA’s master planning process identify an 
alternative location, it will facilitate and expedited process for further amending its 
Plans to reflect the new location. 

BCDC will evaluate and must approve this change in location for the Project to proceed. This 
relocation, as anticipated in the Reuse Plan, moves the ancillary maritime support uses to a 
location adjacent to the Port-controlled area where the Port will be able to plan how the 
surrounding uses will relate and possibly combine with this 15 acre site. This new location was 
incorporated in the traffic analysis included in this EIR (Chapter 4) and the related traffic-based 
emissions analysis for the air quality chapter of this EIR (Chapter 5). The relocation of this use 
from 15 acres within the Project site to 15 acres along the southern border of the Central 
Gateway area is not a significant impact, nor a significant change from that analyzed in the 
OARB Redevelopment EIR. 

Recent Developments 

An 11-acre portion of the Project site, the Subaru lot, had been used for truck parking in the 
past. The truck parking lease with the Port was terminated on February 28, 2006. The 11-acre 
Subaru Lot lease was replaced with an 11-acre interim lease operated by the Port on West 
Maritime property. 

The City has begun negotiations with Oakland Maritime Support Services to lease the 11 acre 
site plus an additional 4 acres to create a 15-acre truck parking site that will commence operation 
in August 2006.  

The 15-acre lease site is expected to remain until such time as the BCDC 15-acre site is 
designated and developed sometime in the future. Currently, the 15-acre BCDC designated 
ancillary maritime support site is located on the Project site. With reconsideration of this site for 
auto mall uses, the AMS land use designation will need to be relocated. The City of Oakland 
envisions transferring this AMS land use requirement to a 15-acre portion of the Central 
Gateway, at the southern boundary adjacent to the Port’s Development Area or elsewhere in the 
Gateway Development Area. 
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
CUMULATIVE SCENARIO 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b) enables the Lead Agency to define cumulative conditions as 
either (a) a list of past, present and probable future projects producing related or cumulative 
impacts; or (b) a summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related 
planning document. For this Supplemental EIR for the OARB Auto Mall, the cumulative 
condition is described as a combination of these methodologies.  

Updated Summary of Projections 
The Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA) produces a countywide travel 
demand traffic model. As input into this model, the City of Oakland has developed a 
comprehensive set of land use assumptions based on its projections of General Plan buildout 
assumptions and Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) projections. The most recent 
versions of this land use projection for the OARB vicinity are the land use data base developed 
for the West Oakland Redevelopment Plan EIR (City of Oakland, 2003) and the land use 
database developed for the Wood Street project (City of Oakland, 2005). Under these recent 
land use database updates, all portions of West Oakland not located in a previously established 
redevelopment area or the OARB Redevelopment Area has since been included into a new West 
Oakland Redevelopment Area, and additional information regarding other cumulative 
development activity in West Oakland has been incorporated into this projection.  

Updated List of Projects 
There have been a number of specific projects and other circumstances related to cumulative 
conditions in the area that have changed since certification of the OARB Redevelopment EIR in 
2002. These changes include:  

• The U.S. Army has completed transfer of the former OARB to the Oakland Base Reuse 
Authority (OBRA)  

• The U.S. Army Reserves have completed transfer of their former land ownerships within the 
former OARB to OBRA 

• The City of Oakland and State Lands Commission are in the process of addressing issues 
related to the designation of lands subject to Tidelands Trust 

• OBRA and the Port of Oakland have conducted other minor land transfers in the vicinity of 
the Project for purposes of facilitating more accessible access and rail yard configurations. 
The City of Oakland has approved a General Plan amendment to change the land use 
designation of these Port-owned properties to the General Industrial/Transportation land 
use designation, better reflecting the use of these properties as envisioned under the 
Redevelopment/Reuse Plan  

• Hazardous materials clean-up operations have been completed or initiated in several 
portions of the OARB, including the removal of Building #1 and the hazardous substances 
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at that site pursuant to the approved OARB Remedial Action Plan/Risk Management Plan 
(RAP/RMP) 

• A major portion of the OARB Redevelopment District’s 16th and Wood Street subarea has 
since been approved for development of the Wood Street project.  

• City staff has held discussions with potential developers that have interest in developing 
projects in portions of the OARB Gateway other than at the project site. Although no final 
plans for these areas have been developed and no applications filed, City staff does consider 
the potential for these projects as reasonable and feasible such that they should be included 
in a new cumulative projection of land uses for the area. 

Remainder of the OARB  

Although still in the conceptual stages, the City has been in discussion with two major 
developers/development projects for the remainder of the Gateway area not included in the 
Project site. No specific details for these projects had yet been proposed prior to publication of 
the NOP/Initial Study for this SEIR, nor have any proposals or applications been identified or 
filed with the City during preparation of this EIR. However, these potential development 
scenarios are substantially different than the assumptions underlying the land use program for 
the current OARB Redevelopment Plan/Reuse Plan. In the interest of being conservative in the 
cumulative analysis for this Auto Mall project (i.e., to ensure that the potential worst-case 
condition has been adequately described), the City has elected to include an updated land use 
assumption for the remainder of the former OARB Gateway area not included within the 
project or Option B sites.  

Two potential scenarios were created for the buildout of the remainder of the Gateway 
Development Area not included in the Project site:  

1. Scenario #1 is a High Intensity/Retail-Oriented Scenario that could include as much as 
1.2 million square feet of retail (shopping center); 200,000 square feet of Office/R&D, 
and 500,000 square feet of Light Industrial use.  This amount of development is 
generally consistent with the assumptions of the Redevelopment Plan/Reuse Plan but 
the mix of uses assumed under this scenario are much more heavily balanced toward 
retail than the Reuse Plan assumes.  

2. Scenario #2 is an Entertainment/Studio Complex Scenario that could include two TV 
studios, a movie studio, a 200-student educational film school and as much as 400,000 
square feet of retail/restaurant/shopping center uses. 

Although it is not clear which scenario may ultimately be constructed or if a combination of the 
two scenarios may even evolve, the cumulative condition assumed for this SEIR was chosen 
based on the “worst case” traffic impacts (i.e., the scenario that generated the most vehicle trips). 
Scenario #1, the High Intensity/Retail-Oriented scenario generates more average daily trips than 
would Scenario #2 so it was used for this cumulative analysis. However, Scenario #2 or any 
combination of the two scenarios would also be fully covered by this “worst-case” analysis. 

Under either of these scenarios it is assumed that the 17-acre Gateway Park along the water’s 
edge would occur (pursuant to Tidelands Trust agreements), and that 15 acres of ancillary 
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maritime support uses would be relocated from the Project site to another City Gateway 
location.  

CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The OARB Redevelopment EIR found several cumulatively considerable impacts associated 
with redevelopment activities at the former Oakland Army Base. Most cumulative effects were 
fully and adequately addressed in the OARB Redevelopment EIR and need no further 
environmental review.   

However,  the potential cumulative traffic and air quality effects associated with the Project 
and/or Option B are more fully addressed in Chapters 3 (Traffic) and Chapter 4(Air Quality) of 
this SEIR.  

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
At the public scoping meeting in February 2006, the Oakland Planning Commission requested 
that this SEIR provide more information about project alternatives than that contained in the 
Initial Study.   

The previously certified OARB Redevelopment EIR identified a reasonable range of project 
alternatives that were defined for the entirety of the OARB Redevelopment Area, including the 
Project site and the additional Option B Site. Not all alternatives previously evaluated in the 
OARB Redevelopment EIR are applicable or relevant for a comparison to the currently 
proposed project. However, much of this previous alternatives analysis remains applicable and is 
described and summarized below.  

The OARB Redevelopment EIR explained the screening process to evaluate alternatives and 
found three (3) infeasible alternatives and five (5) alternatives warranting further study. 

ALTERNATIVES PREVIOUSLY RECOGNIZED AS INFEASIBLE  

The OARB Redevelopment EIR identified three alternatives to the proposed Redevelopment 
Plan that were rejected as infeasible and not warranting further study. Two of these alternatives, 
the No New Intermodal Facility and the No New Berth 21 Alternatives are not applicable to 
consideration of the project at hand. However, the conclusions of the OARB Redevelopment 
EIR regarding the Full Adaptive Reuse Alternative are relevant. The Adaptive Reuse Alternative 
would have preserved all historic structures within the Redevelopment Area including buildings 
and wharves, for reuse and would have maintained the integrity of the National Register-eligible 
OARB Historic District.  However, the OARB Redevelopment EIR concluded that this 
alternative would prevent key redevelopment components from being developed, would fail to 
meet basic project objectives, and would fundamentally conflict with the BCDC Bay and Seaport 
Plans. For these reasons this alternative was rejected as infeasible.  
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ALTERNATIVES FURTHER EVALUATED IN THE OARB 
REDEVELOPMENT EIR  

The OARB Redevelopment EIR identified five alternatives that represented a reasonable range 
of feasible alternatives to the OARB Redevelopment Plan/Reuse Plan. The five potentially 
feasible alternatives considered were: 

• No Project Alternative 

• Reduced Intensity Alternative 

• Full Maritime Alternative 

• Gateway Adaptive Reuse/Eco-Park Alternative 

• High Intensity Alternative 

The following table shows a comparison of each of these alternatives, with estimates for land 
uses in the Project area (as opposed to the entire Redevelopment Area reported in the OARB 
Redevelopment EIR). 

TABLE 5-1 
PROJECT AREA BUILD-OUT, 2002 THROUGH 2020  

BY OARB REDEVELOPMENT EIR ALTERNATIVES 

Potential Land Uses 

Proposed 
Project 

Reuse 
Plan 

Buildout 

No 
Project 

Alt. 

High 
Intensity 

Alt. 

Reduced 
Intensity 

Alt. 

Full 
Maritime 

Alt. 

Gateway
Reuse/ 

Eco-Park 

Project Site:        
 Lt. Industry/”Flex”     980,000    
 Retail        
 Auto Dealerships 390,000       
 Warehouse/Dist.  300,000   200,000  300,000 
 AMS (acres)  15  15 15 30 15 

Project Total square feet 
acres of AMS 

390,000 
0 

300,000 
15 

0 
0 

980,000 
15 

200,000 
15 

0 
30 

300,000 
15 

Option B Expanded Site:        
 Lt. Industry/”Flex”  390,000  2,600,000 260,000   
 Auto Dealerships 50,000       
 Retail 150,000       
 Warehouse/Dist    444,000    444,000 
 AMS (acres)      30  

Sub-total square feet 
acres of AMS 

200,000 
0 

390,000 
15 

444,000 
0 

2,600,000 
0 

260,000 
0 

0 
30 

444,000 
0 

Option B Total b square feet 
acres of AMS 

590,000 
0 

690,000 
15 

440,000 
0 

3,490,000 
 

460,000 
15 

0 
60 

740,000 
15 

Notes:  
a sq. ft. = square feet; ac. = acres  
b Project site plus expanded Option B area 
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The No Project Alternative (No Redevelopment) 
The No Project alternative of the OARB Redevelopment EIR assumed no conveyance of the 
OARB from the Army to OBRA, and no subsequent land transfers to the City and the Port. The 
Gateway and Port Development Areas would not undergo substantial physical change.  

For the current Project site and the Option B site, the No Project Alternative assumed 
maintenance of the status quo, including continued vacant use of the Project site and on-going 
use of approximately 444,000 square feet of warehouse and distribution uses within the 
additional Option B site (see Table 5-1). 

The significantly reduced redevelopment and correspondingly reduced employment and 
economic activity under this alternative were found to result in lower traffic, lower air emissions 
and greater preservation of historic resources. However, the No Project Alternative would have 
failed to achieve most benefits of reuse and would not have met most objectives of the Reuse 
Plan. The No Project Alternative was rejected by the City of Oakland when it approved the 
Redevelopment and Reuse Plan for the following reasons: 

• It would not meet the basic project objective of conveyance of the OARB from the Army to 
the Oakland Redevelopment Agency (ORA) and the Port. It would not increase and sustain 
job creation nor would it contribute to expanded low/moderate-income housing. There 
would be no agreement to accommodate the Homeless Assistance program and no 
contributions to tax increment funding for affordable housing as required in a 
redevelopment district. 

• It would not allow the Port of Oakland to develop sufficient acreage to handle its share of 
Bay Area 2020 cargo throughput projections. In the absence of adequate Port of Oakland 
throughput, the Port would not remain competitive with other West Coast ports and more 
goods would likely arrive via truck from the Los Angeles/Long Beach cargo gateway, with 
attendant increases in traffic, noise, and air pollution. 

• It would fail to meet numerous General Plan policies of the Land Use and Transportation 
Element, the Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element and the Oakland Estuary 
Plan.  It would also fail to meet policies of the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Basin 
Plan. 

Reduced Intensity Alternative 
The Reduced Intensity Alternative of the OARB Redevelopment EIR was developed to 
consider the effects of a lower-intensity development. Under this alternative, land use types in 
the OARB would remain the same as anticipated under the Reuse Plan, but the intensities of 
future development activities would be reduced by thirty percent (30%).  There would be no 
change in the uses or intensities of use in the Port Development Area.   

For the Project site, this alternative assumed development of approximately 200,000 square feet 
of new warehouse/distribution use and dedication of 15 acres for ancillary maritime support 
(AMS) use. For the additional Option B site, this alternative assumed development of 
approximately 260,000 square feet of “flex” office/light industrial use (see Table 5-1). 
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Based on the reduced FAR which would similarly reduce employment and economic activity, 
this alternative would have resulted in a reduction of cumulative traffic impacts to a less-than-
significant level. Otherwise, it would have resulted in similar significant and unavoidable impacts 
as the Reuse Plan. This alternative would not have achieved all objectives of reuse to the same 
extent as proposed in the Reuse Plan. The Reduced Intensity Alternative was rejected by the City 
of Oakland when it approved the Redevelopment and Reuse Plan for the following reasons: 

• It would likely not meet the basic project objective of strengthening the economic base and 
allowing for sustainable job creation. Due to high land development costs, the reduced 
amount of development potential may not demonstrate a sufficient return to meet the U.S. 
Army’s economic development conveyance qualifications.  

• It would result in approximately one-third fewer jobs than the proposed Reuse Plan due to 
the reduced development potential in the Gateway Development Area.   

• It would result in construction of less low/moderate-income housing, since the tax-
increment funding required in the redevelopment district would be reduced with the reduced 
FAR. 

• It would result in reduced revenues from property tax, sales tax and utility user tax that 
would have a lower “multiplier effect”.  It would create fewer employment opportunities in 
construction jobs, and would generate less revenue for site remediation and necessary 
infrastructure improvements than the Reuse/Redevelopment Plan. 

Full Maritime Alternative 
Under this OARB Redevelopment EIR alternative, all existing facilities within the Gateway 
Development Area would have been demolished or de-constructed, and the area would be 
developed as a Maritime Support Center for ancillary maritime uses (AMS).  There would have 
been no change in use or intensities of use in the Port Development Area.  

This alternative assumed the total 30-acre Project site and the additional 30-acre Option B site 
would be redeveloped with ancillary maritime uses (see Table 5-1). 

Full use of the OARB for AMS was expected to reduce the cumulative impact related to the 
deficit in truck parking facilities to a less-than-significant level. This alternative may have resulted 
in greater environmental impacts related to air quality and traffic. It would also have failed to 
meet basic project objectives, and would not have achieved all objectives of reuse to the same 
extent as the proposed redevelopment in the Reuse/Redevelopment Plan. The Full Maritime 
Alternative was rejected by the City of Oakland when it approved the Redevelopment and Reuse 
Plan for the following reasons: 

• It would not meet the basic project objective of creating a vibrant and balanced land use 
pattern or improving the existing visual environment, since all uses would be maritime uses. 

• It would result in approximately one-third fewer jobs than the proposed Reuse Plan due to 
the lower level of economic activity. 

• Beyond the 2020 buildout date, the Full Maritime Alternative provides the opportunity, if 
demand warrants, to increase maritime activities and result in more ship, rail and truck trips.  
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Increasing these activities could result in commensurate worsening of impacts related to air 
quality and traffic.  

Gateway Adaptive Reuse/Eco-Park Alternative 
Under this OARB Redevelopment EIR alternative the Gateway Development Area would have 
provided for retaining and adaptively reusing eight buildings contributing to the National 
Register-eligible OARB Historic District, portions of two other contributing buildings, portions 
of five contributing warehouses, and about two-thirds of the linear frontage of historic wharves. 
The remainder of land within the Gateway Development Area would have been developed with 
industrial, light industrial, R&D and supporting uses, consistent with Eco-park development 
concepts.  There would have been no change in use or intensities of use in the Port 
Development Area.  

For the current Project site, this alternative assumed development of approximately 300,000 
square feet of new warehouse/distribution use (as per the Reuse Plan) and dedication of 15-
acres for AMS use. For the additional Option B site this alternative assumed adaptive reuse of 
the approximately 444,000 square feet of existing warehouse structures that contribute to the 
OARB Historic District (see Table 5-1). 

Based on the lower density of development in the Gateway Development Area, this alternative 
was found to result in a reduction of cumulative traffic impacts at the Maritime/West Grand 
intersection to a less-than-significant level. While it would have reduced impacts to historical 
resources within the Gateway Development Area, development of Port-related uses would still 
have required demolition of over half of the contributing structures. Thus, this alternative would 
not have preserved the Historic District and would not have avoided or substantially reduced the 
significant direct and cumulative effects to cultural resources. The Gateway Adaptive 
Reuse/Eco-Park Alternative was rejected by the City of Oakland when it approved the 
Redevelopment and Reuse Plan for the following reasons: 

• It would not meet the Reuse Plan objective of providing “the flexibility to balance economic 
and community interests for the Gateway Development Area over time,” since the Eco-park 
development concepts (described as a variety of linked manufacturing and service businesses 
that integrate all aspects of environmental management into one site) would serve to limit 
the overall flexibility of the “Flexible Alternative”.   

• It would likely not meet the basic project objective of strengthening the economic base and 
allowing for sustainable job creation.  Economic factors indicate that preservation and reuse 
of historic district contributor buildings within the Gateway Development Area may be 
infeasible. 

• It would result in approximately one-quarter fewer jobs than the proposed Reuse Plan due to 
the lower level of economic activity. 

• It would result in reduced revenues from property tax, sales tax and utility user tax that 
would have a lower “multiplier effect”. It would create fewer employment opportunities in 
construction jobs and would generate and less revenue for site remediation and necessary 
infrastructure improvements than the proposed project. 
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• It would result in construction of less low/moderate-income housing, since the tax-
increment funding required in the redevelopment district would be reduced. 

• It would increase environmental impacts relating to geology, seismicity and soils since while 
some seismic upgrades may occur for reuse of existing buildings, correction of underlying 
strata would not occur. 

High Intensity Alternative 
Although not specifically required under CEQA, a High Intensity Alternative was also evaluated 
as part of the OARB Redevelopment EIR. The High Intensity alternative described an upper 
range of potential development intensities within the Gateway Development Area and provided 
an understanding of potential “worst-case” environmental impacts that may be associated with 
such redevelopment. Under this alternative, the types of land uses for the OARB would have 
remained the same as the Reuse Plan but the intensity of development in the Gateway 
Development Area would have increased from an average gross FAR of 0.35 to an average FAR 
of 1.5.  

Although not specifically defined in the OARB Redevelopment EIR, it is assumed that the 30-
acre Project site and the 30-acres Option B site would have been developed with their 
proportionate share of the total development assumed for the Gateway Development Area, or 
approximately 4.1 million square feet of “flex” office/light industrial/retail space (see Table 5-1). 

Although the High Intensity Alternative could have achieved all benefits of the 
Reuse/Redevelopment program, the resulting traffic levels and other associated impacts could 
have preclude achievement of many of these benefits. Although it could have generated over 
twice the number of jobs and increased housing from tax increment financing, it would also 
generate about 330 percent more daily vehicle trips as compared to the Reuse Plan.  Due to the 
very high amounts of traffic this alternative would generate, the LOS of numerous area 
intersections would likely have been substantially degraded, and the local roadway system 
overwhelmed. The High Intensity Alternative was rejected by the City of Oakland when it 
approved the Redevelopment and Reuse Plan because: 

• This alternative generated such greater impacts on traffic, air quality, public services, 
aesthetics and other environmental concerns as compared to the Reuse/Redevelopment 
Plan.  

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

The OARB Redevelopment EIR identified the Gateway Adaptive Reuse/Eco-Park alternative 
(aside from the No Project Alternative) as the environmentally superior alternative. 
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COMPARISON OF THE PROJECT TO AN 
ANCILLARY MARITIME SUPPORT (AMS) 
ALTERNATIVE (NEW) 
As described in the previous section of this SEIR, the OARB Redevelopment EIR considered a 
“Full Maritime” alternative in which nearly the entire Gateway Development Area would be 
redeveloped to include a total of 163 acres of ancillary maritime support (AMS) uses such as 
truck services and parking, container stations and storage. This alternative was rejected by 
OBRA, the City of Oakland and the Port of Oakland for a number of reasons including; a) this 
alternative would not meet the basic objective of creating a vibrant and balanced land use 
pattern; b) it would not improve the existing visual environment since all uses would be 
maritime uses, and c) it would result in approximately one-third fewer jobs than anticipated 
under the Reuse Plan. Instead, OBRA, the City and the Port adopted the Redevelopment Plan 
and the Reuse Plan as a more appropriate balance between the redevelopment interests of the 
City to create jobs and increase tax revenue, and the interests of the Port to expand and improve 
their operations. 

However, during the EIR scoping for this Supplemental EIR, several comments were voiced 
that the issue of reserving or using more of the Gateway Development Area for Port-related 
trucking uses should be revisited. The opinion was expressed that the Project site and/or the 
Option B site could provide increased opportunities for AMS industries and businesses. These 
types of businesses and industries could include inter-modal trucking companies, container 
freight stations, trans-load facilities, refrigerated container depots, container cleaning, repair and 
storage, and truck repair and fueling.  Information from the 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR is 
still relevant and useful to this alternative, as summarized and discussed below. 

Demand for Ancillary Maritime Support Use 

The Port commissioned a study (Tioga Group 2001) to explore ways to accommodate truck 
services that must be located near the Port, while assuring that the adjacent communities are 
relieved of unnecessary truck traffic. This study concluded that demand for ancillary maritime 
support uses within or near the Port of Oakland’s operations is expected to grow 
proportionately with cargo volume and reach a demand for approximately 178 acres by year 
2020.1  Such support is essential to efficient Port operation. 

A survey of the Port vicinity conducted in the year 2000 (BCDC 2000) identified more than 48 
Port-related trucking businesses occupying a total of 128 acres in West Oakland, the OARB and 
within the Port’s maritime area. However, some of these existing businesses within the OARB 
are expected to be displaced by new uses as a result of the Reuse Plan, and the City of Oakland 
has imposed controls on the issuance of new permits for such businesses in West Oakland in an 
attempt to alleviate noise, air quality, and traffic impacts on the neighborhood. Even if all of the 

                                                 
1 This estimate is based on forecasts of cargo segment growth, typical facility design, industry standards and 
working assumptions to estimate usable acres for efficient, single-purpose core service facilities. This process is 
necessarily imprecise, and the resulting estimates are most suitable for planning purposes rather than detailed land 
allocation or facility design decisions. These figures should therefore be interpreted as approximate minimums that 
could be achieved under reasonably efficient conditions (the Tioga Group 2001). 
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year 2000 sites remained viable and operational through to 2020, there would be an identified 
shortfall in truck parking and AMS uses. 

In an attempt to provide a reasonable accommodation of these uses, the Reuse/Redevelopment 
Plan provides for a total of 105 acres of land within the former OARB and Port area to support 
AMS uses. Sites include the Port’s proposed 75-acre Maritime Support Center at the location of 
the current JIT, 15 acres at the Baldwin Yard (Project site), and an additional 15 acres to be 
provided by the Port. The 105 permanent acres currently planned for such uses will 
accommodate much, but not all demand under efficient operating conditions. Although interim 
space available during terminal development will help accommodate most Port services to 
approximately 2010, starting in about 2010 it is projected that there will be a shortfall in available 
land. If additional lands within the former OARB were to be dedicated for AMS uses to off-set 
this shortfall, then land needed for these uses would either be taken out of the Gateway 
Development Area or the Port Development Area. 

Potential AMS Use of the Project Site and Option B Area 

This AMS Alternative is based in part on the Full Maritime Alternative analyzed in the OARB 
Redevelopment EIR. It assumes that the Project site and the additional Option B site (a total of 
approximately 60 acres) would not be developed as currently proposed nor as anticipated under 
the Reuse/ Redevelopment Plan, but instead would be developed with AMS uses. All existing 
facilities within the Project site and within the Option B site would be demolished or de-
constructed, and the area would be developed as an approximately 60-acre maritime support 
center. This center could include inter-modal trucking companies, container freight stations, 
trans-load facilities, refrigerated container depots, container cleaning, repair and storage, and 
truck repair and fueling. 

Comparison of Environmental Effects 

The Full Maritime Alternative analyzed in the alternatives chapter of the OARB Redevelopment 
EIR contains conclusions about that potential development alternative that can be drawn from 
to compare the effects of this AMS Alternative. 

Traffic: In absolute terms, the AMS Alternative would result in an increase in vehicle trips over 
existing conditions. Compared to the proposed Project and Option B, this alternative would 
result in more than a fifty percent (50%) reduction in traffic, thereby reducing traffic impacts on 
surrounding intersections and main roads and freeways. A comparison of trip generation rates 
for the Project as compared to this alternative is shown in Table 5-2.  This alternative would 
result in substantially degraded LOS at the Maritime Street/West Grand Avenue intersection 
under the cumulative condition, as would the proposed Project.   
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Table 5-2 
Comparison of Average Daily Trip Generation, Project v. AMS Alternative 

 
Proposed Project Ancillary Maritime Support 

Alternative 

 units trips/unit Daily Trips units trips/unit Daily Trips

Project  
Auto dealerships 390 ksf 33.34/ksf 1 13,003  
Ancillary Maritime Support 30 ac 82/ac 2 4,920

Total Daily Trips, Project 13,003  4,920
Option B  
Auto dealerships 440 ksf 33.34/ksf 1 14,670  
Big Box retail  150 ksf 49.21/ksf 1 7,382  
Ancillary Maritime Support 60 ac 82/ac 2 9,840

Total Daily Trips, Option B 22,052  9,840
Notes: 1: see Chapter 3; Traffic, Trip Generation Table 
 2: Derived from OARB Redevelopment EIR, Table 4.3-6.  Each truck trip is considered as the equivalent of 

two passenger car trips. Therefore the total number of daily truck trips generated by this alternative would be 
4,920 – the equivalent of 9,840 automobile trips. 

       

Truck Parking: This alternative provides substantially greater acreage in the immediate vicinity of 
the Port available to meet truck parking and other ancillary maritime support use demands. This 
alternative would substantially reduce the impact as identified in the OARB Redevelopment EIR 
regarding a cumulative deficit in truck parking facilities.  However, adding 45 acres to the 
current assumption of 15 acres at the Baldwin yard would only achieve a total of 150 acres 
within the gateway and Port area, compared to the projected 2020 demand for such uses within 
or near the Port of Oakland’s operations of approximately 178 acres (Port commissioned study 
by the Tioga Group, 2001).  

Air Quality: Compared to the proposed Project and Option B, this alternative would result in a 
decrease in activity of mobile pollutant sources and could be expected to generate pollutant 
emissions less than those of the proposed Project. Nevertheless, this alternative would generate 
amounts of criteria pollutants in excess of significance thresholds. The alternative would not 
avoid or substantially reduce the impact of the proposed Project regarding long-term direct and 
cumulative term increases in criteria pollutants and diesel emissions. 

Cultural Resources: Under this alternative, all structures within the project area that contribute to 
the National-register eligible OARB Historic District would be demolished or de-constructed. 
This alternative would not avoid or substantially reduce the significant direct and cumulative 
impacts as previously identified in the OARB Redevelopment EIR.  
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Conclusions  

The new Ancillary Maritime Support Alternative (redevelopment of the Project site and the 
expanded Option B area with AMS uses only) would generate less traffic and consequently less 
mobile source emissions than the proposed Project or Option B but would not wholly avoid or 
reduce these impacts to levels of less than significant.  The AMS Alternative would result in a 
less balanced land use with a moderate decrease in economic activity including less jobs and less 
tax revenue than under the proposed Project or Option B. It would, however, provide 
substantially more land area to offset the anticipated cumulative deficit in available truck parking 
at or near the Port. However, one of the reasons that the Full Maritime Alternative was rejected 
by the City of Oakland when it approved the Redevelopment/Reuse Plan was because, beyond 
the 2020 buildout date, the Full Maritime Alternative would have provided the opportunity, if 
demand warrants, to increase maritime activities resulting in more ship, rail and truck trips. 
Increasing these activities could result in commensurate worsening of impacts related to air 
quality and traffic. 

COMPARISON OF THE PROJECT WITH THE 
ADOPTED REUSE PLAN 
The adopted Reuse Plan represents the reasonably expected outcome for land use of the area in 
the absence of the proposed Project or the expanded Option B.  In this case, the Project site and 
Option B site would still be expected to undergo substantial physical change consistent with the 
Redevelopment Plan and Reuse Plan assumptions regarding new warehouse/distribution and 
ancillary maritime support uses at the Project site, and additional light industrial/“flex” office 
uses at the Option B site. 

The adopted Reuse Plan assumes build-out of the Project area consistent with expected land use 
designations and zoning as anticipated under the Redevelopment Plan and the Reuse Plan.  
Assuming build-out of the OARB consistent with the current Reuse Plan, the following could be 
expected to occur, as also shown in Table 5-3: 

• Use of 15 acres within the Project area for ancillary maritime support uses 

• Development of 300,000 square feet of warehouse/Distribution uses in the remaining 15 
acres of the Project area  

• For Option B, the above plus 390,000 square feet of Light Industrial/“Flex” office use 
in the expanded Option B area 
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Table 5-3 
Build-out of the Adopted Reuse Plan at the Project Site 
Use Total Floor Area (sq.ft.) Area Size (acres) 

Project Area  
Warehouse distribution 300,000 15 

Ancillary Maritime Support  15 
Total 300,000 30 

Option B (Project Area and Expanded Area) 
Warehouse distribution 300,000 15 

Ancillary Maritime Support  15 
Light Industrial/Flex Office 390,000 30 

Total 690,000 60 
   

Comparison of Environmental Effects 

The adopted Reuse Plan was analyzed in the 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR. That previous 
EIR contains conclusions about potential environmental impacts that can be drawn from to 
compare the effects of changing the uses in the Project and Option B areas. 

Traffic: Redevelopment of the entire OARB Redevelopment area was found to generate 
approximately 44,600 daily automobile trips, of which approximately 7,420 would be attributed 
to the Project and Option B areas, as shown in Table 5-4 below.  These trips would contribute 
traffic to roadway segments on the Metropolitan Transportation System that would contribute 
to LOS F conditions on I-80 east of the I-80/I-580 split, I-880 connector to I-80 east, I-880 
from 7th Street to the segment south of I-238, I-580 east and west of I-980/SR-24, and SR-24 
east of I-580. Additionally the adopted Reuse Plan would contribute traffic to the cumulative 
conditions that would cause the level of service (LOS) at the West Grand Avenue/Maritime 
Street intersection to degrade to worse than LOS D during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours.   

Compared to the proposed Project and Option B, the adopted Reuse Plan would result in 
approximately thirty percent (30%) of the average daily trips, thereby reducing traffic impacts on 
surrounding intersections and main roads and freeways as compared to the Project and Option 
B. A comparison of trip generation rates for the Project as compared to this alternative is shown 
in Table 5-4.   
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Table 5-4 
Comparison of Average Daily Trip Generation, Project v. Adopted Reuse Plan 

 
Proposed Project Adopted Reuse Plan 

 units trips/unit Daily Trips units trips/unit Daily Trips 

Project   
Auto dealerships 390 ksf 33.34/ksf 1 13,003   
Warehouse/Distribution 300 ksf 5/ksf 2 1,450
Ancillary Maritime Support 15 ac 82/ac 2 2,460

Total Daily Trips 13.003   3,910
Option B   
Auto dealerships 440 ksf 33.34/ksf 1 14,670   
Big Box retail  150 ksf 49.21/ksf 1 7,382   
Warehouse/Distribution 300 ksf 5/ksf 2 1,450
Lt. Industrial/Flex Office 390 ksf 9/ksf 2 3,510
Ancillary Maritime Support 15 ac 82/ac 2 2,460

Total Daily Trips 22,052   7,420
Notes: 1: see Chapter 4; Traffic, Trip Generation Table 
 2: Derived from OARB Redevelopment EIR, Table 4.3-6. Each truck trip is considered as the equivalent of 

two passenger car trips. Therefore the total number of daily truck trips generated by this alternative would be 
1,230 – the equivalent of 2,460 automobile trips. 

       

Truck Parking: The adopted Reuse Plan provides the same acreage, 15 acres, in the immediate 
vicinity of the Port that would be available to meet truck parking and other ancillary maritime 
support use demands. However, under the Project those 15 acres would be relocated to the 
Central Gateway adjacent to Port operations or to other sites in the Gateway Development 
Area. The adopted Reuse Plan would have the same effect as the Project and the same effect as 
identified in the OARB Redevelopment EIR regarding a cumulative deficit in truck parking 
facilities.  

Air Quality: Compared to the proposed Project and Option B, the adopted Reuse Plan would 
result in a decrease in activity of mobile pollutant sources and could be expected to generate 
pollutant emissions nearly thirty percent (30%) less than those of the proposed Project. 
Nevertheless, this alternative would generate amounts of criteria pollutants in excess of 
significance thresholds. The adopted Reuse Plan would not avoid or substantially reduce the 
impact of the proposed Project regarding long-term direct and cumulative term increases in 
criteria pollutants and diesel emissions. 

Cultural Resources: Under the adopted Reuse Plan, all structures within the project area that 
contribute to the National-register eligible OARB Historic District would be demolished or de-
constructed. This alternative would not avoid or substantially reduce the significant direct and 
cumulative impacts as previously identified in the OARB Redevelopment EIR.  
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Conclusions  

The adopted Reuse Plan would have lower cumulative impacts related to traffic on MTS system 
freeways and at local intersections,  

Based on a comparison of environmental factors, redevelopment of the Project site and the 
expanded Option B area as assumed under the adopted Reuse Plan would generate less traffic 
and consequently less mobile source emissions than the proposed Project or Option B but 
would not wholly avoid or reduce these cumulative impacts to levels of less than significant.. 
The adopted Reuse Plan would not be substantially different than the Project or Option B in 
regard to providing land to address the anticipated cumulative deficit in available truck parking at 
or near the Port. However, the adopted Reuse Plan would result in moderately lower economic 
activity including less jobs and less tax revenue than under the proposed Project.   

OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 
DEGRADING THE QUALITY OF THE ENVIRONMENT 

There are no biology, hydrology or water quality impacts associated with the proposed Project or 
Option B that would substantially degrade the quality of the environment. There is no evidence 
to indicate that there are any fish or wildlife populations that would be significantly affected by 
the proposed Project. Implementation of the Project would not threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal, nor reduce the number nor restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal 
species. However, implementation of Option B would result in the elimination of several 
buildings that are important examples of California history (i.e., buildings associated with the 
OARB National Register Historic District). 

GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS 

Growth inducement is an inherent effect of redevelopment.  The basic premise of the OARB 
Area Redevelopment Plan is to foster economic growth by improving business and employment 
opportunities. As described in the OARB Redevelopment EIR, the surrounding area has 
historically suffered from blighted conditions and associated economic depression, and these 
conditions could worsen as a result of the closure of the OARB. Redevelopment activities such 
as the proposed Project have the potential to generate substantial numbers of jobs and therefore 
to improve the physical and economic condition of West Oakland and of the City and its 
citizens as a whole. The OARB Redevelopment EIR concluded that job and population growth 
associated with the Redevelopment Plan was well within that projected by ABAG for the build-
out period.  The extent of job growth projected under the Project is consistent with that 
assumed in the OARB Redevelopment EIR. Therefore, consistent with the conclusion of the 
OARB Redevelopment EIR, potential growth inducing impacts are considered less than 
significant.  
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TABLE A-1 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
AS ANALYZED IN THE 2002 REDEVELOPMENT EIR1 AND APPLICABLE TO THE PROJECT AND OPTION B2 

 

Potential Project Impact 

 

Mitigation Measure 

Resulting 
Level of 
Significance 

AESTHETICS 

Impact 4.11-3:  New security lighting and/or lighting for night time 
operations would alter current patterns of light or 
glare, and could alter nighttime views in the area. 

MM 4.11-1:  New lighting shall be designed to minimize off-site light spillage; 
“stadium” style lighting shall be prohibited. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.11-4:  New construction could introduce building or 
landscaping elements that would now or in the future 
cast shadow on existing collectors or photovoltaic 
cells, or a building using passive solar heat collection. 

MM 4.11-3:  New active or passive solar systems within or adjacent to the project area 
shall be set back from the property line a minimum of 25 feet. 

MM 4.11-4:  New construction within the Gateway development area adjacent to a 
parcel containing permitted or existing active or passive solar systems 
shall demonstrate through design review that the proposed structures 
shall not substantially impair operation of existing solar systems. 

 

Less than 
Significant 

1 This table contains summaries of the mitigation measures from the 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR. The detailed mitigation measures are contained in the adopted Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program.  
2 Option B includes the Project in its entirety, therefore, all the impacts and mitigation measures for the Project would also apply to Option B. Because Option B is a larger project 
on a larger area, there are additional impacts and mitigation measures that would apply only to Option B and not to the smaller Project.  

  Shaded impacts and mitigation measures denote those that apply  to Option B only, and not to the Project.   
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TABLE A-1 
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

AS ANALYZED IN THE 2002 REDEVELOPMENT EIR1 AND APPLICABLE TO THE PROJECT AND OPTION B2 

 

Potential Project Impact 

 

Mitigation Measure 

Resulting 
Level of 
Significance 

AIR QUALITY 

Impact 4.4-1:  PM as fugitive dust would be emitted during 
construction and remediation activities. 

Impact 5.4-1:  Redevelopment would result in significant cumulative 
air quality impacts associated with emissions of 
nitrogen oxides (NOx), reactive organics gases (ROG), 
carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter less than 10 
microns in diameter (PM10), and diesel exhaust 
(almost entirely particulate matter less than 2.5 microns 
in diameter [PM2.5]), the latter defined as a toxic air 
contaminant by the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB). 

MM 4.4-1:  Contractors shall implement all BAAQMD “Basic” and “Optional“ PM10 
(fugitive dust) control measures at all sites, and all “Enhanced” control 
measures at sites greater than four acres. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.4-2:  Construction equipment exhaust could increase levels 
of NOx, ROG, CO, and PM10 (the latter primarily as 
diesel PM) that could exceed 15 tons per year, or result 
in substantial increase in diesel emissions. 

MM 4.4-2:  Contractors shall implement exhaust control measures at all construction 
sites. 

MM 4.4-4:  The City and the Port shall jointly create, maintain, and fund on a fair 
share basis, a truck diesel emission reduction program. The program shall 
be sufficiently funded to strive to reduce and/or off-set redevelopment 
related contributions to local West Oakland diesel emissions to less than 
significant levels, consistent with applicable federal, state and local air 
quality standards and shall continually reexamine potential reductions 
toward achieving less than significant impacts as new technologies 
emerge.  The adopted program shall define measurable reductions within 
specific time periods. 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
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TABLE A-1 
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

AS ANALYZED IN THE 2002 REDEVELOPMENT EIR1 AND APPLICABLE TO THE PROJECT AND OPTION B2 

 

Potential Project Impact 

 

Mitigation Measure 

Resulting 
Level of 
Significance 

Impact 4.4-4:  Passenger vehicles and delivery trucks associated with 
redevelopment would emit NOx, ROG, CO, and PM 
in excess of 15 tons per year or 80 pounds per day. 

MM 4.4-5:  Major developers shall fund on a fair share basis BAAQMD-
recommended feasible Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) for 
reducing vehicle emissions from commercial, institutional, and industrial 
operations, as well as all CAP TCMs the BAAQMD has identified as 
appropriate for local implementation. 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

This impact and MM have been analyzed in this Draft SEIR and are incorporated by impacts Air-1 and Air-2 and MM Air-1, summarized in Table 1-1.  

Impact 4.4-5:  Space and water heating as well as routine maintenance 
of office buildings, warehouses, retail stores, and live-
work space, could emit NOx, ROG, CO and PM10 in 
quantities that could exceed thresholds. 

MM 4.4-6:  Title 24 of the Uniform Building Code (UBC) requires that new 
construction include energy-conserving fixtures and designs. Additionally, 
the City and Port shall implement sustainable development policies and 
strategies related to new development design and construction. 

 

Less than 
Significant  

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Impact 4.12-9:  Loss of up to approximately 0.5 acre of isolated, urban 
wetlands. 

Impact 5.12-2:  Loss of protected wetlands and waters of the U.S. 

MM 4.12-13:  Contractors and developers shall comply with all conditions imposed by 
the RWQCB for fill of wetlands. 

Less than 
Significant 

This has been accomplished and is no longer applicable to the project.  See the Initial Study, pp.38 and 39 (included in Appendix B). 

 

 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Impact 4.6-1:  Redevelopment has the potential to encounter 
previously unknown subsurface cultural resources 
during ground-disturbing activities. 

MM 4.6-1:  Should previously unidentified cultural resources be encountered during 
redevelopment, work in that vicinity shall stop immediately, until an 
assessment of the finds can be made by an archaeologist. If the resource 
is found to be significant under CEQA, an appropriate mitigation plan 
must be developed. 

Less than 
Significant 
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TABLE A-1 
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

AS ANALYZED IN THE 2002 REDEVELOPMENT EIR1 AND APPLICABLE TO THE PROJECT AND OPTION B2 

 

Potential Project Impact 

 

Mitigation Measure 

Resulting 
Level of 
Significance 

Impact 4.6-2:  Redevelopment would remove all resources 
contributing to the OARB Historic District. 

Impact 4.6-3:   Redevelopment would render the OARB Historic 
District no longer eligible to the National and/or 
California Registers of Historic Places or Local 
Register. 

Impact 4.11-2:  Redevelopment would remove buildings contributing 
to a historic district, including visually striking 
warehouse structures visible from I-80, a locally 
designated scenic route, and a portion of the state 
scenic highway system. 

Impact 5.6-1:   Loss of historic resources. 

MM 4.6-2:  The City, Port and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair-
share basis development of a commemoration site, including preparation 
of a Master Plan for such a site, at a public place located within the 
Gateway development area. The City shall ensure that the scale and scope 
of the commemoration site reflects the scale of the actual loss of historic 
resources. 

MM 4.6-3:  The City shall ensure the commemoration site is linked to the Gateway 
Park and the Bay Trail via a public access trail. 

MM 4.6-4:  The City, Port and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair-
share basis collection and preservation of oral histories from OARB 
military and civilian staff. 

MM 4.6-5: The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair 
share basis collaboration with “military.com” or a similar military history 
web site. 

MM 4.6-6:  The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair 
share basis distribution of copies of the complete OARB HABS/HAER 
documentation prepared by the Army to: Oakland History Room, 
Oakland Public Library; Bancroft Library, University of California; and 
Port of Oakland Archives for the purpose of added public access to these 
records. 

MM 4.6-7:  If determined of significant historical educational value by the Oakland 
Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board and the Oakland Heritage 
Alliance, the City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a 
fair share basis distribution of copies of “A Job Well Done” documentary 
video published by the Army. 

MM 4.6-8:  The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair 
share basis preservation and long-term curation of murals from OARB 

Less than 
Significant 
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TABLE A-1 
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

AS ANALYZED IN THE 2002 REDEVELOPMENT EIR1 AND APPLICABLE TO THE PROJECT AND OPTION B2 

 

Potential Project Impact 

 

Mitigation Measure 

Resulting 
Level of 
Significance 

Building No. 1, and OBRA shall either donate the murals to the Oakland 
Museum of California, or provide a permanent location elsewhere. 

MM 4.6-10:  The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair 
share basis production of a brochure describing history and architectural 
history of the OARB. 

MM 4.6-11:  The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair 
share basis acquisition of copies of construction documentation and 
photographs of historic buildings currently in the OARB files and transfer 
the copies to the Oakland History Room files and Port historic archives, 
including funding to cover costs of archiving and cataloging these 
materials, as well as curator costs at the Oakland History Room. While 
select photos and information may be exhibited at the commemoration 
site, the Oakland History Room is the most appropriate location for this 
archive. 

MM 4.6-16:  The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair 
share basis preparation of an Historical Resource Documentation 
Program. This program shall consist of a coordinated effort of primary 
research and documentation, with a substantial scholarly input and 
publicly available products. The first product of this program shall include 
a coordinated effort to conduct the research, writing, photo 
documentation, assembly and publication efforts needed to prepare a 
comprehensive book on the history of the Oakland Army Base. The book 
shall document the important contribution the Base has had to the U.S. 
military, to Oakland and to the nation at large. 

Impact 4.6-2:  Redevelopment would remove all resources 
contributing to the OARB Historic District. 

Impact 4.6-3:   Redevelopment would render the OARB Historic 
District no longer eligible to the National and/or 

MM 4.6-9:  The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair 
share basis a program to salvage as whole timber posts, beams, trusses 
and siding of warehouses to be deconstructed.  These materials shall be 
used on site if deconstruction is the only option.  Reuse of a warehouse 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
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TABLE A-1 
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

AS ANALYZED IN THE 2002 REDEVELOPMENT EIR1 AND APPLICABLE TO THE PROJECT AND OPTION B2 

 

Potential Project Impact 

 

Mitigation Measure 

Resulting 
Level of 
Significance 

California Registers of Historic Places or Local 
Register. 

Impact 4.11-2:  Redevelopment would remove buildings contributing 
to a historic district, including visually striking 
warehouse structures visible from I-80, a locally 
designated scenic route, and a portion of the state 
scenic highway system. 

Impact 5.6-1:   Loss of historic resources. 

building or part of a warehouse building at its current location, or 
relocated to another Gateway location is preferable. 

MM 4.6-14:  No demolition or deconstruction of contributing structures to the OARB 
Historic District shall occur until necessary. All efforts shall be made to 
retain as much of Building 1 as possible while still achieving remediation 
goals. 

Building 1 has been demolished. 

MM 4.6-15.  As part of the deconstruction and salvaging requirements for demolition 
of any contributing structure within the OARB Historic District (see 
Mitigation Measure 4.6-9), specific architectural elements, building 
components or fixtures should be salvaged. A professional architectural 
historian shall determine which, if any of such elements, components or 
fixtures should be retained. 

 

GEOLOGY, SEISMICITY, AND SOILS 

Impact 4.13-1:  Redevelopment could expose increased numbers of 
people and structures to strong seismic ground 
shaking. 

Impact 4.13-2:  Redevelopment could expose increased numbers of 
people or structures to seismic related ground failure, 
including liquefaction, lateral spreading, subsidence, or 
collapse. 

Impact 4.13-5:  Redevelopment could occur on expansive soils. 

Impact 4.13-6: Redevelopment elements may be located above a well, 
pit, sump, mound, tank vault, unmarked sewer line, 
landfill, or unknown fill soils. 

MM 4.13-1:  Redevelopment elements shall be designed in accordance with criteria 
established by the UBC, soil investigation and construction requirements 
established in the Oakland General Plan, the Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission Safety of Fill Policy, and wharf design criteria 
established by the Port or City of Oakland (depending on the location of 
the wharf). 

MM 4.13-2:  Redevelopment elements shall be designed and constructed in accordance 
with requirements of a site-specific geotechnical evaluation. 

Less than 
Significant 
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TABLE A-1 
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

AS ANALYZED IN THE 2002 REDEVELOPMENT EIR1 AND APPLICABLE TO THE PROJECT AND OPTION B2 

 

Potential Project Impact 

 

Mitigation Measure 

Resulting 
Level of 
Significance 

Impact 5.13-1:  Exposure of persons or property to seismic risk. 

Impact 4.13-4:  Under certain conditions, disturbance of soils during 
construction or remediation could result in erosion. 

MM 4.13-3:  Prior to ground-disturbing activities, the contractor shall develop and 
implement a Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)-acceptable 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that includes erosion 
control measures. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.13-6:  Redevelopment elements may be located above a well, 
pit, sump, mound, tank vault, unmarked sewer line, 
landfill, or unknown fill soils. 

MM 4.13-4:  The project applicant shall thoroughly review available building and 
environmental records. 

MM 4-13.5:  The developer shall perform due diligence, including without limitation, 
retaining the services of subsurface utility locators and other technical 
experts prior to any ground-disturbing activities. 

 

Less than 
Significant 

GROUNDWATER AND SURFACE WATER 

Impact 5.14-1:  Concurrent operation of multiple remediation wells or 
construction dewatering activities could further impair 
groundwater quality. 

MM 4.14-1:  Installation of groundwater extraction wells into the shallow water-
bearing zone or Merritt Sand aquifer for any purpose other than 
construction de-watering and remediation, including monitoring, shall be 
prohibited. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.14-2:  Operation of wells could cause contaminants to 
migrate to uncontaminated groundwater. 

MM 4.14-2:  Extraction of groundwater for construction de-watering or remediation, 
including monitoring, shall be minimized where practicable; if extraction 
will penetrate into the deeper aquifers, than a study shall be conducted to 
determine whether contaminants of concern could migrate into the 
aquifer; if so, extraction shall be prohibited in that location. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.15-1:  Construction-related increases in erosion and 
sedimentation/turbidity. 

MM 4.15-2:  Contractors and developers shall comply with all permit conditions from 
the Corps, RWQCB, and BCDC. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.15-2:  Under certain circumstances, disturbance of soils MM 4.15-3:  Prior to ground-disturbing activities, the contractor shall develop and Less than 
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TABLE A-1 
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

AS ANALYZED IN THE 2002 REDEVELOPMENT EIR1 AND APPLICABLE TO THE PROJECT AND OPTION B2 

 

Potential Project Impact 

 

Mitigation Measure 

Resulting 
Level of 
Significance 

during construction and remediation could result in 
erosion, which in turn could increase sediment loads to 
receiving waters. 

Impact 4.15-1:  Construction-related increases in erosion and 
sedimentation/turbidity. 

 

implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan to be reviewed by the 
City or the Port, including erosion and sediment control measures. 

Significant 

Impact 4.15-3:  During construction or remediation, shallow 
groundwater may be encountered that could be 
contaminated with sediment or chemicals, and could 
enter nearby receiving waters as could contaminated 
stormwater. 

Impact 5.15-2:  Increases in 303(d) pollutants and toxics. 

MM 4.15-4:  Prior to construction or remediation, the contractor shall develop and 
implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, including protocols 
for determining the quality and disposition of construction water which 
includes shallow groundwater encountered during 
construction/remediation; depending on the results of the testing, 
contaminated water shall be disposed of via standards of the applicable 
regulatory agency (RWQCB, DTSC, or EBMUD), as appropriate. In 
addition, the contractor shall comply with the requirements of NPDES 
Permit Nos. CAG912002 and CAG912003 if appropriate. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.15-4:  Net changes in impervious surface could result in 
higher pollutant loads to receiving waters. 

MM 4.15-5:  Post-construction controls of stormwater shall be incorporated into the 
design of new redevelopment elements to reduce pollutant loads. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.15-5:  Use of recycled water for non-potable purposes could 
lead to degradation of surface water quality. 

MM 4.15-6:  Site-specific design and best management practices shall be implemented 
to prevent runoff of recycled water to receiving waters. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.15-6:  New construction could result in changes in localized 
flooding. 

MM 4.15-7:  New development shall conform with the policies of the City of 
Oakland's Comprehensive Plan Environmental Health Hazards Element 
regarding flood protection. 

Less than 
Significant 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Impact 4.7-2:  Hazardous or acutely hazardous materials (AHMs) may 
be handled or emitted within ¼ mile of an existing or 
proposed school. 

MM 4.7-1:  For use of hazardous materials within ¼ mile of an existing or proposed 
school, business operators shall prepare a Business Plan, update annually, 
and keep on file with the Oakland Fire Department. 

Less than 
Significant 
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TABLE A-1 
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

AS ANALYZED IN THE 2002 REDEVELOPMENT EIR1 AND APPLICABLE TO THE PROJECT AND OPTION B2 

 

Potential Project Impact 

 

Mitigation Measure 

Resulting 
Level of 
Significance 

MM 4.7-2:  For use of AHMs within ¼ mile of an existing or proposed school, in 
addition to a Business Plan, business operators shall prepare, implement, 
and update a Risk Management and Prevention Plan (RMPP) on at least 
an annual basis. 

Impact 4.7-4:  Site preparation, remediation and development of 
areas that contain contaminated soil and groundwater 
could expose remediation and construction workers, 
and future utility workers, tenants, and visitors to soil 
and groundwater contamination conditions. 

Impact 4.7-5, see below. 

Impact 5.7-1:   Increased exposure to hazardous wastes during 
construction. 

MM 4.7-3:  Implement RAP/RMP as approved by DTSC, and if future proposals 
include uses not identified in the Reuse Plan and incorporated into the 
RAP/RMP, or if future amendments to the remediation requirements are 
proposed, obtain DTSC and, as required, City approval. 

MM 4.7-4:  For the project area not covered by the DTSC-approved RAP/RMP, 
investigate potentially contaminated sites; if contamination is found, 
assess potential risks to human health and the environment, prepare and 
implement a clean-up plan for DTSC or RWQCB approval, prepare and 
implement a Risk Management Plan, and prepare and implement a Site 
Health and Safety Plan prior to commencing work. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.7-5:  Potential exposure to contaminants in soil and 
groundwater remaining in place after remediation 
could be a hazard to future residents, employees and 
visitors. 

MM 4.7-5:  For the project areas not covered by the DTSC-approved RAP/RMP, 
remediate soil and groundwater contamination consistent with the City of 
Oakland ULR Program and/or other applicable laws and regulations. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.7-6:  Workers and others could be exposed to LBP in 
buildings, ACM or PCBs during demolition, 
remediation, renovation and site work activities. 

Impact 5.7-1:   Increased exposure to hazardous wastes during 
construction. 

MM 4.7-6:  Buildings and structures constructed prior to 1978 slated for demolition 
or renovation that have not previously been evaluated for the presence of 
LBP shall be sampled to determine whether LBP is present in painted 
surfaces, and the safety precautions and work practices as specified in 
government regulations shall be followed during demolition. 

MM 4.7-7:  Buildings, structures and utilities that have not been surveyed for ACM, 
shall be surveyed to determine whether ACM is present prior to 
demolition or renovation, and the safety precautions and work practices 
as specified in government regulations shall be followed during 

Less than 
Significant 
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SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

AS ANALYZED IN THE 2002 REDEVELOPMENT EIR1 AND APPLICABLE TO THE PROJECT AND OPTION B2 

 

Potential Project Impact 

 

Mitigation Measure 

Resulting 
Level of 
Significance 

demolition. 

MM 4.7-8:  Buildings and structures proposed for demolition or renovation shall be 
surveyed for PCBs-impacted building materials, and the safety 
precautions and work practices as specified in government regulations 
shall be followed during demolition. 

Impact 4.7-7:  Workers or others could be exposed to hazardous 
materials and contamination in and around ASTs and 
USTs during remediation and redevelopment activities. 

Impact 5.7-1:   Increased exposure to hazardous wastes during 
construction. 

MM 4.7-9:  For ASTs/USTs on the OARB, implement the RAP/RMP. 

MM 4.7-10:  For the remainder of the redevelopment project area (non-OARB areas), 
if an AST or UST is encountered, it would be closed in place or removed 
and the soil would be tested and remediated, if necessary, pursuant to 
regulatory approvals and oversight. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.7-8:  Workers or others could experience direct contact 
exposure to LBP-contaminated soil, concrete, and 
pavement surrounding buildings that have LBP. 

Impact 5.7-1:   Increased exposure to hazardous wastes during 
construction. 

MM 4.7-11:  For LBP-impacted ground on the OARB, implementation of RAP/RMP 
to be approved by DTSC as part of the project will result in avoidance of 
this potentially significant impact. For the remainder of the 
redevelopment project area, sampling shall be performed on soil or paved 
areas around buildings that are known or suspected to have LBP, and the 
safety precautions and work practices specified in government regulations 
shall be followed. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.7-10:  During interim or future use of existing buildings, 
people could be exposed to ACM or other 
environmental hazards. 

MM 4.7-13:  No future tenancies shall be authorized at the OARB for use categories 
that are inconsistent with the Reuse Plan without an updated 
environmental analysis and DTSC approval as provided for in the 
RAP/RMP. 

 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.7-11: Workers could be exposed to polychlorinated 
biphenyls (PCBs) and PCB-contaminated equipment 
during remediation, construction and future 
operations. 

MM 4.7-15:  Known PCB transformers or PCB-contaminated transformers at the 
OARB shall be removed, monitored and/or maintained in accordance 
with applicable laws and regulations. 

MM 4.7-16:  Oil-filled electrical equipment in the redevelopment project area that has 

Less than 
Significant 
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TABLE A-1 
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

AS ANALYZED IN THE 2002 REDEVELOPMENT EIR1 AND APPLICABLE TO THE PROJECT AND OPTION B2 

 

Potential Project Impact 

 

Mitigation Measure 

Resulting 
Level of 
Significance 

Impact 5.7-1:   Increased exposure to hazardous wastes during 
construction. 

not been surveyed shall be investigated prior to the equipment being 
taken out of service to determine whether PCBs are present. 

MM 4.7-17:  PCB-containing or PCB-contaminated equipment taken out of service 
shall be handled and disposed in compliance with applicable laws and 
regulations. 

 

LAND USE 

Impact 4.2-1: Under proposed redevelopment, dissimilar land uses 
may be located proximate to one another. 

MM 4.2-1:  The City shall ensure that Gateway development area redevelopment 
activities adjacent to Port of Oakland industrial maritime facilities are 
designed to minimize any land use incompatibilities to the extent feasible. 

 

Less than 
Significant 

NOISE 

Impact 4.5-1:  Construction, including remediation, could result in 
short-term noise levels in excess of established 
standards, or that violate the City of Oakland Noise 
Ordinance at and near the redevelopment project area, 
and along construction haul routes. 

 

 

MM 4.5-1:  Developers and/or contractors shall develop and implement 
redevelopment-specific noise reduction plans. 

Less than 
Significant 

PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES 

Impact 4.9-1:  Construction activities and increases in employees and 
residents as well as increased building density would 
increase demand for fire, hazmat, and first responder 

MM 4.9-1:  The City and Port shall cooperatively investigate the need for, and if 
required shall fund on a fair-share basis ,development and operation of 
increased firefighting and medical emergency response services via 

Less than 
Significant 
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TABLE A-1 
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

AS ANALYZED IN THE 2002 REDEVELOPMENT EIR1 AND APPLICABLE TO THE PROJECT AND OPTION B2 

 

Potential Project Impact 

 

Mitigation Measure 

Resulting 
Level of 
Significance 

medical emergency services. 

Impact 5.9-1:   Increased demand for fire-related services. 

fireboat to serve the OARB sub-district. 

Impact 4.9-6:  Redevelopment construction could interfere with 
operation of the Maritime Street emergency response 
staging area, or with the West Grand Avenue and 7th 
Street evacuation routes. 

MM 4.9-3:  The Port and City shall require developers within their respective 
jurisdictions to notify OES of their plans in advance of construction or 
remediation activities. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.9-8:  Redevelopment would increase potable water demand. 

Impact 5.9-5:   Increased demand for water. 

MM 4.9-4:  Individual actions with landscaping requirements of one or more acres 
shall plumb landscape areas for irrigation with recycled water. * 

MM 4.9-5:  Individual buildings with gross floor area exceeding 10,000 square feet 
shall install dual plumbing for both potable and recycled water, unless 
determined to be infeasible by the approving agency (City or Port). 

MM 4.9-6:  Site design shall facilitate use of recycled water, and shall comply with 
requirements of CCR Title 22 regarding prohibitions of site run-off to 
surface waters. 

Less than 
Significant 

* As per the East Bay Municipal Utilities Agency (EBMUD) Response to the NOP (included in Appendix B of this document), , MM 4.9-4 above may not be feasible and should be 
checked with EBMUD at the time of project submittal.  

As per the EBMUD letter, MM 4.9-5 is not feasible at this time.   
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TABLE A-1 
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

AS ANALYZED IN THE 2002 REDEVELOPMENT EIR1 AND APPLICABLE TO THE PROJECT AND OPTION B2 

 

Potential Project Impact 

 

Mitigation Measure 

Resulting 
Level of 
Significance 

Impact 4.9-10:  Redevelopment would increase the quantity of solid 
waste, and demand for solid waste services. 

Impact 5.9-7:   Increased demand for solid waste services. 

MM 4.9-8:  Concrete and asphalt removed during demolition/construction shall be 
crushed on-site or at a near-site location, and reused in redevelopment or 
recycled to the construction market. 

MM 4.9-9:  The City and Port shall require developers to submit a plan that 
demonstrates a good faith effort to divert at least 50 percent of operations 
phase solid waste from landfill disposal. This measure shall reflect future 
increases in the City’s or Port’s waste diversion goals above the current 50 
percent. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.9-12:  Both construction/remediation vehicles and increased 
operations vehicle activity would accelerate or advance 
deterioration of local roadways and the timing and 
extent of roadway maintenance/repair. 

MM 4.9-10:  The Port and City of Oakland shall work cooperatively to develop an 
ongoing joint program to identify and evaluate impacted local roadways 
and identify required maintenance/repair activities. The agencies will fund 
needed repairs and maintenance on a fair-share basis. 

 

Less than 
Significant 

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC 

Impact 4.3-1:  Redevelopment would cause the level of service to 
degrade to worse than LOS D at three intersections 
located outside the Downtown area: 
• West Grand Avenue/Maritime Street 
• West Grand Avenue/I-880 Frontage Road 
• 7th/Maritime Street 

Impact 5.3-1:   Increased congestion at Intersections exceeding the 
cumulatively significant threshold. 

MM 4.3-1:  West Grand Avenue/Maritime Street. As part of the design for the 
realignment of Maritime Street, project area developers shall fund on a 
fair-share basis modifications to the West Grand Avenue/Maritime Street 
intersection. 

MM 4.3-2:  West Grand Avenue/I-880 Frontage Road. Project area developers shall 
fund, on a fair-share basis, modifications to the West Grand Avenue/I-
880 Frontage Road intersection. 

MM 4.3-3:  7th/Maritime Street. As part of the design for the realignment of 
Maritime Street, project area developers shall fund on a fair-share basis 
modifications to the 7th/Maritime Street intersection. 

West Grand/ 
Maritime 

cumulative: 
Significant 

and 
Unavoidable 

All others: 
Less than 
Significant 

These impacts and MMs have been analyzed in this Draft SEIR and are incorporated and revised by Impacts and MMs Traf-6, Traf-7, and  Traf-10, summarized in Table 1-1. 
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TABLE A-1 
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

AS ANALYZED IN THE 2002 REDEVELOPMENT EIR1 AND APPLICABLE TO THE PROJECT AND OPTION B2 

 

Potential Project Impact 

 

Mitigation Measure 

Resulting 
Level of 
Significance 

Impact 4.3-2:  Redevelopment would cause some roadway segments 
on the MTS to operate at LOS F and increase the V/C 
ratio by more than three percent on segments that 
would operate at LOS F without redevelopment. 

Impact 5.3-2:   Increased congestion on the Metropolitan 
Transportation System (MTS) exceeding the 
cumulatively significant threshold. 

MM 4.3-4:  The City and Port, in consultation with transit agencies, shall jointly create 
and maintain a transit access plan(s) for the redevelopment project area 
designed to reduce demand for single-occupant, peak hour trips, and to 
increase access to transit opportunities. Major project area developers 
shall fund on a fair share basis the plan(s). 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

These impacts and MM have been analyzed in this Draft SEIR and are incorporated and revised by Impact and MM Traf-17, summarized in Table 1-1. 

Impact 4.3-3:  Redevelopment could result in traffic hazards to motor 
vehicles, bicycles, or pedestrians due to inadequate 
design features or incompatible uses. 

Impact 5.3-3:   Increase in traffic hazards. 

MM 4.3-5:  Redevelopment elements shall be designed in accordance with standard 
design practice and shall be subject to review and approval of the City or 
Port design engineer. 

 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.3-5:  Redevelopment could fundamentally conflict with 
adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 
alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle 
racks). 

MM 4.3-9:  Redevelopment plans shall conform to City of Oakland or Port 
development standards with facilities that support transportation 
alternatives to the single-occupant automobile. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.3-6:  Redevelopment could result in an inadequate parking 
supply at the Gateway development area, the 
16th/Wood sub-district, or for trucks serving the Port 
of Oakland. 

Impact 5.3-5:  Inadequate truck parking. 

MM 4.3-10:  The number of parking spaces provided in the project area shall comply 
with City code or Port requirements and/or with recommendations of a 
developer funded parking demand analysis. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.3-11: Remediation, demolition/deconstruction, and 
construction activities within the redevelopment 
project area would utilize a significant number of 
trucks and could cause significant circulation impacts 
on the street system. 

MM 4.3-13:  Prior to commencing hazardous materials or hazardous waste 
remediation, demolition, or construction activities, a Traffic Control Plan 
(TCP) shall be implemented to control peak hours trips to the extent 
feasible, assure the safety on the street system and assure that 
transportation activities are protective of human health, safety, and the 
environment. 

Less than 
Significant 
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TABLE A-1 
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

AS ANALYZED IN THE 2002 REDEVELOPMENT EIR1 AND APPLICABLE TO THE PROJECT AND OPTION B2 

 

Potential Project Impact 

 

Mitigation Measure 

Resulting 
Level of 
Significance 

Impact 5.3-1:  Increased congestion at intersections exceeding the 
cumulatively significant threshold. 

MM 5.3-1:  7th/Maritime Street. Project area developers shall fund a fair share of 
additional modifications at the 7th /Maritime Street intersection. 

MM 5.3-2:  7th Street/I-880 Northbound Ramps. Project area developers shall fund 
a fair share of modifications at the 7th Street/I-880 Northbound ramp. 

MM 5.3-3:  3rd/Adeline Street. Project area developers shall fund a fair share of the 
modifications at the 3rd/Adeline Street intersection. 

MM 5.3-4:  3rd/Market Street. Project area developers shall fund a fair share of 
modifications at the 3rd/Market Street intersection. 

MM 5.3-5:  12th/Brush Street. Project area developers shall fund a fair share of 
modifications to the 12th /Brush Street intersection to increase the signal 
cycle length to 102 seconds. 

MM 5.3-6:  Powell Street/I-80 Northbound Ramps. Project area developers shall 
fund a fair share of modifications at the Powell Street/I-80 northbound 
ramps intersection. 

Less than 
Significant 

The impacts and MMs in strikeout above have been analyzed in this Draft SEIR and are incorporated and revised by Impacts and MMs Traf-10 and Traf-11, summarized in Table 
1-1. 
   

1 This table contains summaries of the mitigation measures from the 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR. The detailed mitigation measures are contained in the adopted Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program.  
2 Option B includes the Project in its entirety, therefore, all the impacts and mitigation measures for the Project would also apply to Option B. Because Option B is a larger project 
on a larger area, there are additional impacts and mitigation measures that would apply only to Option B and not to the smaller Project.  

  Shaded impacts and mitigation measures denote those that apply  to Option B only, and not to the Project.   
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TABLE A-1 
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

AS ANALYZED IN THE 2002 REDEVELOPMENT EIR1 AND APPLICABLE TO THE PROJECT AND OPTION B2 

 

Potential Project Impact 

 

Mitigation Measure 

Resulting 
Level of 
Significance 

The following list of mitigation measures are those from the 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR that do not apply directly to the current Project developers, but do apply to the City 
and the ORA, who are responsible for their implementation.  The detailed mitigation measures are contained in the adopted Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.  
Mitigation 4.1.1: Bay/Seaport Plan Amend 
Mitigation 4.2-3: Land Use Coordination 
Mitigation 4.3-7: Truck Management Plan 
Mitigation 4.3-8: Emergency Evacuation Plan 
Mitigation 4.3-12: BART Capacity Assessment 
Mitigation 5.3-7: Truck Impact Reduction Program 
Mitigation 5.3-8: BART Capacity Improvements 
Mitigation 5.4-1: Emission Reduction Projects 
Mitigation 4.9-2: OES Coordination 
Mitigation 4.9-3: OES Notification 
Mitigation 4.15-8: Flood Hazard Mapping 
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 CITY OF OAKLAND 
 
 

2 5 0  F R A N K  H .  O G A W A  P L A Z A ,  S U I T E  3 3 3 0      O A K L A N D ,  C A L I F O R N I A    9 4 6 1 2 - 2 0 3 2  
 
Community and Economic Development Agency  
Planning & Zoning Services Division  

 
NOTICE OF PREPARATION (NOP) OF A DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL OR SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT REPORT 
 

OAKLAND ARMY BASE Auto Mall Project 
 

JANUARY 19, 2006 
 
The Oakland Community and Economic Development Agency, Planning and Zoning Division is preparing a 
Subsequent or Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the project identified below, and we are 
requesting your comments on the scope and content of the EIR.  A previous EIR for the Oakland Army Base 
Redevelopment Area Redevelopment Plan and Reuse Plan (OARB Redevelopment EIR) was certified in July of 
2002 (SCH# 2001082058) and is available at the Planning Division office.  That EIR is also available at the 
following website link: 
 

http://www.oaklandnet.com/government/ceda/revised/planningzoning/MajorProjectsSecti
on/environmentaldocuments.html 

 

The current project is the implementation of a portion of the Redevelopment Plan and Reuse Plan, but with 
specific land uses not fully detailed under the OARB Redevelopment EIR. An Initial Study Determination has 
been prepared to determine whether changes to the project or its circumstances have occurred, or new 
information has become available that would necessitate preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR 
pursuant to Public Resources Code sections 21090 and 21166 and CEQA Guidelines sections 15180, 15162 
and 15163.  The Initial Study concludes that only traffic/circulation and air quality need to be further studied 
in a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR; no other impacts will be further studied.  The Initial Study is available 
at the Planning Division office or via the Major Projects website link identified above.   
 

The City of Oakland is the Lead Agency for the project and is the public agency with the greatest 
responsibility for either approving it or carrying out the project. This notice is being sent to Responsible 
Agencies and other interested parties. Responsible Agencies are those public agencies in addition to the City 
of Oakland that also have a role in approving or carrying out the project. Responsible Agencies will rely on 
the EIR that will be prepared when considering approvals related to the project. When the Subsequent or 
Supplemental EIR is published, it will be sent 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 any 
response you may have regarding this notice to Elois Thornton, Planner IV - City of Oakland, Community and 
Economic Development Agency, Planning Division, 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315, Oakland, CA 
94612; telephone: (510) 238-6284; E-mail: eathornton@oaklandnet.com .   
 
Comments on the NOP must be received at the above mailing or email address on or before Friday, February 
20th, 2006 at 4:00 p.m.  Please reference case number ER06-0002 in all correspondence. In addition, 
comments may be provided at the EIR Scoping Meeting to be held before the City Planning Commission. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EIR SCOPING MEETING - CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

Wednesday, February 15, 2006 
6:30 p.m. 

City Hall, 1 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza 
Hearing Room 1 
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PROJECT TITLE:  
 
 OARB Auto Mall  
 
PROJECT SPONSOR:  
 
 Oakland Community Development and Economic Development Agency (CEDA)  
 
PROJECT LOCATION: 
 
 The Project site is located on an approximately 30-acre portion of the former Oakland Army Base and 
within the Oakland Army Base Redevelopment Area. The site is specifically described as the North Gateway 
Development Subarea, a roughly triangular site bounded by the East Bay Municipal Utilities District 
Wastewater Treatment Plant on the north, West Grand Avenue to the south and I-880 on the east. Access to 
the site is via Wake Avenue from Maritime Street, and West Grand Avenue.  
 
 A second project option (Option B) being analyzed in the Initial Study and EIR includes an additional 
approximately 30 acres of land to the south of West Grand Avenue and east of Maritime Street. This 
additional option area is also located within the former Oakland Army Base within the Oakland Army Base 
Redevelopment Area, and is described as the East Gateway Development Subarea.  See the attached Exhibit 
A – Project Site and Vicinity.   
 
EXISTING CONDITIONS:  
 

The western portion of the project site (approximately 15 acres) is known as the Baldwin Yard and is 
currently being used for outdoor sorting and storage of gravel and other rock. The eastern portion of the site 
(approximately 15 acres) is known as the Subaru site and is currently unused and fenced. The expanded 
Option B area is to the south of West Grand Avenue and includes former Army Base buildings, including the 
large warehouses which are being used primarily for Port-related storage and logistics activities on an interim 
basis.  
 

The project site has been identified on the Cortese List of Hazardous Waste and Substance Sites. As 
allowed under the federal Comprehensive Environmental Responsibility, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA), the former Oakland Army Base, including approximately 15 acres of the Project site and the entire 
Option B area underwent “early transfer” from the U.S. Army to the City of Oakland, requiring a Finding of 
Suitability for Early Transfer (FOSET) based upon an approved Remedial Action Plan/Risk Management Plan 
(RAP/RMP). That Plan defines hazardous material remediation goals, establishes remediation actions and 
describes health protective measures to be taken. The OARB Redevelopment EIR incorporates by reference 
and summarizes the RMP/RAP that would apply to the current project and Option B, and would be 
implemented as development proceeds on these sites. 
 

A Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST) was completed in June 2004 for the remaining 15-acre 
portion of the Project site transferred from the U.S Army Reserves to the City of Oakland. 
  
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
 

The proposed project involves allowing for use of the North Gateway portion of the Redevelopment 
Plan Area (approximately 30 acres) for automobile dealerships, with plans to develop five separate, 
approximately 5-acre sites into 4 or 5 automobile dealerships plus associated roadways and infrastructure 
improvements.   

  
Option B would include the project as described above with the addition of also allowing for use of an 

additional 30 acres in the East Gateway portion of the Redevelopment Plan Area.  Option B would add three 
more automobile dealerships on approximately 5-acre parcels, plus a 15-acre site for approximately 150,000 
square feet of “big box” retail use, plus associated roadways and infrastructure improvements.  
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See the attached Exhibit B – Project, Conceptual Development Plan. 
 
Pursuant to the requirements of the Bay Conservation and Development Commission’s Bay Plan, 15 

acres of land within the North Gateway currently designated for Port Priority use as ancillary maritime 
support (AMS) are proposed to be transferred from the North Gateway area to a site in the Central Gateway 
area.   

 
 The following Table 1 summarizes the proposed Project and Option B land uses.   
 

Table 1 
OARB Auto Mall Project, Land Use Summary 

 
Parcel 

 
Use 

 
# of Buildings 

 
Floors 

Total Floor Area 
(sq.ft.) 

Parcel Size 
(acres) 

Project, North Gateway 

A Auto dealership 1 1 40,000 5.1 
B Auto dealership 1 2 160,000 6.0 
C Auto dealership 1 2 120,000 5.5 
D Auto dealership 2 1 40,000 3.8 
E Auto dealership 1 1 30,000 3.9 

Loop Road     5.7 
 subtotal 6  390,000 30 

Option B, East Gateway     

F Auto dealership 1 1 20,000 5.4 
G Auto dealership 1 1 15,000 4.0 
H Auto dealership 1 1 15,000 4.0 
I “Big Box” retail 1 1 150,000 12.0 

Loop Road     4.6 
 subtotal 4  200,000 30 
      

Total  10  590,000 60.0 
      

 
 In order to approve the Project, the following actions by the City may be necessary: 
 

• Oakland Base Reuse Authority (OBRA) approval of an amendment to the OARB Reuse Plan to reflect 
the proposed land use change, 

• Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) approval of re-designation of Ancillary 
Maritime Support uses from the North Gateway to the Central Gateway, 

• Oakland Redevelopment Agency (ORA) issuance of Disposition and Development Agreements and any 
related documents as necessary for the individual developments, 

• Planning Commission approval of Design Review, conditional use permits, variances, subdivision 
applications and/or other land use approvals required  for individual development applications, and 

• Administrative approval of subsequent demolition, grading and building permits, infrastructure 
improvements, and environmental remediation activities. 

 The project as proposed (auto sales use within the North Gateway area) is consistent with the current 
General Plan, Redevelopment Plan and zoning designations for the site as either a permitted or conditionally 
permitted use. However, the City may choose to take the following additional actions: 
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Exhibit A 
Project Site and Vicinity  
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Exhibit B 
Conceptual Development Plan - Project  

 
 

 
 
 





































































From: Nadel, Nancy 
Sent: Tuesday, April 04, 2006 2:59 PM 
To: Thornton, Elois A 
Subject: Auto mall EIR scoping 
Dear Elois, 
  
I seem to have missed the deadline on this and it is very important that some analysis be given to the fact that the 
space was formerly truck parking and therefore, those trucks are now displaced probably into the West Oakland 
community.  In addition, the mitigations that are in the programmatic EIR for the Army Base, should kick in at the 
beginning of a development project (not at the end as the final EIR proposed which would make the mitigations 
we need impossible to implement).  It is my understanding that there are now discussions going on with the 
truckers and trucking companies but I think this should be part of the analysis.  Since it was determined that the 
EIR for the Auto Mall did need further analysis for air quality and transportation/circulation issues, I think that the 
trucking issue should be included. 
  
I look forward to hearing your response. 
  
Nancy 
  
  
“We are the leaders we’ve been waiting for.” 
Lisa Yvette Sullivan 
  
Please sign up to a District Three List Serve! 
Go to www.NancyNadel.org/signup.php  
510 238-7003 
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ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

Purpose of Document 

The purpose of this evaluation is to determine what, if any, further environmental review needs to 
be performed in order to consider approval of an auto mall at the former Oakland Army Base 
(OARB), since an EIR has already been certified for the Oakland Army Base Redevelopment Plan 
and Reuse Plan. An additional project option is being reviewed which would include a larger auto 
mall and “big box” retail. 

Project Name 

 OARB Auto Mall 

Lead Agency 
City of Oakland 

Community and Economic Development Agency 

250 Frank Ogawa Plaza, 3rd Floor 

Oakland, California 94612 

Contact Person: Elois Thornton, Planner IV 

Phone: 510-238-6284 

Project Location and Site Information 

The Project site is located on an approximately 30-acre portion of the former Oakland Army Base 
(OARB) and within the Oakland Army Base Redevelopment Area.  The site is specifically described 
as the North Gateway Development Area.  It is bounded by the East Bay Municipal Utility District 
(EBMUD) Wastewater Treatment Plant on the north, West Grand Avenue to the south and I-880 
on the east. Access to the site is via Wake Avenue from Maritime Street, and West Grand Avenue.  

The City of Oakland also wishes to evaluate a Project option (Option B) that includes approximately 
30 acres of additional land, primarily to the south of West Grand Avenue and east of Maritime 
Street.  

Current General Plan Designation and Zoning: 

The Project site is designated in the adopted City of Oakland Land Use and Transportation Element 
as Business Mix on the eastern portion (east of Maritime Street/Wake Street) and General 
Industrial/ Transportation on the westerly portion.  The entire site is zoned M-40: Heavy Industrial. 
The Project as proposed (auto sales use within the North Gateway area) is consistent with the 
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current General Plan and zoning designations for the site as either a permitted or conditionally 
permitted use. 

However, the City may choose to take this an opportune time to amend the General Plan and the 
Redevelopment Plan and to re-zone portions of the OARB (including the Project site) for the 
purpose of planning for and zoning the former OARB consistent with the adopted OARB Reuse 
Plan.1  General Plan and Redevelopment Plan amendments were fully contemplated pursuant to 
implementation of the OARB Reuse Plan and evaluated in the OARB Redevelopment EIR. These 
amendments are not required to implement the Project, but may conveniently be processed together 
with the proposed Project. Similarly, rezoning of the site is not required for the project but may be 
considered concurrently with the Project to provide a “better fit” with the General Plan amendment.  

Existing Land Uses: 

The western portion of the North Gateway is known as the Baldwin Yard and is currently being 
used for outdoor sorting and storage of gravel and other rock. The eastern portion of the site is 
known as the Subaru site and is currently unused and fenced. South of West Grand Avenue/I-880 
the former Army Base buildings, including the large warehouses, are being used primarily for Port-
related storage and logistics activities.  

Surrounding Land Uses: 

The proposed Project site is located within the northeastern portion of the former Oakland Army 
Base. Land uses to the north of the Project site include the EBMUD Wastewater Treatment Plant 
and the Interstate-80 approach to the San Francisco Bay Bridge.  Land uses on the west side of 
Maritime Street and to the south are comprised largely of Port-related activities such as container 
storage. Land uses on the east of the project site consist of a series of railroad tracks principally used 
by the Port for cargo distribution.  The Port of Oakland plans to continue to uses these tracks along 
the Project site’s eastern boundary for a railroad car storage and a turnaround facility, consistent 
with the use of these lands as envisioned under the OARB Redevelopment Plan and as analyzed in 
the OARB Redevelopment Plan EIR. 

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 

Environmental factors which may be affected by the Project are listed alphabetically below.  

Factors marked with a filled in block ( ) have been determined to be potentially affected by the 
Project, involving at least one impact that has been identified as a “Potentially Significant Impact”, 
as indicated in the attached CEQA Evaluation and related discussion that follows.  

Unmarked factors ( ) were determined to be either not significantly affected by the Project, 
adequately examined by the earlier OARB Redevelopment Plan EIR, or fully mitigated through 

                                                 

1  The existing General Plan land use designations reflect a scenario whereby the Port would have controlled all lands 
west of Maritime Street and the City having control of all lands east of Maritime Street. In fact, as ultimately 
determined through the Reuse Plan, the Port and the City generally “swapped” control of these areas east and west 
of Maritime Street. 
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INTRODUCTION 
This document evaluates a proposed Auto Mall and other potential commercial development 
located on a portion of the former Oakland Army Base (OARB) and within the OARB 
Redevelopment Area under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  

A previous Environmental Impact Report for the OARB Area Redevelopment Plan and Reuse Plan 
(OARB Redevelopment EIR) was certified in July of 2002 (SCH# 2001082058). That “Project” EIR 
described and disclosed the potential environmental consequences associated with adoption by the 
City of Oakland, the Oakland Base Reuse Authority (OBRA) and the Port of Oakland of a 
Redevelopment Plan for an area comprising about 1,800 acres (including and surrounding the 430-
acre former OARB). The Redevelopment Plan as evaluated in the 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR 
involved replacing existing uses, some in derelict condition, with a variety of new uses including a 
“Flexible Alternative” of office/R&D, light industry, warehouse/distribution and retail use. 

The primary purpose of this evaluation is to determine, pursuant to Public Resources Code sections 
21090 and 2166 and CEQA Guidelines Sections 15180, 15162 and 15163 whether a Subsequent or 
Supplemental EIR is needed to fully assess and evaluate the currently proposed Auto Mall project. 
CEQA provides that when an EIR has been certified, no Subsequent or Supplemental EIR shall be 
prepared unless the City determines, on the basis of substantial evidence, one or more of the 
following: 

1. substantial changes are proposed as part of the current Project that would involve major 
revisions to the original 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR due to the involvement of new 
significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 
identified significant effects, 

2. substantial changes have occurred with respect to circumstances under which the current 
Project is undertaken (i.e., a significant change in the existing or future condition) that 
would involve new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity 
of previously identified significant effects, and/or 

3. new information of substantial importance indicates that the Project may have a new 
significant environmental effect or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 
identified significant effects.    

As stated above and detailed in the rest of this document, a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR does 
need to be prepared, but that addresses only air quality and transportation/circulation issues. 

OVERVIEW OF THE PROJECT 
At the time of preparation of the Notice of Preparation, the City of Oakland (as both Project 
sponsor and lead agency) had identified one Project for review, as well as one additional Project 
option, referred to in this document as Option B, that the City wished to also be evaluated:  
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• The Project generally consists of the redevelopment of approximately 30 acres of land in the 
North Gateway portion of the former Oakland Army Base to provide space for automobile 
dealerships on five (5) separate parcels of approximately 5 acres each, plus associated roadways 
and infrastructure improvements (See Figure 5).   

• Option B is a larger effort on a total of approximately sixty (60) acres, including the Project as 
described above plus three (3) additional 5-acre automobile dealerships and one (1)  
approximately 12 to 15-acre site for “big box” retail use (See Figure 5). 

BACKGROUND 
Oakland Army Base Closure 

In 1995, the Federal Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission recommended closure and 
realignment/disposal of the approximately 430-acre Oakland Army Base (OARB). The U.S. Army, 
the lead agency for base closure and transfer, conducted or participated in the required 
environmental processes pursuant to the closure, and conveyed the majority of the OARB land to 
the Oakland Base reuse Authority (OBRA). Three parcels (26 acres) were reserved for the U.S. 
Army Reserve, and 15 acres were assigned to the Department of the Interior for conveyance to the 
East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD).  

The Oakland Base Reuse Authority was established as the local reuse authority responsible for 
managing OARB assets and planning for reuse of the former OARB. OBRA operates the current 
leasing operations of the facilities remaining on the Base, and acquired the land from the U.S. Army 
and from the U.S. Army Reserves.  OBRA will in turn transfer former OARB and U.S. Army 
Reserves property to other entities for redevelopment and reuse.  

OARB Redevelopment Area 

Immediately upon the BRAC Commission’s recommendation to close the OARB, the City of 
Oakland began to evaluate how best to implement reuse of the OARB and the surrounding areas. 
The City investigated redevelopment options, designated a Redevelopment Survey Area, and 
prepared the Oakland Army Base Area Redevelopment Plan that established an 1,800-acre 
Redevelopment Project Area, including the 430-acre OARB. The OARB Redevelopment Area is 
divided into the following three sub-districts:  

1. The OARB Sub-district is 470 acres in size, consisting of the 430-acre OARB (both the 
land and submerged parcels of the Base, including lands currently owned by the Reserves) 
and several parcels immediately adjacent to the northern boundary of OARB, between the 
Base and I-80, totaling approximately 39 acres. The OARB Sub-district is bounded 
(clockwise from the north) by the Bay Bridge, I-880, the Port of Oakland and the Bay. This 
sub-district comprises two development areas: 

• The 220-acre Port Development Area (primarily in the west and southeast portion of the 
OARB)   
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• The City of Oakland’s 170-acre Gateway Development Area (primarily in the northwest 
portion of the OARB).2 The City Gateway Development Area is further subdivided into 
the following districts: 

a. North Gateway, north of West Grand Avenue 

b. East Gateway, south of West Grand Avenue and east of Maritime Street 

c. Central Gateway, south of West Grand Avenue and I-80 and west of Maritime 
Street 

d. West Gateway, south of I-80 

e. Gateway Park, the most westerly point of the OARB. 

2. The Maritime Sub-district is approximately 1,290 acres in size. The majority of this sub-
district comprises that portion of the Port of Oakland dedicated to maritime use. The area 
that comprises this sub-district runs from the Outer Harbor on the west to and including 
Howard Terminal on the east (including Schnitzer Steel, a non-Port property, and from the 
Inner Harbor on the South to Berth 10 on the north).  

3. The 16th/Wood Sub-district is approximately 41 acres in size. This sub-district is located 
roughly between the realigned Cypress Freeway (I-880) to the west and Wood Street to the 
east; West Grand Avenue to the north to 7th Street to the south.  

Figure 1 shows the general boundaries of the OARB Redevelopment Area and its subareas. Figure 
2 shows the smaller districts within the City Gateway Development Area.   

OARB Redevelopment Plan and Reuse Plan  

The Redevelopment Plan provides a framework of agency powers, duties, and obligations to enable 
redevelopment of the Redevelopment Area. The Redevelopment Plan also incorporates the OARB 
Reuse Plan.3 The Reuse Plan describes a “Flexible Alternative” land use plan for the City Gateway 
Development area.  The Reuse Plan also describes the Port of Oakland’s plans for maritime and rail 
facilities in the Port development area. A summary of the assumptions for land use redevelopment 
as contained in the Redevelopment Plan and Reuse Plan for the Redevelopment Area is shown on 
the following Table 1.  

 

                                                 

2  The current acreages for both the Port Development Area and the City Gateway Development Area 
are slightly different than as presented in the OARB Redevelopment EIR.  These differences are due to more accurate 
calculations made since certification of that previous EIR. 

3  Amended Draft Final Reuse Plan for the Oakland Army Base, OBRA 1998, as amended 2001 
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Table 1 
OARB Redevelopment Area Buildout, through 2020 

Redevelopment Sub-District 

OARB 
Potential Land Uses Units Gateway Port 

Maritime 

 

16th/Wood 

 Total 

Light Industry sq. ft. 494,000 - - 305,000 799,000 

Office, R&D sq. ft. 1,528,000 - - 1,437,000 2,965,000 

Retail sq. ft. 25,000 - - 1,300 26,300 

Warehouse/distribution sq. ft. 300,000 - - - 300,000 

Total square feet  2,347,000 - - 1,743,300 4,090,300 

Live/work units  - - - 375 375 

Acres       

From uses listed above: ac. 168 - - 40 208 

Park, Public Access ac. 29 - - 1 30 

New Maritime  ac. - 55 65 - 120 

Terminal Recon. ac. - - 82 - 82 

Maritime Support ac. 15 2 88e - 105 

Rail ac. - 130 35 - 165 

Acres redeveloped   212 187 270 41 710 

Total acres  228 241 1,290 41 1,800 
Source: OARB Redevelopment Plan EIR, Table 3-1, page 3-8.  
Note that total acres and acres redeveloped are different now due to more accurate calculations made since the time 

the OARB Redevelopment EIR was certified 
      

The OARB Reuse Plan’s “Flexible Alternative” strategy was intended to balance economic and 
community interests while maintaining flexibility to meet changing market conditions. 

Assumptions for the Project Site(s) under the Redevelopment /Reuse Plan 

As included in the OARB Redevelopment/Reuse Plan, the land uses envisioned for the 
approximately 30-acre Project site included approximately 300,000 square feet of warehouse and 
distribution facilities on the easterly portion of the site (known as the Subaru Site).  It also 
anticipated providing 15 acres for ancillary maritime support (truck parking and associated uses) on 
the westerly portion of the site on property known as the Baldwin Yard.  

Within the Option B area south of West Grand Avenue, the OARB Redevelopment/Reuse Plan 
anticipated redevelopment of that approximately 30-acre area to contain approximately 390,000 
square feet of light industrial/flex-office use (assuming an average FAR of 0.30 for these uses, as 
calibrated from the OARB Redevelopment EIR).   
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Oakland Army Base Area Redevelopment Plan EIR 

In July 2002 the EIR was certified by OBRA, the City of Oakland and the Port of Oakland that 
analyzed redevelopment of the entire 1,800-acre OARB Redevelopment Area. The OARB Area 
Redevelopment Plan EIR (hereafter OARB Redevelopment EIR) evaluated and disclosed the 
environmental impacts of establishing and implementing the OARB Redevelopment Plan and Reuse 
Plan. The analysis contained in the Redevelopment EIR identified all potentially significant 
environmental impacts of the Redevelopment Plan and provided mitigation measures that reduced 
the majority of impacts to a less than significant level. The Redevelopment EIR identified some 
impacts that would be Significant and Unavoidable in the following areas:  

• Transportation and Traffic,  

• Air Quality,  

• Cultural Resources,  

• Aesthetics, and  

• Biology.  

To acknowledge these significant and unavoidable impacts, OBRA, the City of Oakland and the 
Port of Oakland respectively adopted Statements of Overriding Considerations after certification of 
the OARB Redevelopment EIR.  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

PROJECT SITE 

The Project site is located on an approximately 30-acre portion of the former OARB and within the 
Oakland Army Base Redevelopment Area. The site is specifically described as the North Gateway 
Development Area, a triangular site bounded by the East Bay Municipal Utility District Wastewater 
Treatment Plant on the north, West Grand Avenue to the south and I-880 on the east. Access to the 
site is via Wake Avenue from Maritime Street, and West Grand Avenue.  

The Option B site includes the entire site described for the Project, combined with approximately 30 
acres of additional land primarily to the south of West Grand Avenue and east of Maritime Street.  
This addition to the Project site is also located within the former OARB, within the Oakland Army 
Base Redevelopment Area, and is described as a portion of the East Gateway area.  

Figure 3 shows the site location and vicinity, and Figure 4 shows an aerial photo of the Project 
site(s).  

PROPOSED LAND USES 

Project 

The approximately 30-acre Project site (the North Gateway) is now potentially envisioned by the 
City for land uses that would include automobile dealerships arranged as an Auto Mall.  
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Automobile Dealerships 

Four or five separate automobile dealerships would occupy five separate parcels of approximately 4 
to 6 acres each (Parcels A through E).  Each dealership would include 1- to possibly 3-story building 
space to accommodate auto showrooms, sales space, and auto repair and service facilities.  Each 
dealership also includes outdoor surface area for automobile storage, employee and customer 
parking and circulation.   

Access Road and Utilities 

A North Gateway access road would be extended from the intersection of West Grand Avenue and 
Maritime Street in order to carry traffic on the north side of West Grand Avenue and to provide 
access to auto dealership sites in the North Gateway. The access road is anticipated to align with the 
plans for a closed loop of this road that would re-connect with Maritime Street south of Grand 
Avenue in the East Gateway. 

Additionally, utility infrastructure (water, sewer, storm drain, electricity, etc.) improvements would 
be completed as necessary and utility infrastructure would be extended to serve each of the 
dealership sites.    

Ancillary Maritime Support 

Pursuant to the requirements of the Bay Conservation and Development Commission’s Bay Plan, the 
reuse and redevelopment of the OARB Redevelopment Area is required to include a total of 105 
acres of ancillary maritime support (AMS) uses.  Ancillary maritime support uses include truck 
parking associated with Port usage and other related services. According to the OARB 
Redevelopment/Reuse Plan a total of 15 acres of AMS uses were designated within the City 
Gateway Development Area and anticipated to be located on the Baldwin Yard in the North 
Gateway.4  With reconsideration of this site for auto dealership uses, the AMS land use designation 
will need to be relocated. The City of Oakland envisions transferring this AMS land use requirement 
to a 15-acre portion of the Central Gateway, at the southern boundary adjacent to the Port’s 
Development Area. 

Option B 
As an additional option for consideration and review, City staff has also elected to study an 
expanded project.  This expanded project (Option B) would include the Project as described above, 
plus an additional approximately 30-acre portion of the East Gateway immediately south of West 
Grand Avenue.  Within this additional 30 acres, this option includes: 

• Three (3) additional 5-acre automobile dealerships (Parcels F, G and H).  

• One (1) approximately 12 to 15-acre site (Parcel I) for “big box” retail use, including 
approximately 150,000 square feet of building space, and customer and employee parking. The 
big box retail is expected to have total employment in the range of approximately 400 to 600 
people.  

                                                 

4  The remaining 90 acres of Ancillary Maritime Support uses were designated within the Port 
Development Area and the Port’s Maritime Subarea. 
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• Continuation of the North Gateway Access Road to the south (under West Grand Avenue) and 
reconnecting to Maritime Street. 

• Associated infrastructure extensions. 

Construction of the uses described above for the expanded Option B would necessitate removal of 
four or five of the “800 Series” warehouses plus several smaller warehouses and associated 
structures. These buildings are part of the OARB Historic District. The removal of these structures, 
resulting in the significant and unavoidable loss of these historic resources was fully analyzed and 
addressed in the OARB Redevelopment EIR. A Statement of Overriding Considerations was 
adopted by the City for this significant and unavoidable impact on historic resources.  

A summary of the land uses anticipated under the Project and Option B is shown on Table 2.   

 

COMPARISON TO THE OARB REUSE PLAN AND OARB REDEVELOPMENT EIR 

The land uses anticipated under the Project and Option B, while allowed under the current General 
Plan and zoning designations for these sites, were not specifically anticipated in the OARB Reuse 
Plan or the OARB Redevelopment EIR. These Project land uses may require amendments to the 
Reuse Plan and could potentially result in different environmental impacts than were analyzed in the 

Table 2 
OARB Auto Mall Project, Land Use Summary 

 
Parcel 

 
Use 

 
# of Buildings 

 
Floors 

Total Floor 
Area (sq.ft.) 

Parcel Size 
(acres) 

Project, North Gateway  
A Auto dealership 1 1 40,000 5.1 
B Auto dealership 1 2 160,000 6.0 
C Auto dealership 1 2 120,000 5.5 
D Auto dealership 2 1 40,000 3.8 
E Auto dealership 1 1 30,000 3.9 

Loop Road     5.7 
 subtotal 6  390,000 30 

Option B, East Gateway     

F Auto dealership 1 1 20,000 5.4 
G Auto dealership 1 1 15,000 4.0 
H Auto dealership 1 1 15,000 4.0 
I “Big Box” retail 1 1 150,000 12.0 

Loop Road     4.6 
 subtotal 4  200,000 30 
      

Total  10  590,000 60.0 
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OARB Redevelopment EIR. This document provides a brief analysis of these comparative 
environmental effects.  

Table 3 shows a comparison of the land use summary for the Project as compared to the land use 
assumptions for the Project area as included in the OARB Reuse Plan and analyzed in the OARB 
Redevelopment EIR.  

 

Table 3 
Comparison of Land Use 

OARB Reuse Plan vs. Project and Project Option 
 OARB  

Reuse Plan 
 

Project 
Project plus  
Option B 

North Gateway    
 Warehouse/distribution 300,000 square feet - - 
 Ancillary maritime support 15 acres - - 
 Auto dealership - 390,000 square feet 390,000 square feet 

    
East Gateway    
 Light Industrial/Flex-Office 390,000 square feet 390,000 square feet - 
 Auto dealerships - - 50,000 square feet 
 Big Box retail - - 150,000 square feet 
    
Note: 15 acres of Ancillary Maritime Support uses moved from North Gateway to Central Gateway under the Project 

scenario and/or Option B  
    

Changed Circumstances 

There have been a number of circumstances that have changed since certification of the OARB 
Redevelopment EIR in 2002. These changes include:  

• A major portion of the OARB Redevelopment District’s 16th and Wood Street subarea has since 
been approved for a development project known as Central Station. 

• All portions of West Oakland not located in a previously established redevelopment area or the 
OARB Redevelopment Area has since been included into a new West Oakland Redevelopment 
Area. 

• City staff has held discussions with potential developers that have interest in developing projects 
in portions of the OARB Gateway other than at the project site. Although no final plans for 
these areas have been developed and no applications filed, City staff does consider the potential 
for these projects as reasonable and feasible such that they should be included in a new 
cumulative projection of land uses for the area. 
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• The City of Oakland and the Port of Oakland have conducted minor land transfers in the 
vicinity of the Project for purposes of facilitating more accessible access and rail yard 
configurations. 

• Hazardous materials clean-up operations have been initiated in several portions of the OARB, 
including the removal of Building #1 and the hazardous substances at that site pursuant to the 
approved OARB Remedial Action Plan/Risk Management Plan (RAP/RMP). 

• The U.S. Army Reserves have completed transfer of their former land ownerships within the 
former OARB to OBRA, and 

• The City of Oakland and State Lands Commission have negotiated and settled issues related to 
the designation of lands subject to Tidelands Trust. 

Other than the projections for future grow and development used in forecasting cumulative traffic 
and cumulative air quality conditions, these changed circumstances are not anticipated to have any 
other implications on environmental consequences associated with the proposed Project. 

REQUESTED ACTIONS AND REQUIRED APPROVALS 

This environmental evaluation (and the Supplemental/Subsequent  EIR) covers all steps necessary 
to implement the Project or Option B, as well as other matters contemplated under the OARB 
Redevelopment Plan, including without limitation: 

• Oakland Base Reuse Authority (OBRA) approval of an amendment to the OARB Reuse Plan to 
reflect the proposed land use change to include auto mall (and potentially “big box” retail under 
Option B), 

• Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) approval of re-designation of 
Ancillary Maritime Support uses from the North Gateway to the Central Gateway, 

• Oakland Redevelopment Agency (ORA) issuance of Disposition and Development Agreements 
and any related documents as necessary for the individual developments, 

• Obtain department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC) and City approval for OARB Remedial 
Action Plan/Risk Management Plan (RAP/RMP) applicability to proposed uses which were not 
specifically identified in the Reuse Plan, 

• Planning Commission approval of Design Review, conditional use permits, variances, 
subdivision applications and/or other land use approvals required  for individual development 
applications, and 

• Administrative approval of subsequent demolition, grading and building permits, infrastructure 
improvements and environmental remediation activities. 

The City may choose this an opportune time to take the following additional actions for the purpose 
of planning for and zoning the former OARB consistent with the adopted OARB Reuse Plan. These 
additional actions were fully contemplated pursuant to implementation of the OARB Reuse Plan 
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and evaluated in the OARB Redevelopment EIR. They are not required, but may conveniently be 
processed together with the proposed project: 

• City Council approval of a General Plan amendment, 

• Oakland Redevelopment Agency (ORA) approval of an amendment to the OARB Area 
Redevelopment Plan to reflect the General Plan amendment, and  

• City Council re-zoning of the Project site to provide a “better fit” with the General Plan 
amendment.  
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Figure 1: OARB Redevelopment District and Sub-districts Source: OARB Redevelopment EIR

g. borchard & associates
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g. borchard & associates
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Figure 4
Aerial Photograph

Source:  City of Oakland CEDA

Project SiteExpanded Option B Area
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Figure 5
Site Concept

Source: Fee Munson Ebert

Project Site

Expanded Option B Area
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CEQA EVALUATION 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, the following sections provide an evaluation of 
whether the Project will have any new significant effects on the environment.     

• If an environmental issue would not be affected by the project it is identified in the following 
evaluation as “No Impact”. 

• If an environmental issue may cause a significant effect on the environment, this evaluation also 
determines whether this effect was adequately examined in the previous OARB Redevelopment 
Plan EIR. If the environmental issue was adequately examined in the previous document it is 
identified in the following evaluation as “No New Impact”. To the extent that mitigation 
measures were adopted pursuant to the OARB Redevelopment Plan EIR and these measures are 
applicable to the project, these measures are specifically identified in the following discussion.  
All mitigation measures from the OARB Redevelopment EIR are listed in Appendix A.  This 
list also identifies which measures are specifically applicable to the Project and which are not. 

• If an environmental issue may cause a significant effect on the environment that was not 
adequately examined in the previous OARB Redevelopment Plan EIR, but the applicant as lead 
agency has already agreed to implement mitigation measures that would reduce this impact to a 
less than significant level, it is identified in the following evaluation as “Less than Significant 
with New Mitigation” and these new measures are specifically identified.  

• If an environmental issue may cause a significant effect on the environment that was not 
adequately examined in the previous OARB Redevelopment Plan EIR it is identified in the 
following evaluation as “Potentially Significant” and will be analyzed in a later Supplemental 
or Subsequent EIR. 
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AESTHETICS 
 Environmental Factors and Focused Questions for 

Determination of Environmental Impact 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 
New Mitigation 

 
No New 
Impact 

 
No 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? 

[   ] [   ] [   ] [  ] 

 d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare, 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views 
in the area? 

[   ] [   ] [  ] [   ] 

 e) Introduce landscape that would now or in the 
future cast substantial shadows on existing solar 
collectors (in conflict with California Public Resources 
Code Section 25980-25986)? 

[   ] [   ] [  ] [   ] 

 f) Cast shadow that substantially impairs the 
function of a building using passive solar heat 
collection, solar collectors for hot water heating, or 
photovoltaic solar collectors? 

[   ] [   ] [  ] [   ] 

 g) Cast shadow that substantially impairs the 
beneficial use of any public or quasi-public park, lawn, 
garden, or open space? 

[   ] [   ] [   ] [  ] 

 h) Cast shadow on a historic resource, as defined by 
CEQA Section 15064.5(a), such that the shadow 
would materially impair the resource’s historic 
significance by materially altering those physical 
characteristics of the resource that convey its 
historical significance and that justify its inclusion on 
or eligibility for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places, California Register of Historic 
Resources, Local register of historical resources or a 
historical resource survey form (DPR Form 523) with 
a rating of 1-5. 

[   ] [   ] [   ] [  ] 

 i) Require an exception (variance) to the policies 
and regulations in the General Plan, Planning Code, 
or Uniform Building Code, and the exception causes a 
fundamental conflict with policies and regulations in 
the General Plan, Planning Code, and Uniform 
Building Code addressing the provision of adequate 
light related to appropriate uses? 

[   ] [   ] [   ] [  ] 
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 Environmental Factors and Focused Questions for 
Determination of Environmental Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 
New Mitigation 

 
No New 
Impact 

 
No Impact 

 j) Create winds exceeding 36 mph for more than 
one hour during daylight hours during the year? 
NOTE: Wind analysis is required if project’s height is 
100 feet or greater (measured to the roof) and one of 
the following conditions exists: a) the project is 
located adjacent to a substantial water body (i.e., 
Oakland Estuary, Lake Merritt or San Francisco Bay), 
or b) the project is located in Downtown Oakland. 

[   ] [   ] [   ] [  ] 

      

a), c), g), h), i) and j):  

The OARB Redevelopment Plan EIR determined that future development within the entire 
Redevelopment Area would result in blockage of views toward the Outer Harbor for east-bound 
travelers on I-80.  However these views do not constitute important views or scenic vistas.  The 
proposed Project, as well as Option B, would not include any buildings that would cast significantly 
negative shadows, or any buildings taller than one hundred feet that would potentially lead to 
significant wind impacts. Neither the proposed Project nor Option B would result in any significant 
aesthetic impacts not previously addressed in the prior EIR. 

b): 

The proposed Project would have no impact on any scenic resources.  The North Gateway area 
includes a currently vacant lot with weeds growing through disintegrating paving and a lot being 
used for outdoor sorting and storage of gravel and other rock.  There are no historic buildings on 
the proposed Project site. 

Option B however, would have an impact on scenic resources, as analyzed in the previous 
Redevelopment Plan EIR. Option B would involve removal of historic buildings along a state scenic 
highway.  Development of this Option would eliminate visual evidence of a specific period in the 
history of West Oakland military transportation, including certain structures contributing to the 
OARB Historic District. The most visually striking of these contributing buildings are what is 
termed the “800 series” warehouses, seven large rectangular buildings, each encompassing 
approximately 235,000 square feet. These buildings are visually prominent from local roadways, are 
large in scale, and have distinctive architectural elements, including rooflines with double eaves and 
clerestory windows. They are located between existing Maritime Street and the Knight Railyard, and 
straddle the boundary between the Gateway and Port development areas. The 800 series warehouses 
are not clearly visible from I-580, a state scenic highway. They are, however, briefly visible to 
eastbound travelers on the Bay Bridge (I-80) a local scenic route, and from local arterial roads such 
as Maritime Street.  

Development of Option B would result in the deconstruction of several of these 800 series 
warehouses plus three other smaller warehouses that are contributors to the OARB Historic 
District. Loss of their distinctive form representative of a period of West Oakland’s history is 
considered a significant visual impact that will remain significant and unavoidable even after 



INITIAL STUDY DETERMINATION   OARB AUTO MALL PROJECT 
  PAGE 29 
 
 

mitigation. A Statement of Overriding consideration was adopted along with the OARB 
Redevelopment EIR. The following OARB Redevelopment EIR mitigation measure is applicable to 
Option B.  

Mitigation 4.6-12: At least one building each in the Gateway and Port development areas of 
the OARB sub-district, if feasible, shall include architectural design elements 
such as double eaves and clerestory windows evocative of the warehouse 
structures. 

d): 

Security lighting and lighting for night time operations is present throughout the OARB area. New 
construction in the OARB, including the Project or Option B would require nighttime illumination 
for security. This could increase nighttime light and glare and light spillage across property 
boundaries. This would have less impact at the proposed Project site and the expanded area of 
Option B than at sites closer to residential areas or to the Bay. The following OARB Redevelopment 
EIR mitigation measure is applicable to reduce this potential impact to a less than significant level: 

Mitigation 4.11-1: New lighting shall be designed to minimize off-site light spillage; “stadium” 
style lighting shall be prohibited.  

e) and f):  

While active and passive solar systems are not currently present or planned in or near the Project 
area or the expanded Option B area, future development in the OARB area could include solar 
collectors or passive solar design. Development subsequent to the installation of such systems may 
cast shadows that could substantially affect their operation. The following OARB Redevelopment 
EIR mitigation measures are applicable to reduce this potential impact to a less than significant level: 

Mitigation 4.11-3: New active or passive solar systems within or adjacent to the project area 
shall be set back from the property line a minimum of 25 feet.  

Mitigation 4.11-4: New construction within the Gateway development area adjacent to a parcel 
containing permitted or existing active or passive solar systems shall 
demonstrate through design review that the proposed structures shall not 
substantially affect operation of existing solar systems.  

Conclusion:  

Therefore, there are no changes in the project, change in circumstances, or new information that 
would result in new significant aesthetic environmental effects, or a substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified aesthetic environmental effects. 
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AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

 Environmental Factors and Focused Questions for 
Determination of Environmental Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 
New Mitigation 

 
No New 
Impact 

 
No 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 Dept. 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 non-agricultural 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 non-agricultural use? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

      

a), b), and c): 

The OARB Redevelopment Plan EIR found that the majority of the Redevelopment Area, including 
the Project site and the expanded area of Option B and its vicinity are already developed for 
urbanized uses. There are no agricultural resources in the area and there is no potential impact to 
agricultural resources from the proposed Project or from Option B. 

Conclusion:  

Therefore, there are no changes in the project, change in circumstances, or new information that 
would result in new significant agricultural resources environmental effects, or a substantial increase 
in the severity of previously identified agricultural resources environmental effects. 
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AIR QUALITY 

 Environmental Factors and Focused Questions for 
Determination of Environmental Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 
New Mitigation 

 
No New 
Impact 

 
No 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? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

 f) Contribute to CO concentrations exceeding the 
State AAQS of 9 ppm averaged over 8 hours and 20 
ppm for 1 hour? NOTE: Pursuant to BAAQMD, 
localized carbon monoxide concentrations should be 
estimated for projects in which 1) vehicle emissions of 
CO would exceed 550 lb/day, 2) intersections or 
roadway links would decline to LOS E or F, 3) 
intersections operating at LOS E or F will have 
reduced LOS, or 4) traffic volume increase on nearby 
roadways by 10% or more unless the increase in 
traffic volume is less than 100 vehicles per hour. 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

 g) Result in total emissions of ROG, NOx, or PM10 of 
15 tons per year or greater, or 80 pounds per day or 
greater? NOTE: The Port of Oakland maintains PM10 
and PM2.5 monitoring stations in West Oakland and 
data from these stations should be obtained and 
used. 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

 h) Result in potential to expose persons to 
substantial levels of Toxic Air Contaminants such that 
the probability of contracting cancer for the Maximally 
Exposed Individual exceeds one in 10 million? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

 i) Result in ground level concentrations of non-
carcinogenic Toxic Air Contaminants such that the 
Hazard Index would be greater than 1 for the 
Maximally Exposed Individual? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

 j) Result in a substantial increase in diesel 
emissions? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 
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 Environmental Factors and Focused Questions for 
Determination of Environmental Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 
New Mitigation 

 
No New 
Impact 

 
No Impact 

 k) Fundamentally conflict with the currently adopted 
Bay Area Clean Air Plan because population growth 
for the jurisdiction exceeds values in the Clean Air 
Plan, based on population projections in ABAG’s 
currently adopted projections? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

 l) Fundamentally conflict with the Clean Air Plan 
because the rate of increase in vehicle miles traveled 
in the jurisdiction is greater than the rate of increase 
in population? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

 m) Fundamentally conflict with the Clean Air Plan 
because the project does not demonstrate reasonable 
efforts to implement transportation control measures 
in the Clean Air Plan. 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

      

a), l), m): 

There is no evidence that significant impacts currently exist relative to fundamental conflicts with 
applicable plans and policies to which the redevelopment program could contribute. Generally, 
development within the City and surrounding jurisdictions occurs in accordance with relevant plans 
and policies, as they may be amended from time to time. 

e): 

A more detailed discussion of odors can be found in the Land Use section.  The proposed land uses 
are not expected to generate objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.  A nearby 
waste water treatment facility does generate noxious odors but prevailing wind direction precludes 
the likelihood of odor events at the site. 

h) and i): 

A screening-level health risks evaluation was conducted by ENVIRON Corporation as part of the 
OARB Redevelopment EIR.  This study found that health risks from diesel particulate emissions 
would exceed some risk standards or significance thresholds.  This impact was deemed significant 
and unavoidable and a Certificate of Overriding Consideration was adopted along with the OARB 
Redevelopment EIR.  The majority of diesel emissions come from maritime and other port-related 
transportation.  The change in land uses proposed in the Project and Option B are not significantly 
different from those analyzed in the OARB Redevelopment EIR and would not result in a 
significant difference in health risks. 

k): 

The Project does not propose any uses that would change population projections nor does Option 
B. 
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b), c), d), f), g), j): 

The OARB Redevelopment EIR evaluated potential impacts on air quality resulting from 
implementation of the Redevelopment Plan and found that redevelopment activities would produce 
pollutant emissions. These activities include construction/remediation, vessel movement, cargo 
handling and transport, passenger car travel and operation of commercial developments. Both 
criteria and toxic pollutants would be emitted in all sub-districts of the OARB. Toxic Air 
Contaminants would be emitted in the form of particulate matter from diesel fuel exhaust. 
Construction/remediation emissions consist of fugitive dust from earth disturbing activities and 
equipment exhaust from combustion of gasoline and diesel fuel. Cargo ships, tugboats, on-dock 
equipment, and trains in the Maritime sub-district and Port Development Area would emit 
pollutants in the exhaust, as would trucks and vehicles traveling to all sub-districts within the OARB. 
Office and other land uses would also be sources of emissions from combustion of natural gas for 
space and water heating, exhaust emissions from landscaping equipment, and volatile organic 
compound emissions from miscellaneous consumer products, solvents and cleaners. Emissions 
from trucks and vehicles would occur from all redevelopment within all sub-districts within the 
OARB Redevelopment area.  

In order to reduce these impacts, the OARB Redevelopment EIR recommended a number of 
mitigation measures intended to reduce these air quality impacts to the extent possible.  Many of 
these measures are not directly applicable to the current Project or Option B, but the Following 
measures would be applicable to the Project and Option B:  

Mitigation 4.4-1 Contractors shall implement all BAAQMD “Basic” and “Optional“ PM10 
(fugitive dust) control measures at all sites, and all “Enhanced” control 
measures at sites greater than four acres. 

Mitigation 4.4-2  Contractors shall implement exhaust control measures at all construction 
sites.  

Mitigation 4.4-4: The City and the Port shall jointly create, maintain, and fund on a fair share 
basis, a truck diesel emission reduction program. The program shall be 
sufficiently funded to reduce and/or off-set redevelopment related 
contributions to local West Oakland diesel emissions to the maximum extent 
feasible. 

Mitigation 4.4-5 Major developers shall fund on a fair share basis BAAQMD-recommended 
feasible Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) for reducing vehicle 
emissions from commercial, institutional, and industrial operations, as well 
as all CAP TCMs the BAAQMD has identified as appropriate for local 
implementation.  

Mitigation 4.4-6 Title 24 of the Uniform Building Code (UBC) requires that new construction 
include energy-conserving fixtures and designs. Additionally, the City and 
Port shall implement sustainable development policies and strategies 
related to new development design and construction. 

Even with implementation of all mitigation measures recommended in the OARB Redevelopment 
EIR, impacts to air quality remain significant and unavoidable. A Statement of Overriding 
Consideration for the following impacts was adopted along with the OARB Redevelopment EIR: 
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• Increased Port maritime and rail operations, as well as trucking activities associated with all 
redevelopment operations would emit NOx, ROG, and PM10 in excess of 15 tons per year or 80 
pounds per day, substantially increase diesel emissions, and potentially expose pollution-sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

• Construction and remediation-related generation of criteria pollutants and diesel exhaust.  
Because details of remediation and construction were not yet completely defined and could 
involve large scale construction/remediation throughout the redevelopment area, the impact was 
considered potentially significant and unable to be reduced to a level that is less than significant.  

• Passenger vehicles and delivery trucks associated with redevelopment would emit NOx, ROG, 
CO, and PM in excess of 15 tons per year or 80 pounds per day. 

Conclusions: 

The proposed Project may, depending upon its traffic generation characteristics exacerbate potential 
air quality impacts over that analyzed in the previous EIR. The OARB Redevelopment EIR 
anticipated warehouse/distribution and light industrial land uses on the Project site and these uses 
may generate fewer emissions than emission associated with the currently proposed car dealerships 
and “big box” retail uses. These newly proposed uses could lead to a net increase in vehicle 
emissions over emissions levels estimated in the OARB Redevelopment EIR. Therefore, air quality 
impacts associated with the proposed Project may constitute a significantly greater impact than 
was previously evaluated in the OARB Redevelopment EIR. This issue will be addressed in greater 
detail in the EIR for the Project. 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 Environmental Factors and Focused Questions for 

Determination of Environmental Impact 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 
New Mitigation 

 
No New 
Impact 

 
No 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, regulations or by 
the California Department of Fish and Game or US 
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? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

 g) Fundamentally conflict with the City of Oakland 
Creek Protection Ordinance (OMC Chapter 13.16) 
intended to protect biological resources? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

      

a) through g), except c): 

A biological resources analysis was conducted for the OARB Redevelopment EIR and included the 
proposed Project site and expanded Option B area. The majority of the potentially significant 
impacts identified in the prior EIR addressed marine and aquatic resources impacts related to Port 
activities and coastline development, and the remaining measures addressed the potential for the loss 
of protected trees. There are no trees on the Project site or the expanded Option B area, no creeks, 
and there are no maritime uses proposed; therefore, these mitigation measures would not apply. The 
Project site and expanded area of Option B is surrounded by urban use and was formerly a military 
use; therefore, there is no evidence of threatened or endangered species on the project site.  
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c): 

An easterly portion of the Project site (referred to as the “Subaru Site”) was formerly under the 
jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Reserves.  After certification of the OARB Redevelopment EIR this 
property was subject to a subsequent biological resources analysis pursuant to the Finding of Suitability 
for Transfer (FOST) report.5 This report concluded that no threatened or endangered species 
occurred on this portion of the Project site; however a Wetland Investigation and Sensitive Plant Survey 
(Vernadero Consulting, May 2003) determined that three isolated wetlands were present on the site 
in the vicinity of soil stockpiles. All three sites contained standing water and supported hydric 
vegetation at the time of investigation. The survey was not able to conclude whether the three 
potential wetland areas met the hydric soil wetland criteria. The survey concluded that the three 
potential wetland areas should be considered “isolated” and, therefore, not regulated by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE) under the Clean Water Act.  

A subsequent field investigation was conducted in November 2003 on behalf of OBRA (Wetlands 
Research Associates Inc. [WRA], December 3, 2003). WRA described four general areas on the 
Project site that had indicators of wetland hydrology. WRA characterized two of the four identified 
areas as water-filled depressions created in dry land incidental to construction activity. The 
remaining two areas were characterized as a drainage ditch excavated on dry land and as an 
artificially irrigated area that would revert to upland if irrigation ceased. The WRA investigation 
supported previous findings by concluding that none of the four identified areas would be 
considered a jurisdictional wetland by USACOE. 

In January 2004, The San Francisco U.S. Army Corps of Engineers determined that the wetlands on 
the Project site were non-jurisdictional under federal law; however, they may be regulated by the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Lastly, the California Department of Fish and 
Game (CDFG) reviewed the available wetlands/biology reports and concluded that isolated wetland 
features exist at three locations on the Project site; however, they may have been unintentionally 
created by the placement of fill material in the upland areas within the industrial site. The CDFG did 
not object to the loss of the “low-value wetland features” provided that an appropriate remedy to 
offset the loss of the wetland features was provided. 

Pursuant to OARB Redevelopment EIR mitigation measures (see below), OBRA submitted a 
Wetlands Offset Plan (OBRA, April 15, 2004) to the RWQCB to offset the loss of the low-value 
wetland features: 

Mitigation 4.12-13 Contractors and developers shall comply with all conditions imposed by 
the RWQCB for fill of wetlands. The RWQCB may issue waste discharge 
requirements or a conditioned waiver of such requirements for fill of these 
wetlands. In either case, the developer responsible for the wetlands fill 
(City, Port or private), as well as that developer’s contractor, shall comply 
with the conditions imposed. The developer shall impose any relevant 
conditions on their contractor via contract specifications. 

                                                 

5 U.S. Army Reserve, Finding of Suitability to Transfer, June 2004. 
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The OBRA Wetlands Offset Plan was approved by Keith Lichten of the RWQCB on May 3, 2004. 
OBRA implemented the Wetlands Offset Plan on August 6, 2004.  The activities included as part of 
this Plan included the following: 

OBRA filed a Notice of Intent to Comply with the terms of the General Permit to Discharge Stormwater 
Associated with Construction Activity (WDID identification number 201C327470). 

OBRA prepared a site specific Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan. 

OBRA contractor, Specialty Crushing, completed site grading activities that resulted in improved 
drainage patterns and the removal of all isolated wetland features. 

OBRA provided $70,000 for the purchase of plants and materials at the Lion Creek Restoration 
Project to the City of Oakland Public Works Agency, Environmental Services Division. 

With implementation of the activities described above Mitigation Measure 4.12-13 of the OARB 
Redevelopment EIR was implemented and no further mitigation is required. 

Conclusion:  

Therefore, there are no changes in the project, change in circumstances, or new information that 
would result in new significant biological resources environmental effects, or a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously identified biological resources environmental effects. 
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CULTURAL AND HISTORIC RESOURCES 

 Environmental Factors and Focused Questions for 
Determination of Environmental Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 
New Mitigation 

 
No New 
Impact 

 
No Impact 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES — Would the Project:     

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

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

 b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
§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? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

      

b), c) and d):  

Cultural resources impacts were addressed in detail in the OARB Redevelopment EIR. Most of the 
OARB area consists of land established through filling activities between 1900 and 1941. In terms of 
the archaeological record this precludes any likelihood of prehistoric archaeological resources within 
the redevelopment area. No archaeological sites, cultural landscapes, or other resources of concern 
to local Native Americans have been identified within the Project area or expanded Option B area. 
The following OARB Redevelopment EIR mitigation measure is applicable to ensure a less than 
significant impact even in the very unlikely event archaeological resources are encountered.  

Mitigation 4.6-1: Should previously unidentified cultural resources be encountered during 
redevelopment, work in that vicinity shall stop immediately, until an 
assessment of the finds can be made by an archaeologist. If the resource is 
found to be significant under CEQA, an appropriate mitigation plan must be 
developed. 

a): Historic Resources 

Project Only: Significant historical resources (i.e. buildings and other structures) do exist at the 
OARB though not on the proposed Project site. The proposed Project would have no direct impact 
on historic resources.  The North Gateway, where the proposed Project is located, includes a 
currently vacant lot and a lot being used for outdoor sorting and storage of gravel and other rock. 

However, the OARB Redevelopment EIR identified that redevelopment activities throughout the 
OARB would result in the removal of all resources contributing to the OARB Historic District.  
This impact was considered significant and unavoidable and a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations was adopted along with the OARB Redevelopment EIR. Mitigation measures were 
recommended for all future development within the OARB, recognizing that virtually any new 
development within the OARB could materially impair the integrity of the National Register 
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Historic District.  Therefore, the following measures are applicable to the proposed Project despite 
the fact that the proposed Project does not directly impact historical structures: 

Mitigation 4.6-2: The City, Port and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair-share 
basis development of a commemoration site, including preparation of a 
Master Plan for such a site, at a public place located within the Gateway 
development area. The City shall ensure that the scale and scope of the 
commemoration site reflects the scale of the actual loss of historic 
resources. 

Mitigation 4.6-3 The City shall ensure the commemoration site is linked to the Gateway Park 
and the Bay Trail via a public access trail. 

Mitigation 4.6-4 The City, Port and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair-share 
basis collection and preservation of oral histories from OARB military and 
civilian staff. 

Mitigation 4.6-5 The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair-share 
basis collaboration with “military.com” or a similar military history web site. 

Mitigation 4.6-6 The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair-share 
basis distribution of copies of the complete OARB HABS/HAER 
documentation prepared by the Army to: Oakland History Room, Oakland 
Public Library; Bancroft Library, University of California; and Port of Oakland 
Archives for the purpose of added public access to these records. 

Mitigation 4.6-7 The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair share 
basis distribution of copies of “A Job Well Done” documentary video 
published by the Army to: the Oakland History Room, Oakland Public 
Library; Bancroft Library, University of California; the Port of Oakland 
Archives; local public schools and libraries; and local public broadcasting 
stations.  

Mitigation 4.6-8 The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair share 
basis preservation and long-term curation of murals from OARB Building 
No. 1, and OBRA shall either donate the murals to the Oakland Museum of 
California, or provide a permanent location within the project area. 

Mitigation 4.6-10 The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair share 
basis production and distribution of a brochure describing history and 
architectural history of the OARB to local libraries and schools. 

Mitigation 4.6-11 The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair share 
basis acquisition of copies of construction documentation and photographs 
of historic buildings currently in the OARB files. Copies shall be transferred 
to the Oakland History Room files and Port historic archives, including 
funding to cover costs of archiving and cataloging these materials at the 
Oakland History Room.  

Mitigation 4.6-16: The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair share 
basis preparation of a Historical Resource Documentation Program. This 
program shall consist of a coordinated effort of primary research and 
documentation, with a substantial scholarly input and publicly available 
products. The first product of this program shall include a coordinated effort 
to conduct the research, writing, photo documentation, assembly and 
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publication efforts needed to prepare a comprehensive book on the history 
of the Oakland Army Base. The book shall document the important 
contribution the Base has had to the U.S. military, to Oakland and to the 
nation at large. 

The City of Oakland, pursuant to consideration of project approvals, would determine how these 
mitigation measures are to be implemented for the proposed Project. With implementation of these 
measures, no further mitigation would be required of the Project. 

Option B:  The expanded Option B site is located within the OARB National Register Historic 
District and any new development within the District would materially impair its integrity. 
Additionally, development of Option B would involve the deconstruction and removal of certain 
historic structures. These structures include several of the northerly “800 Series” warehouses 
(Buildings #808, 807, 806, 805 and potentially 804), the Maintenance Shop (Building #812) as well 
as three smaller warehouses immediately south of Grand Avenue (Buildings #821, 822 and 823).  
The loss of the Historic District and all of those structures that contribute toward it was fully 
analyzed in the OARB Redevelopment EIR.  That EIR found this impact to be significant and 
unavoidable, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted along with the OARB 
Redevelopment EIR.  That previous EIR did include mitigation measures specifically applicable to 
the demolition or deconstruction of historic buildings that would be applicable to Option B: 

Mitigation 4.6-9 The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair share 
basis a program to salvage as whole timber posts, beams, trusses and 
siding of warehouses to be deconstructed.  These materials shall be used 
on site if deconstruction is the only option.  Reuse of a warehouse building 
or part of a warehouse building at its current location, or relocated to 
another Gateway location is preferable. 

Measure 4.6-14:  No demolition or deconstruction of contributing structures to the OARB 
Historic District shall occur until necessary. All efforts shall be made to 
retain as much of Building 1 as possible while still achieving remediation 
goals.6 

Measure 4.6-15: As part of the deconstruction and salvaging requirements for demolition of 
any contributing structure within the OARB Historic District (see Mitigation 
Measure 4.6-9), specific architectural elements, building components or 
fixtures should be salvaged. A professional architectural historian shall 
determine which, if any of such elements, components or fixtures should be 
retained.  

The City of Oakland, pursuant to consideration of project approvals under Option B would 
determine how these mitigation measures are to be implemented for the proposed Project. With 
implementation of these measures and those identified for the Project above, no further mitigation 
would be required of Option B, however some impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.  
A Statement of Overriding Consideration has been adopted for the following impacts in conjunction 

                                                 

6 Building 1 no longer exists on the project site.  Remediation efforts necessitated immediate and full 

removal of Building 1 prior and unrelated to conception of this Project. 
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with the OARB Redevelopment EIR that were previously determined to be significant and 
unavoidable: 

• Redevelopment would remove all resources contributing to the OARB Historic District. 

• Redevelopment would render the OARB Historic District no longer eligible to the National 
and/or California Registers of Historic Places or the Local Register. 

Conclusion:  

Therefore, there are no changes in the project, change in circumstances, or new information that 
would result in new significant cultural and historic resources environmental effects, or a substantial 
increase in the severity of previously identified cultural and historic resources environmental effects. 
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GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

 Environmental Factors and Focused Questions for 
Determination of Environmental Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 
New Mitigation 

 
No New 
Impact 

 
No 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 roadway improvements, 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 waste water disposal 
systems where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of waste water? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ]

 f) Be located above a well, pit, swamp, mound, tank 
vault, or unmarked sewer line, creating substantial 
risks to life or property? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

 g) Be located above landfills for which there is no 
approved closure and post-closure plan, or unknown 
fill soils, creating substantial risks to life or property? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

      

a), b), c) and d): 

The proposed Project site, the expanded area of Option B, as well as the entire OARB 
Redevelopment Area are located in a seismically active region subject to building and safety 
requirements intended to protect people and structures from potentially destructive geological 
activity.  The Project site and expanded area of Option B are approximately 5 miles from the closest 
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fault, Hayward Fault, and are not within an Alquist-Priolo Special Studies zone.  Therefore, the 
likelihood of a rupture at the project site is very low. 

Neither the proposed Project nor Option B would involve any new geotechnical impacts that were 
not addressed in the OARB Redevelopment EIR. The OARB Redevelopment EIR identified the 
following mitigation measures related to geology and soils which are applicable: 

Mitigation 4.13-1 Redevelopment elements shall be designed in accordance with criteria 
established by the UBC, soil investigation and construction requirements 
established in the Oakland General Plan, the Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission Safety of Fill Policy, and wharf design criteria 
established by the Port or City of Oakland (depending on the location of the 
wharf). 

Mitigation 4.13-2 Redevelopment elements shall be designed and constructed in accordance 
with requirements of a site-specific geotechnical evaluation. 

Mitigation 4.13-3 Prior to ground-disturbing activities, the contractor shall develop and 
implement a Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)-acceptable 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that includes erosion 
control measures. 

e): 

Redevelopment would be served by municipal sewerage systems, and the use of septic systems is not 
anticipated.  

f) and g): 

Portions of the project area have functioned as a military base for approximately 50 years; some 
portions are previously-developed, and now vacant. There is potential for wells, pits, sumps, 
mounds, tank vault, unmarked sewer lines, landfills, and unknown fill materials to exist at the site. 
The OARB Redevelopment EIR identified the following mitigation measures to reduce these 
impacts to a less than significant level which would be applicable: 

Mitigation 4.13-4: The project applicant shall thoroughly review available building and 
environmental records. 

Mitigation 4-13.5 The developer shall perform due diligence, including without limitation, 
retaining the services of subsurface utility locators and other technical 
experts prior to any ground-disturbing activities. 

Conclusion:  

Therefore, there are no changes in the project, change in circumstances, or new information that 
would result in new significant geology and soils environmental effects, or a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously identified geology and soils environmental effects. 
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HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIAL 

 Environmental Factors and Focused Questions for 
Determination of Environmental Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 
New Mitigation 

 
No New 
Impact 

 
No 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? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ]

 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? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ]

      

a) and b): 

Remediation and construction workers and future commercial/industrial tenants and visitors 
occupying newly constructed or renovated facilities may be exposed to hazardous materials such as 
small quantities of gasoline, solvents, diesel fuel, oil and grease, hydraulic fluid, ethylene glycol, 
welding gases, and paint routinely used in construction or industrial/commercial operations. 
Hazardous materials may enter the study area via cargo on ships, trains or trucks. The type and 
quantity of hazardous materials that may be used in, stored or transported through the area would 
vary over time. Improper management of hazardous materials or accidental release could pose a 
substantial hazard to human health and the environment. However, management of hazardous 
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materials during construction and operations shall comply with applicable laws; therefore, this 
impact is considered less than significant with no mitigation warranted. 

c): 

There is no known component of the Project or of Option B that is anticipated to emit hazardous 
emissions or to result in the need to handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste. However, the OARB Redevelopment EIR provides mitigation measures that would be 
required to be implemented if any hazardous materials were to be present at the site: 

Mitigation 4.7-1  For use of hazardous materials within ¼ mile of an existing or proposed 
school, business operators shall prepare Business Plan, update annually, 
and keep on file with the Oakland Fire Department. 

Mitigation 4.7-2 For use of AHMs within ¼ mile of an existing or proposed school, in addition 
to a Business Plan, business operators shall prepare, implement, and 
update a Risk Management and Prevention Plan (RMPP) on at least an 
annual basis.  

d): 

The westerly portion of the Project site (the Baldwin Yard) and the expanded area of Option B is 
part of the former Oakland Army Base previously conveyed by the U.S. Army to OBRA. The 
easterly portion of the Project site (the Subaru site) was part of properties owned by the U.S. Army 
Reserves and which has now also been conveyed from the U.S. Army Reserves to OBRA. 

OARB Remedial Action Plan/Risk Management Plan: The federal Comprehensive 
Environmental Responsibility, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) requires cleanup of 
inactive or abandoned sites that are contaminated with hazardous substances. CERCLA specifically 
applies to federal facilities and includes provisions to facilitate the reuse and redevelopment of 
property within closed federal facilities. Under CERCLA, a federal agency must take all necessary 
remedial actions before it can convey the property. The deed for the property in question must 
include a covenant that all remedial action necessary to protect human health and the environment 
with respect to any [hazardous] substances remaining on the property has been taken.  

Transferring of remediated federal property requires a Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST) 
before the property can be conveyed. A FOST ensures that all necessary hazardous waste 
remediation has been completed and provides the basis for the covenant that is included on the 
deed of the property. With the approval by the state governor of a Covenant Deferral Request, 
however, the federal agency may undertake “early transfer” and issue a warranty that satisfies the 
deed covenant requirement. The early transfer process requires a Finding of Suitability for Early 
Transfer (FOSET). A FOSET must be based upon an approved Remedial Action Plan/Risk 
Management Plan (RAP/RMP) which defines remediation goals, establishes remediation actions and 
describes health protective measures to be taken. Under the “early transfer” scenario, the federal 
agency can convey property to a local agency without conducting environmental remediation; 
however, it must provide funds to the local agency for remediation efforts in accordance with the 
RAP/RMP. 
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The OARB Redevelopment EIR incorporates by reference and summarizes the RMP/RAP for the 
OARB that recognizes the planned future commercial/industrial uses of the former base. The 
RMP/RAP provides for risk-based remediation of hazardous materials throughout the base. It is 
anticipated that the Army will fund, in full or in part, remediation required under CERCLA at the 
OARB, and that remediation funding will be provided on a reimbursement basis pursuant to an 
Environmental Services Cooperative Agreement entered into by the Army, OBRA and the Oakland 
Redevelopment Agency (ORA).  

The RMP/RAP defines the target risk-based remediation goals for use during and after 
redevelopment of the OARB and establishes the remedial actions for identified and reasonably 
anticipated locations where releases have occurred that necessitate response when compared with 
the agency-approved remediation goals. The RAP/RMP approach adopted by OBRA, consistent 
with the City of Oakland Urban Land Redevelopment (ULR) Program and other applicable 
requirements, allows for the phasing of the investigation and remediation of most locations at the 
OARB to coincide with implementation of planned infrastructure upgrades and redevelopment 
activities. This integrated remediation/redevelopment program assures that affected subsurface 
conditions are fully addressed in conjunction with planned redevelopment uses and allows for 
substantial economies of scale in completing subsurface earthwork activities for remediation 
purposes in tandem with site excavation and grading work needed for redevelopment.  

These remediation activities would be conducted as necessary, pursuant to redevelopment activities 
on the former OARB property.  The specific mitigation measures applicable to the Project and the 
Option B site, and that result in implementation of the RAP/RMP remediation program include: 

Mitigation 4.7-3  Implement RAP/RMP as approved by DTSC, and if future proposals include 
uses not identified in the Reuse Plan and incorporated into the RAP/RMP, 
or if future amendments to the remediation requirements are proposed, 
obtain DTSC and City approval.  

Mitigation 4.7-9 For above-ground and underground storage tanks (ASTs/USTs) on the 
OARB, implement the RAP/RMP.  

Mitigation 4.7-11 For LBP-impacted ground on the OARB, implementation of RAP/RMP to be 
approved by DTSC as part of the project will result in avoidance of this 
potentially significant impact.  

Mitigation 4.7-13  No future tenancies shall be authorized at the OARB for use categories that 
are inconsistent with the Reuse Plan without an updated environmental 
analysis and DTSC approval as provided for in the RAP/RMP.  

Mitigation 4.7-15  Known PCB transformers or PCB-contaminated transformers at the OARB 
shall be removed, monitored and/or maintained in accordance with 
applicable laws and regulations. 

Mitigation 4.7-16  Oil-filled electrical equipment in the redevelopment project area that has not 
been surveyed shall be investigated prior to the equipment being taken out 
of service to determine whether PCBs are present. 

Mitigation 4.7-17  PCB-containing or PCB-contaminated equipment taken out of service shall 
be handled and disposed in compliance with applicable laws and 
regulations. 
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Additionally, because buildings are present in the expanded Option B area but not in the Project 
area, the following mitigation measures would be applicable to Option B that result in 
implementation of the RAP/RMP remediation program: 

Mitigation 4.7-6  Buildings and structures constructed prior to 1978 slated for demolition or 
renovation that have not previously been evaluated for the presence of LBP 
shall be sampled to determine whether LBP is present in painted surfaces, 
and the safety precautions and work practices as specified in government 
regulations shall be followed during demolition. 

Mitigation 4.7-7  Buildings, structures and utilities that have not been surveyed for ACM, shall 
be surveyed to determine whether ACM is present prior to demolition or 
renovation, and the safety precautions and work practices as specified in 
government regulations shall be followed during demolition. 

Mitigation 4.7-8  Buildings and structures proposed for demolition or renovation shall be 
surveyed for PCB-impacted building materials, and the safety precautions 
and work practices as specified in government regulations shall be followed 
during demolition.  

Mitigation 4.7-12  The condition of identified asbestos-containing material (ACM) shall be 
assessed annually, and prior to reuse of a building known to contain ACM.  

  

U.S. Army Reserve FOST Report:  With respect to the easterly portion of the Project site (the 
Subaru site) conveyed to OBRA by the U.S. Army Reserve, a FOST Report was prepared by the 
U.S. Army Reserve in June 2004. This report documents the state of the “Subaru Lot”, which 
encompasses the remaining area of the Project site not previously addressed in the OARB EIR 
(pursuant to the OARB RMP/RAP). The FOST identifies a set of environmental actions taken on 
the site, including record searches, preliminary assessments, site investigations and remedial 
investigations. 

The documentation of transfer of the property from the U.S. Army Reserves to the City of Oakland 
determined that the area had been adequately assessed and evaluated for environmental hazards, 
environmental impacts anticipated from future use of the property to the extent known, and 
adequate notice of disclosure provided.  The following mitigation measures from the OARB 
Redevelopment EIR have since been satisfied through the subsequent assessments and evaluations 
as contained in the U.S. Army Reserve’s FOST report: 

Mitigation 4.7-4 For the project area not covered by the DTSC-approved RAP/RMP, 
investigate potentially contaminated sites; if contamination is found, assess 
potential risks to human health and the environment, prepare and 
implement a clean-up plan for DTSC or RWQCB approval, prepare and 
implement a Risk Management Plan, and prepare and implement a Site 
Health and Safety Plan prior to commencing work.  

Mitigation 4.7-5  For the project areas not covered by the DTSC-approved RAP/RMP, 
remediate soil and groundwater contamination consistent with the City of 
Oakland ULR Program and other applicable laws and regulations. 
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Mitigation 4.7-11  For the remainder of the redevelopment project area, sampling shall be 
performed on soil or paved areas around buildings that are known or 
suspected to have LBP, and the safety precautions and work practices 
specified in government regulations shall be followed. 

The U.S. Army Reserves determined that transfer of the property did not present a current or future 
risk to human health or the environment, subject to inclusion and compliance with the appropriate 
deed covenants. These covenants are consistent with the requirements identified in Mitigation 
Measure 4.7.4 above, and include:  

Land use controls shall prohibit the establishment of sensitive uses such as residential housing, 
schools, day-care facilities, hospitals and hospices unless approved by the Department of Toxic 
Substances Control and the U.S. Army Reserves.  

The construction of groundwater wells and extraction of groundwater from new and existing wells 
for all purposes is prohibited unless approved by these agencies. 

In addition, the following specific mitigation measures from the OARB Redevelopment Plan EIR 
continue to be applicable to the Project and/or Option B:  

Mitigation 4.7-10  For the remainder of the redevelopment project area (non-OARB areas), if 
an AST or UST is encountered, it would be closed in place or removed and 
the soil would be tested and remediated, if necessary, pursuant to 
regulatory approvals and oversight.  

Mitigation 4.7-16  Oil-filled electrical equipment in the redevelopment project area that has not 
been surveyed shall be investigated prior to the equipment being taken out 
of service to determine whether PCBs are present. 

Mitigation 4.7-17  PCB-containing or PCB-contaminated equipment taken out of service shall 
be handled and disposed in compliance with applicable laws and 
regulations. 

e) through h): 

The site of the Project and expanded area of Option B are not near a public airport or private 
airstrip nor are they located within an airport plan area.  There are no wildlands on site or adjacent 
that could pose a risk of wildland fires.  Neither the Project nor expanded Option B would impair 
implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan. 

Conclusion:  

Therefore, there are no changes in the project, change in circumstances, or new information that 
would result in new significant hazards and hazardous materials environmental effects, or a 
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified hazards and hazardous materials 
environmental effects. 
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HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

 Environmental Factors and Focused Questions for 
Determination of Environmental Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 
New Mitigation 

 
No New 
Impact 

 
No 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 or 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 by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?  [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 
 k) Fundamentally conflict with elements of the City of 

Oakland Creek Protection (OMC Chapter 13.16) 
ordinance intended to protect hydrologic resources? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

      

a) though k): 

The OARB Redevelopment EIR contained an analysis of impacts regarding hydrology and water 
quality issues including flood control, drainage, water quality of both storm water and recycled 



 

OARB AUTO MALL PROJECT  INITIAL STUDY DETERMINATION 
PAGE 54 
 
   

water, and groundwater quality. The OARB Redevelopment EIR concluded that redevelopment 
could result in potentially significant impacts to groundwater and surface water. Potentially 
significant hydrology impacts could be reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of 
OARB Redevelopment EIR adopted mitigation measures. 

The land uses proposed under the Project and in Option B are not significantly different from what 
was analyzed in the OARB Redevelopment EIR in terms of water use, water quality impacts and 
changes in drainage patterns. Neither the proposed Project nor Option B would involve any new 
environmental impacts that were not addressed in the OARB Redevelopment EIR regarding 
hydrology and water quality. The following OARB Redevelopment EIR mitigation measures are 
applicable to the Project and/or Option B to reduce this potential impact to a less than significant 
level: 

Mitigation 4.14-1  Installation of groundwater extraction wells into the shallow water-bearing 
zone or Merritt Sand aquifer for any purpose other than construction de-
watering and remediation, including monitoring, shall be prohibited. 

Mitigation 4.14-2  Extraction of groundwater for construction de-watering or remediation, 
including monitoring, shall be minimized where practicable; if extraction will 
penetrate into the deeper aquifers, than a study shall be conducted to 
determine whether contaminants of concern could migrate into the aquifer; if 
so, extraction shall be prohibited in that location. 

Mitigation 4.15-2  Contractors and developers shall comply with all permit conditions from the 
Army Corps of Engineers, RWQCB, and BCDC. 

Mitigation 4.15-3  Prior to ground disturbing activities, the contractor shall develop and 
implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan to be reviewed by the 
City or the Port, including erosion and sediment control measures. 

Mitigation 4.15-4  Prior to construction or remediation, the contractor shall develop and 
implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, including protocols for 
determining the quality and disposition of construction water which includes 
shallow groundwater encountered during construction/remediation. 

Mitigation 4.15-5  Post-construction controls of stormwater shall be incorporated into the 
design of new redevelopment elements to reduce pollutant loads. 

Mitigation 4.15-6  Site-specific design and best management practices shall be implemented 
to prevent runoff of recycled water to receiving waters. 

Mitigation 4.15-7  New development shall conform with the policies of the City of Oakland's 
Comprehensive Plan Environmental Health Hazards Element regarding 
flood protection. 

Conclusion:  

Therefore, there are no changes in the project, change in circumstances, or new information that 
would result in new significant hydrology and water quality environmental effects, or a substantial 
increase in the severity of previously identified hydrology and water quality environmental effects.
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LAND USE AND PLANNING 

 Environmental Factors and Focused Questions for 
Determination of Environmental Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 
New Mitigation 

 
No New 
Impact 

 
No 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? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ]

 d) Result in a fundamental conflict between adjacent 
or nearby land uses? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

      

a), b) and c): 

The OARB Redevelopment EIR evaluated the land uses contemplated in the OARB 
Redevelopment/Reuse Plan and concluded that those land uses would not divide an established 
community, would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, nor are there any habitat 
conservation plans applicable to the site or that would be in conflict with those uses. The Auto Mall 
land uses contemplated under the Project and those under Option B are not so dissimilar to those 
anticipated under the Redevelopment Plan as to change this conclusion.  

d): 

The City Gateway Development Area, including the Project site and the Option B area, is not 
adjacent to any incompatible residential land uses. The EBMUD wastewater treatment plant is 
located north of the Gateway Development Area and does represent a potential incompatibility with 
people-attracting land uses. The OARB Redevelopment EIR evaluated these potential land uses 
incompatibilities. The land uses analyzed in the OARB Redevelopment EIR included ancillary 
maritime support, warehouse/distribution and light industrial. The OARB Redevelopment EIR 
found that, due to the more industrial nature of these land uses, locating them near the WWTP 
would be a less than significant impact. The change in land use to automobile dealerships and 
warehouse retail could result in a potential impact due to the more people-attracting nature of these 
uses. However as noted in the OARB Redevelopment DEIR, the Project site is located upwind of 
the WWTP and the prevailing wind direction in this area is from the west and northwest, and only 
occasionally from the southwest. Because the wind direction is seldom from the northeast and 
blowing toward the Project site the likelihood of significant odor events at the OARB is low. Due to 
the low frequency of expected odor events at the Project site and the expanded Option B area, land 
use incompatibility issues associated with adjacency to the EBMUD Wastewater Treatment Plan is 
considered less than significant. 
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The Project site and the expanded Option B area are also adjacent to the Port Development Area. 
The types of land uses planned for the Port Development area and the City’s Gateway Development 
Area are distinctly different from one another, with the Port Development area to be used for port-
related industrial and transportation-type uses. In many instances, these dissimilar uses would be 
separated by major infrastructure. However, the adjacency of the uses may not always be 
compatible. For this reason, the OARB Area Redevelopment EIR included mitigation measures that 
would avoid or minimize potential land use impacts between the City Gateway and the Port 
Development areas. The following OARB Redevelopment EIR mitigation measure is applicable to 
ensure a less than significant impact: 

Mitigation 4.2-1: The City shall ensure that Gateway Development Area redevelopment 
activities adjacent to Port of Oakland industrial maritime facilities are 
designed to minimize any land use incompatibilities to the extent feasible. 

Conclusion:  

Therefore, there are no changes in the project, change in circumstances, or new information that 
would result in new significant land use and planning environmental effects, or a substantial increase 
in the severity of previously identified land use and planning environmental effects. 
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MINERAL RESOURCES 

 Environmental Factors and Focused Questions for 
Determination of Environmental Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 
New Mitigation 

 
No New 
Impact 

 
No 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? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ]

      

a) and b): 

The Initial Study conducted prior to the OARB Area Redevelopment EIR eliminated the presence 
of mineral resources as a focus of study in that EIR. The land use changes proposed for the Project 
or for Option B do not alter this conclusion. Therefore, no further analysis is necessary and no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 

Conclusion:  

Therefore, there are no changes in the project, change in circumstances, or new information that 
would result in new significant mineral resources environmental effects, or a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously identified mineral resources environmental effects. 
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NOISE 

 Environmental Factors and Focused Questions for 
Determination of Environmental Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 
New Mitigation 

 
No New 
Impact 

 
No Impact 

XI. NOISE — Would the Project:     

 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? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ]

 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? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ]

 g) Violate the City of Oakland Noise Ordinance 
(Oakland Planning Code Section 17.120.050) 
regarding operational noise? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ]

 h) Violate the City of Oakland Noise Ordinance 
(Oakland Planning Code Section 17.120.050) 
regarding construction noise, except if an acoustical 
analysis is performed and all feasible mitigation 
measures imposed. 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

 i) Violates the City of Oakland Noise Ordinance 
(Oakland Municipal Code Section 8.18.020) regarding 
nuisance of persistent construction related noise? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ]

 j) Generate interior Ldn or CNEL greater than 45 dBA 
for multi-family dwellings, hotels, motels, dormitories 
and long term care facilities per California Noise 
Insulation Standards (CCR Part 2, Title 24)? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ]

 k) Result in a 5 dBA permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ]

 l) Conflict with state land use compatibility 
guidelines for all specified land uses for determination 
of acceptability of noise? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ]
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a) through l) except h): 

As discussed in the OARB Redevelopment EIR, existing noise sources in the Project area include 
vehicle traffic on I-880, noise from BART operations, commercial aircraft and activities at nearby 
railyards. There are also existing noise sources from industrial facilities in the area, mostly involving 
heavy trucks and forklifts. Given this existing noise environment, the previous EIR did not find that 
redevelopment activities would increases ambient noise levels throughout the area to a significant 
level.  Although the proposed Project and Option B may increase local traffic levels and their 
associated noise as compared to the original land uses assumed in the previous EIR, these new land 
uses would not produce ambient noise levels substantially higher than anticipated for the Project site 
in the OARB Redevelopment EIR.  

h): 

In terms of construction noise impacts, the proposed Project would be required to adhere to 
construction noise mitigation measures recommended in the previous EIR. These mitigation 
measures are listed below: 

Mitigation 4.5-1: Schedule 

 Schedule operation of one piece of equipment that generates extreme levels 
of noise at a time. 

 Schedule activities that generate low and moderate levels of noise during 
weekend or evening hours.  

 Standard construction activities shall be limited to between 7:00 a.m. and 
7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday. No construction activities shall be allowed 
on weekends until after the building is enclosed without prior authorization of 
the Building Services and Planning Divisions of the Community and 
Economic Development Agency, or unless expressly permitted or modified 
by the provisions of a building and/or grading permit. 

Pile Driving and/or Other Activities that Generate Extreme Levels of Noise 
for Noise Levels Greater than 90 dBA 

 Pile-driving and/or other activities that generate noise above 90 dBA shall be 
limited to between 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, with no 
activity generating extreme levels of noise permitted between 12:30 and 1:30 
p.m. No construction activities that generate extreme levels of noise shall be 
allowed on Saturdays, Sundays, or holidays unless expressly permitted or 
modified by the provisions of a building and/or grading permit. 

 Install engine and pneumatic exhaust controls as necessary to ensure 
exhaust noise from pile driver engines are minimized. Such controls can 
reduce noise levels by 6 dBA Leq. 

 Employ sonic or vibratory pile drivers (sonic pile drivers are only effective in 
some soils). Such drivers may reduce maximum noise levels by as much as 
12 dBA (Lmax). In some cases however (e.g., sheet pile driving) vibratory pile 
drivers may generate more noise than impact pile drivers/methods. The 
specific circumstances should be evaluated. 
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 Tie rubber aprons lined with absorptive material around sheetpile. 

 Hydraulically drive piles. 

 Pre-drill pile holes. 

 Erect temporary plywood noise barriers around the entire construction site. 

 Use noise control blankets on the building structure as it is erected to reduce 
noise emission from the site. 

 Evaluate the feasibility of noise control at the receivers by temporarily 
improving the noise reduction capability of adjacent buildings. 

 Monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by taking noise 
measurements. 

Other Equipment, Methods 

• A pre-construction meeting shall be held with the job inspectors and the 
general contractor/on-site project manager to confirm that noise mitigation 
and practices are completed prior to the issuance of a building permit 
(including construction hours, neighborhood notification, posted signs, etc.). 

• All construction equipment, fixed and mobile, and motor-vehicles shall be 
properly maintained to minimize noise generation. This would include 
maintaining equipment silencers, shields, and mufflers in proper operating 
order. “Quiet package” or “hush” equipment, which is readily available for 
such equipment as trailer-mounted compressors, welders, etc. shall be used. 
All equipment shall be operated in the quietest manner practicable.  

• Equipment and trucks used for construction shall use best available noise 
control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of 
intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, and acoustically attenuating 
shields or shrouds, wherever feasible). 

• Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) used 
for construction shall be hydraulically or electrically powered wherever 
possible to avoid noise associated with compressed-air exhaust from 
pneumatically powered tools. However, where use of pneumatic tools is 
unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed-air exhaust should be 
used; this muffler can lower noise levels from the exhaust by up to about 10 
dBA. External jackets on the tools themselves shall be used where feasible, 
which could achieve a reduction of 5 dBA. Quieter procedures should be 
used, such as drills rather than impact equipment, where practicable. 

• Stationary noise sources should be located as far from sensitive receptors as 
possible, and they should be muffled and enclosed within temporary sheds, 
or insulation barriers, or other measures should be incorporated to the extent 
feasible. 

• Material stockpiles and/or vehicle staging areas should be located as far as 
practicable from dwellings. 

• Public address systems would be designed and to minimize “spill over” of 
sound onto adjacent properties. 
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• Physical barriers/screens (e.g., along fence lines) may be used to attenuate 
noise. 

• Project workers exposed to noise levels above 80 dBA would be provided 
personal protective equipment for hearing protection (i.e., ear plugs and/or 
muffs).  

• Areas where noise levels are routinely expected to exceed 80 dBA would be 
clearly posted “Hearing Protection Required in this Area. 

• ”A process with the following components shall be established for responding 
to and tracking complaints pertaining to construction noise: 

o A procedure for notifying City Building Division staff and Oakland 
Police Department; 

o -A list of telephone numbers (during regular construction hours and 
off-hours); 

o A plan for posting signs on-site pertaining to complaint procedures, 
permitted construction days and hours, day and evening contact 
telephone numbers for the job site and day and evening contact 
telephone numbers for the City in the event of a problem; 

o Designation of a construction complaint manager for the project who 
will respond to and track complaints; and 

o Notification of neighbors within 300 feet of the project construction 
area at least 30 days in advance of construction activities. 

These mitigation measures would reduce construction noise impacts to a level of less than 
significant. 

Conclusion:  

Therefore, there are no changes in the project, change in circumstances, or new information that 
would result in new significant noise environmental effects, or a substantial increase in the severity 
of previously identified noise environmental effects. 
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POPULATION AND HOUSING 

 Environmental Factors and Focused Questions for 
Determination of Environmental Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 
New Mitigation 

 
No New 
Impact 

 
No 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? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

      

a), b) and c): 

The OARB Redevelopment EIR determined that future redevelopment pursuant to implementation 
of the OARB Redevelopment Plan would not cause significant impacts regarding population and 
housing. Neither the proposed Project nor Option B include construction or displacement of 
housing, displacement of people or any other indirect inducement for substantial population 
increase.  The change in land use would not alter the OARB Redevelopment EIR’s conclusions 
regarding population and housing and no further analysis is necessary. 

Conclusion:  

Therefore, there are no changes in the project, change in circumstances, or new information that 
would result in new significant population and housing environmental effects, or a substantial 
increase in the severity of previously identified population and housing environmental effects. 
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PUBLIC SERVICES 

 Environmental Factors and Focused Questions for 
Determination of Environmental Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 
New Mitigation 

 
No New 
Impact 

 
No Impact 

XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES —      

 a) Would the Project 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: 

    

  i)  Fire protection?  [  ]  [  ]  [ ]  [  ] 
  ii)  Police protection?  [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [ ] 
  iii)  Schools?  [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [ ] 
  iv)  Parks?  [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [ ] 
  v)  Other public facilities?  [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [ ] 

      

i): Fire Protection: 

The OARB Redevelopment EIR’s evaluation of fire protection issues assumed that the North and 
East Gateway sites would be occupied by warehouse/distribution and light industrial uses. The 
previous EIR concluded that a new fire station may ultimately need to be built to provide an 
adequate level of public safety.  The following mitigation measure was recommended to address this 
impact: 

Mitigation 4.9-1  The City and Port shall cooperatively investigate the need for, and if 
required shall fund on a fair-share basis construction and operation of a fire 
station in the OARB sub-district. Construction and operation of this fire 
station shall occur in accordance with all applicable measures 
recommended in this EIR to mitigate environmental impacts of such 
construction and operation. 

The uses currently proposed for the Gateway area (the proposed automobile dealerships and 
potentially warehouse retail uses) would bring more people to the area compared to the previously 
anticipated warehouse and industrial uses. This increase in people will likely increase the demand for 
fire protection services to a greater degree than envisioned in the previous EIR. However, the 
mitigation measure recommended in the previous EIR (i.e., fair-share funding of a new fire station 
should it be needed) would still reduce this impact to a less than significant level. The City of 
Oakland shall determine, pursuant to consideration of subsequent Project approvals, how this 
measure shall be applied to individual projects.   
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ii) through v): 

The OARB Redevelopment EIR concluded that implementation of the Redevelopment/Reuse Plan 
would lead to a larger service demand placed on all other public services, and recommended a set of 
mitigation measures that would mitigate these impacts. The proposed Project would be required to 
comply with the following public services mitigation measures included in the OARB 
Redevelopment EIR: 

Mitigation 4.9-3  The Port and City shall require developers within their respective 
jurisdictions to notify OES of their plans in advance of construction or 
remediation activities. 

Mitigation 4.9-10  The Port and City of Oakland shall work cooperatively to develop an 
ongoing joint program to identify and evaluate impacted local roadways and 
identify required maintenance/repair activities. The agencies will fund 
needed repairs and maintenance on a fair-share basis. 

Conclusion:  

Therefore, there are no changes in the project, change in circumstances, or new information that 
would result in new significant public services environmental effects, or a substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified public services environmental effects. 
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RECREATION 
 Environmental Factors and Focused Questions for 

Determination of Environmental Impact 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 
New Mitigation 

 
No New 
Impact 

 
No 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 facility would occur or be accelerated? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

 b) Does the Project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect 
on the environment? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

      

a) and b): 

The proposed Project would not induce any significant impacts on nearby recreational facilities. The 
land uses established on the Project site would not include new residents that would normally make 
more use of recreation facilities than would users of the non-residential land uses proposed for the 
site.  The same reasoning holds for the land uses proposed as Option B. No mitigation is necessary. 

Conclusion:  

Therefore, there are no changes in the project, change in circumstances, or new information that 
would result in new significant recreation environmental effects, or a substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified recreation environmental effects. 
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TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC  

 Environmental Factors and Focused Questions for 
Determination of Environmental Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 
New Mitigation 

 
No New 
Impact 

 
No 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)? 

 [ ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

 e) Result in inadequate emergency access?  [ ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 
 f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 

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

 [ ]  [  ]  [   ]  [  ] 

 g) Generate added transit ridership that would 1) 
increase the average ridership on AC Transit lines by 
3% percent at bus stops where the average load factor 
with the project in place would exceed 125% over a 
peak thirty minute period, 2) Increase the peak hour 
average ridership on BART by 3% where the 
passenger volume would exceed the standing capacity 
of BART trains, or 3) Increase the peak hour average 
ridership at a BART station by 3% where average 
waiting time at fare gates would exceed one minute. 

 [ ]  [  ]  [   ]  [  ] 

      

a) through g): 

Traffic and circulation impacts were addressed in detail in the OARB Redevelopment EIR. That 
previous EIR concluded that redevelopment activities throughout the OARB Redevelopment Area 
would result in significant traffic and circulation impacts, some of which can be reduced to a less 
than significant level and others which would be significant and unavoidable.  

A Statement of Overriding Consideration was adopted for the following impacts considered to be 
significant and unavoidable: 
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• Redevelopment would cause some roadway segments on the MTS to operate at LOS F and 
increase the V/C ratio by more than three percent on segments that would operate at LOS F 
without redevelopment. 

Specifically, redevelopment would cause the following freeway segments on the MTS to operate at 
LOS F or increase the V/C ratio by more than three (3) percent for segments that would operate at 
LOS F without redevelopment: 

• I-80 east of the I-80/I-580 split 

• I-880 connector to I-80 east 

• I-880 from 7th Street to the segment south of I-238 

• I-580 east and west of I-980/SR-24 

• SR-24 east of I-580 

Conclusion: 

Mitigation measures were recommended in that previous EIR, including fair-share contributions 
toward funding of many identified intersection improvements.  These fair-share funding obligations 
would still be applicable to the Project as currently contemplated.  However, a number of changes 
have occurred and there are new land uses currently proposed that require re-evaluation of traffic 
impacts pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 and 15163 pertaining to Subsequent or 
Supplemental EIRs.  These changes include:  

1. Substantial changes are proposed as part of the land uses contemplated under the current 
Project as compared to the land uses envisioned under the original 2002 OARB 
Redevelopment EIR.  These newly proposed land uses may generate substantially more 
traffic than the uses previously contemplated uses. This potential increase in traffic may 
result in environmental impacts, or increase the severity of environmental impacts over that 
identified in the previous EIR.   

2. Substantial changes have occurred with respect to circumstances under which the current 
Project is undertaken. For example, the baseline condition evaluated in the 2003 OARB EIR 
was the 1995 pre-OARB closure condition (as appropriate for a base reuse EIR). However, 
baseline conditions have likely increased significantly since that time.  Additionally, 
assumptions regarding the likely buildout of the remainder of the OARB and other 
cumulative traffic conditions in the vicinity have changed since certification of the OARB 
EIR.   

3. New information of substantial importance indicates that the Project may have a significant 
impact, or a more significant impact than was disclosed in the previous EIR. For example, 
the previous 2002 OARB Redevelopment Plan EIR indicated that traffic impacts at certain 
intersections throughout the City (and beyond) could be mitigated through implementation 
of identified intersection improvements. However, since certification of that previous EIR 
the City has found that implementation of some of these intersection improvements is likely 
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infeasible, and traffic impacts at these intersections will likely remain significant and 
unavoidable.  

Therefore, transportation and traffic impacts associated with the proposed Project may constitute a 
significantly greater impact than was previously evaluated in the OARB Redevelopment EIR. 
This issue will be addressed in greater detail in the EIR for the Project. 
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UTILITIES AND SERVICES 
 Environmental Factors and Focused Questions for 

Determination of Environmental Impact 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 
New Mitigation 

 
No New 
Impact 

 
No Impact 

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS — Would the 
Project:     

 a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

 b) Require or result in the construction of new water 
or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

 c) Require or result in the construction of new storm 
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

 d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve 
the Project from existing entitlements and resources, 
or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

 e) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider, which serves or may serve the 
Project that it has adequate capacity to serve the 
Project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

 f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the Project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

 g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

 h) Violate applicable federal, state and local statutes 
and regulations relating to energy standards? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

 i) Result in a determination by the energy provider 
which serves or may serve the project that it does not 
have adequate capacity to serve the project’s 
projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments and require or result in construction of 
new energy facilities or expansion of existing facilities, 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

      

a) through i): 

The OARB Redevelopment EIR concluded that redevelopment activities would increase the 
demands for public utilities and services, and recommended a series of mitigation measures that 
would mitigate these impacts. The proposed Project would be required to comply with the following 
mitigation measures included in the OARB Redevelopment EIR: 

Mitigation 4.9-4  Individual actions with landscaping requirements of one or more acres shall 
plumb landscape areas for irrigation with reclaimed water. 
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Mitigation 4.9-5  Individual buildings with gross floor area exceeding 10,000 square feet shall 
install dual plumbing for both potable and reclaimed water, unless 
determined to be infeasible by the approving agency (City or Port). 

Mitigation 4.9-6  Site design shall facilitate use of reclaimed water, and shall comply with 
requirements of CCR Title 22 regarding prohibitions of site run-off to surface 
waters. 

Mitigation: 4.9-7  To the maximum extent feasible, the City and Port shall jointly participate in 
a deconstruction program to capture materials and recycle them into the 
construction market. 

Mitigation 4.9-8  Concrete and asphalt removed during demolition/construction shall be 
crushed on-site or at a near-site location, and reused in redevelopment or 
recycled to the construction market. 

Mitigation 4.9-9  The City and Port shall require developers to submit a plan that 
demonstrates a good faith effort to divert at least 50 percent of operations 
phase solid waste from landfill disposal. 

That previous EIR also found that infrastructure improvements to the water system, storm drain 
system, sewer lines, electrical and telecommunication systems, and natural gas service into the 
OARB sites would be necessary to service new redevelopment activities. These improvements were 
included as part of the OARB Redevelopment/Reuse Plan project description. Engineering studies 
regarding public and private utility infrastructure service extensions are on-going, and more detailed 
information has been developed in regards to needed infrastructure improvements than was known 
at the time of the previous OARB Redevelopment Plan EIR.  However, no impacts of a significant 
nature have been identified as being associated with these infrastructure improvements that were not 
previously identified in the OARB Redevelopment EIR.   

Conclusion:  

Therefore, there are no changes in the project, change in circumstances, or new information that 
would result in new significant utilities and services environmental effects, or a substantial increase 
in the severity of previously identified utilities and services environmental effects. 
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MANDATORY FINDINGS 

 Environmental Factors and Focused Questions for 
Determination of Environmental Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 
New Mitigation 

 
No New 
Impact 

 
No Impact 

XVII. 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 cumulatively considerable? 
(“Cumulatively 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 will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

 [  ]  [  ]  [  ]  [  ] 

      

a): 

This Initial Study does not indicate that there are any biology, hydrology or water quality impacts 
associated with the proposed Project or Option B that would substantially degrade the quality of the 
environment. There is no evidence to indicate that there are any fish or wildlife populations that 
would be significantly affected by the proposed Project. Implementation of the Project would not 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal, nor reduce the number nor restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal species. However, implementation of Option B would result in the 
elimination of several buildings that are important examples of California history (i.e., buildings 
associated with the OARB National Register Historic District). 

b): 

The OARB Redevelopment EIR found several cumulatively considerable impacts associated with 
redevelopment activities at the Oakland Army Base. Most cumulative effects were fully and 
adequately addressed in the OARB Redevelopment EIR and need no further environmental review.  
However, as discussed under the topics of Traffic and Air Quality (above) there may be new 
cumulative effects associated with these issues that were not adequately addressed in the OARB 
Redevelopment EIR and will be further reviewed in this EIR.  
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c): 

This evaluation concludes that the Project may result in the emission of air quality pollutants that 
may exceed, or contribute on a cumulative basis toward exceeding established air quality thresholds. 
The emission of these air quality pollutants could cause adverse effects on the health of nearby 
residents.   

Growth Inducement: 

Growth inducement is an inherent effect of redevelopment.  The basic premise of the OARB Area 
Redevelopment Plan is to foster economic growth by improving business and employment 
opportunities. As described in the OARB Redevelopment EIR, the surrounding area has historically 
suffered from blighted conditions and associated economic depression, and these conditions could 
worsen as a result of the closure of the OARB. Redevelopment activities such as the proposed 
Project have the potential to generate substantial numbers of jobs and therefore to improve the 
physical and economic condition of West Oakland and of the City and its citizens as a whole. The 
OARB Redevelopment EIR concluded that job and population growth associated with the 
Redevelopment Plan was well within that projected by ABAG for the build-out period.  The extent 
of job growth projected under the Project is consistent with that assumed in the OARB 
Redevelopment EIR. Therefore, consistent with the conclusion of the OARB Redevelopment EIR, 
potential growth inducing impacts are considered less than significant.  
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OARB AREA REDEVELOPMENT PLAN EIR - MITIGATION MEASURE CHECKLIST 
 

The chart on the following pages identifies the party responsible for implementation of each OARB 
Redevelopment Plan EIR mitigation measure.  The legend to this chart is as follows: 

• An “X” under the column header of “City” indicates that the City of Oakland as lead agency 
is responsible for carrying out that specific mitigation requirement. 

• An “X” under the column headers of “City Gateway” and/or “Port” indicates that each 
redevelopment project within the City’s OARB Gateway Development Area and/or the 
Port’s OARB Development Area/Maritime subarea is responsible for implementation of the 
mitigation measure.   

• An “X” under the column headed “Auto Mall Project” indicates which of the OARB EIR 
mitigation measures would be applicable to the Project and to Option B.   

• The words “Option B” under the column headed “Auto Mall Project” indicate the 
mitigation measures would be applicable to the expanded Option B only.  

• The word “EIR” under the column headed “Auto Mall Project” indicates the mitigation 
measures will be reassessed as part of the subsequent or supplemental EIR for the project.    

• If a cell is blank, that indicates that measure would not apply to that particular subarea or 
project site.  Blank cells under the column header “City”, followed by an “X” under the 
columns headed “City Gateway” and/or “Auto Mall Project” indicate that the City would 
assign the responsibility for implementation of that measure to individual development 
projects within those areas. 

• Note that this checklist lists those mitigation measures only applicable to the 16th/Wood 
sub-district but does not include a column for that sub-district.  
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Table A-2: OARB Mitigation Measure Implementation Responsibility Checklist 

Mitigation Measures City  
City 

Gateway 
Area 

Auto 
Mall 

Project 
Port 

Mitigation 4.1.1: Bay/Seaport Plan Amend. X    

Mitigation 4.2-1: Land Use Compatibility/Gateway   X X  

Mitigation 4.2-2: Land Use Compatibility/Port    X 

Mitigation 4.2-3: Land Use Coordination X   X 

Mitigation 4.3-1: West Grand Avenue / Maritime Street.   X EIR X 

Mitigation 4.3-2: West Grand Avenue / I-880 Frontage Road  X EIR X 

Mitigation 4.3-3: 7th/Maritime Street  X EIR X 

Mitigation 4.3-4: Transit Access Plan  X EIR X 

Mitigation 4.3-5: Standard Design Practices   X EIR X 

Mitigation 4.3-6: Truck Signage Plan    X 

Mitigation 4.3-7: Truck Management Plan  X   X 

Mitigation 4.3-8: Emergency Evacuation Plan  X   X 

Mitigation 4.3-9: Alternative Transportation Facilities   X EIR X 

Mitigation 4.3-10: Parking  X EIR X 

Mitigation 4.3-11: Port Truck Parking    X 

Mitigation 4.3-12: BART Capacity Assessment  X   X 

Mitigation 4.3-13: Construction Period Traffic   X EIR X 

Mitigation 5.3-1: 7th/Maritime Street   X EIR X 

Mitigation 5.3-2: 7th Street/I-880 Northbound Ramps  X EIR X 

Mitigation 5.3-3: 3rd/Adeline Street   X EIR X 

Mitigation 5.3-4: 3rd/Market Street  X EIR X 

Mitigation 5.3-5: 12th/Brush Street   X EIR X 

Mitigation 5.3-6: Powell Street/I-80 Northbound Ramps   X EIR X 

Mitigation 5.3-7: Truck Impact Reduction Program.  X   X 

Mitigation 5.3-8: BART Capacity Improvements  X X  X 

Mitigation 4.4-1: Dust Control   X X X 
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Table A-2: OARB Mitigation Measure Implementation Responsibility Checklist 

Mitigation Measures City  
City 

Gateway 
Area 

Auto 
Mall 

Project 
Port 

Mitigation 4.4-2: Construction-period Exhaust Controls  X X X 

Mitigation 4.4-3: Criteria Pollutant Reduction Plan     X 

Mitigation 4.4-4: Diesel Emission Reduction Program   X X X X 

Mitigation 4.4-5: Vehicle Emission Reduction  X X X 

Mitigation 4.4-6: Sustainable Development Design and 
Construction  X X X X 

Mitigation 5.4-1: Emission Reduction Projects  X   X 

Mitigation 4.5-1: Noise Reduction Plan   X X X 

Mitigation 4.6-1: Discovery of Cultural Resources   X X X 

Mitigation 4.6-2: Historic Commemoration Site  X X X 

Mitigation 4.6-3: Public Trail Access  X X  

Mitigation 4.6-4: Oral Histories   X X X 

Mitigation 4.6-5: Historic Military Website  X X X 

Mitigation 4.6-6: HABS/HAER Distribution  X X X 

Mitigation 4.6-7: Video Distribution   X X X 

Mitigation 4.6-8: Mural Preservation  X X X 

Mitigation 4.6-9: Historic Warehouse Salvage Program   X Option B X 

Mitigation 4.6-10: Historic Brochure  X X X 

Mitigation 4.6-11: Historic Archive  X X X 

Mitigation 4.6-12: Historic Architecture   Option B  

Mitigation 4.6-13: Central Station Retention and Protection      

Mitigation 4.6-14: Historic Structure Demolition, Timing   X Option B X 

Mitigation 4.6-15: Historic Building, Deconstruction and Salvaging  X Option B X 

Mitigation 4.6-16: Historic Resource Documentation Program   X X X 

Mitigation 4.7-1: Haz. Mat. Business Plan  X X X 

Mitigation 4.7-2: Risk Management and Prevention Plan   X X X 

Mitigation 4.7-3: RAP/RMP Implementation   X X X 
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Table A-2: OARB Mitigation Measure Implementation Responsibility Checklist 

Mitigation Measures City  
City 

Gateway 
Area 

Auto 
Mall 

Project 
Port 

Mitigation 4.7-4: Hazmat Investigation and Remediation   X X X 

Mitigation 4.7-5: Soil and Groundwater Remediation   X X X 

Mitigation 4.7-6: Building Survey, Lead-Based Paint   X Option B X 

Mitigation 4.7-7: Asbestos Safety Requirements   X Option B X 

Mitigation 4.7-8: Building Survey, PCBs   X Option B X 

Mitigation 4.7-9: RAP/RMP for Underground Storage Tanks   X X X 

Mitigation 4.7-10: Underground Storage Tank Closure/Removal   X X X 

Mitigation 4.7-11: Lead-Based Paint Safety Requirements   X X X 

Mitigation 4.7-12: Asbestos-Containing Building Reuse   X Option B X 

Mitigation 4.7-13: RAP/RMP Update   X X X 

Mitigation 4.7-14: Building Survey, Asbestos-Containing Materials   X  X 

Mitigation 4.7-15: Removal of PCB Transformers  X X X 

Mitigation 4.7-16: PCB Investigation  X X X 

Mitigation 4.7-17: PCB Safety Requirements  X X X 

Mitigation 4.9-1: Fire and Emergency Response  X X X X 

Mitigation 4.9-2: OES Coordination X   X 

Mitigation 4.9-3: OES Notification  X  X X 

Mitigation 4.9-4: Reclaimed Water Pipelines   X X X 

Mitigation 4.9-5: Dual-Plumbing   X X X 

Mitigation 4.9-6: Compliance with Title 22 Requirements   X X X 

Mitigation: 4.9-7: Deconstruction and Recycling   X  X 

Mitigation 4.9-8: Concrete and Asphalt Recycling   X X X 

Mitigation 4.9-9: Solid Waste Diversion   X X X 

Mitigation 4.9-10: Roadway Repair  X X X 

Mitigation 4.11-1: Lighting Standards   X X X 

Mitigation 4.11-2: Lighting Near Gateway Park  X   

Mitigation 4.11-3: Solar Energy Setbacks  X X X 
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Table A-2: OARB Mitigation Measure Implementation Responsibility Checklist 

Mitigation Measures City  
City 

Gateway 
Area 

Auto 
Mall 

Project 
Port 

Mitigation 4.11-4: Solar Energy Operation  X X  

Mitigation 4.11-5: Solar Access  X  X 

Mitigation 4.11-6: Public Open Space Access  X  X 

Mitigation 4.12-3: Raptor Deterrents  X   

Mitigation 4.12-4: Permit Requirements for Fill  X  X 

Mitigation 4.12-5: In Water Construction    X 

Mitigation 4.12-6: Spawning Habitat Protection     X 

Mitigation 4.12-7: Tree Protection/Replacement  X  X 

Mitigation 4.12-8: Tree Removal Schedule   X  X 

Mitigation 4.12-9: Construction Near Active Bird Nest   X   

Mitigation 4.12-10: Ballast Water    X 

Mitigation 4.12-11: Ballast Water Education    X 

Mitigation 4.12-12: Exotic Species    X 

Mitigation 4.12-13: Wetlands Mitigation  X X X 

Mitigation 4.13-1: Construction Standards  X X X 

Mitigation 4.13-2: Geotechnical Report  X X X 

Mitigation 4.13-3: Stormwater Pollution Prevention/Erosion 
Control  X X X 

Mitigation 4.13-4: Environmental Records Review  X X X 

Mitigation 4-13-5: Due Diligence  X X X 

Mitigation 4.14-1: Groundwater Extraction  X X X 

Mitigation 4.14-2: Groundwater De-watering  X X X 

Mitigation 4.15-1: In Water Construction    X 

Mitigation 4.15-2: Subsequent Permit Conditions  X X X 

Mitigation 4.15-3: Stormwater Pollution Prevention/Erosion 
Control   X X X 

Mitigation 4.15-4: Stormwater Pollution Prevention/Erosion 
Control   X X X 
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Table A-2: OARB Mitigation Measure Implementation Responsibility Checklist 

Mitigation Measures City  
City 

Gateway 
Area 

Auto 
Mall 

Project 
Port 

Mitigation 4.15-5: Post-construction Stormwater Controls   X X X 

Mitigation 4.15-6: Recycled Water Runoff  X X X 

Mitigation 4.15-7: Flood Protection  X X X 

Mitigation 4.15-8: Flood Hazard Mapping X   X 
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Table 1-1Revised Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation 

Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation  
Residual 

Significance 
Consistency of Plans and Policies 
Impact 4.1-2: Proposed land uses in a portion of the 
16th/Wood sub-district would be fundamentally 
inconsistent with Seaport and Bay plan Port Priority Use 
designations. 

Mitigation 4.1-1: Amend the Bay and Seaport plans to eliminate, where 
necessary, Port Priority Use designations within the 16th/Wood sub-
district. 

L 

Land Use 
Impact 4.2-1: Under proposed redevelopment, dissimilar 
land uses may be located proximate to one another. 

Mitigation 4.2-1: The City shall ensure that Gateway development area 
redevelopment activities adjacent to Port of Oakland industrial maritime 
facilities are designed to minimize any land use incompatibilities to the 
extent feasible.  

L 

 Mitigation 4.2-2: If any land use incompatibility is subsequently 
identified, the Port of Oakland shall use its best efforts, consistent with 
meeting cargo throughput demand, to locate maritime activities that 
could result in land use incompatibilities as far away from the property 
boundary as feasible. 

 

 Mitigation 4.2-3: The City and Port shall coordinate to implement 
Mitigation Measures 4.2-1 and 4.2-2.  The City and Port shall 
cooperatively coordinate regarding the types of land uses to be 
developed at the coterminous boundary of their respective jurisdictions. 
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Table 1-1Revised Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation 

Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation  
Residual 

Significance 
Transportation and Traffic 
Impact 4.3-1: Redevelopment would cause the level of 
service to degrade to worse than LOS D at three 
intersections located outside the Downtown area: 

• West Grand Avenue/Maritime Street 

• West Grand Avenue/I-880 Frontage Road 

• 7--/Maritime Street 

Mitigation 4.3-1: West Grand Avenue/Maritime Street. As part of the 
design for the realignment of Maritime Street,  project area developers 
shall fund on a fair-share basis modifications to the West Grand 
Avenue/Maritime Street intersection. 

L 

 Mitigation 4.3-2: West Grand Avenue/I-880 Frontage Road. Project 
area developers shall fund, on a fair-share basis, modifications to the 
West Grand Avenue/I-880 Frontage Road intersection. 

 

 Mitigation 4.3-3: 7th/Maritime Street. As part of the design for the 
realignment of Maritime Street,  project area developers shall fund on a 
fair-share basis modifications to the 7th/Maritime Street intersection. 

 

Impact 4.3-2: Redevelopment would cause some 
roadway segments on the MTS to operate at LOS F and 
increase the V/C ratio by more than three percent on 
segments that would operate at LOS F without 
redevelopment. 

Mitigation 4.3-4: The City and Port, in consultation with transit agencies, 
shall jointly create and maintain a transit access plan(s) for the 
redevelopment project area designed to reduce demand for single-
occupant, peak hour trips, and to increase access to transit 
opportunities. Major project area developers shall fund on a fair share 
basis the plan(s).  

S 

Impact 4.3-3: Redevelopment could result in traffic 
hazards to motor vehicles, bicycles, or pedestrians due 
to inadequate design features or incompatible uses. 

Mitigation 4.3-5: Redevelopment elements shall be designed in 
accordance with standard design practice and shall be subject to 
review and approval of the City or Port design engineer.  

L 
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Table 1-1Revised Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation 

Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation  
Residual 

Significance 
 Mitigation 4.3-6: The Port shall fund signage designating through 

transport truck prohibitions through the interior of the Gateway 
development area. 

 

 Mitigation 4.3-7: The City and the Port shall continue to work together 
and shall create a truck management plan designed to reduce the 
effects of transport trucks on local streets. The City and Port shall fund 
on a fair share basis implementation of this plan.  

 

Impact 4.3-4: Due to site constraints, it may not be 
possible to provide two emergency access routes to the 
western portion of the Gateway development area, 
which would be in excess of 1,000 feet from the nearest 
major arterial. 

Mitigation 4.3-8:  Provide an emergency service program and 
emergency evacuation plan using waterborne vessels. 

L 

 See Mitigation Measure 4.9-1, below.  

Impact 4.3-5: Redevelopment could fundamentally 
conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, 
bicycle racks). 

Mitigation 4.3-9: Redevelopment plans shall conform to City of Oakland 
or Port development standards with facilities that support transportation 
alternatives to the single-occupant automobile. 

L 

Impact 4.3-6: Redevelopment could result in an 
inadequate parking supply at the Gateway development 
area, the 16th/Wood sub-district, or for trucks serving 
the Port of Oakland. 

Mitigation 4.3-10: The number of parking spaces provided in the project 
area shall comply with City code or Port requirements and/or with 
recommendations of a developer funded parking demand analysis. 

L 

 Mitigation 4.3-11: During both construction and operation, the Port shall 
provide truck parking within the Port development area or Maritime sub-
district, at a reasonable cost to truck operators and provide advance 
information to operators where the parking is located. 
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Table 1-1Revised Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation 

Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation  
Residual 

Significance 
Impact 4.3-9: Redevelopment would increase the peak 
hour average ridership at the West Oakland BART 
station by 3 percent where average waiting time at fare 
gates could exceed 1 minute. 

Mitigation 4.3-12: The City and Port shall provide detailed information 
regarding redevelopment to BART to enable BART to conduct a 
comprehensive fare gate capacity assessment at the West Oakland 
BART station. Pending the results of this assessment, the City and the 
Port may need to participate in funding the cost of adding one or more 
fare gates at the West Oakland BART station.  

L 

Impact 4.3-11: Remediation, demolition/deconstruction, 
and construction activities within the redevelopment 
project area would utilize a significant number of trucks 
and could cause significant circulation impacts on the 
street system. 

Mitigation 4.3-13: Prior to commencing hazardous materials or 
hazardous waste remediation, demolition, or construction activities, a 
Traffic Control Plan (TCP) shall be implemented to control peak hours 
trips to the extent feasible, assure the safety on the street system and 
assure that transportation activities are protective of human health, 
safety, and the environment.  

L 

Impact 5.3-1: Increased congestion at intersections 
exceeding the cumulatively significant threshold. 

See Mitigation Measures 4.3-1, 4.3-2 and 4.3-3, above. L: all but 
Maritime/Grand 

S: Maritime/Grand 

 Mitigation 5.3-1: 7th/Maritime Street. Project area developers shall fund 
a fair share of additional modifications at the 7th /Maritime Street 
intersection. 

 

 Mitigation 5.3-2: 7th Street/I-880 Northbound Ramps. Project area 
developers shall fund a fair share of modifications at the 7th Street/I-
880 Northbound ramp. 

 

 Mitigation 5.3-3: 3rd/Adeline Street. Project area developers shall fund 
a fair share of the modifications at the 3rd/Adeline Street intersection. 

 

 Mitigation 5.3-4: 3rd/Market Street. Project area developers shall fund a 
fair share of modifications at the 3rd/Market Street intersection. 
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Table 1-1Revised Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation 

Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation  
Residual 

Significance 
 Mitigation 5.3-5: 12th /Brush Street. Project area developers shall fund 

a fair share of modifications to the 12th/Brush Street intersection to 
increase the signal cycle length to 102 seconds. Implementation of this 
mitigation measure would reduce cumulative impacts at the 12th /Brush 
Street intersection to a level that is less than significant. 

 

 Mitigation 5.3-6: Powell Street/I-80 Northbound Ramps. Project area 
developers shall fund a fair share of modifications at the Powell 
Street/I-80 northbound ramps intersection. 

 

Impact 5.3-2: Increased congestion on the Metropolitan 
Transportation System (MTS) exceeding the 
cumulatively significant threshold. 

See Mitigation Measure 4.3-4, above. S 

Impact 5.3-3: Increased traffic hazards. See Mitigation Measure 4.3-5, above. L 

Impact 5.3-4: Inadequate emergency access. See Mitigation Measure 4.3-8, above. L 

Impact 5.3-5: Inadequate truck-related parking. See Mitigation Measures 4.3-10 and 4.3-11, above. S 

 Mitigation 5.3-7: The City and Port shall cooperatively develop a 
program that combines multiple strategic objectives and implementation 
tools designed to reduce cumulative truck parking and other AMS 
impacts.  

 

Impact 5.3-6: Increased ridership on AC Transit during 
peak weekday hours. 

See Mitigation Measure 4.3-12, above. L 

Impact 5.3-7: Increased ridership on BART trains. Mitigation 5.3-8: The City and Port shall work with BART to ensure 
adequate BART train capacity will be available for riders to and from 
the redevelopment project area, and possibly fund, on a fair share 
basis, BART train capacity improvements.  

L 
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Table 1-1Revised Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation 

Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation  
Residual 

Significance 
Impact 5.3-8: Increased waiting time during peak 
weekday hours at BART fare gates. 

See Mitigation Measure 4.3-12, above. L 

Air Quality 
Impact 4.4-1: PM as fugitive dust would be emitted 
during construction and remediation activities. 

Mitigation 4.4-1: Contractors shall implement all BAAQMD “Basic” and 
“Optional“ PM10 (fugitive dust) control measures at all sites, and all 
“Enhanced” control measures at sites greater than four acres. 

L 

Impact 4.4-2: Construction equipment exhaust could 
increase levels of NOx, ROG, CO, and PM10 (the latter 
primarily as diesel PM) that could exceed 15 tons per 
year, or result in substantial increase in diesel 
emissions. 

Mitigation 4.4-2: Contractors shall implement exhaust control measures 
at all construction sites. 

S 

Impact 4.4-3: Increased Port maritime and rail 
operations, as well as trucking activities associated with 
all redevelopment operations would emit NOx, ROG, and 
PM10 in excess of 15 tons per year or 80 pounds per 
day, substantially increase diesel emissions, and 
potentially expose pollution-sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations. 

Mitigation 4.4-3: The Port shall develop and implement a criteria 
pollutant reduction program aimed at reducing or off-setting Port-related 
emissions in West Oakland from its maritime and rail operations. The 
program shall be sufficiently funded to reduce and/or off-set 
redevelopment related contributions to local West Oakland air quality to 
the maximum extent feasible. 

S 

 Mitigation 4.4-4: The City and the Port shall jointly create, maintain, and 
fund on a fair share basis, a truck diesel emission reduction program. 
The program shall be sufficiently funded to reduce and/or off-set 
redevelopment related contributions to local West Oakland diesel 
emissions to the maximum extent feasible. 
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Table 1-1Revised Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation 

Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation  
Residual 

Significance 
Impact 4.4-4: Passenger vehicles and delivery trucks 
associated with redevelopment would emit NOx, ROG, 
CO, and PM in excess of 15 tons per year or 80 pounds 
per day. 

Mitigation 4.4-5: Major developers shall fund on a fair share basis 
BAAQMD-recommended feasible Transportation Control Measures 
(TCMs) for reducing vehicle emissions from commercial, institutional, 
and industrial operations, as well as all CAP TCMs the BAAQMD has 
identified as appropriate for local implementation. 

S 

Impact 4.4-5: Space and water heating as well as 
routine maintenance of office buildings, warehouses, 
retail stores, and live-work space, could emit NOx, ROG, 
CO, and PM10 in quantities that could exceed 
thresholds. 

Mitigation 4.4-6: Title 24 of the Uniform Building Code (UBC) requires 
that new construction include energy-conserving fixtures and designs. 
Additionally, the City and Port shall implement sustainable development 
policies and strategies related to new development design and 
construction.  

L 

Impact 5.4-1: Redevelopment would result in significant 
cumulative air quality impacts associated with emissions 
of nitrogen oxides (NOx), reactive organics gases 
(ROG), carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter less 
than 10 microns in diameter (PM10), and diesel exhaust 
(almost entirely particulate matter less than 2.5 microns 
in diameter [PM2.5]), the latter defined as a toxic air 
contaminant by the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB). 

See Mitigation Measures 4.4-1 4.4-2, 4.4-3, 4.4-4, and 4.4-5, above. S 

 Mitigation Measure 5.4-1: The City and the Port shall encourage, lobby, 
and potentially participate in emission reduction demonstration projects 
that promote technological advances in improving air quality.  
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Table 1-1Revised Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation 

Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation  
Residual 

Significance 
Noise 
Impact 4.5-1: Construction, including remediation, could 
result in short-term noise levels in excess of established 
standards, or that violate the City of Oakland Noise 
Ordinance at and near the redevelopment project area, 
and along construction haul routes.  

Mitigation 4.5-1: Developers and/or contractors shall develop and 
implement redevelopment-specific noise reduction plans. 

L 

Cultural Resources 
Impact 4.6-1: Redevelopment has the potential to 
encounter previously unknown subsurface cultural 
resources during ground-disturbing activities. 

Mitigation 4.6-1: Should previously unidentified cultural resources be 
encountered during redevelopment, work in that vicinity shall stop 
immediately, until an assessment of the finds can be made by an 
archaeologist. If the resource is found to be significant under CEQA, an 
appropriate mitigation plan must be developed. 

L 

Impact 4.6-2: Redevelopment would remove all 
resources contributing to the OARB Historic District. 

Mitigation 4.6-2: The City, Port and OARB sub-district developers shall 
fund on a fair-share basis development of a commemoration site, 
including preparation of a Master Plan for such a site, at a public place 
located within the Gateway development area. 

S 

 Mitigation 4.6-3: The City shall ensure the commemoration site is linked 
to the Gateway Park and the Bay Trail via a public access trail. 

 

 Mitigation 4.6-4: The City, Port and OARB sub-district developers shall 
fund on a fair-share basis collection and preservation of oral histories 
from OARB military and civilian staff. 

 

 Mitigation 4.6-5: The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall 
fund on a fair share basis collaboration with “military.com” or a similar 
military history web site. 
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Table 1-1Revised Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation 

Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation  
Residual 

Significance 
 Mitigation 4.6-6: The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall 

fund on a fair share basis distribution of copies of the complete OARB 
HABS/HAER documentation prepared by the Army to: Oakland History 
Room, Oakland Public Library; Bancroft Library, University of California; 
and Port of Oakland Archives for the purpose of added public access to 
these records. 

 

 Mitigation 4.6-7: If determined of significant historical educational value 
by the Oakland Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board and the 
Oakland Heritage Alliance, the City, Port, and OARB sub-district 
developers shall fund on a fair share basis distribution of copies of “A 
Job Well Done” documentary video published by the Army.  

 

 Mitigation 4.6-8: The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall 
fund on a fair share basis preservation and long-term curation of murals 
from OARB Building No. 1, and OBRA shall either donate the murals to 
the Oakland Museum of California, or provide a permanent location 
elsewhere. 

 

 Mitigation 4.6-9: The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall 
fund on a fair share basis a program to salvage as whole timber posts, 
beams, trusses and siding of warehouses to be demolished to the 
maximum extent feasible.  

 

 Mitigation 4.6-10: The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall 
fund on a fair share basis production of a brochure describing history 
and architectural history of the OARB. 
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Table 1-1Revised Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation 

Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation  
Residual 

Significance 
 Mitigation 4.6-11: The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall 

fund on a fair share basis acquisition of copies of construction 
documentation and photographs of historic buildings currently in the 
OARB files and transfer the copies to the Oakland History Room files 
and Port historic archives, including funding to cover costs of archiving 
and cataloging these materials, as well as curator costs at the Oakland 
History Room. While select photos and information may be exhibited at 
the commemoration site, the Oakland History Room is the most 
appropriate location for this archive. 

 

   

 Measure 4.6-14: No demolition or deconstruction of contributing 
structures to the OARB Historic District shall occur until necessary.  

 

 Measure 4.6-15. As part of the deconstruction and salvaging 
requirements for demolition of any contributing structure within the 
OARB Historic District (see Mitigation Measure 4.6-9), specific 
architectural elements, building components or fixtures should be 
salvaged. A professional historic preservationist shall determine which, 
if any of such elements, components or fixtures should be retained. 
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Table 1-1Revised Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation 

Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation  
Residual 

Significance 
 Mitigation 4.6-16: The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers 

shall fund on a fair share basis preparation of an Historical Resource 
Documentation Program. This program shall consist of a coordinated 
effort of primary research and documentation, with a substantial 
scholarly input and publicly available products. The first product of this 
program shall include a coordinated effort to conduct the research, 
writing, photo documentation, assembly and publication efforts needed 
to prepare a comprehensive book on the history of the Oakland Army 
Base. The book shall document the important contribution the Base has 
had to the U.S. military, to Oakland and to the nation at large.  

 

Impact 4.6-3: Redevelopment would render the OARB 
Historic District no longer eligible to the National and/or 
California Registers of Historic Places or the Local 
Register. 

See Mitigation Measures 4.6-2, 4.6-3, 4.6-4, 4.6-5, 4.6-6, 4.6-7, 4.6-8, 
4.6-9, 4.6-10, 4.6-11, 4.6-14, 4.6-15, and 4.6-16, above. 

S 

Impact 4.6-4: Redevelopment would result in renovation 
of the SPRR (Amtrak) Station and 16th Street Tower, 
which could alter the historic character of the buildings in 
a manner that could affect their eligibility. 

Mitigation 4.6-13: Prior to major renovation of a historically significant 
structure, the redeveloper of the SPRR Station and 16th Street Tower 
shall ensure that historically significant artifacts and features, if present, 
are retained and protected in place if feasible. If retention and protection 
is found Infeasible, such artifacts and features shall be recorded and 
deposited with the appropriate museum. Renovation of the exterior of a 
historic structure shall be consistent with the Secretary's of Interior’s 
Standards. 

L 

Impact 5.6-1: Loss of historic resources. See Mitigation Measures 4.6-2, 4.6-3, 4.6-4, 4.6-5, 4.6-6, 4.6-7, 4.6-8, 
4.6-9, 4.6-10, 4.6-11, 4.6-14, 4.6-15, and 4.6-16, above. 

S 
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Table 1-1Revised Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation 

Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation  
Residual 

Significance 
Hazardous Materials 
Impact 4.7-2: Hazardous or acutely hazardous materials 
(AHMs) may be handled or emitted within ¼ mile of an 
existing or proposed school. 

Mitigation 4.7-1: For use of hazardous materials within ¼ mile of an 
existing or proposed school, business operators shall prepare Business 
Plan, update annually, and keep on file with the Oakland Fire 
Department. 

L 

 Mitigation 4.7-2: For use of AHMs within ¼ mile of an existing or 
proposed school, in addition to a Business Plan, business operators 
shall prepare, implement, and update a Risk Management and 
Prevention Plan (RMPP) on at least an annual basis.  

 

Impact 4.7-4: Site preparation, remediation and 
development of areas that contain contaminated soil and 
groundwater could expose remediation and construction 
workers, and future utility workers, tenants, and visitors 
to soil and groundwater contamination conditions. 

Mitigation 4.7-3: Implement RAP/RMP as approved by DTSC, and if 
future proposals include uses not identified in the Reuse Plan and 
incorporated into the RAP/RMP, or if future amendments to the 
remediation requirements are proposed, obtain DTSC and City 
approval.  

L 

 Mitigation 4.7-4: For the project area not covered by the DTSC-
approved RAP/RMP, investigate potentially contaminated sites; if 
contamination is found, assess potential risks to human health and the 
environment, prepare and implement a clean-up plan for DTSC or 
RWQCB approval, prepare and implement a Risk Management Plan, 
and prepare and implement a Site Health and Safety Plan prior to 
commencing work.  

 

Impact 4.7-5: Potential exposure to contaminants in soil 
and groundwater remaining in place after remediation 
could be a hazard to future residents, employees and 
visitors. 

Mitigation 4.7-5: For the project areas not covered by the DTSC-
approved RAP/RMP, remediate soil and groundwater contamination 
consistent with the City of Oakland ULR Program and other applicable 
laws and regulations.  

L 
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Table 1-1Revised Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation 

Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation  
Residual 

Significance 
Impact 4.7-6: Workers and others could be exposed to 
LBP in buildings, ACM or PCBs during demolition, 
remediation, renovation and site work activities. 

Mitigation 4.7-6: Buildings and structures constructed prior to 1978 
slated for demolition or renovation that have not previously been 
evaluated for the presence of LBP shall be sampled to determine 
whether LBP is present in painted surfaces, and the safety precautions 
and work practices as specified in government regulations shall be 
followed during demolition. 

L 

 Mitigation 4.7-7: Buildings, structures and utilities that have not been 
surveyed for ACM, shall be surveyed to determine whether ACM is 
present prior to demolition or renovation, and the safety precautions and 
work practices as specified in government regulations shall be followed 
during demolition. 

 

 Mitigation 4.7-8: Buildings and structures proposed for demolition or 
renovation shall be surveyed for PCB-impacted building materials, and 
the safety precautions and work practices as specified in government 
regulations shall be followed during demolition.  

 

Impact 4.7-7: Workers or others could be exposed to 
hazardous materials and contamination in and around 
ASTs and USTs during remediation and redevelopment 
activities.  

Mitigation 4.7-9: For ASTs/USTs on the OARB, implement the 
RAP/RMP, which incorporates the steps enumerated below. 

L 

 Mitigation 4.7-10: For the remainder of the redevelopment project area 
(non-OARB areas), if an AST or UST is encountered, it would be closed 
in place or removed and the soil would be tested and remediated, if 
necessary, pursuant to regulatory approvals and oversight.  
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Table 1-1Revised Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation 

Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation  
Residual 

Significance 
Impact 4.7-8: Workers or others could experience direct 
contact exposure to LBP-contaminated soil, concrete, 
and pavement surrounding buildings that have LBP. 

Mitigation 4.7-11: For LBP-impacted ground on the OARB, 
implementation of RAP/RMP to be approved by DTSC as part of the 
project will result in avoidance of this potentially significant impact. For 
the remainder of the redevelopment project area, sampling shall be 
performed on soil or paved areas around buildings that are known or 
suspected to have LBP, and the safety precautions and work practices 
specified in government regulations shall be followed.  

L 

Impact 4.7-10: During interim or future use of existing 
buildings, people could be exposed to ACM or other 
environmental hazards.  

Mitigation 4.7-12: The condition of identified ACM shall be assessed 
annually, and prior to reuse of a building known to contain ACM.  

L 

 Mitigation 4.7-13: No future tenancies shall be authorized at the OARB 
for use categories that are inconsistent with the Reuse Plan without an 
updated environmental analysis and DTSC approval as provided for in 
the RAP/RMP.  

 

 Mitigation 4.7-14: For the remainder of the redevelopment project area 
(non-OARB areas), any building that has not been surveyed for ACM 
but potentially contains ACM shall be surveyed to determine whether 
ACM is present prior to demolition, renovation or reuse. 

 

Impact 4.7-11: Workers could be exposed to 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB) and PCB-contaminated 
equipment during remediation, construction and future 
operations. 

Mitigation 4.7-15: Known PCB transformers or PCB-contaminated 
transformers at the OARB shall be removed, monitored and/or 
maintained in accordance with applicable laws and regulations. 

L 
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Table 1-1Revised Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation 

Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation  
Residual 

Significance 
 Mitigation 4.7-16: Oil-filled electrical equipment in the redevelopment 

project area that has not been surveyed shall be investigated prior to the 
equipment being taken out of service to determine whether PCBs are 
present. 

 

 Mitigation 4.7-17: PCB-containing or PCB-contaminated equipment 
taken out of service shall be handled and disposed in compliance with 
applicable laws and regulations. 

 

Impact 5.7-1: Increased exposure to hazardous wastes 
during construction. 

See Mitigation Measures 4.7-3, 4.7-4, 4.7-6, 4.7-7, 4.7-8, 4.7-9, 4.7-10, 
4.7-11, and 4.7-14, above. 

 

Population, Housing, and Employment 
No significant impacts.   

Public Services and Utilities 
Impact 4.9-1: Construction activities and increases in 
employees and residents as well as increased building 
density would increase demand for fire, hazmat, and first 
responder medical emergency services. 

Mitigation 4.9-1: The City and Port shall cooperatively investigate the 
need for, and if required shall fund on a fair-share basis ,development 
and operation of increased firefighting and medical emergency 
response services via fireboat to serve the OARB sub-district.  

L 

Impact 4.9-6: Redevelopment construction could 
interfere with operation of the Maritime Street 
emergency response staging area, or with the West 
Grand Avenue and 7th Street evacuation routes. 

Mitigation 4.9-2: The Port and City shall work with OES to ensure 
changes in local area circulation are reflected in the revised Response 
Concept. 

L 

 Mitigation 4.9-3: The Port and City shall require developers within their 
respective jurisdictions to notify OES of their plans in advance of 
construction or remediation activities. 
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Table 1-1Revised Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation 

Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation  
Residual 

Significance 
Impact 4.9-8: Redevelopment would increase potable 
water demand. 

Mitigation 4.9-4: Individual actions with landscaping requirements of 
one or more acres shall plumb landscape areas for irrigation with 
reclaimed water.  

L 

 Mitigation 4.9-5: Individual buildings with gross floor area exceeding 
10,000 square feet shall install dual plumbing for both potable and 
reclaimed water, unless determined to be infeasible by the approving 
agency (City or Port).  

 

 Mitigation 4.9-6: Site design shall facilitate use of reclaimed water, and 
shall comply with requirements of CCR Title 22 regarding prohibitions 
of site run-off to surface waters. 

 

Impact 4.9-10: Redevelopment would increase the 
quantity of solid waste, and demand for solid waste 
services. 

Mitigation: 4.9-7: To the maximum extent feasible, the City and Port 
shall jointly participate in a deconstruction program to capture materials 
and recycle them into the construction market.  

L 

 Mitigation 4.9-8: Concrete and asphalt removed during 
demolition/construction shall be crushed on-site or at a near-site 
location, and reused in redevelopment or recycled to the construction 
market.  

 

 Mitigation 4.9-9: The City and Port shall require developers to submit a 
plan that demonstrates a good faith effort to divert at least 50 percent of 
operations phase solid waste from landfill disposal. 

 

Impact 4.9-12: Both construction/remediation vehicles 
and increased operations vehicle activity would 
accelerate or advance deterioration of local roadways 
and the timing and extent of roadway 
maintenance/repair. 

Mitigation 4.9-10: The Port and City of Oakland shall work cooperatively 
to develop an ongoing joint program to identify and evaluate impacted 
local roadways and identify required maintenance/repair activities. The 
agencies will fund needed repairs and maintenance on a fair-share 
basis. 

L 
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Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation  
Residual 

Significance 
Impact 5.9-1: Increased demand for fire-related 
services. 

See Mitigation Measure 4.9-1, above. L 

Impact 5.9-2: Increased demand for police protection 
services. 

Existing funding mechanism L 

Impact 5.9-3: Increased demand for library services. Existing funding mechanism L 

Impact 5.9-5: Increased demand for water. See Mitigation Measures 4.9-4 and 4.9-5, above. L 

Impact 5.9-7: Increased demand for solid waste 
services. 

See Mitigation Measures 4.9-7, 4.9-8, and 4.9-9, above. L 

Recreation and Public Access 
Impact 4.10-2: Construction and/or operation of the 
Gateway Park could have an adverse physical effect on 
the environment. 

See Mitigation Measures 4.12-1, 4.12-2, 4.12-3, 4.15-1, and 4.15-2, 
below 

L 

Aesthetics 
Impact 4.11-2: Redevelopment would remove buildings 
contributing to a historic district, including visually 
striking warehouse structures visible from I-80, a locally 
designated scenic route, and a portion of the state 
scenic highway system. 

 S 

Impact 4.11-3:  New security lighting and/or lighting for 
night time operations would alter current patterns of light 
or glare, and could alter nighttime views in the area. 

Mitigation 4.11-1: New lighting shall be designed to minimize off-site 
light spillage; “stadium” style lighting shall be prohibited.  

L 

 Mitigation 4.11-2: At or near the boundary of the proposed Gateway 
Park, new lighting shall be shielded to prevent light spillage into natural 
areas. 

 



OARB Area Redevelopment Plan EIR Summary 

Legend: S = Significant and unavoidable; L = Less than significant; A = Impact avoided 

 

Final EIR Page 18 July 2002 
 

Table 1-1Revised Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation 

Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation  
Residual 

Significance 
Impact 4.11-4: New construction could introduce 
building or landscaping elements that would now or in 
the future cast shadow on existing collectors or 
photovoltaic cells, or a building using passive solar heat 
collection. 

Mitigation 4.11-3: New active or passive solar systems within or 
adjacent to the project area shall be set back from the property line a 
minimum of 25 feet. 

L 

 Mitigation 4.11-4: New construction within the Gateway development 
area adjacent to a parcel containing permitted or existing active or 
passive solar systems shall demonstrate through design review that the 
proposed structures shall not substantially impair operation of existing 
solar systems. 

 

 Mitigation 4.11-5: The City and Port shall coordinate with respect to the 
design of new, permanent buildings constructed along the 
Port/Gateway boundary to minimize conflicts over solar access. 

 

Impact 4.11-5: New construction could introduce 
building or landscaping elements that would now or in 
the future cast shadow that substantially impairs the 
beneficial use of a public park or open space. 

Mitigation 4.11-6: New construction adjacent to a public park or open 
space shall demonstrate through design review that development shall 
not substantially impair enjoyment of the public using the space. 

L 

Biological Resources 
   

   

 Mitigation 4.12-3: Raptor deterrents shall be placed on light standards 
and other tall elements installed within the Gateway Park. 

 

 See Mitigation Measure 4.11-2, above.  
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Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation  
Residual 

Significance 
Impact 4.12-3: Redevelopment would result in net loss 
of approximately 27 acres of open and covered water at 
New Berth 21. 

Mitigation 4.12-4: Contractors, developers, the Port, and EBRPD shall 
comply with all permit conditions from the Corps, RWQCB, 
USFWS/NMFS, BCDC, and CDFG for fill. 

L 

Impact 4.12-4: Redevelopment could result in both 
temporary impacts to herring spawning habitat during 
construction, and a permanent net loss of Pacific herring 
spawning habitat associated with the wharf pilings at 
existing Berths 9, 10, 20 and 21 due to construction of 
New Berth 21.  

Mitigation 4.12-5: A qualified observer shall be present on site during all 
in-water construction activities near potential herring spawning areas 
between December 1 and March 1. 

L 

 Mitigation 4.12-6: If spawning is observed, in-water construction 
activities shall be redirected for 200 meters around the spawning area 
for two weeks. 

 

Impact 4.12-6: Redevelopment may result in loss of 
protected trees measuring 4 inches dbh (or larger) or 
trees with a dbh of greater than 9 inches.  

Mitigation 4.12-7: Application for a tree preservation/tree removal 
permit from the City of Oakland for all protected trees shall comply with 
the Tree Ordinance, which includes replacement of native trees at a 
minimum of a 1:1 ratio. 

L 

Impact 4.12-7: Redevelopment may affect nesting 
migratory birds.   

Mitigation 4.12-8: Trees shall be removed between September 1 and 
January 31 to avoid the nesting season (February 1 to August 31). 
Alternatively, field surveys shall be conducted no earlier than 45 days 
and no later than 20 days prior to the removal of any trees during the 
nesting/breeding season of bird species potentially nesting on the site 
to determine whether birds are present.  

L 

 Mitigation 4.12-9: Construction shall not occur within 150 feet of an 
active nest until the nest is vacated or the juveniles have fledged. 
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Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation  
Residual 

Significance 
Impact 4.12-8: Redevelopment could result in a 
substantial increase in the risk of establishment of 
invasive species in the San Francisco Bay. 

Mitigation 4.12-10: The Port shall continue to enforce its tariff 
requirements regarding ballast water and if the State law sunsets, shall 
implement the remainder of its ballast water ordinance, as it may be 
amended from time to time.  

S 

 Mitigation 4.12-11: The Port shall continue to develop and implement a 
carrier ballast water education program.  

 

 Mitigation 4.12-12: The Port shall support international and United 
States efforts to adopt uniform international or national standards to 
avoid introduction of exotic species through shipping activities. 

 

Impact 4.12-9: Loss of up to approximately 0.5 acre of 
isolated, urban wetlands 

Mitigation 4.12-13: Contractors and developers shall comply with all 
conditions imposed by the RWQCB for fill of wetlands. 

L 

Impact 5.12-1: Effects to sensitive species. See Mitigation Measures 4.12-1, 4.12-2, and 4.12-3, above. L 

Impact 5.12-2: Loss of protected wetlands and waters of 
the U.S. 

See Mitigation Measures 4.12-4 and 4.12-13, above. L 

Impact 5.12-3: Redevelopment could increase potential 
risk of invasive species being established in San 
Francisco Bay. 

See Mitigation Measures 4.12-10, 4.12-11, and 4.12-12, above. S 

Geology, Seismicity, and Soils 
Impact 4.13-1: Redevelopment could expose increased 
numbers of people and structures to strong seismic 
ground shaking. 

Mitigation 4.13-1: Redevelopment elements shall be designed in 
accordance with criteria established by the UBC, soil investigation and 
construction requirements established in the Oakland General Plan, the 
Bay Conservation and Development Commission Safety of Fill Policy, 
and wharf design criteria established by the Port or City of Oakland 
(depending on the location of the wharf). 

L 
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Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation  
Residual 

Significance 
 Mitigation 4.13-2: Redevelopment elements shall be designed and 

constructed in accordance with requirements of a site-specific 
geotechnical evaluation. 

 

Impact 4.13-2: Redevelopment could expose increased 
numbers of people or structures to seismic related 
ground failure, including liquefaction, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, or collapse. 

See Mitigation Measures 4.13-1 and 4.13-2, above. L 

Impact 4.13-3: Localized landsliding may occur in sloped 
shoreline areas. 

See Mitigation Measures 4.13-1 and 4.13-2, above. L 

Impact 4.13-4: Under certain conditions, disturbance of 
soils during construction or remediation could result in 
erosion. 

Mitigation 4.13-3: Prior to ground-disturbing activities, the contractor 
shall develop and implement a Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB)-acceptable Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
that includes erosion control measures. 

L 

Impact 4.13-5: Redevelopment could occur on 
expansive soils. 

See Mitigation Measures 4.13-1 and 4.13-2, above. L 

Impact 4.13-6: Redevelopment elements may be located 
above a well, pit, sump, mound, tank vault, unmarked 
sewer line, landfill, or unknown fill soils. 

See Mitigation Measure 4.13-2, above L 

 Mitigation 4.13-4: The project applicant shall thoroughly review available 
building and environmental records. 

 

 Mitigation 4-13.5: The developer shall perform due diligence, including 
without limitation, retaining the services of subsurface utility locators and 
other technical experts prior to any ground-disturbing activities. 
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Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation  
Residual 

Significance 
Impact 5.13-1: Exposure of persons or property to 
seismic risk. 

See Mitigation Measures 4.13-1 and 4.13-2, above. L 

Groundwater 
Impact 4.14-1: Operation of wells could cause saltwater to intrude 
into shallow groundwater. 

Mitigation 4.14-1: Installation of groundwater extraction wells 
into the shallow water-bearing zone or Merritt Sand aquifer for 
any purpose other than construction de-watering and 
remediation, including monitoring, shall be prohibited. 

L 

Impact 4.14-2: Operation of wells could cause contaminants to 
migrate to uncontaminated groundwater. 

Mitigation 4.14-2: Extraction of groundwater for construction 
de-watering or remediation, including monitoring, shall be 
minimized where practicable; if extraction will penetrate into 
the deeper aquifers, than a study shall be conducted to 
determine whether contaminants of concern could migrate into 
the aquifer; if so, extraction shall be prohibited in that location. 

L 

Impact 5.14-1: Concurrent operation of multiple remediation wells 
or construction dewatering activities could further impair 
groundwater quality. 

See Mitigation Measures 4.14-1 and 4.14-2, above. L 

Surface Water 
Impact 4.15-1: In-water construction or remediation would 
increase turbidity, and could release contaminants, affecting 
water quality. 

Mitigation 4.15-1: Prior to in-water construction, the contractor 
shall prepare a water quality protection plan acceptable to the 
RWQCB, including site-specific best management practices for 
protection of Bay waters, and shall implement this plan during 
construction. 

L 

 Mitigation 4.15-2: Contractors and developers shall comply 
with all permit conditions from the Corps, RWQCB, and BCDC. 

 



OARB Area Redevelopment Plan EIR Summary 

Legend: S = Significant and unavoidable; L = Less than significant; A = Impact avoided 

 

Final EIR Page 23 July 2002 
 

Table 1-1Revised Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation 

Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation  
Residual 

Significance 
Impact 4.15-2: Under certain circumstances, disturbance of soils 
during construction and remediation could result in erosion, which 
in turn could increase sediment loads to receiving waters. 

Mitigation 4.15-3: Prior to ground-disturbing activities, the 
contractor shall develop and implement a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan to be reviewed by the City or the Port, 
including erosion and sediment control measures.  

L 

Impact 4.15-3: During construction or remediation, shallow 
groundwater may be encountered that could be contaminated 
with sediment or chemicals, and could enter nearby receiving 
waters as could contaminated stormwater. 

Mitigation 4.15-4: Prior to construction or remediation, the 
contractor shall develop and implement a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan, including protocols for determining the quality 
and disposition of construction water which includes shallow 
groundwater encountered during construction/remediation; 
depending on the results of the testing, contaminated water 
shall be disposed of via standards of the applicable regulatory 
agency (RWQCB, DTSC, or EBMUD), as appropriate. In 
addition, the contractor shall comply with the requirements of 
NPDES Permit Nos. CAG912002 and CAG912003 if 
appropriate. 

L 

Impact 4.15-4: Net changes in impervious surface could result in 
higher pollutant loads to receiving waters. 

Mitigation 4.15-5: Post-construction controls of stormwater 
shall be incorporated into the design of new redevelopment 
elements to reduce pollutant loads. 

L 

Impact 4.15-5: Use of recycled water for non-potable purposes 
could lead to degradation of surface water quality. 

Mitigation 4.15-6: Site-specific design and best management 
practices shall be implemented to prevent runoff of recycled 
water to receiving waters. 

L 

Impact 4.15-6: New construction could result in changes in 
localized flooding. 

Mitigation 4.15-7: New development shall conform with the 
policies of the City of Oakland's Comprehensive Plan 
Environmental Health Hazards Element regarding flood 
protection. 

A 
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Legend: S = Significant and unavoidable; L = Less than significant; A = Impact avoided 
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Table 1-1Revised Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation 

Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation  
Residual 

Significance 
 Mitigation 4.15-8: The City and the Port shall complete flood 

hazard mapping in the project area, where necessary and 
applicable to delineate 100- and 500-year flood hazard zones. 

 

Impact 5.15-1: Construction-related increases in erosion and 
sedimentation/turbidity. 

See Mitigation Measures 4.15-1, 4.15-2, and 4.15-3, above L 

Impact 5.15-2: Increases in 303(d) pollutants and toxics. See Mitigation Measures 4.15-4 and 4.15-5, above L 

 1 
˜ ˜ ˜ 2 

˜ 3 
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Dowling Associates, Inc. Figure 4-2
Existing Traffic Volumes,

Lanes, and Traffic Controls
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W. Grand Av / Maritime St W. Grand Av / Frontage Rd

Saturday Traffic Volumes

Dowling Associates, Inc. Figure 4-2
Existing Traffic Volumes,

Lanes, and Traffic Controls
OARB Auto Mall Project

KEY
[44]  = Saturday peak hour traffic volume
        = Signalized intersection
        = Intersection approach lane

 [6
9]

 [1
07

]
Fr

on
ta

ge
 R

d

 [8]  [20]

 [161]

 [22]  [42]
 [165]

 [6
0]

 [1
6]

 [5
4]  [147]

 [5
9]

W. Grand Av

 [20]  [200]
 [433]  [426] [2

0]
 [7

4]
 [1

13
]

1 2
 [8

]
 [1

0]
 [1

3]

M
ar

iti
m

e 
St W. Grand Av

I-8
0 

R
am

ps

 [26]

N

S

W E



W. Grand Av / Maritime St W. Grand Av / Frontage Rd W. Grand Av / Mandela Pkwy W. Grand Av / Adeline St W. Grand Av / Market St

W. Grand Av / San Pablo Av W. Grand Av / Northgate Av 7th St / Maritime St 7th St / I-880 SB Ramp 7th St / I-880 NB Ramp

7th St / Mandela 7th St / Harrison St 7th St / Jackson St 6th St / Jackson St 5th St / Adeline St

5th St / Broadway 40th St / Hollis St 40th St / San Pablo Av Adeline St / San Pablo Av Powell St / I-80 NB Ramps

Powell St / Christie St Powell St / Hollis St Stanford Av / San Pablo Av Atlantic Av / Webster St Atlantic Av / Constitution

1
11

0 (
25

9)
12

9 (
10

3)
12

5 (
23

1)

M
ar

iti
m

e 
St W. Grand Av

444 (130)
410 (633)
117 (69)

10
4 (

24
4)

234 (67)

259 (125)
217 (213)

11
4 (

38
4)

11
8 (

10
8)

2

23
0 (

79
)

10
0 (

67
)

16
1 (

10
0)

166 (217)
640 (654)
108 (166)I-8

0 
R

am
ps

7 (
40

)

13
5 (

18
1)

Fr
on

ta
ge

 R
d

62 (92)

97 (235)
298 (410)

13
0 (

84
)

12
7 (

16
9)

W. Grand Av

M
an

de
la

 P
kw

y

3

15
8 (

13
2)

78
 (1

32
) W. Grand Av

18 (22)
707 (449)
76 (112)

119 (293)
317 (522)

56
 (6

4)
66

 (1
87

)
30

 (9
3)

52 (44)

4

63
 (6

0)
22

6 (
20

9)
43

 (8
8) 50 (60)

611 (669)
113 (64)

A
de

lin
e 

St

33
 (4

7)

57
 (5

6)

31 (45)

21 (57)
322 (529)

29
 (3

1)
19

9 (
18

9)

W. Grand Av

M
ar

ke
t S

t

5

39
 (5

4)
19

0 (
16

7) W. Grand Av

20 (42)
591 (647)
104 (91)

30 (52)
416 (615)

83
 (1

00
)

20
4 (

17
9)

66
 (1

01
)

52 (92)

6

2 (
10

)
39

6 (
42

1)
64

 (1
05

)

Sa
n 

Pa
bl

o 
A

v

W. Grand Av

62 (81)
629 (549)
26 (14)

31 (19)
368 (533)

60
 (8

4)
28

9 (
53

2)
33

 (4
1)

39 (51)

9 10
16

3 (
86

)
0 (

0)
58

5 (
12

0)

6 (
3)

13
7 (

77
)

481 (244) 0 (0)

N
or

th
ga

te
 A

v

W. Grand Av

M
ar

iti
m

e 
St 7th St

508 (619) 16
2 (

31
9)

198 (63)

7 8

52 (219) 22 (144)

94
 (8

7)7th St

Fr
on

ta
ge

 R
d

18
3 (

20
6)

469 (257) 107 (142)

7th St

140 (295) 67 (167) 35 (142)

79 (44) 214 (242)

464 (621) 77 (231)

54
 (2

2)
60

 (2
17

)

24 (61)

46
 (1

45
) 212 (291)

I-8
80

 S
B

 R
am

p

285 (349)
53 (153)

16
4 (

19
0)

11
8 (

15
8)

47
 (9

3)
I-8

80
 N

B
 R

am
p

34
3 (

40
8)

51
 (9

0)
11 12 13

M
an

de
la 7th St

12
 (3

2)
A

de
lin

e 
St

15

24
 (4

1)
71

 (4
1)

62
 (1

21
)

H
ar

ris
on

 S
t

Ja
ck

so
n 

St 6th St

14
54

 (1
14

5)
19

3 (
20

4)

14

5th St

33 (46) 58 (9) 22 (14)

71
 (5

2)
74

 (1
05

)

181 (117)
147 (100) 7th St 7th St 17 (55) 65 (21)
311 (252) 365 (406)

26 (27) 110 (113) 48 (56) 12 (13)
310 (474)

11
 (1

2)
19

 (4
6)

53
 (1

09
) 395 (702)

16
11

 (7
59

)
16

56
 (1

33
3)

21
6 (

35
4)716 (891)

Ja
ck

so
n 

St

32
7 (

26
5)

34
1 (

40
7) 638 (733)

148 (76)

57
 (1

14
)

25
 (9

6)
11

8 (
17

4)

11 (11)

76
 (2

09
)

63
9 (

98
1)

12
4 (

42
7)

16 17 18

B
ro

ad
w

ay 5th St

H
ol

lis
 S

t 40th St

20

23
3 (

36
4)

53
6 (

72
5)

6 (
35

)
12

7 (
26

3)
42

 (8
9)

91
 (1

57
)

Sa
n 

Pa
bl

o 
A

v

Adeline St

39
 (1

09
)

71
3 (

12
11

)
19

Powell St

149 (171) 134 (117) 8 (8) 308 (430)

Sa
n 

Pa
bl

o 
A

v

40th St

951 (1685)
31 (129) 18 (88) 15 (8)
250 (509) 346 (923) 194 (215)

766 (868) 20 (45) 94 (159) 43 (95) 99 (204)
278 (282)

16
2 (

29
2)

21
3 (

42
7) 126 (548)

10
2 (

24
3)

20
1 (

31
8)

34
 (8

9) 242 (558)

31
5 (

40
8)

78
9 (

10
16

)

10
75

 (1
30

6)
15

8 (
49

) 810 (924)

62
0 (

67
1)

0 (
24

4)
10

47
 (1

00
3)

I-8
0 

N
B

 R
am

ps

60 (83) 38 (137) 62 (280) 7 (14)

12
 (6

3) 134 (160)

69
7 (

83
4)

50
 (1

28
)

21 22 23

C
hr

is
tie

 S
t

Powell St

H
ol

lis
 S

t Powell St

94
 (1

15
)

C
on

st
itu

tio
n

25

43
6 (

83
1)

57
 (2

40
)

72
 (6

1)

10
0 (

24
0)

20
1 (

26
4)

24
 (7

7)

60
 (8

7)

W
eb

st
er

 S
t

Atlantic Av

45
8 (

48
9)

40
2 (

93
3)

45
 (9

0)

24

Atlantic Av

87 (198) 74 (34) 17 (34) 61 (29) 24 (99)

22
9 (

12
18

)
34

 (1
21

)

Sa
n 

Pa
bl

o 
A

v

Stanford Av

162 (87)
32 (219) 58 (54) 100 (94) 19 (73) 90 (120)
620 (1019) 518 (581) 416 (394) 205 (163)

412 (407) 250 (122) 46 (131) 454 (436) 90 (85)
892 (691)

10
1 (

26
6)

16
 (6

0)
67

 (2
70

) 423 (662)

19
2 (

52
0)

15
7 (

34
5)

16
 (3

9)

10
3 (

11
2)195 (547)

13
0 (

14
2)

61
4 (

10
49

)

96
6 (

45
1)

54
 (8

1) 180 (139)
16 (66)

83
 (5

0)
72

0 (
67

8)
78

 (7
7)

446 (882) 408 (199) 65 (150) 43 (73)

45
 (9

6) 134 (180)

KEY
31 (27) = AM (PM) peak hour traffic volume
        = Signalized intersection
        = Intersection approach lane

Dowling Associates, Inc. Figure A.1
Existing Plus Project Traffic Volumes,

Lanes, and Traffic Controls
OARB Auto Mall Project
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Existing Plus Project Traffic Volumes,

Lanes, and Traffic Controls
OARB Auto Mall Project
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Dowling Associates, Inc. Figure A.4
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Dowling Associates, Inc. Figure A.5
Cumulative No Option B Traffic Volumes,

Lanes, and Traffic Controls
OARB Auto Mall Project
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Dowling Associates, Inc. Figure A.5
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Lanes, and Traffic Controls
OARB Auto Mall Project
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Cumulative Plus Option B Traffic Volumes,
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OARB Automall EIR
Existing Freeway Level of Service Summary for Proposed Project April 10, 2006

Existing Existing Plus Project Exisitng Project Traffic
Freeway Segment AM PM AM PM Lanes Traffic Volume (in PCEs) Significant?

LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C AM PM AM PM AM PM
I-80 at the Bay Bridge

Eastbound C 0.584 F 1.134 C 0.592 F 1.138 5 5,314 10,318 71 36
Westbound F 1.098 D 0.825 F 1.100 D 0.831 5 9,992 7,505 19 58

I-80 between I-880 and I-580
Eastbound B 0.465 D 0.902 B 0.469 D 0.917 5 4,228 8,209 44 137
Westbound D 0.874 C 0.656 D 0.892 C 0.666 5 7,949 5,971 170 86

I-80 East of I-80/I-580 Split
Eastbound C 0.619 F 1.221 C 0.624 F 1.230 5 5,637 11,115 38 115
Westbound F 1.165 D 0.888 F 1.180 D 0.896 5 10,599 8,085 142 72

 I-880 Connector to I-80 East
Northbound C 0.684 C 0.633 C 0.694 C 0.664 2 2,489 2,302 38 115
Southbound C 0.677 C 0.677 C 0.716 C 0.697 2 2,464 2,465 142 72

 I-880 Connector to I-80 West
Northbound B 0.507 B 0.380 B 0.524 B 0.434 2 1,846 1,384 63 195
Southbound A 0.248 B 0.426 A 0.314 B 0.459 2 902 1,549 241 122

 I-880 North of 7th St.
Northbound D 0.794 C 0.675 D 0.794 C 0.675 3 4,335 3,687 0 0
Southbound C 0.616 C 0.735 C 0.616 C 0.735 3 3,365 4,013 0 0

 I-880 South of 7th St.
Northbound D 0.860 D 0.797 D 0.880 D 0.807 3 4,695 4,353 110 55
Southbound C 0.734 C 0.680 C 0.739 C 0.697 3 4,005 3,714 29 89

I-880 North of I-980
Northbound D 0.850 D 0.788 D 0.870 D 0.798 3 4,641 4,303 110 55
Southbound C 0.725 C 0.672 C 0.730 C 0.687 3 3,959 3,671 26 80



Existing Freeway Level of Service Summary for Proposed Project April 10, 2006

Existing Existing Plus Project Exisitng Project Traffic
Freeway Segment AM PM AM PM Lanes Traffic Volume (in PCEs) Significant?

LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C AM PM AM PM AM PM
I-880 South of I-980

Northbound F 1.201 F 1.164 F 1.214 F 1.171 4 8,740 8,477 99 50
Southbound E 0.970 F 1.171 E 0.974 F 1.182 4 7,063 8,523 26 80

I-880 North of I-238
Northbound F 1.208 F 1.171 F 1.209 F 1.172 4 8,791 8,527 11 6
Southbound E 0.976 F 1.178 E 0.976 F 1.179 4 7,104 8,573 3 9

I-580 East of I-980/SH-24
Eastbound D 0.831 F 1.114 D 0.835 F 1.127 4 6,050 8,110 31 97
Westbound F 1.025 D 0.919 F 1.041 D 0.927 4 7,461 6,690 121 61

I-580 West of I-980/SH-24
Eastbound C 0.760 F 1.174 C 0.765 F 1.189 5 6,919 10,680 44 137
Westbound F 1.197 F 1.013 F 1.215 F 1.023 5 10,888 9,220 170 86

I-980
Eastbound B 0.415 C 0.717 B 0.415 C 0.717 4 3,018 5,216 0 0
Westbound C 0.752 B 0.479 C 0.752 B 0.479 4 5,477 3,484 0 0

SH 24 East of I-580
Eastbound B 0.437 D 0.896 B 0.439 D 0.903 4 3,180 6,526 14 44
Westbound F 1.077 C 0.615 F 1.084 C 0.618 4 7,839 4,474 55 28

Source:  Dowling Associates, Inc.

Freeway Capacity Source:  1985 Highway Capacity Manual Ideal Freeway Capacity = 2000 (p. 3-8) V/C LOS
Percent Trucks = 10.0% 0.350 A
Actual Capacity / Ideal Capacity = 91% 0.540 B
Adjusted Freeway Capacity = 1820 0.770 C

0.930 D
1.000 E



OARB Automall EIR
Existing Freeway Level of Service Summary for Option B April 10, 2006

Existing Existing Plus Option B Exisitng Option B
Freeway Segment AM PM AM PM Lanes Traffic Volume (in PCEs) Significant?

LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C AM PM AM PM AM PM
I-80 at the Bay Bridge

Eastbound C 0.584 F 1.134 C 0.591 F 1.141 5 5,314 10,318 67 63
Westbound F 1.098 D 0.825 F 1.101 D 0.833 5 9,992 7,505 27 76

I-80 between I-880 and I-580
Eastbound B 0.465 D 0.902 B 0.472 D 0.922 5 4,228 8,209 63 178
Westbound D 0.874 C 0.656 D 0.891 C 0.672 5 7,949 5,971 161 146

I-80 East of I-80/I-580 Split
Eastbound C 0.619 F 1.221 C 0.625 F 1.240 5 5,637 11,115 54 149
Westbound F 1.165 D 0.888 F 1.180 D 0.902 5 10,599 8,085 135 121

 I-880 Connector to I-80 East
Northbound C 0.684 C 0.633 C 0.699 C 0.673 2 2,489 2,302 54 149
Southbound C 0.677 C 0.677 C 0.714 C 0.710 2 2,464 2,465 135 121

 I-880 Connector to I-80 West
Northbound B 0.507 B 0.380 B 0.532 B 0.450 2 1,846 1,384 90 254
Southbound A 0.248 B 0.426 A 0.310 B 0.483 2 902 1,549 228 209

 I-880 North of 7th St.
Northbound D 0.794 C 0.675 D 0.794 C 0.675 3 4,335 3,687 0 0
Southbound C 0.616 C 0.735 C 0.616 C 0.735 3 3,365 4,013 0 0

 I-880 South of 7th St.
Northbound D 0.860 D 0.797 D 0.878 D 0.818 3 4,695 4,353 99 114
Southbound C 0.734 C 0.680 C 0.742 C 0.703 3 4,005 3,714 47 126

I-880 North of I-980
Northbound D 0.850 D 0.788 D 0.868 D 0.809 3 4,641 4,303 99 114
Southbound C 0.725 C 0.672 C 0.733 C 0.693 3 3,959 3,671 43 114



Existing Freeway Level of Service Summary for Option B April 10, 2006

Existing Existing Plus Option B Exisitng Option B
Freeway Segment AM PM AM PM Lanes Traffic Volume (in PCEs) Significant?

LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C AM PM AM PM AM PM
I-880 South of I-980

Northbound F 1.201 F 1.164 F 1.213 F 1.179 4 8,740 8,477 89 104
Southbound E 0.970 F 1.171 E 0.976 F 1.186 4 7,063 8,523 43 114

I-880 North of I-238
Northbound F 1.208 F 1.171 F 1.209 F 1.173 4 8,791 8,527 10 12
Southbound E 0.976 F 1.178 E 0.977 F 1.179 4 7,104 8,573 5 13

I-580 East of I-980/SH-24
Eastbound D 0.831 F 1.114 D 0.837 F 1.131 4 6,050 8,110 43 124
Westbound F 1.025 D 0.919 F 1.041 E 0.933 4 7,461 6,690 115 100

I-580 West of I-980/SH-24
Eastbound C 0.760 F 1.174 C 0.767 F 1.193 5 6,919 10,680 63 178
Westbound F 1.197 F 1.013 F 1.214 F 1.029 5 10,888 9,220 161 146

I-980
Eastbound B 0.415 C 0.717 B 0.415 C 0.717 4 3,018 5,216 0 0
Westbound C 0.752 B 0.479 C 0.752 B 0.479 4 5,477 3,484 0 0

SH 24 East of I-580
Eastbound B 0.437 D 0.896 B 0.440 D 0.904 4 3,180 6,526 21 58
Westbound F 1.077 C 0.615 F 1.084 C 0.621 4 7,839 4,474 52 49

Source:  Dowling Associates, Inc.

Freeway Capacity Source:  1985 Highway Capacity Manual Ideal Freeway Capacity = 2000 (p. 3-8) V/C LOS
Percent Trucks = 10.0% 0.350 A
Actual Capacity / Ideal Capacity = 91% 0.540 B
Adjusted Freeway Capacity = 1820 0.770 C

0.930 D
1.000 E



OARB Automall EIR
Cumulative Freeway Level of Service Summary for Proposed Project April 10, 2006

Cumulative No Project Cumulative with Project
Freeway Segment AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Lanes Significant?

LOS V/C Vol. LOS V/C Vol. LOS V/C Vol. LOS V/C Vol. AM PM AM PM
I-80 at the Bay Bridge

Eastbound C 0.604 5,496 F 1.448 13,181 C 0.612 5,568 F 1.452 13,217 5
Westbound F 1.518 13,814 F 1.094 9,955 F 1.520 13,833 F 1.100 10,012 5

I-80 between I-880 and I-580
Eastbound B 0.470 4,276 F 1.006 9,156 B 0.475 4,320 F 1.021 9,293 5
Westbound E 0.996 9,065 C 0.719 6,544 F 1.015 9,235 C 0.729 6,630 5 Yes Yes

I-80 East of I-80/I-580 Split
Eastbound C 0.713 6,492 F 1.253 11,401 C 0.718 6,531 F 1.265 11,516 5
Westbound F 1.260 11,469 E 0.994 9,048 F 1.276 11,611 F 1.002 9,120 5 Yes Yes

 I-880 Connector to I-80 East
Northbound F 1.007 3,666 D 0.834 3,036 F 1.018 3,704 D 0.866 3,151 2
Southbound D 0.820 2,987 D 0.848 3,086 D 0.859 3,129 D 0.867 3,158 2

 I-880 Connector to I-80 West
Northbound C 0.693 2,522 B 0.501 1,825 C 0.710 2,585 C 0.555 2,020 2
Southbound A 0.323 1,177 C 0.620 2,256 B 0.389 1,418 C 0.653 2,378 2

 I-880 North of 7th St.
Northbound E 0.964 5,262 C 0.759 4,144 E 0.964 5,262 C 0.759 4,144 3
Southbound C 0.633 3,454 D 0.820 4,475 C 0.633 3,454 D 0.820 4,475 3

 I-880 South of 7th St.
Northbound F 1.215 6,636 E 0.980 5,351 F 1.235 6,746 E 0.990 5,407 3
Southbound D 0.858 4,687 E 0.957 5,227 D 0.864 4,715 E 0.973 5,315 3

I-880 North of I-980
Northbound F 1.232 6,725 E 0.967 5,282 F 1.252 6,835 E 0.978 5,338 3
Southbound D 0.874 4,771 D 0.895 4,885 D 0.879 4,797 D 0.909 4,964 3

Considerable
Contribution? 



Cumulative Freeway Level of Service Summary for Proposed Project April 10, 2006

Cumulative No Project Cumulative with Project
Freeway Segment AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Lanes Significant?

LOS V/C Vol. LOS V/C Vol. LOS V/C Vol. LOS V/C Vol. AM PM AM PM

Considerable
Contribution? 

I-880 South of I-980
Northbound F 1.531 11,146 F 1.314 9,569 F 1.544 11,244 F 1.321 9,620 4
Southbound F 1.112 8,094 F 1.385 10,084 F 1.115 8,119 F 1.396 10,164 4

I-880 North of I-238
Northbound F 1.380 10,043 F 1.296 9,438 F 1.381 10,054 F 1.297 9,444 4
Southbound F 1.241 9,034 F 1.410 10,267 F 1.241 9,037 F 1.412 10,276 4

I-580 East of I-980/SH-24
Eastbound D 0.836 6,085 F 1.178 8,574 D 0.840 6,117 F 1.191 8,672 4
Westbound F 1.138 8,287 F 1.058 7,702 F 1.155 8,408 F 1.066 7,763 4

I-580 West of I-980/SH-24
Eastbound C 0.766 6,967 F 1.265 11,509 D 0.770 7,011 F 1.280 11,646 5
Westbound F 1.356 12,336 F 1.089 9,913 F 1.374 12,505 F 1.099 9,999 5

I-980
Eastbound B 0.481 3,500 D 0.875 6,368 B 0.481 3,500 D 0.875 6,368 4
Westbound D 0.876 6,376 C 0.619 4,504 D 0.876 6,376 C 0.619 4,504 4

SH 24 East of I-580
Eastbound B 0.482 3,509 F 1.031 7,506 B 0.484 3,523 F 1.037 7,551 4
Westbound F 1.180 8,594 C 0.722 5,253 F 1.188 8,649 C 0.725 5,281 4

Source:  Dowling Associates, Inc.
Freeway Capacity Source:  1985 Highway Capacity Manu Ideal Freeway Capacity = 2000 (p. 3-8) V/C LOS

Percent Trucks = 10.0% 0.350 A
Actual Capacity / Ideal Capacity = 91% 0.540 B
Adjusted Freeway Capacity = 1820 0.770 C

0.930 D
1.000 E



OARB Automall EIR
Cumulative Freeway Level of Service Summary for Option B April 10, 2006

Cumulative No Option B Cumulative with Option B
Freeway Segment AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Lanes Significant?

LOS V/C Vol. LOS V/C Vol. LOS V/C Vol. LOS V/C Vol. AM PM AM PM
I-80 at the Bay Bridge

Eastbound C 0.601 5,471 F 1.448 13,180 C 0.609 5,538 F 1.455 13,243 5
Westbound F 1.518 13,812 F 1.091 9,931 F 1.521 13,839 F 1.100 10,007 5

I-80 between I-880 and I-580
Eastbound B 0.469 4,270 F 1.001 9,105 B 0.476 4,333 F 1.020 9,283 5
Westbound E 0.990 9,009 C 0.719 6,542 F 1.008 9,170 C 0.735 6,687 5 Yes Yes

I-80 East of I-80/I-580 Split
Eastbound C 0.713 6,488 F 1.248 11,359 C 0.719 6,541 F 1.265 11,508 5
Westbound F 1.255 11,423 E 0.994 9,046 F 1.270 11,558 F 1.007 9,167 5 Yes Yes

 I-880 Connector to I-80 East
Northbound F 1.006 3,661 D 0.823 2,994 F 1.021 3,715 D 0.863 3,142 2
Southbound D 0.808 2,940 D 0.847 3,084 D 0.845 3,075 D 0.880 3,205 2

 I-880 Connector to I-80 West
Northbound C 0.691 2,514 B 0.481 1,750 C 0.715 2,604 C 0.551 2,004 2
Southbound A 0.301 1,095 C 0.619 2,253 B 0.363 1,323 C 0.676 2,462 2

 I-880 North of 7th St.
Northbound E 0.964 5,262 C 0.759 4,144 E 0.964 5,262 C 0.759 4,144 3
Southbound C 0.633 3,454 D 0.820 4,475 C 0.633 3,454 D 0.820 4,475 3

 I-880 South of 7th St.
Northbound F 1.206 6,584 E 0.980 5,349 F 1.224 6,683 F 1.001 5,463 3 Yes Yes
Southbound D 0.858 4,682 E 0.949 5,179 D 0.866 4,729 E 0.972 5,305 3

I-880 North of I-980
Northbound F 1.222 6,673 E 0.967 5,280 F 1.240 6,772 E 0.988 5,394 3
Southbound D 0.873 4,767 D 0.887 4,841 D 0.881 4,810 D 0.908 4,955 3

Considerable
Contribution? 



Cumulative Freeway Level of Service Summary for Option B April 10, 2006

Cumulative No Option B Cumulative with Option B
Freeway Segment AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Lanes Significant?

LOS V/C Vol. LOS V/C Vol. LOS V/C Vol. LOS V/C Vol. AM PM AM PM

Considerable
Contribution? 

I-880 South of I-980
Northbound F 1.524 11,096 F 1.314 9,567 F 1.536 11,185 F 1.328 9,671 4
Southbound F 1.111 8,089 F 1.379 10,040 F 1.117 8,133 F 1.395 10,154 4

I-880 North of I-238
Northbound F 1.379 10,037 F 1.296 9,438 F 1.380 10,047 F 1.298 9,449 4
Southbound F 1.241 9,034 F 1.410 10,262 F 1.241 9,038 F 1.411 10,275 4

I-580 East of I-980/SH-24
Eastbound D 0.835 6,081 F 1.173 8,541 D 0.841 6,125 F 1.190 8,665 4
Westbound F 1.133 8,250 F 1.058 7,700 F 1.149 8,365 F 1.071 7,800 4

I-580 West of I-980/SH-24
Eastbound C 0.765 6,961 F 1.259 11,458 D 0.772 7,024 F 1.279 11,636 5
Westbound F 1.349 12,279 F 1.089 9,910 F 1.367 12,440 F 1.105 10,056 5

I-980
Eastbound B 0.481 3,500 D 0.875 6,368 B 0.481 3,500 D 0.875 6,368 4
Westbound D 0.876 6,376 C 0.619 4,504 D 0.876 6,376 C 0.619 4,504 4

SH 24 East of I-580
Eastbound B 0.482 3,507 F 1.029 7,488 B 0.485 3,528 F 1.037 7,547 4
Westbound F 1.178 8,575 C 0.721 5,252 F 1.185 8,626 C 0.728 5,301 4

Source:  Dowling Associates, Inc.
Freeway Capacity Source:  1985 Highway Capacity Manu Ideal Freeway Capacity = 2000 (p. 3-8) V/C LOS

Percent Trucks = 10.0% 0.350 A
Actual Capacity / Ideal Capacity = 91% 0.540 B
Adjusted Freeway Capacity = 1820 0.770 C

0.930 D
1.000 E
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CMP Analysis for OARB Auto Mall Project EIR 

Alameda County Congestion Management Agency Analysis 

Significance Criteria 

The proposed project consist of two alternatives options, the Project and Option B alternatives.  
Both of these project variants have been studied at an equal level.  

The roadway impacts of the project were considered significant if the addition of project-related 
traffic would result in a level of service (LOS) value worse than LOS E, except where the 
roadway link was already at LOS F under no project conditions. For those locations where this 
Baseline condition is LOS F, the impacts of the project were considered significant if the 
contribution of project-related traffic is at least three percent (3%) of the total traffic. This 
criterion has been included to address impacts along roadway segments currently operating under 
unacceptable levels and was developed based on professional judgment using a “reasonableness 
test” of daily fluctuations of traffic.  Also a change of “volume to capacity” (V/C) ratio of 3% 
has been found to be the threshold for which a perceived change in congestion is observed (the 
V/C ratio is calculated by comparing the peak hour link volume to the peak hour capacity of the 
road link).   This change is equivalent to about one-half of the change from one level of service 
to the next. 

Level of service (LOS) is a measure of the traffic characteristics of a road segment under 
different traffic conditions, and is assigned a letter from “A” to “F”, with LOS A representing 
uncongested, high speed and minimum delay, conditions, while LOS F represents highly 
unstable congested conditions with low speeds and high delay.  

This CMP analysis focuses on roadway links on MTS and CMP highway segments and transit 
corridors, and does not extend to intersections.  This is consistent with the guidelines of the 2003 
Congestion Management Program.  

Congestion Management Program Land Use Analysis 

Since the proposed project, as defined above, would generate more than 100 peak hour trips, the 
impacts of the project on the regional transportation system were assessed using the Alameda 
County Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA) Countywide Travel Demand Model. The 
impact analysis for roadways includes all MTS roadways and CMP-designated roadways, plus 
several local MTS roadways in the vicinity of the project area.  

The traffic forecasts were based on the most recent version (during the period when the 
comments on the NOP were issued) of the Countywide Model, which uses Association of Bay 
Area Government’s (ABAG) Projections 2002 (P’02) socio-economic forecasts. The socio-
economic data for the project area was added into the model for the 2010 and 2025 forecasts for 
all traffic analysis zones within the project area.  The table below summarizes the changes in 
land use for the commercial and residential project variants. 
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Year 
2010 No Project Project Alternative Option B Alternative 

TAZ Household Jobs Household Jobs Household Jobs 

475 0 1197 0 2305 0 2305 

476 180 3387 180 3387 180 3042 

 

Year 
2025 No Project Project Alternative Option B Alternative 

TAZ Household Jobs Household Jobs Household Jobs 

475 0 1648 0 2756 0 2756 

476 480 5310 480 5310 480 4965 

 

For the CMP analysis, traffic estimates were calculated for the proposed project using the model 
and then compared against 2010 and 2025 baseline volumes.  The model was used to calculate 
trip generation, trip distribution, mode choice, and trip assignment of project trips from/to the 
OARB Auto Mall.  The results were summarized for both highway and transit impacts.  
Highway impacts were summarized at the designated link locations identified based on 
discussions with ACCMA staff (these link locations are generally similar to those identified in 
the Notice of Preparation letter).  Transit impacts were addressed for AC Transit and BART. 

CMP and MTS Highway Segments 

The levels of service (LOS) for the designated links were analyzed in a spreadsheet using the 
Florida Department of Transportation LOS methodology,1 which provides a planning level 
analysis based on Highway Capacity Manual 1985 methods. As a planning level analysis, the 
level of service is based on forecasts of traffic and assumptions for roadway and signalization 
control conditions, such as facility type (freeway, expressway, and arterial classification), speeds, 
capacity and number of lanes. The assumption for the number of lanes at each link location was 
extracted from the model and confirmed through field observations. 

The traffic baseline forecasts for 2010 & 2025 were extracted at the required CMP and MTS 
highway segments from the ACCMA Countywide Travel Model, for the PM peak hour. The PM 

                                                 
1 Florida Department of Transportation. Level of Service Standards and Guidelines Manual for Planning, 1995. 
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peak hour was evaluated in compliance with ACCMA requirements. The tables compare the 
Baseline results to the With-Project results for each model horizon year. The PM peak hour 
volumes, V/C ratios and the LOS for Baseline and With-Project conditions represent both 
directions of flow.   Detailed tables are provided at the end of the analysis and include all data for 
2010 and 2025 forecast years. 

2010 Cumulative Impacts on the Regional and Local Roadways 

The project would contribute to the 2010 cumulative impacts on the regional and local roadways. 

Under both the Project and Option B alternatives, two MTS roadway segments are expected to 
result in significant impact: I-880 south of I-980 in the southbound direction, and I-880 north of 
I-238 in the southbound direction. At both of these locations, the baseline scenario would operate 
at LOS F, and the project trips would result in more than 3% in V/C increase. This is significant 
impact.   

The addition of project-generated traffic to the regional and local roadways would also result in a 
change in LOS for some other roadway segments which do not result in significant impacts 
because they would operate within acceptable LOS E or better. Summary of the LOS analysis is 
shown in Tables 1 and 2.  

2025 Cumulative Impacts on the Regional and Local Roadways 

The project would contribute to the 2025 cumulative impacts on the regional and local roadways; 
however, this results in a less than significant impact.  

The addition of project-generated traffic to the regional and local roadways would result in a 
change in LOS for both the Project and Option B alternatives when compared to the 2025 
Baseline condition (see Tables 3 and 4), which do not result in significant impacts because they 
would operate within acceptable LOS E or better. 

  

MTS Transit Corridors 

The impact of the proposed project on the transit system was assessed using the latest version of 
the ACCMA Countywide Model.   The transit trips generated by baseline and both proposed 
project conditions have been forecast using the ACCMA Countywide Model and are compared 
in Table 5.   The model generates daily home-based work and non-work trips, but does not 
generate peak hour transit trips.  Therefore to estimate the number of transit trips occurring 
during the peak period, it is conservatively assumed that half of the daily home based work trips 
occur during the PM peak hour.  The ACCMA Countywide model predicts transit ridership for 
all operators, including AC Transit and BART.  

For the purposes of the CMP analysis, the proposed OARB Auto Mall project area is located 
within the service area of AC Transit and BART.  The frequency of transit service in the project 
area vicinity meets or exceeds the performance measures proposed in Table 8 of the 2001 
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Congestion Management Program.  The project area is located within an area well served by 
BART trains but poorly served by AC Transit.  The site is located within a mile of the West 
County BART station and the project sponsor has proposed to implement a system of shuttle 
buses from the site to the West Oakland BART station.  

Ridership on AC Transit Buses 

Future growth and development within the project area would provide a nominal increase in 
ridership on AC Transit buses; however, this would be a less than significant impact. 

The impacts of both the Project and Option B alternatives on the baseline AC Transit bus system 
were assessed based on the ridership derived from the Countywide Model.  For analysis 
purposes, a conservative assumption has been made that half of all daily project-related trips 
would occur during the peak hour.   Based on this conservative assumption, the Project 
alternative has the potential to generate 3 new AC Transit peak hour bus trips by Year 2010, and 
5 new AC Transit peak hour bus trips by Year 2025. The Option B alternative has the potential 
to generate 2 new AC Transit peak hour bus trips by Year 2010, and by Year 2025, it is not 
expected to generate any additional AC Transit services. This is a result of the future land 
changes in the surrounding area that affected the number of transit riders going in and out of the 
project site. 

Today there is a limited service provided by AC Transit in the project area and buses during the 
peak hour have sufficient capacity to accommodate this nominal increase in bus trips.   
Therefore, the project is not expected to require a change of the transit service standard of 15-30 
minute bus frequencies.    

Ridership on BART 

The project would slightly increase ridership on BART; however, this would be a less than 
significant impact. 

The impacts of the project on the baseline BART system were assessed based on the ridership 
derived from the Countywide Model at the West Oakland BART station.  For analysis purposes, 
a conservative assumption was made that half of all daily project-related trips would occur 
during the peak hour.  Both the Project and Option B alternatives are expected to reduce a 
marginal amount of BART trips using the West Oakland station to and from the project site. The 
anticipated reduction in BART riders accessing the project site is primarily due to the land use 
change of the proposed project. The original TAZ for the no project conditions contains mainly 
manufacturing, service, and warehousing jobs, as a result, higher transit and BART riders are 
expected. However, the proposed project would consist of mainly auto dealerships and a major 
“big box” retail. The nature of these land uses is that they would attract fewer transit riders when 
compared to the no project land use types. The Project alternative is expected to reduce peak 
hour BART trips by 1 in Year 2010, and reduce by 3 by Year 2025. The Option B alternative is 
expected to reduce peak hour BART trips by 6 in Year 2010, and reduce by 9 by Year 2025. 

BART operates four major transbay lines, all accessing the West Oakland BART station.  The 
trains in the peak hour operate every 4.5 minutes.  This represents a total of 13 trains per hour.   
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With an approximate capacity of 1,000 seated and standing passengers per 10 car train, this 
amounts to a maximum of 13,000 passengers per hour.  Since both the project alternatives would 
not result in ridership increase, there is no impact to the BART operations at the West Oakland 
station.   
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Table 1: CMP Year 2010 LOS Analysis Summary – Project Alternative 
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Table 2: CMP Year 2010 LOS Analysis Summary – Option B Alternative  
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Table 3: CMP Year 2025 LOS Analysis Summary – Project Alternative  
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Table 4: CMP Year 2025 LOS Analysis Summary – Option B Alternative  
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Note:  Transit and auto trips in Tables 5 and 6 include the total daily home-based work trips. 

 

 

 

Table 5: Home-Based-Work Trip Mode Choice for Auto Mall
Home-Based Work Trips
differences between no-project & project are attributed to the project

Mode 2010 2025 2010 2025 2010 2025 2010 P 2010 Opt B 2025 P 2025 Opt B 2010 2010 Opt B 2025 P 2025 Opt B
Transit 365        808         451         911          415          864             86        50             103         56               23.6% 13.7% 12.7% 6.9%
Auto 5,432     8,052      6,683      9,241       6,302       8,885          1,251   870           1,189      833             23.0% 16.0% 14.8% 10.3%

Total 5,797     8,860      7,134      10,152   6,717     9,749        1,337 920         1,292      889           23.1% 15.9% 14.6% 10.0%

Percent Growth between
No-project and ProjectNO-PROJECT PROJECT

Increase between
No-project and ProjectPROJECT - OPT B

Table 6: AC Transit Ridership
Home-Based Work Trips
differences between no-project & project are attributed to the project

Operator 2010 2025 2010 2025 2010 2025 2010 P 2010 Opt B 2025 P 2025 Opt B 2010 P 2010 Opt B 2025 P 2025 Opt B
AC Transit 56,354   76,438    56,359    76,448     56,357     76,438        5          3               10           -              0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Percent Growth between
No-project and ProjectNO-PROJECT PROJECT PROJECT - OPT B

Increase between
No-project and Project

Table 7: BART Boardings & Alightings
Home-Based Work Trips
differences between no-project & project are attributed to the project

BART Station 2010 2025 2010 2025 2010 2025 2010 P 2010 Opt B 2025 P 2025 Opt B 2010 P 2010 Opt B 2025 P 2025 Opt B
West Oakland 5,622     11,276    5,620      11,271     5,611       11,258        (2)         (11)            (5)           (18)              0.0% -0.2% 0.0% -0.2%

Percent Growth between
No-project and ProjectNO-PROJECT PROJECT PROJECT - OPT B

Increase between
No-project and Project
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Table A1:
Project: Oakland Auto Mall - MTS Segment Evaluation for CMP Analysis
2010 PM Peak Hour
No-Project

NB/EB SB/WB Facility
Link Location Volume Capacity V/C Lanes LOS Volume Capacity V/C Lanes LOS Type

Interstate/State Highways
I-88 - at Bay Bridge 12,966 10000 1.30 5 F 10,803 10000 1.08 5 F FWY
I-80 - east of I-80/I-580 8,726 10000 0.87 5 D 9,396 10000 0.94 5 E FWY
I-880 - connector to I-80 east 2,817 4000 0.70 2 C 2,983 4000 0.75 2 C FWY
I-880 - connector to I-80 west 1,988 4000 0.50 2 B 1,644 4000 0.41 2 B FWY
I-880 - north of 7th St 3,994 6000 0.67 3 C 4,678 6000 0.78 3 D FWY
I-880 - south of 7th St 4,087 6000 0.68 3 C 4,778 6000 0.80 3 D FWY
I-880 - south of I-980 6,642 8000 0.83 4 D 8,380 8000 1.05 4 F FWY
I-880 - north of I-238 7,902 8000 0.99 4 E 8,882 8000 1.11 4 F FWY
I-580 - east of I-980 9,183 8000 1.15 4 F 5,546 8000 0.69 4 C FWY
I-580 - west of I-980 9,646 10000 0.96 5 E 7,729 10000 0.77 5 D FWY
I-980 - north of 12th St 5,437 6000 0.91 3 E 3,045 6000 0.51 3 B FWY
SR 24 - east of I-580 7,750 8000 0.97 4 E 4,544 8000 0.57 4 C FWY
SR 260  at Posey/Webster Tubes 3,255 1890 1.72 2 F 3,525 1890 1.87 2 F Class 1A

Arterials
7th St - east of I-880 293 1740 0.17 2 D 101 1740 0.06 2 D Class 2
8th St - east of Castro 352 1700 0.21 2 D Class 3
14th St - east of Mandela Parkway 218 1740 0.13 2 D 130 1740 0.07 2 D Class 2
Broadway - north of 7th St 341 2570 0.13 3 D 457 2570 0.18 3 D Class 3
Harrison St - north of 7th St 1,711 2570 0.67 3 D Class 3
Middle Harbor Rd - south of 3rd St 296 1740 0.17 2 D 31 1740 0.02 2 D Class 2
W. Grand Av - east of I-880 678 1740 0.39 2 D 802 1740 0.46 2 D Class 2
Maritime St - South of W. Grand Av 273 1740 0.16 2 D 92 1740 0.05 2 D Class 2

88,203 77,898
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Table A2:
Project: Oakland Auto Mall - MTS Segment Evaluation for CMP Analysis
2010 PM Peak Hour
Project

NB/EB SB/WB Facility
Link Location Volume Capacity V/C Lanes LOS Volume Capacity V/C Lanes LOS Type

Interstate/State Highways
I-88 - at Bay Bridge 12,966 10000 1.30 5 F 10,803 10000 1.08 5 F FWY
I-80 - east of I-80/I-580 8,867 10000 0.89 5 D 9,649 10000 0.96 5 E FWY
I-880 - connector to I-80 east 2,817 4000 0.70 2 C 3,058 4000 0.76 2 D FWY
I-880 - connector to I-80 west 2,101 4000 0.53 2 B 1,644 4000 0.41 2 B FWY
I-880 - north of 7th St 3,994 6000 0.67 3 C 4,876 6000 0.81 3 D FWY
I-880 - south of 7th St 4,087 6000 0.68 3 C 4,974 6000 0.83 3 D FWY
I-880 - south of I-980 6,695 8000 0.84 4 D 8,799 8000 1.10 4 F FWY
I-880 - north of I-238 7,938 8000 0.99 4 E 9,292 8000 1.16 4 F FWY
I-580 - east of I-980 9,183 8000 1.15 4 F 5,547 8000 0.69 4 C FWY
I-580 - west of I-980 9,646 10000 0.96 5 E 7,823 10000 0.78 5 D FWY
I-980 - north of 12th St 5,559 6000 0.93 3 E 3,161 6000 0.53 3 B FWY
SR 24 - east of I-580 7,774 8000 0.97 4 E 4,610 8000 0.58 4 C FWY
SR 260  at Posey/Webster Tubes 3,260 1890 1.72 2 F 3,536 1890 1.87 2 F Class 1A

Arterials
7th St - east of I-880 294 1740 0.17 2 D 101 1740 0.06 2 D Class 2
8th St - east of Castro 362 1700 0.21 2 D Class 3
14th St - east of Mandela Parkway 260 1740 0.15 2 D 130 1740 0.07 2 D Class 2
Broadway - north of 7th St 341 2570 0.13 3 D 457 2570 0.18 3 D Class 3
Harrison St - north of 7th St 1,716 2570 0.67 3 D Class 3
Middle Harbor Rd - south of 3rd St 296 1740 0.17 2 D 31 1740 0.02 2 D Class 2
W. Grand Av - east of I-880 678 1740 0.39 2 D 859 1740 0.49 2 D Class 2
Maritime St - South of W. Grand Av 293 1740 0.17 2 D 92 1740 0.05 2 D Class 2

88,765 79,804
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Table A3:
Project: Oakland Auto Mall - MTS Segment Evaluation for CMP Analysis
2010 PM Peak Hour
Option B

NB/EB SB/WB Facility
Link Location Volume Capacity V/C Lanes LOS Volume Capacity V/C Lanes LOS Type

Interstate/State Highways
I-88 - at Bay Bridge 12,966 10000 1.30 5 F 10,803 10000 1.08 5 F FWY
I-80 - east of I-80/I-580 8,888 10000 0.89 5 D 9,590 10000 0.96 5 E FWY
I-880 - connector to I-80 east 2,839 4000 0.71 2 C 3,045 4000 0.76 2 D FWY
I-880 - connector to I-80 west 2,084 4000 0.52 2 B 1,644 4000 0.41 2 B FWY
I-880 - north of 7th St 3,994 6000 0.67 3 C 4,843 6000 0.81 3 D FWY
I-880 - south of 7th St 4,087 6000 0.68 3 C 4,944 6000 0.82 3 D FWY
I-880 - south of I-980 6,689 8000 0.84 4 D 8,688 8000 1.09 4 F FWY
I-880 - north of I-238 7,902 8000 0.99 4 E 9,135 8000 1.14 4 F FWY
I-580 - east of I-980 9,183 8000 1.15 4 F 5,558 8000 0.69 4 C FWY
I-580 - west of I-980 9,646 10000 0.96 5 E 7,785 10000 0.78 5 D FWY
I-980 - north of 12th St 5,502 6000 0.92 3 E 3,098 6000 0.52 3 B FWY
SR 24 - east of I-580 7,756 8000 0.97 4 E 4,576 8000 0.57 4 C FWY
SR 260  at Posey/Webster Tubes 3,259 1890 1.72 2 F 3,533 1890 1.87 2 F Class 1A

Arterials
7th St - east of I-880 293 1740 0.17 2 D 102 1740 0.06 2 D Class 2
8th St - east of Castro 364 1700 0.21 2 D Class 3
14th St - east of Mandela Parkway 271 1740 0.16 2 D 167 1740 0.10 2 D Class 2
Broadway - north of 7th St 341 2570 0.13 3 D 457 2570 0.18 3 D Class 3
Harrison St - north of 7th St 1,720 2570 0.67 3 D Class 3
Middle Harbor Rd - south of 3rd St 296 1740 0.17 2 D 31 1740 0.02 2 D Class 2
W. Grand Av - east of I-880 678 1740 0.39 2 D 887 1740 0.51 2 D Class 2
Maritime St - South of W. Grand Av 293 1740 0.17 2 D 92 1740 0.05 2 D Class 2

88,687 79,342
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Table A4:
Project: Oakland Auto Mall - MTS Segment Evaluation for CMP Analysis
2025 PM Peak Hour
No-Project

NB/EB SB/WB Facility
Link Location Volume Capacity V/C Lanes LOS Volume Capacity V/C Lanes LOS Type

Interstate/State Highways
I-88 - at Bay Bridge 14,267 10000 1.43 5 F 11,968 10000 1.20 5 F FWY
I-80 - east of I-80/I-580 9,332 10000 0.93 5 E 9,499 10000 0.95 5 E FWY
I-880 - connector to I-80 east 3,316 4000 0.83 2 D 3,242 4000 0.81 2 D FWY
I-880 - connector to I-80 west 2,253 4000 0.56 2 C 1,729 4000 0.43 2 B FWY
I-880 - north of 7th St 3,984 6000 0.66 3 C 5,156 6000 0.86 3 D FWY
I-880 - south of 7th St 4,176 6000 0.70 3 C 5,291 6000 0.88 3 D FWY
I-880 - south of I-980 6,974 8000 0.87 4 D 8,953 8000 1.12 4 F FWY
I-880 - north of I-238 8,050 8000 1.01 4 F 9,531 8000 1.19 4 F FWY
I-580 - east of I-980 9,062 8000 1.13 4 F 5,947 8000 0.74 4 C FWY
I-580 - west of I-980 9,766 10000 0.98 5 E 8,175 10000 0.82 5 D FWY
I-980 - north of 12th St 5,726 6000 0.95 3 E 3,258 6000 0.54 3 B FWY
SR 24 - east of I-580 8,128 8000 1.02 4 F 4,964 8000 0.62 4 C FWY
SR 260  at Posey/Webster Tubes 3,759 1890 1.99 2 F 3,987 1890 2.11 2 F Class 1A

Arterials
7th St - east of I-880 496 1740 0.29 2 D 162 1740 0.09 2 D Class 2
8th St - east of Castro 444 1700 0.26 2 D Class 3
14th St - east of Mandela Parkway 453 1740 0.26 2 D 207 1740 0.12 2 D Class 2
Broadway - north of 7th St 425 2570 0.17 3 D 579 2570 0.23 3 D Class 3
Harrison St - north of 7th St 2,023 2570 0.79 3 D Class 3
Middle Harbor Rd - south of 3rd St 913 1740 0.52 2 D 88 1740 0.05 2 D Class 2
W. Grand Av - east of I-880 878 1740 0.50 2 D 1,048 1740 0.60 2 D Class 2
Maritime St - South of W. Grand Av 703 1740 0.40 2 D 220 1740 0.13 2 D Class 2

94,684 84,448
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Table A5:
Project: Oakland Auto Mall - MTS Segment Evaluation for CMP Analysis
2025 PM Peak Hour
Project

NB/EB SB/WB Facility
Link Location Volume Capacity V/C Lanes LOS Volume Capacity V/C Lanes LOS Type

Interstate/State Highways
I-88 - at Bay Bridge 14,267 10000 1.43 5 F 11,968 10000 1.20 5 F FWY
I-80 - east of I-80/I-580 9,436 10000 0.94 5 E 9,535 10000 0.95 5 E FWY
I-880 - connector to I-80 east 3,442 4000 0.86 2 D 3,242 4000 0.81 2 D FWY
I-880 - connector to I-80 west 2,264 4000 0.57 2 C 1,729 4000 0.43 2 B FWY
I-880 - north of 7th St 3,984 6000 0.66 3 C 5,156 6000 0.86 3 D FWY
I-880 - south of 7th St 4,176 6000 0.70 3 C 5,291 6000 0.88 3 D FWY
I-880 - south of I-980 6,984 8000 0.87 4 D 9,018 8000 1.13 4 F FWY
I-880 - north of I-238 8,061 8000 1.01 4 F 9,615 8000 1.20 4 F FWY
I-580 - east of I-980 9,131 8000 1.14 4 F 5,960 8000 0.75 4 C FWY
I-580 - west of I-980 9,766 10000 0.98 5 E 8,175 10000 0.82 5 D FWY
I-980 - north of 12th St 5,755 6000 0.96 3 E 3,295 6000 0.55 3 B FWY
SR 24 - east of I-580 8,148 8000 1.02 4 F 5,006 8000 0.63 4 C FWY
SR 260  at Posey/Webster Tubes 3,759 1890 1.99 2 F 3,998 1890 2.12 2 F Class 1A

Arterials
7th St - east of I-880 496 1740 0.29 2 D 163 1740 0.09 2 D Class 2
8th St - east of Castro 452 1700 0.27 2 D Class 3
14th St - east of Mandela Parkway 509 1740 0.29 2 D 207 1740 0.12 2 D Class 2
Broadway - north of 7th St 425 2570 0.17 3 D 583 2570 0.23 3 D Class 3
Harrison St - north of 7th St 2,029 2570 0.79 3 D Class 3
Middle Harbor Rd - south of 3rd St 913 1740 0.52 2 D 88 1740 0.05 2 D Class 2
W. Grand Av - east of I-880 884 1740 0.51 2 D 1,096 1740 0.63 2 D Class 2
Maritime St - South of W. Grand Av 706 1740 0.41 2 D 220 1740 0.13 2 D Class 2

95,135 84,797
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Table A6:
Project: Oakland Auto Mall - MTS Segment Evaluation for CMP Analysis
2025 PM Peak Hour
Option B

NB/EB SB/WB Facility
Link Location Volume Capacity V/C Lanes LOS Volume Capacity V/C Lanes LOS Type

Interstate/State Highways
I-88 - at Bay Bridge 14,267 10000 1.43 5 F 11,968 10000 1.20 5 F FWY
I-80 - east of I-80/I-580 9,601 10000 0.96 5 E 9,744 10000 0.97 5 E FWY
I-880 - connector to I-80 east 3,348 4000 0.84 2 D 3,242 4000 0.81 2 D FWY
I-880 - connector to I-80 west 2,254 4000 0.56 2 C 1,729 4000 0.43 2 B FWY
I-880 - north of 7th St 3,992 6000 0.67 3 C 5,156 6000 0.86 3 D FWY
I-880 - south of 7th St 4,184 6000 0.70 3 C 5,291 6000 0.88 3 D FWY
I-880 - south of I-980 7,024 8000 0.88 4 D 8,953 8000 1.12 4 F FWY
I-880 - north of I-238 8,087 8000 1.01 4 F 9,568 8000 1.20 4 F FWY
I-580 - east of I-980 9,226 8000 1.15 4 F 5,959 8000 0.74 4 C FWY
I-580 - west of I-980 9,907 10000 0.99 5 E 8,199 10000 0.82 5 D FWY
I-980 - north of 12th St 5,745 6000 0.96 3 E 3,291 6000 0.55 3 B FWY
SR 24 - east of I-580 8,175 8000 1.02 4 F 5,036 8000 0.63 4 C FWY
SR 260  at Posey/Webster Tubes 3,761 1890 1.99 2 F 4,007 1890 2.12 2 F Class 1A

Arterials
7th St - east of I-880 496 1740 0.29 2 D 164 1740 0.09 2 D Class 2
8th St - east of Castro 455 1700 0.27 2 D Class 3
14th St - east of Mandela Parkway 532 1740 0.31 2 D 241 1740 0.14 2 D Class 2
Broadway - north of 7th St 425 2570 0.17 3 D 588 2570 0.23 3 D Class 3
Harrison St - north of 7th St 2,026 2570 0.79 3 D Class 3
Middle Harbor Rd - south of 3rd St 918 1740 0.53 2 D 88 1740 0.05 2 D Class 2
W. Grand Av - east of I-880 906 1740 0.52 2 D 1,125 1740 0.65 2 D Class 2
Maritime St - South of W. Grand Av 703 1740 0.40 2 D 220 1740 0.13 2 D Class 2

95,577 85,024
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INTRODUCTION TO THE FINAL SEIR 

PURPOSE OF THE FINAL SEIR 

This document, together with the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (Draft 
SEIR) published in April 2006, shall constitute the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Report (Final SEIR) prepared for the proposed Oakland Army Base Auto Mall Project (the Project), 
which supplements the Environmental Impact Report prepared for the Oakland Army Base 
(OARB) Area Redevelopment Plan and Reuse Plan (OARB Redevelopment EIR) certified in 
July of 2002 (SCH# 2001082058). The primary purpose of this SEIR is to augment the 
previously certified OARB Redevelopment EIR to the extent necessary to address the changed 
conditions and circumstances of the Project, and to examine mitigation and project alternatives 
accordingly. With the exception of the supplemental chapters included in this SEIR, the OARB 
Redevelopment EIR would wholly cover and fully apply to the project.  

The proposed Project generally consists of redevelopment of approximately thirty (30) acres of 
land in the North Gateway portion of the former Oakland Army Base to provide space for four 
or five automobile dealerships on separate parcels of approximately 4-5 acres each, plus 
associated roadways and infrastructure improvements. The Project sponsor requested an 
additional project option be evaluated, Option B, which includes the entire Project as described 
plus redevelopment of an additional thirty (30) acres of land in the East Gateway to provide 
space for three additional approximately 5-acre automobile dealerships and one approximately 
12 to 15 acre site for “big box” retail use, plus associated roadways and infrastructure. The 
complete description of the Project can be found in the Draft SEIR. 

This SEIR has been prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as 
amended (commencing with Section 21000 of the California Public Resources Code), and the 
CEQA Guidelines, specifically California Public Resources Code section 21090 as it relates to a 
Project Environmental Impact Report. The Lead Agency for the Project as defined by CEQA is 
the City of Oakland. The Project Sponsor is the Oakland Redevelopment Agency. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 

Draft EIR 
A Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (Draft SEIR) was made available for 
public review in April 2006 and distributed to local and state responsible and trustee agencies. 
The general public was advised of the availability of the Draft SEIR through public notice in the 
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newspaper and by mail. During the extended public review period for the Draft SEIR (through 
June 30, 2006 for a total of 75 days, as compared to the legally mandated 45-day review period) 
the City received comments, both in writing and verbally. Verbal comments on the Draft SEIR 
were received at a Planning Commission hearing held on May 17, 2006. 

Final EIR 
This Final SEIR contains all comments received by the City on the Draft SEIR and also includes 
responses to these comments, together with necessary changes or revisions to the text of the 
Draft SEIR document. Changes to the text of the Draft SEIR are included in this Final SEIR, 
shown in underline for new text or strikeout for deleted text.  

Also included in this Final EIR is a description and analysis of two new project alternatives.  

This Final SEIR will be presented to the City Planning Commission at a public hearing as 
indicated in the Notice of Availability (immediately following the front cover of this document) 
to consider certification of this document as a technically adequate, full disclosure document. As 
such, it must identify the potential environmental effects of the proposed Project, recommend 
mitigation measures to avoid or reduce potential environmental effects, and consider possible 
alternatives. Assuming that the City Planning Commission certifies this SEIR as complete and 
adequate under the guidelines of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), this 
document together with the Draft SEIR will constitute the Final SEIR for this Project. The 
Planning Commission may require additional changes or modifications to this Final SEIR prior 
to certification. 

The Final SEIR will be used as an informational document by decision makers when 
determining whether to grant the various approvals required for Project implementation, 
including among others, approval of an amendment to the OARB Reuse Plan and tentative map 
approval. 

REPORT ORGANIZATION 

This Final SEIR consists of the following chapters, commencing after Chapter 6 of the Draft 
SEIR: 

Chapter 7: Introduction. This chapter outlines the purpose, organization and scope of the 
Final SEIR and important information regarding the public review and approval process. 

Chapter 8: Revisions to the Draft SEIR. This chapter includes corrections, clarifications or 
additions to text contained in the Draft SEIR based on comments received during the public 
review period. This chapter also includes discussion and analysis of two additional project 
alternatives. 

Chapter 9: Response to Comments. This chapter provides reproductions of letters received 
from public agencies and the public on the Draft SEIR, and the names of individuals and 
summaries of comments made at the Planning Commission hearing in May 2006. The 
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comments are numbered in the margins. The responses to these comments immediately follow 
each comment letter, and are keyed to these numbered comments. 

QUICK REFERENCE FOR COMMON ACRONYMS AND 
OTHER TERMINOLOGY 

AMS – Acronym for Ancillary Maritime Support, a type of land use that includes port-related 
container storage, truck parking, warehousing, and related offices. 

CEQA – Acronym for the California Environmental Quality Act, which governs environmental 
analysis of projects. 

Gateway Development Area – The portion of the former Oakland Army Base slated for 
redevelopment by the city of Oakland (as distinct from areas to be redeveloped by the Port) was 
named the Gateway Development Area and subdivided into areas referred to as the North 
Gateway, which is the Project site; the East Gateway, which together with the North Gateway 
encompasses the entire Option B site; the Central Gateway; and the West Gateway. 

OARB – Acronym for the former Oakland Army Base. 

OARB Redevelopment EIR – References the EIR to which this is a supplement, which was 
adopted in April 2002 by the City of Oakland with the following complete title, Oakland Army 
Base Area Redevelopment Plan EIR. 

Option B – An optional larger Project that was also fully analyzed in this SEIR and referred to 
as “Option B”. Option B would encompass the entire Project plus add additional automotive 
dealerships and big box retail. A complete description can be found in Chapter 2: Project 
Description of the Draft SEIR 

Reuse Plan – References the plan for reuse of the former Oakland Army Base, which was 
adopted in July 2002 by the Oakland Base Reuse Authority under the following complete title, 
Gateway to the East Bay: Final Reuse Plan for the Oakland Army Base. 

SEIR – Acronym for Supplemental Environmental Impact Report. Together, the Draft SEIR 
and this Final SEIR make up the SEIR for this project. 
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REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT SEIR 

The following are minor text changes, additions or modifications made to the Draft EIR for the 
Oakland Army Base Auto Mall Project. An explanation of the changes made in response to 
comments can be found in Chapter 9: Response to Comments. 

Comments are written in italics. Existing text of the Draft SEIR is provided for context in 
normal font. Deletions are noted by strikethrough; additions are underlined. 

CHANGES TO CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

• Page 1-2. The following text is hereby amended as follows:  

This document is a Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR). Pursuant to 
Public Resources Code Sections 21090 and 21166 and CEQA Guidelines Sections 15180 and 
15163, this Draft SEIR augments the previously certified OARB Redevelopment Plan EIR 
(OARB Redevelopment EIR, City of Oakland, 2002) to the extent necessary to address the 
changed conditions and circumstances of the Project, and to examine mitigation and project 
alternatives accordingly. Specifically, the previously certified EIR was a Project EIR under Public 
Resources Code Section 21090 and further environmental review is governed by California 
Public Resources Code Section 21166. 

• Page 1-4. The following text is hereby amended as follows:  

An EIR for the Redevelopment and Reuse Plan (OARB Redevelopment EIR) was certified in 
July of 2002 (SCH# 2001082058). That Project EIR described and disclosed the potential 
environmental consequences associated with adoption by the City of Oakland, the Oakland Base 
Reuse Authority (OBRA) and the Port of Oakland of a Redevelopment Plan for an area 
comprising about 1,800 acres (including the Reuse Plan for the 430-acre former OARB). 

CHANGES TO CHAPTER 2: PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

• Page 2-11. The following text is hereby amended as follows:  

The big box retail is expected to have total employment in the range of approximately 400 to 
600 300 to 400 people. 
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• Page 2-22. The following text is hereby amended to reflect prospective dissolution of the Oakland Base Reuse 
Authority as follows:  

• Oakland Base Reuse Authority (OBRA) City of Oakland Redevelopment Agency 
approval of an amendment to the OARB Reuse Plan to reflect the proposed land use 
change to include an auto mall (and potentially “big box” retail under Option B). 

CHANGES TO CHAPTER 3: TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC 

• Page 3-24. The following text is hereby amended as follows: 

MM Traf-3: The Project Sponsors shall work with the property owners to develop an 
access design that provides adequate levels of safety. One option would be to 
relocate the EBMUD driveway to connect as the north leg of the N. Access 
Road / E. Access Road intersection. If the driveway were relocated, the N. 
Access Road / E. Access Road intersection would operate in compliance 
with the City’s level of service standards with all-way stop traffic control. 
Design plans for the project and all public facilities shall be consistent with 
City standards and are subject to the approval of the City of Oakland Public 
Works Agency.  

 Phasing of the demolition of Wake Avenue and construction of the Maritime 
Street extension and North Access Road must occur such that reasonable 
access to the EBMUD facilities is maintained at all times. 

• Page 3-26. The following text is hereby amended as follows: 

Traffic forecasts were based on the 2004 version of the Alameda Countywide Model as required 
by the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (CMA) for Congestion Management 
Program (CMP) analysis purposes.  

• Page 3-27. The following text is hereby amended as follows: 

A more detailed analysis was conducted using the Alameda Countywide Model with the City of 
Oakland’s land use data for the purposes of assessing cumulative environmental impacts to the 
transportation system and the extent to which the Project and Option B would contribute to 
cumulative impacts.  

CHANGES TO CHAPTER 4: AIR QUALITY 

• Page 4-15. The following text is hereby added to the Draft SEIR after the last paragraph under the 
“Regional Pollutant Emissions” heading: 

This project will likely progress before other projects are finalized in the Reuse Area and 
therefore before an area-wide Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan can be 
instituted to which the developers of this project would otherwise pay a fair share.  
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The City shall, in cooperation with the area businesses, cause to be prepared an Interim 
Transportation Demand Management Plan to be implemented prior to an area-wide TDM Plan 
being put in place. The Interim TDM Plan shall include, at a minimum, the following measures: 

1. Provide a shuttle to and from one or two local BART stations (West Oakland and/or 
12th and Broadway).  

2. The future big box retail shall be conditioned to provide secure, weather-protected 
bicycle parking for employees. 

3. Provide signalized pedestrian crossings at all signalized intersections adjacent to the 
project site. 

4. Provide employees with a guaranteed ride home in emergencies if they take transit, 
bicycle, walk or carpool to work. 

5. Utilize only electric or natural gas forklifts and landscaping equipment in project 
operations. 

Additionally, the following TDM measure should be considered for reduction of internal trips: 

6. Consider shared customer parking in a centralized location. 

CHANGES TO CHAPTER 5: OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 

• Page 5-11. The following text is hereby amended as follows:  

Under either of these scenarios it is assumed that the 17 15-acre Gateway Park along the water’s 
edge would occur as conceptualized in the Reuse Plan (pursuant to Tidelands Trust agreements), 
and that 15 acres of ancillary maritime support uses would be relocated from the Project site to 
another City Gateway location. 

• Page 5-24. The following text is hereby inserted after the Comparison of the Project with the Adopted Reuse 
Plan section and immediately before the Other CEQA Considerations section. To make this text easier to 
read, underlining has not been used. The following sections are added in entirety.  

COMPARISON OF THE PROJECT TO A PARTIAL AMS 
ALTERNATIVE 
Public comments on the proposed Project/Option B have suggested the exploration of 
providing some Ancillary Maritime Support (AMS) uses on the Project/Option B site as an 
alternative to the project as proposed in conjunction with an otherwise reduced project. The 
following provides a discussion of this consideration. 

This alternative would include alterations to the plan for the Option B expanded area whereby 
big box retail is no longer proposed but instead replaced by acreage for AMS uses and a 
somewhat larger Auto Mall with an additional dealership. This alternative would include on the 
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30-acre North Gateway portion four or five separate automotive dealerships with sales and 
service operations on four or five separate parcels of approximately four to six acres each 
(unchanged from the Project). On the East Gateway portion, this alternative would include four 
automotive dealerships with sales and services on four parcels of approximately four acres each 
plus 13 acres for AMS uses.  See Figure 5-1 for a tentative tract map of this alternative. 

Potential for a larger AMS complex 

While not a part of this proposal, this alternative would not preclude the possibility that 
additional land in the city’s Gateway Development area could be reserved for AMS uses. At the 
time of writing this document, the City is in discussions with the Port regarding locating 
additional AMS uses in the Central Gateway across Maritime Street from those proposed in this 
alternative. Together, the AMS uses in the East Gateway and the AMS uses in the Central 
Gateway would comprise the 15 acres of planned AMS uses relocated from the North Gateway 
to make room for the auto dealerships (as discussed in the project description Draft SEIR p.2-
11) and 15 acres of Port AMS uses that would otherwise have been located off-site. These 
adjacent AMS areas would likely function as one combined AMS facility and would require some 
transfer of land from the City to the Port. 

Comparison of Environmental Effects 

This alternative would have similar or lessened environmental impacts as compared to Option B. 

Traffic: This alternative would result in twenty-two percent (22%) reduction in traffic, thereby 
reducing traffic impacts on surrounding intersections, main roads and freeways. A comparison 
of the trip generation rates for Option B as compared to this alternative is shown in Table 5-5 
The reduction in traffic for the Partial AMS Alternative would reduce the cumulative impacts of 
the project but would not likely reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. All cumulative 
impacts are expected to remain as stated in the DEIR after mitigation. 

 

Table 5-5 
Comparison of Average Daily Trip Generation, Option B v. Partial AMS Alternative 

 
Proposed Option B Partial Ancillary Maritime Support 

Alternative 

 units trips/unit Daily Trips units trips/unit Daily Trips 

Auto dealerships 440 ksf 33.34/ksf 1 14,670 510 ksf 33.34/ksf 1 17,003
Big Box retail  150 ksf 49.21/ksf 1 7,382  
Ancillary Maritime Support  13 ac 82/ac 1 1,065
Existing Option B site uses   -3,838  -3,838

Total Daily Trips  18,214  14,231
1 See Chapter 3 of the Draft SEIR; Traffic, Trip Generation Table 
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Figure 5-1: Partial AMS Alternative Tentative Tract Map 

Source: Modified from Kimley-Horn and Associates 
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The following Table 5-6 shows more detailed trip generation information for this alternative.  

 
Table 5-6 

Comparison of Trip Generation, Option B v. Partial AMS Alternative 
Trips Generated 

Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Saturday Peak 
Hour 

  

Use Source Amount 

  In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total

Proposed Option B 
 Auto Dealership ITE (841) 440 KSF 14,670 668 235 903 387 605 992 667 640 1,307
 "Big Box" Retail ITE (813) 150 KSF 7,382 141 135 276 285 296 581 384 368 752
  Existing Option B Site       -3,838 -294 -160 -453 -184 -318 -500 -67 -46 -114

Total Net New Trips       18,214 515 210 726 487 584 1,073 983 963 1,945
Partial Ancillary Maritime Support Alternative 
 Auto Dealership ITE (841) 510 KSF 17,004 775 272 1,047 445 697 1,142 773 742 1,515

 Maritime Support ITE (030) 13 Acres 1,065 39 56 95 37 48 85 15 15 30
  Existing Option B Site       -3,838 -294 -160 -453 -184 -318 -500 -67 -46 -114

Total Net New Trips       14,231 520 168 689 298 427 727 720 712 1,431

Notes:    Average trip generation rates are from Trip Generation, 7th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2003. 

Regression equations were used as recommended in Trip Generation Handbook, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2004 

 

Truck Parking: This alternative provides greater acreage in the immediate vicinity of the Port 
available to meet truck parking and other AMS use demands. This alternative would somewhat 
reduce the impact as identified in the OARB Redevelopment EIR regarding a cumulative deficit 
in truck parking facilities. However, the addition of 13 acres for AMS in the East Gateway would 
only achieve a portion of the projected 2020 demand for such uses of approximately 178 acres 
and represents relocation of planned AMS uses rather than increases in total planned AMS 
acreage. 

Air Quality: Compared to the proposed Option B, this alternative would result in a reduction in 
activity of mobile pollutant sources (vehicles) and could be expected to generate pollutant 
emissions less than those of Option B. Nevertheless, this alternative would generate amounts of 
criteria pollutants in excess of the cumulative significance thresholds. This alternative would 
reduce but not wholly avoid air quality impacts. Additionally, while difficult to quantify and not 
directly related to the impacts of the proposed project, location of more AMS uses in the city’s 
Gateway Development Area could reduce diesel emissions by reducing the length of truck trips 
and/or truck traffic in the nearby neighborhoods. 

Conclusions 

The Partial AMS Alternative would generate less traffic and consequently less mobile source 
emissions than the proposed Option B but would not wholly avoid or reduce these impacts to 
levels of less than significant. While the need for truck parking is not an impact of the proposed 
Project/Option B, this alternative would provide more land area in the immediate vicinity of the 
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Port to offset the anticipated cumulative deficit in available truck parking largely related to the 
activities of the adjacent Port.  

This alternative would be similar but environmentally superior to the proposed Option B and 
would not meet the objectives of attracting big box retail. The acreage reserved for AMS uses in 
the city’s Gateway Development Area represents a loss in area that could otherwise be 
developed for higher economic activity and/or greater job creation and therefore a reduction in 
the ability to meet objectives relating to strengthening the economic base, increasing sales tax 
revenue and allowing for job creation. 

 

COMPARISON OF THE PROJECT TO A PARTIAL AMS AND 
COMPACT DESIGN ALTERNATIVE 
While the Partial AMS Alternative would help address the area-wide cumulative deficit in truck 
parking, it would lessen the city’s ability to meet the project objectives of creating jobs and 
strengthening the economic base. A more compact design for the auto mall could allow greater 
economic and job activities within the same area. The following provides a discussion of this 
consideration. 

This alternative would include the Partial AMS Alterative as described above for the East 
Gateway expanded Option B area, which includes four automotive dealerships with sales and 
services on four parcels of approximately four acres each plus 13 acres for AMS uses. This 
alternative would also add an additional dealership in the North Gateway portion for five or six 
separate automotive dealerships with sales and service operations on five or six separate parcels 
of approximately two to six and a half acres each. To accommodate the dealerships on reduced 
parcels, the buildings could have smaller footprints than those proposed in the Project/Option 
B, and could be taller, up to four stories compared to the maximum 2 stories proposed. Despite 
the addition of one dealership, the total building square footage for the automotive dealers in 
this area would remain unchanged. See Figure 5-2 for a tentative tract map of this alternative.  

This alternative also includes the possibility of traffic circles and/or modified traffic circles. The 
final design of these roadway modifications are subject to approval by the City of Oakland’s 
Public Works division.   

The compact design alternative could also include small restaurant uses within the dealerships 
targeted to employees and customers of the Auto Mall. These auxiliary restaurant uses would be 
limited to a total of 4,000 square feet with 84 seats in the Auto Mall development, likely divided 
between two dealerships, and would replace building square footage otherwise dedicated to the 
auto dealerships (rather than increasing total square footage).  
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Figure 5-2: Partial AMS and Compact Design Alternative Tentative Tract Map 

Source: Modified from Kimley-Horn and Associates 
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Comparison of Environmental Effects 

The compact design with potentially smaller parcels and taller buildings would in itself have 
similar environmental impacts as compared to the Project/Option B. Combination of compact 
design with the Partial AMS Alternative, as proposed in this Partial AMS and Compact Design 
Alternative would have similar or lessened environmental impacts as compared to the 
Project/Option B. 

The potentially four-story buildings would still be within the height anticipated as a potential 
under the Redevelopment Plan and Reuse Plans and would not change conclusions made in the 
Initial Study for this project (City of Oakland, January 2006) or the OARB Redevelopment EIR. 
There would be no new impacts related to the greater building heights possible under this 
alternative. 

Potential addition of small auxiliary restaurant uses in place of up to 4,000 square feet of auto 
dealerships would increase Project/Option B automobile trip generation less than 1% and would 
not significantly change the environmental impacts of the Project/Option B (see Tables 5-7 and 
5-8).   

 

Table 5-7 
Comparison of Average Daily Trip Generation, Project v. Partial AMS and Compact 

Design Alternative 

 
Proposed Project Partial AMS and Compact Design 

Alternative 

 units trips/unit Daily Trips units trips/unit Daily Trips 

Project   
Auto dealerships 390 ksf 33.34/ksf 1 13,003 390 ksf 33.34/ksf 1 13,003
Existing Project site uses -1,229   -1,229

Total Daily Trips, Project 11,774   11,774
Option B   
Auto dealerships 440 ksf 33.34/ksf 1 14,670 510 ksf 33.34/ksf 1 17,003
Big Box retail  150 ksf 49.21/ksf 1 7,382   
Ancillary Maritime Support 13 ac 82/ac 1 1,065
Existing Option B site uses -3,838   -3,838
Total Daily Trips, Option B 18,214   14,231

Optional Restaurant(s) 84 seats  166 2
Reduction in auto dealerships -4 ksf 33.34/ksf 1 -133

Total Daily Trips, Option B 
(with optional restaurants) 18,214   14,264

Notes: 1: see Chapter 3; Traffic, Trip Generation Table 
 2: see Table 5-8 for details of auxiliary restaurant use trip generation. 
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Traffic: This alternative would result in twenty-two percent (22%) reduction in traffic, thereby 
reducing traffic impacts on surrounding intersections, main roads and freeways. A comparison 
of the trip generation rates for the project as compared to this alternative is shown in Table 5-7 
The reduction in traffic for the Partial AMS and Compact Design Alternative would reduce the 
cumulative impacts of the project but would not likely reduce impacts to a less-than-significant 
level. All cumulative impacts are expected to remain as stated in the DEIR after mitigation. 

Table 5-8 shows more detailed trip generation information for this alternative.  
 

Table 5-8 
Comparison of Trip Generation, Project v. Partial AMS and Compact Design 

Alternative 
Trips Generated 

Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Saturday Peak 
Hour 

  

Use Source Amount 

  In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total

Proposed Project 
 Auto Dealership ITE (841) 390 KSF 13,003 593 208 801 319 499 818 591 568 1,159
  Existing Project Site       -1,229 -45 -64 -109 -42 -56 -98 -17 -18 -35

Total Net New Trips       11,774 548 144 692 277 443 720 574 550 1,124
Partial AMS and Compact Design Alternative (Project Area) 
 Auto Dealership ITE (841) 390 KSF 13,003 593 208 801 319 499 818 591 568 1,159
  Existing Project Site       -1,229 -45 -64 -109 -42 -56 -98 -17 -18 -35

Total Net New Trips       11,774 548 144 692 277 443 720 574 550 1,124
Proposed Option B 
 Auto Dealership ITE (841) 440 KSF 14,670 668 235 903 387 605 992 667 640 1,307
 "Big Box" Retail ITE (813) 150 KSF 7,382 141 135 276 285 296 581 384 368 752
  Existing Option B Site       -3,838 -294 -160 -453 -184 -318 -500 -67 -46 -114

Total Net New Trips       18,214 515 210 726 487 584 1,073 983 963 1,945
Partial AMS and Compact Design Alternative (Option B Area) 
 Auto Dealership ITE (841) 510 KSF 17,004 776 272 1,048 445 697 1,142 773 743 1,516
 Maritime Support ITE (030) 13 Acres 1,065 39 56 95 37 48 85 15 15 30
  Existing Option B Site       -3,838 -294 -160 -453 -184 -318 -500 -67 -46 -114

Total Net New Trips       14,231 521 168 690 298 427 727 721 712 1,432
Optional Auxiliary Restaurant(s) (Partial AMS and Compact Design Alternative) 
 Restaurant ITE (932) 84 Seats 406 20 19 39 20 15 35 43 31 74

 
Internal Trips to & 
from Restaurant    -120 -6 -6 -12 -4 -3 -7 -9 -6 -15

  
Internal Trips to & 
from Auto Dealerships    -120 -6 -6 -12 -4 -3 -7 -9 -6 -15

    Additional Net External Trips     166 8 7 15 12 9 21 25 19 44
Notes:    Average trip generation rates are from Trip Generation, 7th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2003. 

Regression equations were used as recommended in Trip Generation Handbook, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2004 

 

Truck Parking: This alternative provides greater acreage in the immediate vicinity of the Port 
available to meet truck parking and other AMS use demands. This alternative would somewhat 
reduce the impact as identified in the OARB Redevelopment EIR regarding a cumulative deficit 
in truck parking facilities. However, the addition of 13 acres for AMS in the East Gateway would 
only achieve a portion of the projected 2020 demand for such uses of approximately 178 acres 



CHAPTER 8: REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT SEIR 

OCTOBER 2006 OARB AUTO MALL – FINAL EIR PAGE 8-11 

and represents relocation of planned AMS uses rather than increases in total planned AMS 
acreage. 

Air Quality: Compared to the proposed Project/Option B, this alternative would result in a 
reduction in activity of mobile pollutant sources (vehicles) and could be expected to generate 
pollutant emissions less than those of the Project. Nevertheless, this alternative would generate 
amounts of criteria pollutants in excess of the cumulative significance thresholds. This 
alternative would reduce but not wholly avoid air quality impacts. Additionally, while difficult to 
quantify and not directly related to the impacts of the proposed project, location of more AMS 
uses in the city’s Gateway Development Area could reduce diesel emissions by reducing the 
length of truck trips and/or truck traffic in the nearby neighborhoods. 

Conclusions 

The Partial AMS and Compact Design Alternative would generate less traffic and consequently 
less mobile source emissions than the proposed Project/Option B but would not wholly avoid 
or reduce these impacts to levels of less than significant. While the need for truck parking is not 
an impact of the proposed Project/Option B, this alternative would provide more land area in 
the immediate vicinity of the Port to offset the anticipated cumulative deficit in available truck 
parking largely related to the activities of the adjacent Port.  

This alternative would be similar but environmentally superior to the proposed Project/Option 
B and would not meet the project objective of attracting big box retail. As compared to the 
Partial AMS Alternative, this alternative would have the same reduction in impacts while 
retaining more ability to meet the objectives of job creation and strengthening the economic 
base. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

This chapter of the document contains responses by the SEIR authors to the verbal and written 
comments on the Draft SEIR. Where revisions to the Draft SEIR are appropriate, such changes 
are summarized below and the actual text changes are included in Chapter 8. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED 
City of Oakland received seventeen (17) letters commenting on the Oakland Army Base Auto 
Mall Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (SCH# 2006012092), which was circulated for 
public review in April 2006. Additionally, the transcript of the May 17, 2006 Planning 
Commission hearing is included herein. Public comments given at this hearing are identified in 
the transcript and responded to. The written comment submitters are: 

COMMENTS FROM PUBLIC AGENCIES 

Letter 1:   Kevin Boles, Utilities Engineer, California Public Utilities Commission. 

Letter 2:   Lee Chien Huo, Bay Trail Planner, San Francisco Bay Trail Project. 

Letter 3:   William Kirkpatrick, Manager of Water Distribution Planning, East Bay 
Municipal Utility District. 

Letter 4:   Timothy C. Sable, District Branch Chief, California Department of 
Transportation. 

Letter 5:   Michael G. Barter, Acting Chief, Real Estate Division, United States 
Department of the Army. 

Letter 6:   Jean Roggenkamp, Deputy Air Pollution Control Officer, Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District 

Letter 7:   Grace Kato, Public Land Management Specialist, California State Lands 
Commission 

Letter 8:   Saravana Suthanthira, Associate Transportation Planner, Alameda County 
Congestion Management Agency 
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Letter 9:   Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse, State of California, 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse and 
Planning Unit 

COMMENTS FROM GROUPS AND INDIVIDUALS 

Letter 10: Kent Lewandowski, private citizen 

Letter 11: WOCAG Community Trust Sub-Committee, West Oakland Community 
Advisory Group (WOCAG) 

Letter 12: Clint Bolden, Executive VP Real Estate Development, Fulton Project 
Development Group 

Letter 13: Multiple authors, West Oakland Community Advisory Group 

Letter 14: Multiple authors, Sierra Club California / Alameda County 

Letter 15: Naomi Schiff, Oakland Heritage Alliance 

Letter 16: Monsa Nitoto, Executive Director, Coalition for West Oakland 
Revitalization 

Letter 17: Bryan E. Grunwald, private citizen 

VERBAL COMMENTS RECEIVED AT PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING 

Document 18: Transcript of May 17, 2006 City of Oakland Planning Commission 
Meeting  
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RESPONSES TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS 
The following pages of this document contain comments, both written and verbal, on the Draft 
SEIR. Letters received during the public review period are listed first, followed by comments 
made to the Planning Commission at the hearing. Each letter and public hearing comment is 
numbered to identify distinct comments on the Draft SEIR. Responses to these comments are 
provided following each letter and public hearing comment.  

In some instances, responding to a comment received on the Draft SEIR resulted in a revision 
to the text of the Draft SEIR. In other cases, the information provided in the responses is 
deemed adequate in itself, and modification of the Draft SEIR text was not necessary.   

Text from the Draft SEIR appears with reduced margins, as this paragraph 
illustrates. Where revisions are necessary, deletions are noted by strikethrough 
and additions are underlined.  

In reviewing the comments received on the Draft SEIR, it should be noted that while some of 
the comments provide opinion on the proposed Project or address features and characteristics 
of the Project as currently proposed, such comments may not address the environmental analysis 
presented in the Draft SEIR. Responses presented in this document focus only on those 
comments which bear a direct relationship to environmental issues discussed in the Draft SEIR, 
as required under CEQA. While other comments that are not directly related to the Draft SEIR 
may be acknowledged, it is beyond the scope of the Final SEIR to provide responses to these 
comments or opinions. 
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Letter 1:  Kevin Boles, Utilities Engineer, California Public Utilities Commission 

Response to Comment 1-1 

The Auto Mall Project and Option B have been planned with the safety of the nearby rail 
corridor in mind. No significant project traffic would cross at-grade rail crossings except along 
Maritime Street between 7th Street and W. Grand Avenue and along W. Grand Avenue east of 
Mandela Parkway, where train crossings are infrequent. The City will continue to work with the 
Public Utilities Commission throughout the design process. 
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Please note that a color version of 
this map is included with the digital 
version of this document. See the 
Notice of Availability at the 
beginning of this document for 
information on where to obtain/
view the digital version of this 
document.  Color materials can also 
be found on the Bay Trail website 
at http://baytrail.abag.ca.gov
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Letter 2:  Lee Chien Huo, Bay Trail Planner, San Francisco Bay Trail Project 

Response to Comment 2-1 

While the route of the Bay Trail along Maritime Street has been conceptually planned, the exact 
alignment has yet to be determined. Because the Bay Trail will be approaching from the west, it 
seems appropriate to continue the Trail down the west side of Maritime Street rather than have 
the Trail cross Maritime Street, which is expected to be a very busy street. Minimizing potential 
conflicts between Trail users and vehicles is a consideration when determining where to 
construct the Trail. Specific redevelopment projects have not yet been finalized for the west side 
of the street.  It is not expected there will be a significant difference in the number of curb cuts 
on the west or east sides of Maritime Street along the Bay Trail alignment. The City has noted 
that it fully intends to comply with the Bay Trail plans for a Class I trail along this segment of 
Maritime Street and will include such a trail in the plans for development on the west side of 
Maritime Street.  

Response to Comment 2-2 

The Bay Trail is planned to run along Maritime Street south of Burma Road. Construction of the 
Auto Mall project would create commercial development that would not be inconsistent with 
the character of land uses along the Bay Trail to the north and south of the project area. The 
proposed Project represents revision and implementation of the 2002 adopted Reuse Plan for 
the area and does not constitute significantly different land use patterns for the area than the 
commercial and industrial uses approved in the 2002 Reuse Plan. If the Bay Trial is constructed 
as a Class I multi-use path separated from motor vehicle traffic as planned, the primary conflict 
points between motor vehicles and Trail users would be at intersections. All intersection 
crossings would be controlled by traffic signals that would provide signalized crossings for Trail 
users.  

Response to Comment 2-3 

As discussed in response to comment 2-1 above, the Bay Trail is anticipated to be located will be 
located on the west side of Maritime Street.  As this project is located on the east side of 
Maritime Street, the Project’s curb cuts will not have a direct impact on the Bay Trail.  

The Project would displace 15 acres of AMS uses previously planned for the Baldwin Yard, 
north of Grand Avenue. This use is expected to be relocated to the Central Gateway area on the 
west side of Maritime Street, across from the southern portion of Option B. The existing uses in 
that area include container storage and other industrial uses. An AMS use at this new location 
would be expected to keep the same or reduce curb cuts, although potentially increasing the 
number of vehicles turning into the area across the Bay Trail.  However, a stop light is assumed 
for the intersection of the driveway to this AMS use at Maritime Street (and the driveway for the 
Option B use directly across Maritime Street). A controlled intersection with signalized crossing 
for the Bay Trail would increase the safety for those on the Trail as opposed to the existing 
condition with more curb cuts and no controls.    
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The current land use in the area is industrial and port-related or vacant. The project site and the 
expanded Option B area have been planned for light industrial and commercial uses in the Reuse 
Plan. The existing proposal  specifically considers an auto mall and potentially big box retail use, 
and these uses would create commercial development that is not inconsistent with the character 
of land uses along the Bay Trail to the north and south of the Project area. The Bay Trail runs 
and/or is planned along many different types of uses and there are no inherent land-use 
compatibility issues between the proposed uses and the Bay Trail. 

Response to Comment 2-4 

See Response to Comment 2-2. 

Response to Comment 2-5 

Construction of the Auto Mall Project would not preclude construction of the Bay Trail along 
the west side of Maritime Street south of Burma Road, nor the connection of the Bay Trail from 
Maritime Street to the Bay Bridge and Emeryville. An appropriate alignment of the Bay Trail 
would be along the west side of Maritime Street to avoid an unnecessary crossing of Maritime 
Street. This portion of the Bay Trail will be constructed as a subsequent element of 
implementation of the Oakland Army Base Area Redevelopment Plan on the west side of 
Maritime Street. 

Construction of the Bay Trail would provide limited relief of traffic congestion by providing an 
alternative commute option but would only have a slight effect on traffic congestion and air 
quality. The limited benefit would not justify the cost of construction at this early stage of 
implementation of the OARB Area Redevelopment Plan. 

Response to Comment 2-6 

See Response to Comments 2-2 and 2-3. 
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Letter 3: William Kirkpatrick, Manager of Water Distribution Planning, East Bay 
Municipal Utility District. 

Response to Comment 3-1 

EBMUD’s letter dated February 7, 2006 is attached immediately following this letter and 
included comments have been numbered 3-12 to 3-19.   

Response to Comment 3-2 

The current access provided to EBMUD is via Wake Avenue which is not a public right-of-way 
though there is a recorded access easement across it in favor of the US Government (Army 
Reserves). Changes to access for property owners currently served by the private easement along 
Wake Avenue will be coordinated with the property owners and adequate access will be 
maintained at all times.  

Response to Comment 3-3 

Maritime Street will be designated as public right-of-way. The designation of North Access Road 
and East Access Road has not been determined, but are also anticipated to be public roads.  

Response to Comment 3-4 

Please refer to Response to Comment 12-5 for a discussion of the feasibility of additional road 
improvements beyond those proposed in MM Traf-6 for the W. Grand Avenue/Maritime Street 
intersection. Road improvements such as additional lanes necessary to mitigate traffic impacts at 
the W. Grand Avenue/I-880 Frontage Road intersection would cost in the tens of millions of 
dollars and are not considered feasible for economic reasons.  

Response to Comment 3-5 

All of the analysis shown in Chapter 3 for the Project assumes the roadway layout shown in 
Figure 2-5 with the cul-de-sac as shown in the figure. 

Response to Comment 3-6 

While the route currently used by EBMUD for secondary access to their site through Buildings 
1101 and 1086 of United States Army Reserves property would not be directly accessible from 
the proposed North Access Road, access to this route would still be possible internal to 
EBMUD property. Visitors could still be directed along that route after check-in at the security 
station.  

Direct access to the Army Reserve parcels has been added at the intersection of Maritime Street 
with the North Access Road. It is possible this access could be used as secondary access to the 
EBMUD facilities or even tertiary access if the current secondary route is retained through 
internal circulation. Such an arrangement would need to be made with the United States Army 
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Reserves, as has been made for the current secondary access arrangement which is also across 
Army Reserve land. It is anticipated that the current Army Reserves parcel will change 
ownership in the future and become part of the EBMUD facility at which time the proposed 
road alignment would provide two independent access points directly to the EBMUD facility. 

Response to Comment 3-7 

The rail spur is not a part of the current project, but rather the most current conceptualization of 
the Port’s plans for development of a Joint Intermodal Terminal (JIT) and associated rail lines 
on adjacent property. The rail lines were included on the plans to show the context of the 
proposed Project, but they are neither being proposed as a part of this Project nor by this 
Project Sponsor.  

The Port of Oakland is a separate entity and will comply with CEQA requirements for projects 
within their jurisdiction. The City of Oakland attempts to work closely with the Port to reduce 
any conflicts between the City’s planned projects and the Port’s. The following is some relevant 
information from the City’s current understanding of the Port’s JIT project that was used to 
help create the Auto Mall plan. 

• The rail lines shown on the conceptual plan in the Draft SEIR (p.2-15 and 2-19) are part of 
the future Joint Intermodal Terminal planned by the Port since adoption of the original 
Redevelopment Plan, Reuse Plan and 2002 OARB Redevelopment Plan EIR. These rail lines 
follow the general alignment of existing tracks and add additional tracks.  

• The rail spur mentioned in this letter follows the alignment of an existing rail line owned by 
Burlington Northern Santa Fe, which extends well beyond the end of the proposed rail spur. 
This existing rail line is currently being used to deliver materials for the Bay Bridge 
replacement project. The rail spur, which is shown for context in the plans for the proposed 
Project, represents the expected (but not predetermined) abandonment of a portion of that 
rail line while retaining a small segment for engine turnaround, i.e. the rail spur mentioned. 

• EBMUDs existing entrance involves crossing the existing rail track at an easement. The 
relocation of EBMUD’s entrance would also involve crossing this same rail track at a 
different or relocated easement location.  

Response to Comment 3-8 

The rail lines are shown on the Draft SEIR for context because they are the currently planned 
adjacent use, but these rail lines are neither being proposed as a part of this project nor by the 
Project Sponsor. They will be owned and controlled by the Port of Oakland, which is a separate 
entity.   

The rail spur shown in the Draft SEIR is part of an existing rail line currently in use. 
Abandonment of this rail line in the future, as implied by this letter, would require cooperation 
of Burlington Northern Santa Fe - the owners of the line.  

Also see response to comment 3-7. 
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Response to Comment 3-9 

As noted previously in responses to comments 3-7 and 3-8, the rail spur exists in the alignment 
shown on the proposed Project diagram. The alternatives attached to this letter suggest 
abandonment of the existing rail line and construction of a new rail line. Implementation of such 
an alternative would involve land outside the control of the Project sponsor including the Port, 
Burlington Northern Santa Fe, EBMUD and the United States Army Reserves. While 
movement of an easement to cross the existing rail line has been assumed in order to maintain 
access to the EBMUD site, complete abandonment of a currently active rail line has not been 
assumed. 

Response to Comment 3-10 

In order for the project as proposed to proceed, some ownership of land will need to be traded 
between the Port and the City. Such a land trade is underway. The proposed Project, including 
the roadways, would not require any additional land from the United States Army Reserves nor 
EBMUD. The rail line/spur is not a part of the proposed Project, but is instead an existing rail 
line with appropriate ownership and easements for continued use. 

Response to Comment 3-11 

A discussion of compatibility with adjacent odor-producing use is included in the Draft SEIR on 
p. 5-6 to 5-7.  According to the City of Oakland Significance Criteria for odor impacts, an 
impact would be significant if it would “frequently create substantial objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people.” The potential odor impacts in relation to this project do not reach or 
exceed these significance criteria. As per the Draft SEIR discussion referenced above, the odors 
are not expected to be frequent because of the prevailing wind directions in the area caused by 
the flow of marine air traveling through the Golden Gate, across San Francisco and through the 
San Bruno Gap, which could not be changed without a disruption of great magnitude. “While 
odor incidents may occasionally occur at the Project site and such incidences may be more noticeable and 
aesthetically unpleasant with the proposed Project land uses, such incidents are not expected to occur with such 
frequency or severity that odors would result in a fundamental land use incompatibility.” (Draft SEIR p.5-7)  

Response to Comment 3-12 

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment 3-13 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 3-14 

The 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR analyzed the impact of full implementation of the 
Redevelopment Plan on wastewater capacity. That EIR concluded that redevelopment would 
increase sewer flows to the EBMUD transport and treatment system but that this increase would 
be less than significant and that mitigation was not warranted. That EIR also noted that much of 
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the existing sewer system serving the OARB area is of World War II vintage and all or nearly all 
sanitary sewer pipelines in the OARB and 16th/Wood sub-districts would be removed and a 
new sewer collection system constructed as part of redevelopment. Based on standard flow 
factors and assuming reconstruction of large portions of the system as described above, sewer 
flows for the Redevelopment program were estimated to be approximately 898,000 gpd average 
dry weather flow (ADWF), and 2.6 mgd peak weather flow (PWWF).  

The wastewater flows anticipated to result for the currently proposed auto mall Project would 
not exceed these previous estimates, and the current sewer collection sub-basin allocations 
would remain adequate. Sewer flows from the Project would not exceed the capacity of either 
the sewer transport or treatment systems, and the impact is considered less than significant. 

Response to Comment 3-15 

The current sanitary sewer system will be replaced on the Project site. This new system will need 
to meet current standards which will reduce Infiltration/Inflow.  

Response to Comment 3-16 

MM Traf-3 (Draft SEIR p.3-24) requires coordination between the Project sponsor and 
EBMUD for relocation of the driveway.   

MM Traf-3: The Project Sponsors shall work with the property owners to develop an access 
design that provides adequate levels of safety. One option would be to relocate 
the EBMUD driveway to connect as the north leg of the N. Access Road / E. 
Access Road intersection. If the driveway were relocated, the N. Access Road / 
E. Access Road intersection would operate in compliance with the City’s level of 
service standards with all-way stop traffic control. Design plans for the project 
and all public facilities shall be consistent with City standards and are subject to 
the approval of the City of Oakland Public Works Agency.  

 Phasing of the demolition of Wake Avenue and construction of the Maritime 
Street extension and North Access Road must occur such that reasonable access 
to the EBMUD facilities is maintained at all times. 

Response to Comment 3-17 

The referenced Mitigation Measure (MM) 4.9-4 on p. 73 of the Initial Study is an adopted 
mitigation measure from the 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR. Appendix A of the Draft SEIR 
lists the applicable mitigation measures from the 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR. The 
feasibility of using recycled water for landscaping will be checked with East Bay Municipal 
Utilities District at the time of project submittal as was noted where this Mitigation Measure was 
listed on p.A1-12 of the Draft SEIR.  
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Response to Comment 3-18 

The referenced Mitigation Measure (MM) 4.9-5 on p. 74 of the Initial Study is an adopted 
mitigation measure from the 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR. Dual plumbing will not be 
considered for this project as it is not considered feasible at this time by East Bay Municipal 
Utility District as was noted where this Mitigation Measure is listed on p.A1-12 of the Draft 
SEIR.  

Response to Comment 3-19 

Comment noted. The City of Oakland does have a uniformly-applied standard condition of 
approval for development projects that requires them to comply with the Landscape Water 
Conservation Section of the City of Oakland Municipal Code (Chapter 7, Article 10). This 
condition shall also apply to the Project, as follows: 

Standard Condition 4.9-7: As feasible and applicable, the project applicants shall implement 
the following water-efficient equipment and devices into building design and 
project plans, consistent with the Landscape Water Conservation section of the 
City of Oakland Municipal Code (Chapter 7, Article 10): low-, ultra low- and dual 
flush flow toilets and showerheads, water efficient irrigation systems that include 
drip irrigation controllers; drought-resistant and native plants for landscaping; 
and minimization of turf areas.  
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Letter 4: Timothy C. Sable, District Branch Chief, California Department of 
Transportation. 

Response to Comment 4-1 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 4-2 

The trip generation for existing Warehousing ITE (150) land uses was calculated from the 
regression equations as recommended in the Trip Generation Handbook (ITE 2004) based on 
the total number of employees on the existing Option B site. This warehousing operation 
functions as a single unit and the total number of employees falls within the cluster of points in 
the ITE data. The total number of trips for existing warehousing uses was allocated to each of 
the Option B parcel locations, proportional to the number of employees for each proposed land 
use at each parcel. This method of estimating trip generation results in fewer trips for existing 
uses than would be estimated using the number of employees for each of the parcels 
individually. The removal of fewer existing trips from the analysis results in a conservative 
(higher) estimate of net new trips generated by the project.  

Response to Comment 4-3 

This comment suggests that project sponsors make “some sort of fair-share contribution to I-
880 improvements”. The Draft EIR does show that the Project or Option B would have a 
considerable contribution of traffic to the cumulative LOS F condition on northbound I-880 
south of 7th Street in the p.m. peak hour. Option B would increase the volume of traffic on this 
segment of the freeway by about 2%, or an increase to the existing v/c ratio of 0.980 to a v/c 
ratio of 1.001 with Option B. The Draft EIR considered this impact to be significant and 
unavoidable as did the previously certified OARB Redevelopment EIR (p. 4.3-31).   

Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15130, a project’s contribution to a cumulative impact can be 
found less than cumulatively considerable (less than significant) if the project is required to 
implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation measure designed to alleviate the cumulative 
impact. The City of Oakland is unaware of any established mitigation measure that could 
alleviate the cumulative traffic impacts on I-880, such as plan or proposal to widen or otherwise 
increase the capacity of this freeway in the project vicinity.  In the absence of such any 
established mitigation measure there is no means by which to establish a fair share cost 
allocation, or nexus between the project’s contribution to cumulative freeway impacts and a 
financial contribution to its solution. CEQA Guidelines Section 14126.4 requires mitigation 
measures to be roughly proportional to the impact of the project.  Without a mitigation measure 
or plan with an identified cost, there is no means available to establish a roughly proportional 
financial contribution.   

It is beyond the scope of this project and the ability of the City of Oakland to independently 
undertake or ensure needed freeway improvements. Consistent with the statutory responsibility 
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of the Department of Transportation, the City will necessarily rely on Caltrans to initiate, 
process and construct needed freeway improvements to I-880. 

Response to Comment 4-4 

The effects of construction traffic for the Auto Mall would be less than the effects of project 
traffic after the completion of construction; therefore, the traffic impacts of construction would 
be less than the traffic impacts of the Auto Mall after construction has completed. 

Response to Comment 4-5 

This project will have no impact on the Bikeway Project (Bay Trail) along Burma Road, which is 
planned for the west side of Maritime Street and not on or directly adjacent to the project site. 
The Project will be in full compliance with the Bay Trail plans to run along Maritime Street as 
the Trail will run along the west side of the street and not along the project frontage. The final 
page of Letter 2 from a Bay Trail representative includes a map of the proposed Bay Trail in the 
vicinity. See response to comment 2-1 for additional discussion. 
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Letter 5: Michael G. Barter, Acting Chief, Real Estate Division, United States 
Department of the Army 

Response to Comment 5-1 

According to the project sponsor, access to all properties currently served from Wake Avenue 
will be maintained at all times throughout and after construction of the Auto Mall project. See 
also response to comment 3-16. 

Response to Comment 5-2 

Maritime Street will be designated as public right-of-way. The designation of North Access Road 
and East Access Road has not been determined, but will likely also be public roads. 

Response to Comment 5-3 

The Government property currently has a single point of entry and exit, so the Project would 
not substantially change that condition. If Option B is implemented, two points of entry and exit 
would be provided to the property. 

Response to Comment 5-4 

The timeframe of construction activities is dependent upon the schedule of the businesses that 
intend to occupy the Auto Mall site; however, it is anticipated that at least some of the auto 
dealerships would begin construction as soon as possible. The intersection of Maritime Street 
and the North Access Road would be designed to provide turning radii to accommodate 
standard semi-trailer trucks. 
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Letter 6:  Jean Roggenkamp, Deputy Air Pollution Control Officer, Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District 

Response to Comment 6-1 

The 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR requires all major developers to make fair share 
contributions to some or all of the BAAQMD-recommended transportation control measures 
(TCM)s and Clean Air Plan TCMs. However, a fair share contribution presumes an area-wide 
TCM/TDM plan is in place, when in fact such an area-wide plan has not yet been created. The 
project can still be conditioned to contribute to a future program, though the specifics cannot 
yet be determined. As a note, the proposed auto mall and big box retail uses are auto-oriented 
uses and as such not expected to have large success with TCM/TDM efforts.  

See Chapter 8: Revisions to the Draft SEIR for the following text addition (to p. 4-15 of the 
Draft SEIR): 

This project will likely progress before other projects are finalized in the Reuse Area and 
therefore before an area-wide Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan can be 
instituted to which the developers of this project would otherwise pay a fair share.  

The City shall, in cooperation with the expected businesses, cause to be prepared an Interim 
Transportation Demand Management Plan to be implemented prior to an area-wide TDM 
Plan being put in place. The Interim TDM Plan shall include, at a minimum, the following 
measures: 

1. Provide a shuttle to and from one or two local BART stations (West Oakland 
and/or 12th and Broadway).  

2. The future big box retail shall be conditioned to provide secure, weather-protected 
bicycle parking for employees. 

3. Provide signalized pedestrian crossings at all signalized intersections adjacent to the 
project site. 

4. Provide employees with a guaranteed ride home in emergencies if they take transit, 
bicycle, walk or carpool to work. 

5. Utilize only electric or natural gas forklifts and landscaping equipment in project 
operations. 

Additionally, the following TDM measure should be considered for reduction of internal 
trips: 

6. Consider shared customer parking in a centralized location. 

See response to comment 10-4 for further discussion of number 6 above. 



CHAPTER 9: RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

PAGE 9-44 OARB AUTO MALL – FINAL SEIR OCTOBER 2006 

The remaining TCM suggestions are likely infeasible at this time.  

• Until such time as redevelopment further progresses and a TDM plan is instituted for the 
area, the proposed project would not generate enough demand for a bus line. AC Transit 
Line 13 runs near the project area (as close as Maritime and 14th Street) and less than a half 
mile from the closest portion of the expanded Option B area.  

• Construction of the Auto Mall Project would not preclude construction of Class II bicycle 
lanes on W. Grand Avenue. Construction of bicycle lanes on W. Grand Avenue would 
provide limited relief of traffic congestion by providing an alternative commute option but 
would only have a slight effect on traffic congestion. The limited benefit of the bike lanes 
would not justify the cost of implementation.  

• The Bay Trail planned along Maritime Street will be constructed on the west side of 
Maritime Street as redevelopment on that side progresses. 

• Bulb-outs would not have a significant mitigating effect on any of the traffic impacts 
identified in the Draft SEIR; however, bulb-outs will be considered by the City in its review 
of design plans for modifications to project area roadways and may be provided at locations 
where they would not obstruct turning paths of large vehicles. 

Response to Comment 6-2 

While the project itself does not generate a CEQA threshold level for diesel emissions, the 
concentration of diesel particulates in the ambient background air quality in the area is high, and 
the project would contribute to this cumulative condition. Appendix A of the Draft SEIR lists 
the applicable mitigation measures from the 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR, which includes 
the following:  

MM 4.4-4:  The City and the Port shall jointly create, maintain, and fund on a fair share 
basis, a truck diesel emission reduction program. The program shall be 
sufficiently funded to strive to reduce and/or off-set redevelopment related 
contributions to local West Oakland diesel emissions to less than significant 
levels, consistent with applicable federal, state and local air quality standards and 
shall continually reexamine potential reductions toward achieving less than 
significant impacts as new technologies emerge.  The adopted program shall 
define measurable reductions within specific time periods. 

In the absence of such a plan, the City (as project sponsor) has agreed to implement, or cause to 
be implemented, the following diesel emission reduction measures as project conditions of 
approval: 

1. Provide 110 and 220 volt electrification at all loading docks and areas. 

2. Require all delivery trucks capable of utilizing electrification to power their vehicles’ 
equipment to immediately turn off their engines when making deliveries in the project 
area. 
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3. Prohibit all on-site diesel truck idling longer than three minutes by providing 
notification, installing signage and requiring enforcement by security personnel. 

Response to Comment 6-3 

The following mitigation measure from the 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR related to 
construction-related fugitive dust emissions is applicable to the Project and was included in the 
Draft SEIR p.A1-2: 

MM 4.4-1:  Contractors shall implement all BAAQMD “Basic” and “Optional” 
PM10 (fugitive dust) control measures at all sites, and all “Enhanced” 
control measures at sites greater than four acres. 

A list of the feasible dust control mitigation measures with cost-benefits is included in the 2002 
OARB Redevelopment EIR (p.4.4-25) based on an extensive evaluation of potential air quality 
mitigation measures conducted as part of the Berths 55-58 EIR (Port of Oakland 1998) as 
follows: 

BAAQMD Fugitive Dust Control Measures 

Control 
Measure 

BAAQMD 
Category 

Emission 
Source 
Controlled Measure 

1 Basic Land Water all active construction areas at least twice daily 

2 Basic Trucks 
Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or 
require all trucks to maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard. 

3 Basic Land 
Pave, apply water 3 times daily, or apply (nontoxic) soil stabilizers 
on all unpaved access roads, parking areas and staging areas, at 
construction sites. 

4 Basic Land 
Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking 
areas, and staging areas at construction sites. 

5 Basic Streets 
Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is 
carried onto adjacent public streets. 

6 Enhanced Land 
Hydroseed or apply (nontoxic) soil stabilizers to inactive construction 
areas (previously graded areas inactive for 10 days or more). 

7 Enhanced Stockpiles 
Enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply (nontoxic) soil binders to 
exposed stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.) 

8 Enhanced Streets Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph. 

9 Enhanced Land 
Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt 
runoff to public roadways. 

10 Enhanced Land Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible. 

11 Optional Land 
Limit the area subject to excavation, grading, and other construction 
activity at any one time. 

12 Optional Land 
Suspend excavation and grading activity when sustaineda wind 
speeds exceed 25 mph. 

13 Optional Trucks 
Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or wash off the tires or 
tracks of all trucks and equipment leaving the site. 

Source: BAAQMD, 1996 as revised through 1999. Table 2. 
Note: a Modified as per the Berths 55-58 EIR. 
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Response to Comment 6-4 

The 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR analyzed the impact of construction equipment exhaust. 
That analysis concluded that construction equipment exhaust could increase levels of NOx, 
ROG, CO, and PM10 (the latter primarily as diesel PM) and that these levels could exceed 15 
tons per year or result in substantial increases in diesel emissions. This impact was considered to 
be significant and unavoidable, and the following mitigation measure was recommended and 
subsequently adopted: 

MM 4.4-2: Contractors shall implement exhaust control measures at all 
construction sites. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2 above is applicable to the project and was listed in the Draft SEIR 
p.A1-2. As per the 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR, exhaust control measures may include, but 
not be limited to the following: 

1. Prohibit truck idling in excess of 2 minutes 

2. Use electricity from power poles rather than generators 

3. Limit the size of construction equipment engines to the minimum practical size 

4. Configure construction equipment with two to four degree engine timing retard or pre-
combustion chamber engines 

5. Install high pressure injectors on diesel construction equipment 

6. Install soot traps 

7. Install catalytic oxidizers 

8. Minimize concurrent operation of vehicles 

9. If they are available in the air basin, purchase emission offsets of ROG or NOx 
emissions from construction where emissions exceed 6 tons/quarter. 

Subsequent projects shall be conditioned to implement all the above exhaust control measures 
pursuant to MM 4.4-2. 

Response to Comment 6-5 

The 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR analyzed the potential to increase demand for energy and 
concluded that, although redevelopment activity could increase demand for energy, this increase 
was found to be less than significant and mitigation was not warranted. 

“While new land uses may require substantial power, there is excess capacity in the existing 
system that would allow for considerable growth (Corps 2001). Existing capacity is adequate 
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to serve redevelopment, and additional facilities or sources of energy would not need to be 
developed. The redevelopment-specific effect on energy resources would be less than significant.” 

The 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR conclusion remains valid for the current Project. It is 
difficult to estimate how energy usage within the entire Redevelopment Area will compare to the 
original Army Base energy usage because other redevelopment plans are not yet settled. 
However, this project would result in an incremental increase in the demand for gas and 
electrical power on this specific site. Specific data on energy usage at this specific site only is not 
currently available. However, the level of public energy required of the proposed Project would 
not be expected to violate applicable federal, state and local statures and regulations relating to 
energy standards, or to exceed the service capacity of PG&E or require new or expanded 
facilities.  

Buildings constructed after June 30, 1977 must comply with standards identified in Title 24 of 
the California Code of Regulations. Title 24, established by the California Energy Commission 
(CEC) in 1978, requires the inclusion of state-of-the-art energy conservation features in building 
design and construction including the incorporation of specific energy conserving design 
features, use of non-depletable energy resources, or a demonstration that buildings would 
comply with a designated energy budget. The Project would be required by the City to comply 
with all standards of Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. Any improvements and 
extensions to PG&E infrastructure required to accommodate the project would be determined 
in consultation with PG&E prior to installation. As a result, although the project may increase 
energy consumption, it would not result in a significant impact related to the provision of energy 
services and mitigation is not warranted. 

Similarly, the proposed project in conjunction with reasonably foreseeable future projects could 
result in a cumulative increase in the demand for gas and electrical power in PG&E’s service 
area of northern and central California. Energy consumption statewide increases annually while 
the in-state power generation facilities are aging and most of the natural gas supply is produced 
out of state. Regardless, the development of the proposed project and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects in Oakland, which is mostly already served by gas and electricity infrastructure, 
and the net increased power demand from these projects relative to the regional service area, 
would be minimal and not require expanded or new power facilities as a direct result of project 
development. Furthermore, the proposed project and other reasonably foreseeable future 
projects would comply with all standards of Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations (or 
other similar special building codes that would apply to specific types of facilities). Therefore, 
the effect of the proposed project on energy consumption levels, in combination with other 
foreseeable projects, would be less than significant and mitigation above existing state 
regulations is not warranted. 

Response to Comment 6-6 

The conclusions of the 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR that mitigation is not warranted 
remains valid (see response to comment 6-5). The City can decide to require energy efficiency as 
a policy issue. 
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Letter 7:  Grace Kato, Public Land Management Specialist, California State Lands 
Commission 

Response to Comment 7-1 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 7-2 

Comment noted. The proposed project would require only relocation of planned Ancillary 
Maritime Support (AMS) uses and would not decrease the total AMS acreage. 
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Letter 8:  Saravana Suthanthira, Associate Transportation Planner, Alameda 
County Congestion Management Agency 

Response to Comment 8-1 

This comment suggests that project sponsors contribute funds into a trust account that could be 
used at later date to provide fair-share funding for regional highway improvements, once such 
improvements have been identified and proposed.  The Draft EIR does show that the Project 
would have a considerable contribution of traffic to cumulative traffic impacts on westbound I-
80 before the Bay Bridge during the a.m. peak hour, on westbound I-80 east of the I-580 split in 
the p.m. peak hour, and that Option B would similarly impact northbound I-880 south of 7th 
Street in the p.m. peak hour. The project would increase freeway traffic volumes on these 
freeway segments by about 2% during these peak hour periods. The Draft EIR considered these 
impacts to be significant and unavoidable, as did the previously certified EIR. 

Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15130, a project’s contribution to a cumulative impact can be 
found less than cumulatively considerable (less than significant) if the project is required to 
implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation measure designed to alleviate the cumulative 
impact. The City of Oakland is unaware of any established mitigation measure that could 
alleviate the cumulative traffic impact on project area freeways, such as plan or proposal to 
widen or otherwise increase the capacity of local area freeways in the project vicinity (I-80 or I-
880).  In the absence of such a mitigation measure, there is no means by which to establish a fair 
share cost allocation, or nexus between a project’s contribution to cumulative freeway impacts 
and a financial contribution. CEQA Guidelines Section 14126.4 requires mitigation measures to 
be roughly proportional to the impact of the project.  Without a mitigation measure or plan with 
an identified cost, there is no means available to establish a roughly proportional financial 
contribution.   

It is beyond the scope of this project and the ability of the City of Oakland to independently 
undertake or ensure needed freeway improvements. Consistent with the statutory responsibility 
of the Department of Transportation, the City will necessarily rely on Caltrans to initiate, 
identify necessary funding, and to construct needed freeway improvements. 

Response to Comment 8-2 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 8-3 

The roadway impacts of the project were considered significant if the addition of project-related 
traffic would result in a level or service (LOS) value worse than LOS E, except where the 
roadway link was already at LOS F under no project conditions. For those locations where this 
Baseline conditions is LOS F, the impacts of the project were considered significant if the 
contribution of project-related traffic is at least three percent (3%) of the total traffic. In 2025, 
the project would not cause any MTS roadways that would otherwise operate at LOS E or better 
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to drop to LOS F, nor would the project cause an increase in traffic by as much as three percent 
for any roadways that would operate at LOS F without the project. 

Response to Comment 8-4 

Comment noted. The first sentence of the second paragraph under Cumulative Impact Analysis 
Methodology (p. 3-26 of the Draft SEIR) is amended as follows:  

Traffic forecasts were based on the 2004 version of the Alameda Countywide Model as 
required by the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (CMA) for Congestion 
Management Program (CMP) analysis purposes.  

The first sentence of the third paragraph under Cumulative Impact Analysis Methodology (p. 3-
27 of the Draft SEIR) is amended as follows:  

A more detailed analysis was conducted using the Alameda Countywide Model with the City 
of Oakland’s land use data for the purposes of assessing cumulative environmental impacts 
to the transportation system and the extent to which the Project and Option B would 
contribute to cumulative impacts.  

See Chapter 8: Revisions to the Draft SEIR for pages 3-26 and 3-27. 
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Letter 9: Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse, State of California, 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse and Planning 
Unit 

Response to Comment 9-1 

This is not a comment on the Draft SEIR. This letter acknowledges receipt by the State 
Clearinghouse of the Draft SEIR and provides a copy of the comment letter received by them. 
This letter was also received by the lead agency separately and is included in full as letter 4 (so 
has not been included again as an attachment to this document). 
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Letter 10: Kent Lewandowski 

Response to Comment 10-1 

While traffic and related air pollution are expected to increase by year 2025, the proposed project 
will only be a portion of those increases. The project (or Option B) has only less than significant 
traffic impacts by itself until the cumulative scenario with foreseeable other future developments 
included in the analysis.  

The background air pollution in the area is considerable due largely to the adjacency of the Port 
of Oakland and related diesel emissions from ships and trucks as well as the proximity of a 
number of highways including the Bay Bridge approach and toll plaza. The Port and City have 
and will undertake mitigation to reduce emissions related to their activities as listed below. The 
proposed project, as a part of redevelopment at the former Army Base, will contribute to 
increased traffic and related air pollution.  

Mitigation 4.4-3: The Port shall develop and implement a criteria pollutant 
reduction program aimed at reducing or off-setting Port-related emissions in 
West Oakland from its maritime and rail operations to less than significant levels, 
consistent with federal, state and local air quality standards. The program shall be 
sufficiently funded to strive to reduce emissions from redevelopment related 
contributors to local West Oakland air quality, and shall continually reexamine 
potential reductions toward achieving less than significant impacts as new 
technologies emerge. The adopted program shall define measurable reductions 
within specific time periods. 

Mitigation 4.4-4: The City and the Port shall jointly create, maintain, and fund on 
a fair share basis, a truck diesel emission reduction program. The program shall 
be sufficiently funded to strive to reduce and/or off-set redevelopment related 
contributions to local West Oakland diesel emissions to less than significant 
levels, consistent with applicable federal, state and local air quality standards and 
shall continually reexamine potential reductions toward achieving less than 
significant impacts as new technologies emerge. The adopted program shall 
define measurable reductions within specific time periods. 

Mitigation 5.3-7: The City and Port shall cooperatively develop a program that 
combines multiple strategic objectives and implementation tools designed to 
reduce cumulative truck parking and other AMS impacts. 

Mitigation Measure 5.4-1: The City and the Port shall encourage, lobby, and 
potentially participate in emission reduction demonstration projects that promote 
technological advances in improving air quality. 
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Response to Comment 10-2 

There are currently no plans for bus service adjacent to the project site. Transportation control 
measures (TCMs) will be required as per mitigation measure Air-1 (p. 4-13 to 4-15 of the Draft 
SEIR) to reduce air pollution. See response to comment 6-1 for specific TCMs that will be 
implemented for this project based on recommendations from the 2002 OARB Redevelopment 
EIR, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District and feasibilities at this specific site.  

The EIR contained conceptual site plans only that did not include the level of detail to show the 
landscaping plan. The final site plans will need to comply with applicable regulations of the City 
of Oakland Planning Code including those regarding landscaping, setbacks and street trees.  

Response to Comment 10-3 

Comment noted. The SEIR is an environmental analysis document that must meet CEQA 
standards. An executive summary is provided at the start of the document including a table 
summarizing the impacts and mitigation measures to provide a shorter summation of the 
document. 

Response to Comment 10-4 

Regarding bus service, please see response to comment 6-1, which discusses existing nearby bus 
lines and the lack of demand for an adjacent bus line at this time. 

Individual project applicants shall consider shared customer parking in a centralized location as a 
TCM to reduce internal trips. See response to comment 6-1. 

Regarding planting trees on a minimum 10 acres of land, this project is an implementation of the 
Reuse Plan for the City’s portion of the former Army Base (the Gateway Development Area), 
the purpose of which included creating jobs, strengthening of the economic base and creating a 
balanced land use pattern. The set-aside of an additional 10 acres for plantings would not meet 
the objectives of the Reuse Plan.   

Moreover, the Reuse Plan includes a 15-acre Public Benefit Conveyance to the East Bay 
Regional Park District. This “Gateway Park” is intended to provide shoreline public open space 
along the Bay, and can include some plantings. 
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Letter 11:  WOCAG Community Trust Sub-Committee, West Oakland 
Community Advisory Group (WOCAG). 

Response to Comment 11-1 

Comment noted. The Community Fund is not a CEQA issue but may be considered separately 
by City decision makers.  
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Letter 12: Clint Bolden, Executive VP Real Estate Development, Fulton Project 
Development Group 

Response to Comment 12-1 

This is re-stating results from the Draft SEIR and is not a comment or question. The cumulative 
scenario included in the analysis for this Draft SEIR is a worst-case scenario as the future 
development of that area is not yet certain. The cumulative scenario analyzed in this Draft SEIR 
shows higher levels of traffic than are likely to be generated by the Fulton project. See pages 5-
10 to 5-12 of the Draft SEIR for a description of the cumulative scenario analyzed in the SEIR.  

Response to Comment 12-2 

This is re-stating results from the Draft SEIR and is not a comment or question. As discussed 
on p. 3-31 of the Draft SEIR regarding the intersection of West Grand Avenue and Maritime 
Street: 

The intersection improvements that are feasible are limited by the bridge piers 
supporting the I-880/I-80 connector roadway that passes above West Grand 
Avenue. To fully mitigate cumulative impacts at the intersection would require 
modification of the overhead structure, development of new roadways, or other 
measures that would require significant right-of-way and/or the development of 
major roadway structural elements. No feasible mitigation measures have been 
identified that would reduce cumulative impacts to a level that is less than 
significant; therefore, residual cumulative impacts at the West Grand Avenue / 
Maritime Street intersection would be significant and unavoidable. 

Response to Comment 12-3 

This is restating results from the Draft SEIR and is not a comment or question. 

Response to Comment 12-4 

The assessment of traffic impacts shows that neither the Project nor Option B would, by 
themselves, cause significant impacts at any of the study area intersections. The assessment of 
traffic impacts discloses that the cumulative impact of the Project and Option B in combination 
with background growth and other foreseeable growth (including the Fulton Project) on study 
area intersections would be significant. Such other projects that add to the foreseeable growth 
(including the Fulton Project) would have to pay their fair share of any mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment 12-5 

Options to provide additional access into the area, such as direct links to the regional freeways 
and improved connections to the surrounding neighborhoods have been explored and have 
generally been found to be infeasible due largely to inability to meet standards and/or 
prohibitive expense. Each of the examples described in the comment are addressed below: 
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• Direct On- and Off-Ramps to Eastbound I-80 Immediately East of the Bay Bridge: This suggestion has 
been proposed before and discarded as infeasible because of the compromise of Caltrans 
design standards that would likely be required and because of the potential for the 
introduction of a problematic weaving maneuver between the proposed on-ramp and the I-
880/W. Grand Avenue off-ramp. If the design and traffic operations issues could be 
resolved, this suggestion could mitigate impacts of the Fulton project but would do little to 
mitigate the impacts of the Auto Mall project. Therefore, it will be considered as a potential 
mitigation measure when the Fulton project undergoes environmental review but would not 
mitigate the impacts of and is not being considered for the Auto Mall Project. 

• Frontage Roadway Connecting the I-580 Eastbound On-Ramp from West Grand Avenue to I-80 
Eastbound: This connection not likely to be feasible and would not alleviate traffic congestion 
at intersections. A frontage road facility along this section would have to pass under elevated 
portions of the I-80 freeway connector ramps, where closely spaced support columns would 
constrain the design. If the design challenges could be overcome, right-of-way may be 
required and the cost of this option is expected to be in the tens of millions of dollars. 

• New Local Roadways to Mandela Parkway: New roadways to Mandela Parkway have been 
considered in the past and found to be infeasible because of the significant grades that would 
be required to go over the UPRR tracks, stay under overhead freeway structures, and match 
existing grades on either side. If the design challenges could be overcome, the cost of this 
option is expected to be in the tens of millions of dollars. 

• New Connections between the Port and 14th Street: Previous studies have suggested connecting 
14th Street and 10th Street to the I-880 frontage road but were strongly resisted by 
representatives of the West Oakland community. As a result, the Wood Street Project has 
been approved and has entitlements that preclude a connection to 14th Street. 

• New On- and Off-Ramps to I-880: If design challenges could be overcome so that such new 
ramps could be constructed in compliance with Caltrans standards, they are likely to be 
prohibitively expensive  (in the tens of millions of dollars). 

• A New I-880 Southbound Off-Ramp to 7th Street: Traffic analyses indicate that a new ramp at this 
location would not serve a significant amount of Auto Mall traffic and would not mitigate 
impacts identified in the Draft SEIR. (Nor would this new off-ramp significantly alleviate 
traffic congestion for the Fulton Project.) 

• Channelized Right-Turn Lanes at the Intersection of W. Grand Avenue and Maritime: Channelized 
turn lanes would not add significant capacity to the intersection of W. Grand Avenue and 
Maritime Street. Additional travel lanes would be required to improve traffic operations. MM 
Traf-6 would add travel lanes where feasible. Adding more lanes would require major 
modifications to the elevated freeway. Major modifications of the elevated freeway were not 
considered feasible based on technical, environmental, and economic criteria. The portion of 
the I-80 West/I-880 freeway connection that passes above West Grand Avenue is supported 
on columns that straddle West Grand Avenue and Maritime Street. Structural beams that 
support the freeway superstructure above West Grand Avenue are integrated with and 
supported by the columns. The columns would have to be set further from West Grand 
Avenue and/or Maritime Street and the structural beams would need to be longer and 
thicker to support the superstructure. In addition to the structural work, adding lanes 
sufficient to fully mitigate impacts would require widening the structures on West Grand 
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Avenue either east or west of Maritime Street. Reconstruction that would improve traffic 
operations at the West Grand Avenue/Maritime Street intersection to less than significant 
levels is estimated to cost in the tens of millions of dollars. 

• Direct Connection from Eastbound W. Grand Avenue to the Fulton Site and an Extension of the Auto 
Mall Roadway Network to the South Side of W. Grand Avenue: This modification would be 
possible and may be a cost-effective method of providing access to the Fulton site. It would 
not fully mitigate cumulative traffic impacts but may be considered as a potential mitigation 
measure for the Fulton project. The proposed modification would not mitigate significant 
impacts of the Auto Mall project. 
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Letter 13: West Oakland Community Advisory Group 

Response to Comment 13-1 

The proposed project does not include reducing the amount of truck parking nor significantly 
increasing the demand for trucks. No other significant changes have occurred to the projected 
demand for, or supply of truck parking facilities since the conclusions of the 2002 OARB 
Redevelopment EIR. Therefore, the conclusions of the 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR 
remain valid and a re-analysis of the entire Redevelopment Plan and total area allocated for AMS 
uses was not warranted for environmental analysis of this project. 

Feasible mitigation measures appropriate to the level of impact of the proposed project will be 
implemented. See response to comments 6-1 and 6-2 for a discussion of the specifics of 
implementation of Traffic Control Measures as specified in mitigation measure Air-1 and 
additional emission-reduction strategies. 

The Project Sponsor is considering a partial AMS alternative that would locate AMS uses on a 
portion of the expanded Option B area. See pages 8-3 to 8-7 of this document for a description 
and analysis of this new alternative. 

Response to Comment 13-2 

The alternative referenced is a site-specific comparison of the proposed Project to the uses 
specified in the Reuse Plan. AMS use at the Baldwin Yard as envisioned under the OARB Reuse 
Plan would have generated a low amount of traffic, and would be relocated by the currently 
proposed project to a different location in the Gateway Development Area, closer to the Port. 
While not specifically analyzed in the alternative, the new location for the AMS would in turn 
replace other higher traffic generating uses, at least in part compensating for the increased traffic 
and traffic-related emissions on the project site.  However, because the new location for the 
AMS uses has not yet been finalized and the flexible alternative in the Reuse Plan did not 
specifically locate the planned uses, the analysis of this alternative did not include the reduction 
in impacts related to relocation of the AMS use. 

The proposed Project would result in more traffic and therefore more emissions than would the 
Reuse Plan for the project site.  Feasible mitigation measures appropriate to the level of impact of 
the proposed project will be implemented.  See response to comments 6-1 and 6-2 for a 
discussion of the specifics of implementation of Traffic Control Measures as specified in 
mitigation measure Air-1 and additional emission-reduction strategies.  

The Project Sponsor is considering a partial AMS alternative that would locate AMS uses on a 
portion of the expanded Option B area. See pages 8-3 to 8-7 of this document for a description 
and analysis of this new alternative. 
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Response to Comment 13-3 

See response to comment 13-1 regarding validity of conclusions from the 2002 OARB 
Redevelopment EIR. 

Response to Comment 13-4 

Per the Draft SEIR, p. 5-18: “A survey of the Port vicinity conducted in the year 2000 (BCDC 
2000) identified more than 48 Port-related trucking businesses occupying a total of 128 acres in 
West Oakland, the OARB and within the Port’s maritime area.” Because this project neither 
proposes to reduce the amount of truck parking nor significantly increase the demand and no 
other significant changes have occurred to the projected demand for and supply of truck parking 
since the conclusions of the 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR were made, re-evaluation of a 
new study of area port-related trucking businesses was not warranted for this EIR and the 
conclusions of the 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR remain valid.  

As indicated in the analysis of the full maritime alternative in the 2002 OARB Redevelopment 
EIR, while more area devoted to AMS in the Redevelopment Area would contribute to meeting 
the overall demand for truck parking, it would not be certain to significantly impact the number 
of Port-related trucking uses in the West Oakland neighborhoods. New demand for AMS 
facilities and increased demand from more remote locations is likely to compete for any new 
AMS areas and/or fill in any AMS areas in West Oakland vacated for relocation to the 
Redevelopment Area. 

Response to Comment 13-5 

The City can re-evaluate their policies regarding trucking operations on a city-wide and policy 
level. However, such an evaluation is outside the CEQA requirements for environmental 
analysis of the proposed project. See also response to comment 13-1. 

Response to Comment 13-6 

See responses to comments 13-1 and 13-5.  
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Letter 14: Multiple authors, Sierra Club California / Alameda County 

Response to Comment 14-1 

This is not a comment on the Draft SEIR. 

Response to Comment 14-2 

This is not a comment on the Draft SEIR. 

Response to Comment 14-3 

This is not a comment but information about the commenter. 

Response to Comment 14-4 

This is restating information from the Draft SEIR and is not a comment. 

Response to Comment 14-5 

The proposed project is the implementation of a portion of the OARB Reuse and 
Redevelopment Plan. This environmental document is a Supplemental EIR, supplementing the 
2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR with new information pertinent to the currently proposed 
project. In addition to a No Project Alternative, the 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR analyzed 
the Gateway Adaptive Reuse/Eco-Park Alternative (as summarized in the Draft SEIR, page 5-
16) which includes development of an eco-industrial park of linked manufacturing and service 
businesses embodying ecological principles to achieve the most beneficial, least damaging 
interaction with the environment. The Gateway Adaptive Reuse/Eco-Park Alternative was 
considered the environmentally superior alternative but was ultimately rejected as was the No 
Project alternative because they would result in reduced economic activity and fewer jobs 
created. 

Response to Comment 14-6 

The analysis of significance is based on criteria presented by the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District and recognized by the City of Oakland.  

Response to Comment 14-7 

The Wood Street residential area is over a quarter mile from the proposed project site, across a 
number of existing railroad tracks and also across the raised Interstate 880 and I-80 interchange. 
The Wood Street development area was a part of the OARB Redevelopment Area and 
residential development at that site was anticipated in the Redevelopment Plan. While not 
specifically expected to become an auto mall (or big box retail), the project site has been planned 
for a flexible alternative of light industrial and office and intended for re-designation to 
“Business Mix.” In summary, both commercial uses at the project site and residential uses in the 
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Wood Street area were planned in the Redevelopment Plan and analyzed in the 2002 OARB 
Redevelopment EIR with no conflict between these uses found. The conclusions of the 2002 
Redevelopment would remain valid. 

Response to Comment 14-8 

Comment noted. This is in part a statement of existing diesel emissions in the area as well as an 
assertion that land use planning should be used to counteract the existing problem.  As discussed 
in other responses to comments, the project analyzed in this EIR neither decreases the amount 
of truck parking nor significantly increases the demand for truck parking. Therefore, mitigation 
measures or alternatives intended to address truck parking impacts are not applicable to the 
project.   

However, as mitigation for the OARB Redevelopment Plan and separate from this project, the 
City and Port are jointly required to create a truck management plan designed to reduce the 
effects of transport trucks on local streets. As has been previously noted in the 2002 OARB 
Redevelopment EIR and in this Draft SEIR, a survey of the Port vicinity conducted in the year 
2000 (BCDC 2000) identified more than 48 Port-related trucking businesses occupying a total of 
128 acres in West Oakland, the OARB and within the Port’s maritime area. Many of these 
existing trucking and truck-related businesses are interspersed within the West Oakland 
residential neighborhoods and generate diesel emissions, noise and traffic within these sensitive 
receptor areas. 

As was also previously noted in the 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR and in this Draft SEIR, 
the Port commissioned a study (Tioga Group 2001) to explore ways to accommodate truck 
services that must be located near the Port, while assuring that the adjacent communities are 
relieved of unnecessary truck traffic. This study concluded that demand for ancillary maritime 
support uses within or near the Port of Oakland’s operations is expected to grow 
proportionately with cargo volume and reach a demand for approximately 178 acres by year 
2020.1 

In an attempt to provide a reasonable accommodation of these uses, the Reuse/Redevelopment 
Plan provides for a total of 105 acres of land within the former OARB and Port area to support 
AMS uses. Sites include the Port’s proposed 75-acre Maritime Support Center at the location of 
the current Joint Intermodal Terminal, 15 acres at the Baldwin Yard (Project site), and an 
additional 15 acres to be provided by the Port. The 105 permanent acres currently planned for 
such uses will accommodate much, but not all demand under efficient operating conditions. 
Although interim space available during terminal development will help accommodate most Port 
services to approximately 2010, starting in about 2010 it is projected that there will be a shortfall 
in available land.  

                                                 
1 This estimate is based on forecasts of cargo segment growth, typical facility design, industry standards and 
working assumptions to estimate usable acres for efficient, single-purpose core service facilities. This process is 
necessarily imprecise, and the resulting estimates are most suitable for planning purposes rather than detailed land 
allocation or facility design decisions. These figures should therefore be interpreted as approximate minimums that 
could be achieved under reasonably efficient conditions (the Tioga Group 2001). 
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It has been suggested that additional lands within the former OARB (perhaps the entire City 
Gateway area) could be dedicated for AMS uses. Such additional land could not only off-set the 
identified shortfall, but could also provide an alternative location for the relocation of existing 
truck and truck-related business out of the West Oakland residential neighborhoods. If these 
uses were to relocate farther from residential neighborhoods, then the separation of sensitive 
residential uses and AMS uses would alleviate direct noise, air quality and traffic impacts on 
these neighborhoods.   

While job creation and strengthening of the economic base remain important considerations, the 
Project Sponsor is considering a new project alternative which would represent a balance on the 
project site of these considerations with the need for additional Port-vicinity AMS uses. This 
Partial AMS Alternative would replace the big box retail with AMS uses and a somewhat 
expanded Auto Mall.      

Due to the high demand for AMS space at or near the Port, any site that has been used for truck 
parking or truck-related businesses within West Oakland and that may be vacated for an 
alternative location within the OARB would likely be back-filled by another truck parking or 
truck-related business. In order to fully realize the benefits to the West Oakland residential 
neighborhoods of providing alternative locations for AMS uses, the City of Oakland would need 
to impose additional controls on the issuance of new permits for such businesses in West 
Oakland and ensure that zoning regulations in the neighborhoods preclude such uses in the 
future.   

Response to Comment 14-9 

Air Quality analyses were completed according to standard protocols and the results were found 
to be below screening thresholds that would require additional analysis. Carbon monoxide 
emissions from the Project or Option B would not cause any new violations of the 8-hour 
standards or contribute substantially to any existing or projected violation (Draft SEIR p 4-15 to 
4-15). Operation of the Project (and Option B) would result in 0.0068 micrograms per cubic 
meter of diesel particulate matter (and up to 0.0105 micrograms per cubic meter of diesel 
particulate matter for Option B). These emission levels would be less than 1% of the existing 
background in the area (Draft SEIR p.4-16 to 4-17) and below standard significance thresholds.  

While neither the Project nor Option B would be considered to have significant cumulative air 
quality impacts for CO2 or diesel particulate (PM2.5) themselves as determined following 
accepted standards from the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD) CEQA 
Guidelines, they represent implementation of only a portion of the Redevelopment and Reuse 
Plans. The 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR found that, when analyzing area-wide 
Redevelopment as a whole, the cumulative air quality impact would be significant and proposed 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-5, updated as Mitigation Measure Air-1 (Draft SEIR p.4-13) which 
requires Transportation Control Measures for reducing vehicle emissions and is applicable to the 
Project (or Option B). No further study is required. 

An analysis of economic impacts of air pollution is not required by CEQA and is beyond the 
scope of this SEIR.  
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Response to Comment 14-10 

A cumulative deficiency in truck parking has been well-documented and analyzed in the 2002 
OARB Redevelopment EIR. The Redevelopment Plan and Reuse Plan attempted to balance a 
mix of goals and concerns and the amount of AMS uses. A full maritime alternative was 
analyzed in the 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR (and summarized in the Draft SEIR p.5-15 
to5-16) but failed to meet objectives of providing a mix of uses and increasing the economic 
viability of the area.  

As discussed in other responses to comments, the proposed project neither decreases the 
amount of truck parking nor significantly increases the demand for truck parking. As mitigation 
for the OARB Redevelopment Plan and Reuse Plan, and separate from this project, the City and 
Port are required to work toward reducing the impacts of transport trucks on local streets and 
on air quality as per the following Mitigation Measures from the 2002 OARB Redevelopment 
EIR: 

Mitigation 4.4-3: The Port shall develop and implement a criteria pollutant 
reduction program aimed at reducing or off-setting Port-related emissions in 
West Oakland from its maritime and rail operations to less than significant levels, 
consistent with federal, state and local air quality standards. The program shall be 
sufficiently funded to strive to reduce emissions from redevelopment related 
contributors to local West Oakland air quality, and shall continually reexamine 
potential reductions toward achieving less than significant impacts as new 
technologies emerge. The adopted program shall define measurable reductions 
within specific time periods. 

Mitigation 4.4-4: The City and the Port shall jointly create, maintain, and fund on 
a fair share basis, a truck diesel emission reduction program. The program shall 
be sufficiently funded to strive to reduce and/or off-set redevelopment related 
contributions to local West Oakland diesel emissions to less than significant 
levels, consistent with applicable federal, state and local air quality standards and 
shall continually reexamine potential reductions toward achieving less than 
significant impacts as new technologies emerge. The adopted program shall 
define measurable reductions within specific time periods. 

Mitigation 5.3-7: The City and Port shall cooperatively develop a program that 
combines multiple strategic objectives and implementation tools designed to 
reduce cumulative truck parking and other AMS impacts. 

Mitigation Measure 5.4-1: The City and the Port shall encourage, lobby, and 
potentially participate in emission reduction demonstration projects that promote 
technological advances in improving air quality. 
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Response to Comment 14-11 

All roadways in the project area would be designed to City standards which would accommodate 
both trucks and autos. Design of roadways to City design standards would be consistent with 
standard practice. 

Response to Comment 14-12 

Note that the referenced “draft comments made by Rajiv Bhatia on May 11” were not received 
by the City nor reviewed for this SEIR. A comment letter received from this person for the 
Kaiser Permanente Oakland Medical Center Plan Project dated April 13th, 2006 related to the 
potential for pedestrian injuries due to increased traffic and it stands to reason the intent of this 
comment was to raise the same issue for this Project. 

Analysis of site-specific pedestrian safety considerations is not supported by state of the practice 
tools and the City of Oakland does not have a policy or other guidance to form the basis of 
significance criteria even if there were a basis for conducting the site-specific safety analysis. 
There is no safety-consideration comparable to the Highway Capacity Manual (although a new 
Highway Safety Manual is under development) that would allow assessment of whether an 
intersection is safe and whether project-level changes to the subject intersection increases the 
likelihood of pedestrian collisions. There is no precedent, in Oakland or elsewhere, for such an 
analysis.   

The Project area is not a residential area and is not expected to have a large amount of 
pedestrian traffic on or crossing the streets. Many of the project intersections will be newly 
created with this project so while no data exists on historic pedestrian accident rates, all new 
intersections will be designed to current standards of safety. 

Response to Comment 14-13 

This is a summary of previous comments. See responses to comments 14-2 through 14-12. 
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Letter 15:  Naomi Schiff, Oakland Heritage Alliance 

Response to Comment 15-1 

California Public Resources Code Section 21090 states: 

21090.  (a) An environmental impact report for a redevelopment plan may be a 
master environmental impact report, program environmental impact report, or 
a project environmental impact report.  Any environmental impact report for a 
redevelopment plan shall specify the type of environmental impact report that 
is prepared for the redevelopment plan. 

(b) If the environmental impact report for a redevelopment plan is a 
project environmental impact report, all public and private activities or 
undertakings pursuant to, or in furtherance of, a redevelopment plan shall be 
deemed to be a single project.  However, further environmental review of any 
public or private activity or undertaking pursuant to, or in furtherance of, a 
redevelopment plan for which a project environmental impact report has been 
certified shall be conducted if any of the events specified in Section 21166 have 
occurred. 

The 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR was a Project EIR. A subsequent EIR was prepared in 
this case because changes to the project were proposed, and because there were certain changed 
circumstances in the surrounding area. As per California Public Resources Code Section 21166: 

21166.  When an environmental impact report has been prepared for a project 
pursuant to this division, no subsequent or supplemental environmental impact 
report shall be required by the lead agency or by any responsible agency, unless 
one or more of the following events occurs: 

   (a) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major 
revisions of the environmental impact report. 

   (b) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which 
the project is being undertaken which will require major revisions in the 
environmental impact report. 

   (c) New information, which was not known and could not have been known 
at the time the environmental impact report was certified as complete, 
becomes available. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15163 clarifies that, “The supplement to the EIR need contain only the 
information necessary to make the previous EIR adequate for the project as revised.” As noted in the Draft 
SEIR on page 1-2 (and as revised in Chapter 8 of this document): 
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“This document is a Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR). Pursuant 
to Resources Code Section 21090 and 21166 and CEQA Guidelines Sections 15180 and 
15163, this Draft SEIR augments the previously certified OARB Redevelopment Plan 
EIR (OARB Redevelopment EIR, City of Oakland, 2002) to the extent necessary to 
address the changed conditions and circumstances of the Project, and to examine mitigation 
and project alternatives accordingly. Specifically, the previously certified EIR was a Project 
EIR under Public Resources Code Section 21090 and further environmental review is 
governed by California Public Resources Code Section 21166. With the exception of the 
supplemental chapters included in this Draft SEIR, the OARB Redevelopment EIR would 
wholly cover and fully apply to the Project. As such, all applicable mitigation measures from 
the OARB Redevelopment EIR would apply to the Project.” 

Response to Comment 15-2 

The mitigation measures for historic resources as approved for the 2002 OARB Redevelopment 
EIR will be enforced for this project. Included among those mitigation requirements is the 
obligation to conduct reuse feasibility analyses when specific projects are proposed. A feasibility 
analysis of reuse of historic structures within the Option B site is underway and will be presented 
to decision-makers and the public prior to a decision being made on the project. The feasibility 
analysis will not consider reuse infeasible because of parcel lines internal to the project. 

If the feasibility study for reuse on the Option B site determines that reuse of these historic 
buildings is infeasible, that outcome was anticipated and is covered by the 2002 OARB 
Redevelopment EIR and adopted Statements of Overriding Considerations.  

Response to Comment 15-3 

This is not a comment but an excerpt from the 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR CEQA 
findings, which are applicable to the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 15-4 

This referenced mitigation measure from the 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR is applicable to 
Option B and is included in Table A1 of the Draft SEIR, p.A1-5. 

Response to Comment 15-9 

See response to comment 15-2.  
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Letter 16:  Monsa Nitoto, Executive Director, Coalition for West Oakland 
Revitalization 

Response to Comment 16-1 

This is not a comment, but an introduction by the commenter. 

Response to Comment 16-2 

These are comments on community benefits and fiscal impacts. While the approving agency can 
take these into account for necessary project approvals, they are not environmental issues and 
are not addressed in the Draft SEIR.  

Response to Comment 16-3 

This is not a comment on the Draft SEIR. 
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Letter 17: Bryan E. Grunwald 

Response to Comment 17-1 

As suggested in this comment, the surrounding area is largely industrial and Port-related. The 
2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR determined that new construction would be a visual benefit to 
the area and that the new development would not impact important views or vistas (except that 
relating to removal of historic resources discussed separately). The Initial Study for this project 
(January 2006) determined that neither the proposed Project nor Option B would result in any 
significant aesthetic impacts not previously addressed in the prior EIR. Redevelopment Agency 
administrative review of the specific project proposals will ensure new development follows 
existing regulations. 

Response to Comment 17-2 

The Draft SEIR includes a comparison of the proposed project with the Reuse Plan (The Reuse 
Plan expected Ancillary Maritime Support and Warehouse Distribution on the project site and 
also light industrial/flex office uses on the Option B expanded area). Pages 5-21 to 5-24 of the 
Draft SEIR concludes: 

“[T]he adopted Reuse Plan would result in a moderately lower economic activity including less 
jobs and less tax revenue than under the proposed project.”  

As stated in the Draft SEIR (p 2-2), employment for the auto mall Project is projected to be a 
total of approximately 300 to 400 employees. This would include automotive mechanics, sales 
persons and support staff.  Option B would add to that total an additional 200 employees for the 
expanded Auto Mall and 300 to 400 more employees for the big box retail use (as corrected on 
p.2-11 of the Draft SEIR). 

Response to Comment 17-3 

The trip generation for the Auto Mall is provided in Table 3-3. 
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          1              CHAIRMAN JANG:  With that in mind, you know, 

          2   I'd like to have each of the speakers, you know, stay 

          3   within the time limit.  So let's take Item 6. 

          4              MR. PATTEN:  We could try to be brief also. 

          5              CHAIRMAN JANG:  Okay. 

          6              ELOIS THORNTON:  I was going to ask (inaudible), 

          7   would you like to have a staff presentation, or would 

          8   you want to go directly to receive the public comment? 

          9              CHAIRMAN JANG:  Why don't you spend one 

         10   minute, just give us a quick recap? 

         11              ELOIS THORNTON:  Okay.  The subject of 

         12   tonight's meeting is a Draft Supplemental Environmental 

         13   Impact Report that has been prepared for the Oakland 

         14   Army Base Auto Mall project.  You may recall in 2002 we 

         15   did an Environmental Impact Report on the Redevelopment 

         16   Plan, but the Auto Mall concept was not part of that 

         17   particular EIR.  And so we prepared a supplemental 

         18   which focuses on traffic and air quality. 

         19              The project itself is the creation of four 

         20   to five separate auto dealerships in what we call the 

         21   northern part of the Oakland Army Base, as well as 

         22   creation of an access road and associated utilities and 

         23   infrastructure.  That's what we call "The Project." 

         24              The EIR also looks at an Option B which is 

         25   the project that I've just described, plus three 
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          1   additional automobile dealerships in what we call the 

          2   Eastern Gateway of the Oakland Army Base.  The project 

          3   itself is not before you because there are no 

          4   discretionary approvals that are required at this time 

          5   by the City Planning Commission. 

          6              The key environmental impacts associated 

          7   with the project, as we've identified thus far, is air 

          8   quality and traffic analysis.  We're here tonight to 

          9   receive public testimony in terms of the adequacy of 

         10   the EIR, and we will come back shortly with a final EIR 

         11   with response to the comments that we receive this 

         12   evening.  Thank you. 

         13              CHAIRMAN JANG:  Okay, thank you.  There are 

         14   currently 11 speaker cards.  I'll read off three of 

         15   them.  Marcus Sampson, Ray Kidd, Robert Manza, Manza -- 

         16   yes, I have Manza, Montetto. 

         17              MR. SAMPSON:  Yes, thank you.  I think the 

         18   term, "ditto" is a good term in terms of 15 seconds of 

         19   fame in the fact that you -- some of the items that you 

         20   did go through.  I don't think you need to appeal all 

         21   the stuff that people have said.  But that's just a 

         22   word to -- if you care to hear it. 

         23              This piece of property, if you guys try to 

         24   rubber stamp this thing and send it through, we will 

         25   put such a community team together -- West Oakland is 
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          1   getting robbed, straight up getting robbed, you dig? 

          2   And now, you look at Piedmont and you go through a long 

          3   scenario and you play with them, but there ain't been 

          4   no community forums around this army base. 

          5              The biggest piece of property to hit the 

          6   table -- you thought we had a fight around Rick 

          7   Holiday?  This property, you need to get some jobs out 

          8   to people in this community.  I've seen so many black 

          9   people, I mean black people, getting kicked out of West 

         10   Oakland, can't afford to stay there no more, housing 

         11   property up to 600,000 dollars, you dig? 

         12              So now this stuff is something real.  This 

         13   auto dealership, what is it, they're going to have ten 

         14   jobs, pay no money?  You know, we had a whole plan 

         15   worked out in the earlier EDAW process when they spent 

         16   six hundred thousand dollars to come up with a 

         17   methodology to put people to work.  That's all off the 

         18   table.  Now they're going to shuffle this stuff to 

         19   these cars, you know, to these car dealerships.  We 

         20   better have some land switch, you know.  They're going 

         21   to do one thing, come back and put another one on the 

         22   table later on, in four or five years.  That's what the 

         23   project is.  Somebody's got to get control with the 

         24   land so they can play with it. 

         25              So let's get real.  This ain't going to be 
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          1   no easy ball game, no, no, no.  You can believe that. 

          2   Nobody is going to come out and take that property from 

          3   West Oakland citizens and we don't get nothing.  That's 

          4   out of the question, you know what I mean?  You can 

          5   give that property away if you want to, to these car 

          6   dealerships and people, and don't let people have jobs 

          7   and stuff so they got more people got to get kicked out 

          8   of West Oakland?  It's not going to work like that, you 

          9   know?  I'll stay up all night.  It don't matter, you 

         10   know.  I had a thing to read, but it's too late for me 

         11   to go through it, you know.  I had two speaker cards at 

         12   this time, you know. 

         13              CHAIRMAN JANG:  Take another two minutes. 

         14              MR. SAMPSON:  Job creation, one of the 

         15   objectives of this project and final reuse plan was job 

         16   creation, particularly West Oakland, residents.  The 

         17   DSEIR does not include any description or analysis on 

         18   employment.  We would like to see some comparison of 

         19   jobs generation rates with the project comparative to 

         20   plans including analysis of labor rates.  The analysis 

         21   should be compared to the employment needs of the West 

         22   Oakland citizens. 

         23              We are concerned that this process -- 

         24   there's no analysis going on.  There's no discussions 

         25   going on.  Where are the twelve meetings that you had 
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          1   for the Piedmont folks?  I know everybody's pulling 

          2   West Oakland (inaudible) around Oak Park and so forth. 

          3   But you guys got to deal with this stuff.  Don't send 

          4   it to the city council and just mess over us, you know. 

          5   That's not going to be right, and it's not going to 

          6   work.  We'll sleep underneath the bridge out there and 

          7   fight this dang thing. 

          8              CHAIRMAN JANG:  Okay, thank you.  A tough 

          9   act to follow, Mr. Low. 

         10              CLERK:  Steve Low? 

         11              MR. LOW:  Thank you, Marcus Johnson.  He is 

         12   (inaudible). 

         13              Well, I think at the heart of the matter 

         14   here is that we really don't have enough communication 

         15   with this body.  And, you know, Martha is on the WOCAG; 

         16   I'm on the WOPAC, the WOCAG, and the WOPAC.  If all 

         17   these alphabets are unfamiliar to you, I can talk about 

         18   them. 

         19              But there's a lot of community activity in 

         20   West Oakland, and we don't feel like we're being 

         21   listened to much downtown.  So we'd like to really see 

         22   a subcommittee of this group -- just like you have a 

         23   Zoning Update Committee -- work with us on the Army 

         24   base.  Because the law -- it's a very complicated 

         25   problem.  You just went through almost two hours here 
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          1   with the Kaiser guys.  And this is a project that is, 

          2   what, twelve times as big as that, or maybe even more, 

          3   you know. 

          4              What's at stake is a hundred and some 78 

          5   acres of land that most probably should be given over 

          6   to Maritime Ancillary Support Services.  This is a big 

          7   deal because it speaks to the sustainability of the 

          8   Port of Oakland.  And yet that land is slowly being 

          9   eroded, first with auto row, and the Wayans Brothers 

         10   project.  There's also an idea that we could have 

         11   Costco out there.  This is not right, and we really 

         12   need to start thinking about it.  And I would request 

         13   that this body form a subcommittee of some sort. 

         14              Meanwhile, WOCAG is going to be ending its 

         15   situation here with the Oakland Base reuse Authority. 

         16   So we want to take that and transition over as we go 

         17   through it into the Redevelopment Agency.  So what is 

         18   the advisory status of WOCAG?  This was set up by Ron 

         19   Dellums ten years ago.  So the amount of institutional 

         20   knowledge that is residing in this body is pretty much 

         21   much in excess of what exists right now at staff level. 

         22              So we think that we can work with the auto 

         23   row guys and have a happy ending, but we want to make 

         24   sure that we're all going to be in a win/win position, 

         25   rather than have this thing evolve down into some kind 
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          1   of, you know, neighborhood fight or something like 

          2   that.  This letter is in your e-mail now.  Please read 

          3   it.  Thank you. 

          4              COMMISSIONER LEE:  Just a question to the 

          5   speaker.  Didn't you have a specific proposal for the 

          6   Commission in terms of establishing the committee? 

          7              MR. LOW:  Don't tell me you're reading my 

          8   e-mails.  (Laughter) 

          9              COMMISSIONER LEE:  Well, yeah. 

         10              MR. LOW:  Yeah, I did, I thought that -- you 

         11   know, like the Zoning Update Committee, similar than 

         12   you can allow for more well informed decisions to 

         13   emerge from consideration as to what actually comprises 

         14   the highest and best use for base, blah, blah, blah, I 

         15   do think that this is a lot like what's going on in 

         16   Hunter's Point and Bay View.  And so perhaps one of 

         17   you, especially those of you who are very familiar with 

         18   the zoning problems in West Oakland, could participate 

         19   and we could -- we could get clarity on a very serious 

         20   problem.  Thank you. 

         21              CHAIRMAN JANG:  Okay, next speaker? 

         22              CLERK:  Ray Kidd, Jimmy McClinen, A.L. 

         23   Brown. 

         24              MR. KIDD:  Hi.  My name is Ray Kidd.  I work 

         25   for WOCAG, West Oakland Committee Advisory Group.  I 
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          1   want to thank you guys for hanging in here to let us 

          2   speak tonight.  A lot of information has come through. 

          3   (Inaudible) from Kaiser. I have a whole lot of comments 

          4   I was going to make.  I'll try to be brief and sum them 

          5   up. 

          6              The problem -- we're here tonight about an 

          7   SEIR.  As Elois mentioned to you, they covered air 

          8   quality and traffic, and they had found basically 

          9   unmitigatable, unavoidable impacts in both of those, 

         10   several things with both of those areas. 

         11              And the air quality issue, I think they 

         12   really didn't cover the mitigations that were possible. 

         13   More precisely, the possibility of putting trucks, 

         14   truck operations, truck activity, on that base -- right 

         15   now there are -- I have a map here from last, last 

         16   month, I think somebody in the city staff.  It shows in 

         17   areas adjoining the army base in West Oakland there are 

         18   now 50 uses that are with trucks with high, medium and 

         19   low impacts, that are truck-related.  And if you took 

         20   all of those trucks or a good part of those truck 

         21   activities out of the West Oakland area and put them on 

         22   the Army base, you would very strongly impact the air 

         23   quality in a positive way. 

         24              You would reduce the amount of how much they 

         25   would have to go back between the port and the area. 
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          1   You would reduce the amount of air impacts, the 

          2   emissions impacts on those neighborhoods that those 

          3   trucks are in.  And you would also reduce the amount of 

          4   impact that they would have if they were pushed farther 

          5   out, which they will be.  They will definitely be 

          6   pushed to the central valley or to Hayward if they're 

          7   not allowed to stay in West Oakland, which is probably 

          8   on the map right now. 

          9              So I think that the SEIR is deficient in 

         10   that it doesn't cover this potential mitigation, and I 

         11   think that really needs to be included in it before 

         12   it's finalized.  Thank you. 

         13              CHAIRMAN JANG:  Okay, thank you.  We had 

         14   other names. 

         15              CLERK:  (Inaudible).  A.L. Brown. 

         16              MR. MCLINEN:  We wanted to inform you that 

         17   West Oakland Community Fund, which is part of the whole 

         18   thing with the Army base -- and we had drafted a letter 

         19   and gave you guys a copy.  So I wasn't going to read 

         20   it, but I wanted to just inform you that to get some 

         21   support for it as you go through this process to make 

         22   sure that the community fund is supported by the port 

         23   and the city and the redevelopment.  Thank you. 

         24              CHAIRMAN JANG:  Okay, thank you. 

         25              CLERK:  A.L. Brown.  Roderick Klug. 
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          1              CHAIRMAN JANG:  If you heard your name, come 

          2   to the podium. 

          3              MS. ROY:  I'm Joyce Roy, and I'm really 

          4   speaking on behalf of Oakland Heritage Alliance. 

          5              When the SEIR, the final EIR on the Army 

          6   base was certified, it was -- it was recognized as 

          7   being a problematic EIR, and that as projects, real 

          8   projects came forward, there would be supplemental 

          9   environmental impact reports.  And so this is what this 

         10   is.  It's one of the supplementals. 

         11              Also it was recognized, according to our -- 

         12   was made a point of and recognized that no historic 

         13   building would be demolished unless it could not be 

         14   reused.  So the whole process would have to go through 

         15   -- and yet I see here that it says, you know, in Option 

         16   B, that portions of a national register in joint 

         17   district are located in Option B, and are scheduled for 

         18   demolition. 

         19              Scheduled for demolition?  There's no 

         20   project there.  There is no reason why they can't be 

         21   used.  The line that is drawn for Option B is very 

         22   arbitrary and goes through some of those buildings. 

         23   Those buildings are creating jobs.  There are -- there 

         24   are incubator film companies in one of them who could 

         25   get more and more use of it.  They are built in 
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          1   segments.  They have two segments.  They have enough 

          2   people wanting to reuse that space, they could fill 

          3   three segments.  Those are very important resources, 

          4   both economically and historic.  And, you know, unless 

          5   -- and they love those spaces.  I don't know whether 

          6   they're still on them or whether the city has 

          7   prematurely kicked them out. 

          8              But I looked through the EIR.  There was no 

          9   talk about the historic-ness of the building, only sort 

         10   of behind and sort of at the end, the kind of 

         11   mitigation close, slash, we'll put on it, just sort of 

         12   assuming, oh they're just going to go.  Thank you. 

         13              CHAIRMAN JANG:  Thank you, Ms. Roy.  Malika 

         14   Ramanatha, Pudgy Honda. 

         15              MS. RAMANATHA:  Good evening, I'm Malika 

         16   Ramanatha and I'm with East Bay Municipal Utility 

         17   District, and we are planning to provide written 

         18   comments to the SEIR as well as in addition to comments 

         19   presented here tonight, and we'll try to be brief. 

         20              East Bay MUD's main waste water treatment 

         21   plant is located at 2020 Wake Avenue, which is north 

         22   and east of the proposed auto mall.  And currently East 

         23   Bay MUD uses Wake Avenue to gain access to our 

         24   property.  The proposed roadways and alignments in the 

         25   SEIR change the access and visiting exit points by 
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          1   eliminating Wake Avenue and creating three new streets, 

          2   Maritime Street and North and East Access Roads. 

          3              Any changes that -- East Bay MUD is asking 

          4   that any changes to the access to our main waste water 

          5   treatment plant be coordinated with us, and the current 

          6   level of access be maintained at all times. 

          7              In addition, Maritime Street, North Access 

          8   Road and East Access Road will be providing access to 

          9   public facilities, and so therefore they should be 

         10   designated as public right-of-ways. 

         11              In the SEIR, cumulative traffic conditions 

         12   from the project and the project with Option B indicate 

         13   that the intersections of West Grand Avenue with 

         14   Maritime Street as well as West Grand and the I-880 

         15   frontage road intersections will have an F level of 

         16   service, which equates to traffic gridlock, which will 

         17   be with significant traffic delays.  And the draft SEIR 

         18   concludes that mitigation is not feasible and that 

         19   residual significance would be significant and 

         20   unavoidable. 

         21              Both of these intersections are major 

         22   thoroughfares and do provide access to the highways as 

         23   well as to East Bay MUD's facility, and the Army's 

         24   facility.  And the potential for gridlock on West Grand 

         25   Avenue is going to hinder emergency response if there's 
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          1   ambulances and fire trucks to the main waste water 

          2   treatment plant, as well as to the adjacent facilities. 

          3              East Bay MUD recommends that these 

          4   improvements -- that improvements are made to the 

          5   intersection to maintain the current level of service 

          6   on West Grand Avenue. 

          7              East Bay MUD visitor and employee traffic to 

          8   the main waste water treatment plant occurs 24 hours a 

          9   day, seven days a week, and visitors are required to 

         10   check in at our main entrance and are either directed 

         11   to the main entrance or to a secondary access point off 

         12   of Wake Avenue between Buildings 1101 and 1086 on the 

         13   Army property.  The road configurations prepared to 

         14   compare the East Bay MUD's access to the secondary 

         15   access point on the army land, and we ask that the 

         16   proposed road alignment maintain its entrance as well 

         17   as the entrance from the driveway. 

         18              The SEIR also does not address all of the 

         19   proposed -- all of the impacts that will be created by 

         20   the proposed land use and the road alignment.  Impacts 

         21   that were not addressed in the SEIR include those that 

         22   result from proposed rail line and rail spur 

         23   configurations that are planned to accommodate the lot 

         24   configurations for the auto mall. 

         25              Based on our conversations with the City of 

                                                                  14 

18-28
cont'd

18-29

18-30



                          CLARK REPORTING (510) 486-0700 

          1   Oakland, East Bay MUD understands that the proposed 

          2   development is going to include a rail spur line that 

          3   passes in front of our main entrance.  The rail line 

          4   and rail spur configurations will create adverse 

          5   traffic impacts to the existing land use and were not 

          6   addressed in the SEIR.  Specifically, entry to our main 

          7   waste water treatment plant will be completely blocked 

          8   at times by use of the rail spur line, and during times 

          9   when the rail spur line is in service, East Bay MUD 

         10   will be unable to enter or leave the main waste water 

         11   treatment plant, which will adversely impact our 

         12   operations as well as pose a life safety threat to East 

         13   Bay MUD employees. 

         14              Additionally, the SEIR should also address 

         15   the traffic and environmental issues that are due to 

         16   this.  Traffic along the North and East Access Roads 

         17   will increase when the rail spur line is in use and 

         18   people will be unable to enter the main driveway, which 

         19   will also increase emissions from vehicles. 

         20              CHAIRMAN JANG:  So these comments will be 

         21   submitted in writing? 

         22              MS. RAMANATHA:  Yes.  Those are the major 

         23   ones.  I think if I could still just make one more 

         24   comment.  The original EIR of 2002 did indicate that 

         25   industrial land use or Maritime land use was 
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          1   appropriate for the planned auto mall map, and East Bay 

          2   MUD is operating a top rate waste water treatment 

          3   facility, and we are doing this in the best manner that 

          4   we can, and there are odors that are present due to the 

          5   nature of the business.  And we feel that the SEIR is 

          6   not -- the findings contradict the EIR of 2002. 

          7              CHAIRMAN JANG:  Okay, thank you.  Do we have 

          8   any other speakers? 

          9              CLERK:  Sanjeeve, and then I'm not sure if 

         10   A.L. Brown or Robert Kluger are still here. 

         11              CHAIRMAN JANG:  Okay.  If those names were 

         12   called and you're still here, would you get ready to 

         13   speak? 

         14              MR. HONDAY:  For the record, I'm Sanjeeve 

         15   Honday, East Bay News Service, picking up where the 

         16   previous speaker left off. 

         17              Several of the items in the SEIR are 

         18   contradictory to the original.  And keep in mind that 

         19   the Oakland City Council still has no idea, after 

         20   having granted an exclusive negotiating agreement to 

         21   the Wayans brothers to the (inaudible) development 

         22   group as to how much land is going to be used by them. 

         23   The last word I got was they were wanting to scale 

         24   their project down to 30 acres, and what the final 

         25   usage is will have significant impacts on whatever you 
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          1   certify here.  Thirty is a lot less than what is in the 

          2   negotiating agreement. 

          3              Let me also point out there have been in 

          4   excess of 84 meetings related to the Oakland Army Base, 

          5   including many meetings for the Oakland Base Reuse 

          6   Authority.  It's comprised currently of four members of 

          7   the council, plus the Mayor.  And Mr. Brown, the Mayor, 

          8   and Mr. De La Fuente, one of the members, in three 

          9   years and three months, between the two of them, that's 

         10   sixty, approximately sixty meetings held last time, 

         11   collectively attended approximately five.  So they have 

         12   certainly been absent at the wheel. 

         13              Let me also point out that in 1993, when 

         14   Tony Batarski, an auto dealer, said he was going to 

         15   move his business to San Leandro, the City Council paid 

         16   no attention, figuring it was a bluff.  This time 

         17   around they seemed to have learned their lesson.  The 

         18   dealers on Broadway are saying if they do not get 

         19   larger space, they're going to leave Oakland. 

         20              Currently sales tax revenues in the City of 

         21   Oakland from auto dealers and from auto ancillary users 

         22   is almost one half of the total sales tax revenue that 

         23   comes to the City of Oakland annually.  And (inaudible) 

         24   were together there would be significant cuts in city 

         25   services or needs to raise fees. 
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          1              But what is also not analyzed is other 

          2   things, for example, the quality of the water.  I 

          3   raised at the OBRA meeting two months ago the issue of 

          4   whether OBRA was dealing with the issue of pollution in 

          5   the pipeline, and OBRA staff replied that eastbound MUD 

          6   did not notify them of any such problem.  The problem 

          7   is the City of Oakland or redevelopment agency, rather, 

          8   will always own pipes, not East Bay MUD.  The Port and 

          9   East Bay MUD are sharing costs to do a feasibility 

         10   analysis of water in the port owned property.  The SEIR 

         11   should also look at that. 

         12              And the final two things related to the 

         13   SEIR, there should be a detailed analysis, as 

         14   Councilmember Nadel arranged -- I'm not going to go in 

         15   all of that -- just referenced her comments at the city 

         16   council meeting, (inaudible) before them as to the air 

         17   pollution impacts on West Oakland, in particular. 

         18              And the final thing is to look at the 

         19   cumulative uses in Emeryville that are scheduled to 

         20   happen, and those should be taken into account because 

         21   the bulk of the pollution from diesel and other 

         22   emittents as well as traffic will impact full impact as 

         23   well.  Thank you very much. 

         24              CLERK:  Okay.  There's one additional card, 

         25   Kent Lewindowsky. 
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          1              CHAIRMAN JANG:  Okay. 

          2              MR. LEWINDOWSKY:  Thank you for letting me 

          3   speak, Commissioners.  I'll try to be brief.  I'm a 

          4   member also of the WOCAG, West Oakland Community 

          5   Advisory Group, until today. 

          6              And in response to the SEIR, this is the 

          7   SEIR.  I got it sent to me.  I speak because I'm on the 

          8   WOCAG.  I know it's a complicated project and it's got 

          9   a lot of information and detail, but I just found it 

         10   was very hard to read and understand, so hard, 

         11   therefore, to really digest and make a coherent 

         12   comment.  Nevertheless, I know that it's a very 

         13   complicated project. 

         14              The response that I have to what I did 

         15   understand was that I thought the environmental impact, 

         16   as described in here, being not significant or 

         17   partially significant, it should not been that 

         18   (inaudible).  It was raised before that you're going to 

         19   have a lot of auto traffic due to the project and due 

         20   to the redevelopment.  I mean, you have essentially 

         21   barren land which is going to become commercial land; 

         22   therefore you're going to have traffic.  So that's 

         23   going to be an impact, and it's going to be 

         24   significant.  I don't know how the city plans to deal 

         25   with it.  It wasn't really revealed in here to me. 
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          1              I hope that the project does include things 

          2   like centralized parking, which Ray Kidd mentioned.  I 

          3   support his comments about bringing the trucks into one 

          4   place. 

          5              Also, I would propose to plant some trees 

          6   somewhere on this property.  I think that would be a 

          7   good thing.  Oakland is named after trees, so why not 

          8   plant some more trees? 

          9              CHAIRMAN JANG:  Thank you. 

         10              CLERK:  There are no other speakers. 

         11              CHAIRMAN JANG:  So we've taken public 

         12   testimony, so we can close the public portion of this 

         13   hearing and take commissioner comments. 

         14              Commissioner Franklin. 

         15              COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN:  Few quick comments, 

         16   personal opinion:  I think it's completely 

         17   inappropriate for us to consider any project until we 

         18   do a base wide analysis of what the city needs, number 

         19   one, from the port's vantage I know there was some 

         20   (inaudible) port and there was some bogus process, and 

         21   then, you know, the council was supposed to look at it, 

         22   but I think they looked at it before we even had the 

         23   study done.  I can't remember the detail at this hour. 

         24              However, you know, Oakland in large part, 

         25   blue collar town.  We have a blue collar population, 
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          1   and we have people that don't have jobs.  And to the 

          2   extent that we can use it as a shipyard, that we could 

          3   put these people to work, I think that should be our 

          4   first priority.  We have put housing all over this 

          5   city.  Commissioner McClure said that we've only 

          6   approved two office buildings; everything else has been 

          7   residential.  Now we have this big swap of industrial 

          8   land which seems to be depleted here and there, and we 

          9   need to really make sure that we understand what should 

         10   go there.  Because once you build, whatever you're 

         11   going to build, you can't just rightfully knock it 

         12   down. 

         13              The Wayans project, I've followed that. 

         14   Really concerned about that.  Given 30 acres, 50 acres 

         15   for something that -- you have to prioritize when 

         16   you're a city like Oakland.  You know, my mom would 

         17   say, "You can't have the champagne dreams if you're on 

         18   a beer budget."  And I'm the first person to say how 

         19   wonderful Oakland is, but, you know, should we be 

         20   shooting for that type of use when we have to provide 

         21   people with jobs and job training opportunities? 

         22              Also, one thing I would particularly like to 

         23   hear about is understanding what are the needs of car 

         24   dealerships?  Do they need to -- apparently they need 

         25   to be near a freeway.  Do they change locations every 
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          1   couple years?  Do they have to be a certain distance 

          2   from their next, you know, similar dealerships?  I 

          3   mean, these are the kinds of things that I want to get 

          4   better information on. 

          5              And like I said, some base wide plan between 

          6   the Port's uses, the possible Costco with the land 

          7   folks are trying to do, which I wish was a little more 

          8   forthcoming with what's going on there with these 

          9   dealerships. 

         10              And then also, I agree with Martha, we need 

         11   to take this out to the community.  And I know there 

         12   are a variety of community groups out there, but it 

         13   would make sense to me -- I know in the Bay View when 

         14   we take the conveyance agreement between the Navy and 

         15   the agency, we go -- the Navy Opera House.  We go out 

         16   to the community.  That's why I'm at 18 community 

         17   meetings a month, just -- you know, meeting with the 

         18   community, bringing it to them, you know.  Everybody's 

         19   not going to come here, especially communities who feel 

         20   that they don't have a voice.  Us sitting here and 

         21   coming down to city hall may not be the answer. 

         22              And then I think we really need to look at 

         23   some type of job training opportunities, to make sure 

         24   the people in West Oakland don't quote, unquote, "miss 

         25   the boat," and all this redevelopment that's going on 
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          1   around them. 

          2              CHAIRMAN JANG:  Thank you, Commissioner 

          3   Franklin.  Do we have other comments from 

          4   Commissioners?  Commissioner McClure? 

          5              COMMISSIONER MCCLURE:  I would say, or 

          6   submit to my colleagues, that we extend the public 

          7   comment period on the Draft Supplemental EIR report. 

          8              CHAIRMAN JANG:  You'd extend the oral 

          9   testimony or the written comment period?  Which one are 

         10   you recommending? 

         11              COMMISSIONER MCCLURE:  Well, I think this 

         12   probably deserves some (inaudible) with more detail. 

         13   Commissioner Lighty, what do you think? 

         14              COMMISSIONER LIGHTY:  Well, you know, I 

         15   agree.  I honestly kind of like this idea of some kind 

         16   of committee, temporary committee, maybe it's special 

         17   projects, maybe it's a new committee chaired by 

         18   Commissioner Franklin that would -- 

         19              COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN:  And honestly, that 

         20   would be something I'd be more than happy to do. 

         21              COMMISSIONER LIGHTY:  There you go, right 

         22   on.  Because I just think -- because I think you're 

         23   right.  And I think that we do have to get the 

         24   stakeholders -- 

         25              COMMISIONER MCCLURE:  Wait a second, you just 
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          1   said that I'm right? 

          2              COMMISSIONER LIGHTY:  You want me to say it 

          3   again? 

          4              COMMISIONER MCCLURE:  Yeah. 

          5              COMMISSIONER LIGHTY:  We do need more 

          6   comments. 

          7              UNIDENTIFIED:  (Inaudible). 

          8              (Laughter) 

          9              COMMISSIONER LIGHTY:  We need more comments, 

         10   and I think the kinds of comments that we need would 

         11   include like what Commissioner Franklin's talking 

         12   about, is let's have -- let's figure out a way, let's 

         13   have a forum which we can map out these uses. 

         14              What I said last time about this, I think I 

         15   still believe that you got to figure out -- basically 

         16   we're destroying jobs right now, because we're ending 

         17   leases and those jobs are going.  And we know that 

         18   there are severe environmental impacts from trucks and 

         19   truck-related uses around West Oakland.  So deal with 

         20   that.  Consolidate that on the army base.  Relate the 

         21   auto row to that.  Figure out a way for those two to 

         22   relate to each other.  And then as Ms. Roy said, figure 

         23   out what existing buildings you can use that are going 

         24   to create jobs.  And then, the Wayans, if it happens, 

         25   at least you've got the basics in place. 
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          1              Now, that may not be what comes out of that 

          2   process.  That's what I would suggest for that process. 

          3   But that's, I think, a process that can debate those 

          4   things in tandem and coherently and comprehensively, 

          5   rather than doing an SEIR, then another SEIR, and 

          6   pretty soon you figure out, "Oh, by the way, we can't 

          7   move the truck or their uses onto the Army base; oh by 

          8   the way, we've destroyed these jobs and we haven't 

          9   really produced much new ones."  Oh, and then the 

         10   Wayans, saying it never happened.  Oops. 

         11              COMMISSIONER MUDGE:  While we're talking 

         12   about the process, maybe I can just confess that what I 

         13   normally consider to be my strong suit, I'm only 

         14   confused about.  I don't know what role the Planning 

         15   Commission gets to play here, because we've got -- I'm 

         16   reading from a staff report, and there's no project in 

         17   front of us.  And the project will require the 

         18   amendment of the final reuse plan, and that's going to 

         19   be done by the Oakland Base Reuse Authority, OBRA.  I 

         20   don't think we get to do that. 

         21              I don't -- there's a redevelopment project 

         22   going on here.  That's the Redevelopment Agency; that's 

         23   not the Planning Commission.  Why -- I mean, I just -- I 

         24   want to put this out here because I care about this 

         25   land too, but I don't think we have the authority to 
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          1   approve this plan.  And why are we hearing the EIR on 

          2   this?  I mean, I'm happy to do it and I think it's 

          3   really an important community forum, but are we being 

          4   asked to certify an EIR over which we have no approval 

          5   authority for the project?  Mark is shaking his head 

          6   yes. 

          7              MR. WALD:  The process that's set up in 

          8   Oakland is that the Planning Commission is really the 

          9   lead department or agency for hearing EIRs and 

         10   certifying EIRs, even though they might not have 

         11   particular jurisdiction over the project.  And that's 

         12   similar to what happened, I think, in 2002 where the 

         13   Base Reuse Plan was approved by OBRA and the council, 

         14   the agency and commission didn't have any approval 

         15   authority, but did hear and certify the EIR. 

         16              COMMISSIONER MCCLURE:  Commissioner Mudge, 

         17   The discussion we had earlier about the rules and regs 

         18   of the Planning Commission, our jurisdiction is really 

         19   quite broad, and I think an argument can be made that 

         20   we do have authority over this. 

         21              UNIDENTIFIED:  But what's the decision 

         22   that's been made -- 

         23              COMMISSIONER MCCLURE:  Yeah, what do we 

         24   (inaudible) decision did we get to make?  I mean, I'd 

         25   be delighted to be, you know -- 
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          1              MR. WALD:  Mr. Chair, just to be clear, 

          2   Obviously you can make a recommendation, all right, or 

          3   you can study things, but in terms of approving or 

          4   necessarily formally recommending approval, you know, 

          5   the council, is obviously free to accept or reject 

          6   that.  But certainly you can study and do 

          7   recommendations later on.  But there's no specific 

          8   mechanism to get things to you like a general plan 

          9   amendment, or -- 

         10              COMMISSIONER MUDGE:  (inaudible) project in 

         11   front us, and normally if we could just take one quick 

         12   comment -- 

         13              COMMISSIONER MCCLURE:  At 11:45 it isn't 

         14   really what I wanted to hear. 

         15              COMMISSIONER MUDGE:  Well, I know.  But, you 

         16   know, normally, we would require a ton more detail 

         17   about this.  There's no visual in here, there's no 

         18   setback, there's no pipe, there's no signage, there's 

         19   no landscaping, there's no -- nothing.  And I've 

         20   suddenly realized there's a reason for that.  We don't 

         21   have any authority over the project. 

         22              COMMISSIONER LIGHTY:  I wonder, I just 

         23   wanted -- can I ask a question about that?  If they're 

         24   all planning permits that would be required into the 

         25   staff report granting its approval for individual auto 

                                                                  27 

                          CLARK REPORTING (510) 486-0700 

          1   dealership and retail development application, that's 

          2   what it says here, and so are you saying that those 

          3   land use approvals are not something that come before 

          4   us? 

          5              MR. PATTEN:  I believe they would. 

          6              MR. WALD:  Mr. Chair, it's my understanding 

          7   that these uses are permitted as of right. 

          8              ELOIS THORNTON:  Yes, (inaudible).  Apparently 

          9   the site is on M40, which is, you know, heavy 

         10   industrial, allows for a wide variety of uses.  Auto 

         11   sales and services is a permitted use.  Their site has 

         12   a business mix and general industrial (inaudible) and 

         13   general plan designation, and that land use designation 

         14   also allows these types of uses.  Thus far the only 

         15   permit or approval that we know would come from the 

         16   Planning Commission would be the subdivision 

         17   application, in order to create the parcels for the 

         18   individual auto dealership. 

         19              UNIDENTIFIED:  This subdivision application. 

         20              COMMISSIONER LIGHTY:  Can the project 

         21   proceed without the Planning Commission certifying the 

         22   EIR, or FEIR? 

         23              MR. WALD:  Mr. Chair, my understanding is 

         24   that yes, there is a possibility that the council and 

         25   the Redevelopment Agency and OBRA are the final 
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          1   decision-making bodies, that they can certify the 

          2   document, or if you don't certify the document they can 

          3   basically overturn your decision not to certify by 

          4   certifying it. 

          5              COMMISSIONER LIGHTY:  Doesn't OBRA expire? 

          6              MR. WALD:  That's correct. 

          7              CHAIRMAN JANG:  Commissioner Boxer? 

          8              COMMISSIONER BOXER:  Echoing what 

          9   Commissioner McClure said about our wide jurisdiction, 

         10   I mean, it sounds to me like -- and I think I'm hearing 

         11   from fellow commissioners, that we do have kind of the 

         12   bully pulpit, if you will, on this issue.  And I'm 

         13   guessing that if we wanted to form a committee such 

         14   that Mr. Low was talking about, that we could certainly 

         15   do that and hold a public hearing, in which case we are 

         16   taking the public's testimony, which in my view is 

         17   absolutely the right thing to do, given the horrific 

         18   impacts on West Oakland of truck traffic.  And it would 

         19   be a dereliction of this city's duty not to look at 

         20   some way to get those trucks off the streets. 

         21              And if this project -- and if the Army base, 

         22   with its acreage is somehow developed without looking 

         23   at that, to me it's just completely an avocation of 

         24   responsibility.  So I would like to just at least have 

         25   the hearing so that the public can have the opportunity 
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          1   to hear it, because I'm not sure they're getting it 

          2   from the City Council. 

          3              CHAIRMAN JANG:  When you say you want to 

          4   have the hearing, you mean this hearing, or you want to 

          5   continue, get the item -- 

          6              COMMISSIONER BOXER:  I'd like to either keep 

          7   the item open or take the suggestion up of having some 

          8   kind of special committee that's convened simply to 

          9   hear the Army base issue. 

         10              UNIDENTIFIED:  You could set up a special 

         11   projects. 

         12              ELOIS THORNTON:  Commissioners (inaudible), 

         13   just for your information, redevelopment staff is not 

         14   here this evening.  And this is a project actually of 

         15   the Redevelopment Agency.  OBRA, just for 

         16   clarification, is the property owner.  But as of August 

         17   of this year, we will no longer own the property, and 

         18   this particular portion of the Army Base will be owned 

         19   by the Redevelopment Agency, and they will be the 

         20   actual development entity. 

         21              Should you decide to have committees or 

         22   other additional hearings on it, I just wanted to let 

         23   you know -- and I'm sorry the redevelopment staff is 

         24   not here to clarify, but my understanding is that the 

         25   redevelopment agency as well as the City's Port of 
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          1   Oakland are planning to hold a forum or some type of 

          2   more thorough discussion of activities that are planned 

          3   for the Army base, and that is sometime before the 

          4   agency takes recess.  So should you want to do an 

          5   additional process, then maybe you should coordinate 

          6   the time and the (inaudible) with their -- 

          7              UNIDENTIFIED:  Well, that's another good 

          8   issue the Port hasn't formally commented on it, at 

          9   least not to my knowledge. 

         10              CHAIRMAN JANG:  Okay, (inaudible). 

         11              MR. PATTEN:  Well, I was going to point out 

         12   that we are asking comments on those, supplemental EIR. 

         13   The comment period closes May 31st.  That's another two 

         14   weeks, plus or minus in theory.  Then the final EIR 

         15   could be prepared.  Prior to that, you could hold a 

         16   hearing or meetings or series of meetings.  But I think 

         17   it's been our practice not to extend comment periods 

         18   unless there is some public request to do so, and I 

         19   didn't hear that. 

         20              UNIDENTIFIED:  You don't think Mr. Nepoho 

         21   was asking for an extension? 

         22              MR. PATTEN:  Well, I'm suggesting I think 

         23   there's still time to receive comments.  We still have 

         24   more than two weeks remaining.  And then at least the 

         25   Final EIR could be under preparation to be able to 
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          1   respond to some questions instead of just keeping the 

          2   window open. 

          3              COMMISSIONER MCCLURE:  I'd be in favor of 

          4   pushing it back 30 days so that the final date would be 

          5   June 31st -- June 30th, right, thank you, Commissioner 

          6   Lighty.  It's either -- everyone wanted an extra day. 

          7              CHAIRMAN JANG:  Ben, do I need a motion on 

          8   that? 

          9              BEN:  I believe so. 

         10              CHAIRMAN JANG:  Okay. 

         11              COMMISSIONER MCCLURE:  I would move to 

         12   extend the Draft Supplemental Impact Report current 

         13   period to June 30th of '06. 

         14              COMMISSIONER LEE:  Second the motion. 

         15              COMMISSIONER MUDGE:  Can we have further 

         16   discussion on a related issue before we vote on the 

         17   motion, or can we do that after the motion, just 

         18   procedurally? 

         19              UNIDENTIFIED:  Well, if you want to set back 

         20   the motion, I suppose. 

         21              COMMISSIONER MUDGE:  Well, one of the other 

         22   things I'm noticing is that there is a possibility of 

         23   having design review come back to us for each of the 

         24   individual buildings as they come through.  That would 

         25   be made a condition of the DDA, the (inaudible) 

                                                                  32 



                          CLARK REPORTING (510) 486-0700 

          1   development agreement.  And if I read this correctly, 

          2   the redevelopment agency gets to make that decision, 

          3   whether we get design review or not.  Is that -- am I 

          4   reading that right? 

          5              MR. WALD:  You certainly can make that 

          6   recommendation, that you would like to have design 

          7   review. 

          8              COMMISSIONER MUDGE:  Yes, I would like to 

          9   make that part of a motion, that we request the 

         10   redevelopment agency to give us design review over 

         11   these proposed buildings. 

         12              COMMISSIONER MCCLURE:  I would accept that 

         13   as a friendly amendment to the motion. 

         14              COMMISSIONER LEE:  I second that motion. 

         15              CHAIRMAN JANG:  Okay. 

         16              CLERK:  Commissioner Boxer? 

         17              COMMISSIONER BOXER:  Yes. 

         18              CLERK:  Commissioner Lee? 

         19              COMMISSIONER LEE:  I have to say yes because 

         20   my mind is not working. 

         21              CLERK:  Commissioner Lighty? 

         22              COMMISSIONER LIGHTY:   Yes. 

         23              CLERK:  Commissioner Franklin? 

         24              COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN:  Yes. 

         25              CLERK:  Commissioner McClure? 
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          1              COMMISSIONER MCCLURE:  Yes. 

          2              CLERK:  Vice-Chair Mudge? 

          3              VICE-CHAIR MUDGE:  Yes. 

          4              CLERK:  Chair Jang? 

          5              CHAIRMAN JANG:  Yes. 

          6              UNIDENTIFIED:  Are you taking Item No. 9? 

          7              CHAIRMAN JANG:  Item 9, yes -- yes? 

          8              ELOIS THORNTON:  May I add some information? 

          9   I know the hearing is -- this particular item is 

         10   closed.  I'm not sure if you're aware, it was mentioned 

         11   in one of the earlier staff reports; I just want to 

         12   make sure that you're aware of this too. 

         13              In the staff report that we first drafted in 

         14   saying we were going to prepare the EIR for this item, 

         15   we did mention that the Oakland Redevelopment Agency 

         16   would like to issue into this position of the 

         17   development agreement with the auto dealerships before 

         18   they take a recess, and that is what you have for 

         19   timing. 

         20              So again, I want to emphasize that and just 

         21   make sure it's clear to you that the extension of the 

         22   comment period will have an impact on the preparation 

         23   of the final EIR, and it will impact the Agency's 

         24   ability to issue the DDA.  So again, it was something 

         25   mentioned in the other staff report.  I just want to 
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          1   make sure that you're still aware of that. 

          2              CHAIRMAN JANG:  Okay. 

          3 

          4 

          5 

          6 

          7 

          8                           (End) 

          9 
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          1  STATE OF CALIFORNIA   ) 
                                   )  ss. 
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Document 18: Transcript of the May 17, 2006 City of Oakland Planning 
Commission Meeting 

Comments from Marcus Sampson 

Response to Comment 18-1 

This is an introduction and not a comment. 

Response to Comment 18-2 

The comment does not pertain to the environmental effects analyzed in the Draft SEIR; it 
expresses opposition to the proposed project and will be noted for consideration when the 
project is evaluated. 

Response to Comment 18-3 

See response to comment 14-2. 

Response to Comment 18-4 

A discussion of job creation can be found in response to comment 17-2. 

Response to Comment 18-5 

The comment does not pertain to the environmental effects analyzed in the Draft SEIR; it will 
be forwarded to the approving agency for consideration when the project is evaluated.  

Response to Comment 18-6 

The comment does not pertain to the environmental effects analyzed in the Draft SEIR; it will 
be forwarded to the approving agency for consideration when the project is evaluated. 

Response to Comment 18-7 

This is not a comment on the Draft SEIR. 

Response to Comment 18-8 

See response to comment 17-2 for a discussion of job creation. While the approving agency can 
decide to complete employment and labor rates analyses, such analyses are not warranted for 
environmental analysis under CEQA. 

Response to Comment 18-9 

Comment noted. 
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Comments from Steve Low 

Response to Comment 18-10 

This is not a comment on the SEIR, but an introduction to the commenter and request for a 
Planning Commission subcommittee to increase public interaction regarding activities at the 
former Army Base, which is a policy issue and not an environmental issue. A workshop to 
further discuss this redevelopment was scheduled for the September 6th Planning Commission 
Meeting. 

Response to Comment 18-11 

The Redevelopment Plan and Reuse Plan attempted to balance a mix of goals and concerns, and 
the amount of ancillary maritime support use (AMS – largely truck parking, container storage 
and other shipping-related uses) was considered. As discussed in other responses to comments, 
the proposed project neither decreases the amount of existing and planned truck parking nor 
significantly increases the demand. The conclusions drawn about AMS in the 2002 OARB 
Redevelopment EIR remain valid. 

The Project Sponsor is considering a partial AMS alternative that would locate AMS uses on a 
portion of the expanded Option B area. See pages 8-3 to 8-7 of this document for a description 
and analysis of this new alternative. 

See also response to comment 13-1. 

Response to Comment 18-12 

The comment does not pertain to the environmental effects analyzed in the Draft SEIR; it 
expresses concern regarding the status of the existing community advisory committee for the 
Army Base project.  This issue will be considered by the Oakland Redevelopment Agency in a 
process independent of the evaluation of the Auto Mall SEIR. 

Response to Comment 18-13 

The comment does not pertain to the environmental effects analyzed in the Draft SEIR; it will 
be forwarded to the approving agency for consideration when the project is evaluated. 

Response to Comment 18-14 

This is not a comment on the Draft SEIR. This is additional discussion about formation of a 
sub-committee, see response to comment 18-10. 

Comments from Ray Kidd 

Response to Comment 18-15 

This is not a comment on the Draft SEIR, but an introduction by the commenter. 
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Response to Comment 18-16 

This is restating information from the Draft SEIR and is not a comment. 

Response to Comment 18-17 

See responses to comments 13-1, 13-4 and 13-5. 

Comments from Jimmy McClinen 

Response to Comment 18-18 

This comment is referring to letter 11. See response to comment 11-1. 

Comments from Joyce Roy 

Response to Comment 18-19 

This is an introduction and not a comment on the Draft SEIR. 

Response to Comment 18-20 

See response to comment 15-1. 

Response to Comment 18-21 

See response to comment 15-2. 

Response to Comment 18-22 

See response to comment 15-2. 

Response to Comment 18-23 

This is a Supplemental EIR. The Initial Study for this project (included as Appendix B of the 
Draft SEIR) determined which impacts were adequately analyzed, disclosed and mitigated in the 
previous 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR. The Initial Study determination concluded that 
Option B as proposed would have no different impacts on historic resources than those 
discussed in the 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR including potential demolition of all resources 
on site. Mitigation from the 2002 OARB Redevelopment EIR would be applicable including the 
need to complete a reuse feasibility study prior to demolition. See response to comment 15-2 for 
additional discussion. 

Comments from Malika Ramanatha 

Response to Comment 18-24 

This is restating information from the Draft SEIR and is not a comment. 
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Response to Comment 18-25 

These comments were also submitted as a letter. See response to comment 3-2. 

Response to Comment 18-26 

These comments were also submitted as a letter. See response to comment 3-3. 

Response to Comment 18-27 

This is restating information from the Draft SEIR and is not a comment. 

Response to Comment 18-28 

These comments were also submitted as a letter. See response to comment 3-4. 

Response to Comment 18-29 

These comments were also submitted as a letter. See response to comment 3-6. 

Response to Comment 18-30 

These comments were also submitted as a letter. See responses to comments 3-7 and 3-8. 

Response to Comment 18-31 

These comments were also submitted as a letter. See response to comment 3-11. 

Comments from Sanjiv Honda 

Response to Comment 18-32 

This is an introduction and not a comment on the Draft SEIR. 

Response to Comment 18-33 

The cumulative scenario included in the analysis for this Draft SEIR is a worst-case scenario. 
The future development of that area is not yet certain and was even less certain at the time 
analysis was completed for the Draft SEIR. The cumulative scenario does not presume build-out 
of the Fulton Project, which in fact was not the highest traffic-generating scenario considered. 
The cumulative scenario analyzed in this Draft SEIR shows higher levels of traffic than are likely 
to be generated by the Fulton project. See pages 5-10 to 5-12 of the Draft SEIR for a 
description of the cumulative scenario. 

Response to Comment 18-34 

This is not a comment on the Draft SEIR but some background information about the Army 
Base reuse planning and auto dealerships in Oakland. 



CHAPTER 9: RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

OCTOBER 2006 OARB AUTO MALL – FINAL SEIR PAGE 9-131 

Response to Comment 18-35 

The project would replace and extend water and wastewater lines to the project which will be 
constructed to the current standards.  

Response to Comment 18-36 

See responses to comments 13-1, 13-5 and 14-9. 

Response to Comment 18-37 

The land uses in Emeryville and all other surrounding cities are taken into consideration by their 
inclusion in the ABAG land use forecasts used outside of Oakland. The ABAG land use forecast 
were used for the modeling of traffic for cumulative conditions. 

Comments from Kent Lewdowski 

Response to Comment 18-38 

This is an introduction and not a comment on the Draft SEIR. 

Response to Comment 18-39 

This comment was also submitted as a letter. See response to comment 10-3. 

Response to Comment 18-40 

Potentially significant impacts of the Auto Mall were identified for emergency access (Impact 
Traf-4, page 3-25), and potentially significant cumulative impacts of the Auto Mall in 
combination with other foreseeable and background growth were identified for study 
intersections (Impact Traf-6, page 3-31; Impact Traf-7, page 3-32; Impact Traf-10, page 3-34; 
Impact Traf-15, page 3-37; and Impact Traf-16, page 3-37). Potentially significant cumulative 
impacts of the Auto Mall in combination with other foreseeable and background growth were 
identified for freeway operations (Impact Traf-17, page 3-38). 

Response to Comment 18-41 

This comment was also submitted as a letter. See response to comment 10-4. 

Response to Comment 18-42 

See response to comment 13-5. 

Response to Comment 18-43 

This comment was also submitted as a letter. See response to comment 10-4. 
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Comments from Commissioners 

Response to Comment 18-44 

Comments noted. These comments are largely not comments on the Draft SEIR. Regarding 
larger analysis, see response to comment 14-2. Regarding job creation, see response to comment 
17-2. The Draft SEIR public review period was extended from 45 days to 75 days. 

Response to Comment 18-45 

Comments noted. These comments are largely not comments on the Draft SEIR. Regarding 
formation of a sub-committee, see response to comment 18-10. Regarding a larger truck-
management plan, see response to comment 14-2. Regarding job creation, see response to 
comment 17-2. 

Response to Comment 18-46 

Regarding possibility for AMS uses on this site, see response to comments 14-10 and 18-11. 
Regarding formation of a sub-committee, see response to comment 18-10.  
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