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Explanation of the Notice of Completion Form

This form is required to be submitted with 15 copies of every draft
Environmental Impact Report which is reviewed through the State
Clearinghouse (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15085[d]). It is
used by the Clearinghouse for transmittal of all environmental
documents

LEAD AGENCY
Project Title:  This is the project’s common name. It is best to use

project specific words in order to facilitate database searches.
Lead Agency:  This is the name of the public agency that has legal

responsibility for preparation and review of the environmental
document.

Contact Person:  Name of contact person from the lead agency.
This should not be the consultant’s name.

Phone:  Phone number of the contact person at lead agency.
Street Address:  This is the mailing address for the contact person

from the lead agency. State comments will be mailed to this
address.

City:  City of the lead agency address. This is not necessarily the
city in which the project is located.

Zip:  Zip code of the lead agency. Please indicate the new nine
digit zip code if applicable.

County: County of the lead agency address. This is not necessarily
the county in which the project is located.

PROJECT LOCATION
County:  County in which the project is located. Most state

agencies assign projects for review according to the county of
the project. The State Clearinghouse is not always able to
determine the location of the project based upon the address of
the lead agency. An example of this problem is Los Angeles
Department of Airports projects located at Ontario Interna-
tional Airport.

City/Nearest Community:  City or town in which the project is
located; or the nearest community to the location of the project.

Cross Streets:  Indicate the nearest major cross streets or cross
streets.

Total Acres:  The total area encompassed by the project site gives
some indication of the scope of the project and its regional
significance.

Assessor’s Parcel Number (optional):  For locational purposes.
Section, Township, Range and Base:  Please indicate base

meridian. If you are not able to provide Assessor’s Parcel
Number, please indicate Section, Township, and Range.

Highways, Airports, Railroads, Schools, and Waterways (in-
cluding streams or lakes): These identifiers are of consequence
to many projects. By restricting the information to those
features within a two-mile radius of the project site, unneces-
sary data collection can be avoided. Please indicate the name(s)
of the waterways, airports, railroads, schools, and the route
number(s) of the state highways.

DOCUMENT TYPE
This identifies the nature of the environmental document. Mark

appropriate blanks with an “X”.

LOCAL ACTION TYPE
This helps reviewers understand the type of local approvals that
will be required for the project and the nature of the project and its
environmental documentation. Mark appropriate blanks with “X”.

DEVELOPMENT TYPE
This data category helps identify the scope of the project for
distribution purposes. Additionally, the information also serves to
identify projects of a similar character to assist in the reuse of
environmental documents. For some of the development types,
the form asks for the number of acres, square footage, and number
of permanent employees. Fill in the blanks.

PROJECT ISSUES DISCUSSED IN DOCUMENT
These are the topics on which the environmental document
focuses attention. These are not necessarily the adverse impacts of
the project, but the issues which are discussed in some depth.
Check appropriate blanks.

PRESENT LAND USE AND ZONING
This enables the agencies to understand the extent of the changes
proposed and again helps to identify projects with similar environ-
mental issues for later reuse of information.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
This response should provide a thorough description of the pro-
posed project enabling the reviewing agencies to understand the
total project  concept. The data categories can provide guidance
and structure to the explanation given.

Reviewing Agencies Checklist:

REVIEWING AGENCIES
The back of the form lists the agencies and departments to whom
the SCH may distribute a draft document. The lead agency can
indicate for the SCH’s information any responsible, trustee or
concerned agencies which they would like to review the docu-
ment, or who have previously been involved in the review of the
project. Any agencies that have received the document directly
from the lead agency should also be marked.

PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD
This section is to be filled in when the Notice of Completion form
is being filed and not being submitted with environmental docu-
ments.

CONSULTING FIRM
This information is to be filled in only if applicable.

APPLICANT
This identifies whether the applicant/project proponent is a pri-
vate developer or the lead agency.

Anamarie Malone
Governor's Office of Planning and Research
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Project Location:
County: City/Nearest  Community:

Cross Streets:   Zip Code: Total Acres:

Assessor's Parcel No. Section: Twp. Range: Base:

Within 2 Miles: State Hwy #: Waterways:

Airports: Railways: Schools:

CEQA: □ NOP
□ Early Cons
□ Neg Dec
□ Draft EIR

□ Supplement/Subsequent EIR
     (Prior SCH No.)_________________
□ Other __________________________

Mail to: State Clearinghouse, PO Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044   916/445-0613

Project Title:
Lead Agency: Contact Person:

Street Address: Phone:

City: Zip: County:

Document Type:

NEPA: □ NOI
□ EA
□ Draft EIS
□ FONSI

Other: □ Joint Document
□ Final Document
□ Other________________

□ General Plan Update
□ General Plan Amendment
□ General Plan Element
□ Community Plan

Development Type:

□ Residential: Units_______   Acres________
□ Office: Sq.ft._______   Acres________  Employees________
□ Commercial: Sq.ft. _______  Acres________  Employees________
□ Industrial: Sq.ft. _______  Acres________  Employees________
□ Educational __________________________________________
□ Recreational __________________________________________

Local Action Type:

Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal
SCH #

□ Specific Plan
□ Master Plan
□ Planned Unit Development
□ Site Plan

□ Rezone
□ Prezone
□ Use Permit
□ Land Division (Subdivision,  etc.)

□ Annexation
□ Redevelopment
□ Coastal Permit
□ Other__________________

□ Water Quality
□ Water Supply/Groundwater
□ Wetland/Riparian
□ Wildlife
□ Growth Inducing
□ Landuse
□ Cumulative Effects
□ Other ____________________

□ Aesthetic/Visual
□ Agricultural Land
□ Air Quality
□ Archeological/Historical
□ Coastal Zone
□ Drainage/Absorption
□ Economic/Jobs
□ Fiscal

□ Flood Plain/Flooding
□ Forest Land/Fire Hazard
□ Geologic/Seismic
□ Minerals
□ Noise
□ Population/Housing Balance
□ Public Services/Facilities
□ Recreation/Parks

□ Schools/Universities
□ Septic Systems
□ Sewer Capacity
□ Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading
□ Solid Waste
□ Toxic/Hazardous
□ Traffic/Circulation
□ Vegetation

Present Land Use/Zoning/General Plan Designation:

Project  Description:

Project Issues Discussed in Document:

□ Water Facilities: Type____________________MGD_______
□ Transportation: Type_______________________________
□ Mining: Mineral_____________________________
□ Power: Type____________________Watts______
□ Waste Treatment: Type_______________________________
□ Hazardous Waste: Type_______________________________
□ Other:_____________________________________________

Funding (approx.): Federal  $____________ State  $____________ Total  $____________

Revised 3-31-99
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Public Review Period (to be filled in by lead agency)

Starting Date Ending Date

Signature Date

Lead Agency (Complete if applicable):

Consulting Firm:

Address:

City/State/Zip:

Contact:

Phone: (_____)

For SCH Use Only:

Date Received at SCH

Date Review Starts

Date to Agencies

Date to SCH

Clearance Date

Notes:
Applicant:

Address:

City/State/Zip:

Phone: (_____)

Environmental Protection Agency

_____Air Resources Board

_____California Waste Management Board

_____SWRCB: Clean Water Grants

_____SWRCB: Delta Unit

_____SWRCB: Water Quality

_____SWRCB: Water Rights

_____Regional WQCB #________   (____________________)

Youth & Adult Corrections

_____Corrections

Independent Commissions & Offices

_____Energy Commission

_____Native American Heritage Commission

_____Public Utilities Commission

_____Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy

_____State Lands Commission

_____Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

_____Other _________________________________________

_____Resources Agency

_____Boating & Waterways

_____Coastal Commission

_____Coastal Conservancy

_____Colorado River Board

_____Conservation

_____Fish & Game

_____Forestry & Fire Protection

_____Office of Historic Preservation

_____Parks & Recreation

_____Reclamation Board

_____S.F. Bay Conservation & Development Commission

_____Water Resources (DWR)

Business, Transportation & Housing

_____Aeronautics

_____California Highway Patrol

_____CALTRANS District #________

_____Department of Transportation Planning (headquarters)

_____Housing & Community Development

_____Food & Agriculture

Health & Welfare

_____Health  Services ______________________________

State & Consumer Services

_____General Services

_____OLA (Schools)

Reviewing Agencies Checklist
KEY
S = Document sent by lead agency
X = Document sent by SCH

✓  = Suggested distribution

Form A, continued
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To: □ Office of Planning and Research
PO Box 3044, 1400 Tenth Street, Room 222
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044

□ County Clerk
County of

From: (Public Agency)

Revised May 1999

This is to advise that the ________________________________________________has approved the above described project on

_________________________ and has made the following determinations regarding the above described project:

1. The project [□will  □will not] have a significant effect on the environment.

2. □ An Environmental Impact Report was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.

□ A Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.

3. Mitigation measures [□were  □were not] made a condition of the approval of the project.

4. A statement of Overriding Considerations [□was  □was not] adopted for this project.

5. Findings [□were  □were not] made pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.

Lead Agency Responsible Agency

(Date)

This is to certify that the final EIR with comments and responses and record of project approval is available to the General Public at:

Signature (Public Agency) Date Title

Lead Agency
Contact Person

Area Code/Telephone/ExtensionState Clearinghouse Number
(If submitted to Clearinghouse)

Project Title

Project Location (include county)

Project Description:

Date received for filing at OPR:

(Address)

Subject:
Filing of Notice of Determination in compliance with Section 21108 or 21152 of the Public Resources Code.
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11  
Introduction 

Project Overview 

The City of Oakland has designated a substantial portion of Central and East Oakland as a new 

Redevelopment Project Area (Project Area), and is now considering adoption of a 

Redevelopment Plan for this Project Area.  The Redevelopment Plan for the Central City East 

Project Area (Redevelopment Plan) has been prepared by the Redevelopment Agency of the City 

of Oakland (Agency) in consultation with the Central City East Project Area Committee.  The 

Redevelopment Project Area is located in Central-East Oakland.  

The Redevelopment Plan is the “Project” evaluated in this Environmental Impact Report (EIR).  

The Redevelopment Plan itself is not a precise plan.  The projects, programs or other activities to 

be undertaken in furtherance of the Redevelopment Plan do not contain specific proposals for the 

redevelopment of individual sites, nor does the Redevelopment Plan identify particular actions 

the Agency will take with regard to specific projects.  Instead, the Redevelopment Plan presents 

a basic framework and a process within which specific projects and programs will be established 

and implemented over time.  Redevelopment actions are anticipated to continue throughout a 30-

year redevelopment period.  However, this Program EIR analyzes those impacts that would be 

expected to occur over a 20-year period, or by approximately the year 2025.  This approach was 

taken because traffic model projections are not calculated beyond the year 2025 and analysis of 

other environmental effects beyond the year 2025 was considered too speculative for reasoned 

analysis.  This approach ensures that the aggregate effects of redevelopment within the Project 

Area are adequately disclosed for this approximately 20-year period.  The 30-year time frame for 

the Redevelopment Plan is primarily a time frame required by the California Community 

Redevelopment Law, and used for financing bonds and other financial indebtedness. 

Purpose of the EIR 

Draft EIR 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) published and submitted for public review on 

February 5, 2003 provides an environmental assessment of the potential impacts associated with 

implementation of the Redevelopment Plan.  The comment period on the Draft EIR ended on 

March 24, 2003, complying with the CEQA-required 45-day public review period.  Consistent 

with the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code 21090 and CEQA 

Guidelines, Sections 15168 and 15180) the Draft EIR on the Redevelopment Plan was treated as 
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a Program EIR.  A Program EIR addresses a series of actions that may be considered one large 

project, and are related by geography as a series of actions that form a logical part in a chain of 

actions in connection with a plan to be carried out under the same regulatory authority, and/or 

that will have similar effects that can be mitigated in similar ways.  The Program EIR is intended 

to provide the City of Oakland (as Lead Agency) with an opportunity to address a broad range of 

actions and alternatives, to consider their cumulative effects as a whole, to consider broad policy 

alternatives, and to reduce duplication of effort and paperwork for subsequent projects.   

Final EIR 

In accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), this 

Final EIR includes copies of all written comments received during the public review period, 

along with a summary of verbal comments received at the March 5, 2002 public hearing held 

before the Oakland Planning Commission.  It also provides responses to those comments.  In 

some cases, the responses have also resulted in revisions to the Draft EIR, and all such changes 

are reflected in this document.  As required by CEQA, this document addresses those comments 

received during the public review period that relate directly to the adequacy and completeness of 

the Draft EIR.  The Final EIR does not address those comments received that relate to the merits 

of the proposed Project where the Draft EIR’s analysis of physical environmental issues is not 

directly involved. 

A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) is also included in Chapter 2 of this 

Final EIR.  It provides information about whom is responsible for implementing and monitoring 

a given mitigation measure, and when the measure must be implemented. 

The Final EIR (which is comprised of the Draft EIR and this document) is intended to be 

certified as a complete and thorough record of the environmental impacts of the proposed Project 

by the City of Oakland.  Certification of the EIR as adequate and complete by the City must take 

place prior to any formal City of Oakland Redevelopment Agency action on the proposed 

Redevelopment Plan.   

Intended Uses of this EIR 

Approval of the Redevelopment Plan 

The City of Oakland and its Redevelopment Agency will consider the information in this EIR as 

part of its deliberations on the proposed Redevelopment Plan.  This EIR is intended to enable 

City of Oakland decision-makers, public agencies and interested citizens to evaluate the broad 

environmental issues associated with implementation of the Central City East Redevelopment 

Plan.  In accordance with California law, the EIR on the Redevelopment Plan must be certified 

before the City and/or its Redevelopment Agency can take any action on the Redevelopment 

Plan.  

Subsequent Discretionary Actions of the City 

Further, this EIR is intended to address subsequent discretionary actions of the City or the 

Agency including, but not limited to: 
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 property acquisition within the Project Area, 

 redevelopment projects consistent with the Redevelopment Plan, 

 other development activities that falls within the framework of this EIR, 

 other discretionary actions including subdivisions, disposition and development agreements, 

and owner participation agreements consistent with the Redevelopment Plan, and 

 capital projects such as streetscape, landscape, park, street or other public projects consistent 

with the Redevelopment Plan and the City General Plan. 

Permits or Approvals from other Jurisdictional Agencies 

In addition, prior to undertaking demolition of structures, site preparation, or construction of any 

redevelopment-related improvements identified in the Redevelopment Plan, the City of Oakland 

Redevelopment Agency and/or private developers may be required to obtain permits or 

approvals from other jurisdictional agencies.  Some of those agencies that may rely on the 

contents of this EIR in their discretionary decision-making process and those potential 

discretionary regulatory requirements, are identified below.  This list may be modified from time 

to time, and the absence of an agency or an activity from the list does not preclude its use of this 

EIR for purposes of granting permits or approvals:  

 Caltrans, in conducting CEQA review on projects that affect the State transportation system; 

 Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Region 2, for issuance of National 

Pollution Discharge Elimination System permits for individual or collective projects that may 

affect surface water quality from the discharge of site runoff; and General Permits for 

construction sites of 3 or more acres; 

 California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), for approval of toxic 

remediation programs that may be developed for the area; and 

 Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), for the granting of demolition 

permits and stationary source emission permits. 

Use of this EIR for Subsequent Projects  

Once certified, this Central City East Redevelopment Plan EIR will be used as a primary source 

of information upon which to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of future projects, 

programs and other activities that will be implemented in furtherance of the Redevelopment 

Plan.  As applicable, the mitigation measures identified in this EIR to mitigate potentially 

significant impacts will be required as part of the implementation of the project, program or other 

activity.   
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Public Review 

The Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period that closed March 24, 2003. 

Public notices were published according to the CEQA guidance documents that establish the 

specific start and closing dates of the review period.  The State Clearinghouse circulated the 

Draft EIR to state agencies with jurisdiction over various aspects of the Project.  Additionally, a 

public hearing was held on March 5, 2003 by the Oakland Planning Commission to hear 

comments on the Draft EIR document.  Written comments were received from government 

agencies, organizations and individuals during the review period for the Draft EIR.  No public 

comments were received during the Planning Commission hearing. 

Under CEQA, certification of the Final EIR would not constitute approval of the Project, but is 

necessary prior to approval of a project.  After reviewing the EIR and following City Planning 

Commission action to certify the EIR as adequate and complete, the City of Oakland 

Redevelopment Agency will be in a position to determine whether to approve the 

Redevelopment Plan or not.  This determination will be based, among other considerations, upon 

information presented on the Redevelopment Plan’s potential environmental impacts and 

probable consequences, and the possible alternatives and mitigation measures available.  To 

approve the Project, in addition to certification of the EIR, the lead agency must adopt 

environmental findings and a mitigation monitoring program (CEQA Guidelines, Sections 

15091).  If the project has significant environmental effects that cannot be reduced to a less than 

significant level, the environmental findings must include a “statement of overriding 

considerations” (CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15092). This requires the lead agency to balance, as 

applicable, the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a proposed project 

against its unavoidable environmental risks.  If the benefits outweigh the unavoidable adverse 

environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered “acceptable” 

[CEQA Guidelines, Section 15093 (a)].  The statement of overriding considerations shall be 

supported by substantial evidence in the record [CEQA Guidelines, Section 15093 (b)].  

Contents and Organization of the EIR 

This Final EIR consists of the following chapters: 

Chapter 1: Introduction - Outlines the purposes of the EIR and other general background 

information.   

Chapter 2: Executive Summary and Mitigation Monitoring Program  - Contains an overview of the 

information contained in the EIR, including a description of the Project, a description of the 

analysis approach, and a summary of impacts.  The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 

Program (MMRP) is also included in this chapter of the Final EIR. 

Chapter 3: Response to Comments  - Contains comment letters on the Draft EIR and a summary 

of verbal comments from the public hearing on the Draft EIR, along with responses to these 

comments.  In response to some comments, the text of the Draft EIS/EIR has been modified, 

with changes as indicated. 



  CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

CENTRAL CITY EAST REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FINAL EIR PAGE 1-5 

 

Chapter 4: Text Revisions - Contains revisions to the Draft EIR based on the comments received.  

Changes are indicated in strikeout for deleted text, and underline for added text. 

Chapter 5: Report Preparation - Contains a listing of the persons responsible for preparation of 

this EIR and persons and agencies consulted. 

Reliance on Previous EIRs 

Consistent with CEQA, this EIR has relied upon several previously prepared and certified 

environmental documents to assist in the description of general environmental setting 

information, the identification of potentially significant environmental effects, defining 

alternatives to the Project, and recommending mitigation measures related to significant 

environmental effects.  These previously certified environmental documents are hereby 

incorporated by reference, and include the following: 

 Coliseum Area Redevelopment Plan EIR (SCH #94043014), prepared for the City of Oakland 

by Woodward-Clyde, February 1995;  

 Oakland General Plan Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element Mitigated 

Negative Declaration, City of Oakland, October 1995; 

 Oakland General Plan Land Use and Transportation Element EIR (SCH #97062089), 

prepared for the City of Oakland by Environmental Science Associates, March 1998;  

 Oakland Estuary Plan EIR (SCH #98031116), prepared for the City of Oakland and Port of 

Oakland by Environmental Science Associates, November 1998;  

 Oakland Clean Water, Safe Waterfront Parks and Recreation Trust Fund Ballot Measure 

Addendum, City of Oakland, June 2002; and 

 Oakland Army Base Area Redevelopment Plan EIR (SCH #2001082058), prepared for the 

City of Oakland by G. Borchard & Associates, August 2002. 

Each of these documents have been cited where applicable in this EIR, and are available for 

review at the City of Oakland Community and Economic Development offices at 250 Frank 

Ogawa Plaza, Oakland, California.  
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22  
Executive Summary and Mitigation 

Monitoring Program  

Project Under Review 

The City of Oakland has designated a substantial portion of Central and East Oakland as a new 

Redevelopment Project Area, and is now considering adoption of a Redevelopment Plan for this 

Project Area.  This Redevelopment Plan for the Central City East Project Area is the Project 

evaluated in this Environmental Impact Report (EIR).  The Redevelopment Plan is not a precise 

plan nor does it contain specific proposals for redevelopment of individual sites or identify 

particular actions the Redevelopment Agency will take with regard to specific projects.  Instead, 

the Redevelopment Plan presents a basic framework and a process within which specific projects 

and programs will be established and implemented over time.  Redevelopment actions are 

anticipated to continue throughout a 30-year redevelopment period.  The 30-year time frame for 

the Redevelopment Plan is primarily a time frame required by the California Community 

Redevelopment Law, and used for financing bonds and other financial indebtedness.  For 

purposes of this EIR, Redevelopment Plan implementation and the commensurate buildout of 

growth projections as presented in this EIR are assumed to occur by year 2025 within the Project 

Area.  This approach ensures that the aggregate effects of Redevelopment Plan implementation 

within the Project Area are adequately disclosed. 

Project Area 

The Project Area is generally a linear portion of the City of Oakland that stretches along the 

eastern and central portions on the City.  The Project Area lies generally mid-way between 

Interstate 580 (I-5800) and I-880, but also includes a portion west of I-880 along the Oakland 

Estuary.  The northerly extent of the Project Area is Jackson Street near the downtown and the 

southerly extent of the Project Area is Durant Street at the Oakland/San Leandro boundary.  The 

Project Area is approximately 3,340 acres in size.   

For the purpose of Redevelopment Plan development and implementation, the Project Area has 

been divided into four subareas.  These subareas are distinct in their land use patterns and mix.  

They also differ from each other in terms of their blighting conditions and their opportunities for 

redevelopment and revitalization.  These four subareas include: 

 Eastlake/San Antonio Subarea 
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 Fruitvale Subarea 

 Central East Subarea 

 Elmhurst Subarea 

Purpose and Need 

The primary purpose of the Redevelopment Plan is to alleviate the physical and economic 

burdens caused by blighted conditions in the area.  Blight prevents full utilization of the Project 

Area and creates a burden on the local community.  The following Project objectives are 

intended to attain the purposes of the California Community Redevelopment Law:  

1. Eliminate blighting influences and correct environmental deficiencies, including, among 

others, buildings in which it is unsafe or unhealthy for persons to live or work, 

incompatible or uneconomic land uses, and small and irregular lots. 

2. Assemble land into parcels suitable for modern integrated development, with pedestrian 

and vehicular circulation. 

3. Replan, redesign or redevelop areas that are stagnant or improperly utilized. 

4. Provide opportunities for participation by owners and tenants in revitalization of their 

properties. 

5. Strengthen retail and other commercial functions in the Project Area. 

6. Strengthen the economic base of the Project Area by stimulating new investment. 

7. Expand employment opportunities. 

8. Provide an environment for social and economic growth. 

9. Expand and improve housing for low- and moderate-income households. 

10. Install new, or replace existing public improvements, facilities and utilities in areas that 

are currently inadequately served. 

Project Description 

The Redevelopment Plan is designed to eliminate blight and blighting influences and restore the 

fabric of the community in terms of its housing resources, its employment opportunities, the 

economic well-being of its residents, and the condition of its public infrastructure, services, 

programs and facilities. 
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Potential Implementation Programs  

The Redevelopment Plan identifies a range of potential implementation programs that could 

achieve the foregoing objectives.  These programs can generally be grouped into four major 

categories including: 

 property improvement programs, 

 public infrastructure improvement programs, 

 assistance in the redevelopment of specific properties, and  

 provision of additional affordable housing opportunities. 

Redevelopment Characteristics 

The basis for future redevelopment activity within the Project Area will be to implement and 

conform to the City of Oakland General Plan including the Land Use and Transportation 

Element (LUTE, City of Oakland, March 1998); the Oakland Estuary Policy Plan (City and Port 

of Oakland, June 1999); the Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element (OSCAR, City 

of Oakland, June 1996); and the Housing Element (City of Oakland, 1994; update anticipated 

2003). 

Redevelopment will facilitate successful implementation of the General Plan by targeting public 

investments and activities towards certain catalyst projects, infrastructure improvement projects 

and infill development projects that are consistent with the General Plan.  These targeted 

investments and activities have not been identified at this time.  Therefore, as a conservative 

assumption for use in this EIR, the Redevelopment Plan is anticipated to assist either directly or 

indirectly in the development and redevelopment of all projected growth within the Project Area 

that is consistent with the General Plan.  Based on the City General Plan, the Redevelopment 

Plan is projected to assist either directly or indirectly in the development of: 

 approximately 1,440 net new households,  

 an increase in population of approximately 3,780 people, and  

 approximately 2,210 net new employment opportunities during the 20-year planning 

horizon of this EIR.   

These projections represent the aggregate of all development anticipated to occur within the 

Project Area, and form the basis of subsequent environmental analysis.  Redevelopment is not 

expected to provide direct assistance to all such new development activity; however, any number 

of individual projects that comprise this overall development projection may receive direct or 

indirect benefits from redevelopment by virtue of their location within the Redevelopment 

Project Area.   

A summary of projected growth and development within the Project Area by subarea is shown 

on Table 2-1. 



CHAPTER 2: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

CENTRAL CITY EAST REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FINAL EIR PAGE 2-4 

 

 

Table 2-1: Summary of Projected Growth and Development within the Central City East 
Redevelopment Project Area 

Residential    Units Population 

Eastlake/San Antonio     750 1160 

 Estuary Plan Area    100 210 

Subtotal    850 1370 

Fruitvale    10 180 

Central East    310 1170 

Elmhurst     270 1060 

Total    1440 3780 

 

Non-Residential 

 

Retail 

 

Service 

 

Mfg. 

 

Other 

Total  

Employment 

Eastlake/San Antonio  180 180 -30 150 480 

 Estuary Plan Area 30 760 -20 -90 680 

Subtotal 210 940 -50 60 1160 

Fruitvale 90 140 0 10 240 

Central East 230 130 0 170 530 

Elmhurst  280 210 0 -210 280 

Total 810 1420 -50 30 2210 

Source:  Hausrath Economics Group, 2002 

 

Approach to the EIR 

Consistent with the California Environmental Quality Act, this EIR examines, at a program level, 

the potential environmental effects associated with all projected growth and development within 

the Project Area s that may benefit from redevelopment actions.  This EIR provides an 

assessment of all foreseeable aspects of the establishment of the Redevelopment Plan. 

Areas of Controversy 

During the public scoping process for this EIR, no specific areas of controversy arose.  

Comments from public agencies as to the scope of the EIR pertained to issues of traffic impacts 

(addressed in Chapter 5: Traffic), increased demands on transit services (also addressed in 

Chapter 5: Traffic), and toxic and hazardous materials (addressed in Chapter 8: Hazards and 

Hazardous Materials). 
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During the public review of the Draft EIR (between February 5 and March 24, 2003), 

controversy has arisen regarding the potential impacts that redevelopment activities may have on 

historic resources within the Project Area.  Comments on the Draft EIR pertaining to historic 

resources have been received from the City of Oakland Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board, 

the Oakland Heritage Alliance and the public.  Responses to these comments are included in this 

Final EIR.   

Issues to be Resolved 

The primary issue to be resolved by the Oakland Redevelopment Agency is whether to adopt the 

Redevelopment Plan for Central City East, or some other alternative potentially including the No 

Project alternative. 

Summary of Impacts 

This summary provides an overview of the analysis contained within the EIR, which includes the 

Draft EIR and this Final EIR document.   

Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Under CEQA, a significant impact on the environment is defined as “a substantial or potentially 

substantial adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the 

project” CEQA Guidelines Section 15382).  Implementation of the Redevelopment Plan has the 

potential to generate environmental impacts in a number of areas.  At the end of this chapter, the 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) identifies all environmental topics for 

which potentially significant environmental impacts have been identified.  The MMRP also lists 

those mitigation measures recommended to reduce or avoid such environmental impacts, 

identifies the party or parties responsible for ensuring implementation of the measures, and 

identifies the timeframe within which the measure should be implemented. 

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts 

Implementation of the Redevelopment Plan would result in, or would contribute to significant 

and unavoidable impacts, as summarized below.  

Cumulative Traffic Impact 

The intersection of High Street/International Boulevard is projected to operate at level of service 

“F” under future cumulative conditions.  Future growth and development within the Project 

Area, consistent with the assumptions and projections of the City General Plan, and as may be 

assisted or facilitated by implementation of the Redevelopment Plan, would contribute to this 

cumulative condition.  According to the thresholds established in this EIR, the Project’s 

contribution of traffic to this intersection would be cumulatively considerable.  No feasible 

mitigation measures have been identified that are capable of reducing this cumulative impact to a 

level of less than significant. 
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Project Impact on Historic Resources 

The 9th Avenue Terminal building is a structure identified as potentially eligible for inclusion on 

the National Register of Historic Places and is therefore considered an historic resource under 

CEQA.  The Estuary Policy Plan (City and Port of Oakland 1999) anticipates demolition or 

substantial alteration to the 9th Avenue Terminal building in order to create a new public park. 

The environmental impact of demolishing or substantially altering the 9th Avenue Terminal 

building in order to create a new public park was analyzed and addressed in the previous 

Oakland Estuary Plan EIR (City and Port of Oakland, June 1999).  That EIR notes, “at the time 

that development is proposed for the site, certain potential mitigation may be required to lessen 

the impact.”  These mitigation measures are identified as “potential measures” since no specific 

project that would involve demolition or alteration to the 9th Avenue Terminal building had been 

proposed at that time.   

The Redevelopment Plan does not contain a specific proposal for demolition or alteration of the 

9th Avenue Terminal building.  However, the Redevelopment Plan is intended as an 

implementation tool of the General Plan, including the Oakland Estuary Plan.  As such, any 

redevelopment assistance with implementation of the Estuary Plan pertaining to creation of an 

11-acre Crescent Park at the site of the 9th Avenue Terminal would result in a significant 

environmental impact.  Therefore, this EIR recommends adoption of the previously identified 

“potential” mitigation measures from the Estuary Policy Plan EIR.  These mitigation measures 

can reduce or off-set to a certain extent the impacts associated with demolition or alteration of 

this historic structure, but cannot reduce this impact to a level of less than significant. 

The Oakland Estuary Plan is a policy-level, conceptual plan, and does not contain any specific 

proposals for demolition or substantial alteration to the 9th Avenue Terminal.  Similarly, the 

Redevelopment Plan does not contain specific proposals for redevelopment of individual sites or 

identify particular actions that the Redevelopment Agency will take with regard to specific 

redevelopment projects.  If a specific development is proposed that may involve the Ninth 

Avenue Terminal building, a separate environmental review would be required and specific 

mitigation measures would be identified to reduce the impacts associated with that proposal. 

Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

Several alternatives to the LUTE and to the Estuary Policy Plan have been analyzed in previous 

EIRs.  Those analyses have been incorporated by reference into this EIR.  Additionally, three 

alternatives to the proposed Redevelopment Plan are analyzed in this Draft EIR, including: 

 No Project Alternative, including a no-development scenario and a scenario assuming 

ongoing implementation of the General Plan without assistance from the Redevelopment 

Plan; 

 Reduced Project Alternative, which would not include those redevelopment projects and 

programs designed to assist in the creation of additional housing units within the Project 

Area; and  
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 Park and Recreation Focused Alternative that would direct Redevelopment Agency 

efforts within the Project Area toward implementation of the Oakland Clean Water, Safe 

Waterfront Parks and Recreation Trust Fund bond measure. 

In the absence of the No Project Alternative, the redevelopment alternative that would focus the 

least amount of the Redevelopment Agency’s resources toward facilitating and assisting in 

Project Area growth and development is Alternative #3: Parks and Recreation Focus.  However, 

as a narrowly focused use of Redevelopment Agency resources, this alternative would not meet 

the more broadly defined list of goals and objectives established for the Project. 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

The following Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program has been organized to correspond 

to environmental issues and significant impacts that are discussed in the EIR.  The table is 

arranged in five columns: 

 description of potential environmental impacts, 

 recommended mitigation measures,  

 resulting level of significance after implementation of mitigation measures,  

 party or parties responsible for implementation of the mitigation measures, and 

 timing for implementation of the mitigation measures. 
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POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES AND RESULTING LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures: 

Land Use  

No Potentially Significant Impacts Identified None needed.  No impact  

Transportation  

Potential Impact 5.3: Growth and development within the 

Project Area, as may be assisted by implementation of the 

Redevelopment Plan, would add more than ten vehicles to 

intersections where the Caltrans’ peak hour volume traffic 

signal warrants would be satisfied. This is a potentially 

significant impact of the Project. 

Mitigation Measure 5.3A: Install a Traffic Signal at the 
Embarcadero / 5th Avenue Intersection.  Installing a traffic signal 

at the Embarcadero / 5th Avenue intersection would provide for the 

orderly movement of traffic. The traffic signal would be equipped with 

railroad preemption to prevent southbound motor vehicle queues from 

extending onto the Union Pacific Railroad tracks that cross 5th Avenue 

just north of the intersection.  Individual development projects pursuant 

to implementation of the Redevelopment Plan’s programs or other 

activities within the Project Area shall fund a pro-rata fair share of the 

cost for this signal.  Alternatively, at the Redevelopment Agency’s sole 

discretion, redevelopment funds could potentially be used to subsidize 

these fair-share funding contributions or to implement this improvement. 

Mitigation Measure 5.3B: Install a Traffic Signal at the 
Embarcadero / I-880 NB Off-Ramp Intersection.  Installing a 

traffic signal at the Embarcadero / I-880 NB Off-Ramp would provide for 

the orderly movement of traffic. The intersection would operate at LOS 

A during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours after installation of a traffic signal.  

Individual development projects pursuant to implementation of the 

Redevelopment Plan’s programs or other activities within the Project 

Area shall fund a pro-rata fair share of the cost for this signal.  

Alternatively, at the Redevelopment Agency’s sole discretion, 

redevelopment funds could potentially be used to subsidize these fair-

share funding contributions or to implement this improvement. 

Less than significant 
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POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES AND RESULTING LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Air Quality 

Potential Impact 6-5: Construction associated with the 

Redevelopment Plan’s implementation projects, programs 

and other activities within the Project Area would generate 

dust (including the respirable fraction known as PM10) and 

combustion emissions.  These emissions would be a 

potentially significant effect of the Project. 

Mitigation Measure 6-5A: Construction Emission Controls. 
Contractors for future development projects pursuant to implementation 

of the Redevelopment Plan shall implement BAAQMD dust control 

measures as outlined in BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1999) or any 

subsequent applicable BAAQMD updates. 

More details regarding this measure are included in Chapter 6 of the EIR. 

Less than significant 

Noise 

Potential Impact 7.1: Implementation of the 

Redevelopment Plan’s projects, programs and other activities 

could generate short-term increases in noise and vibration 

due to construction.  This would be a short-term adverse 

impact, and would be potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measure 7.1: Construction Noise.  Compliance with 

the City Noise Level Standards for Temporary Construction or 

Demolition Activities would mitigate construction noise impacts 

associated with future development projects pursuant to implementation 

of the Redevelopment Plan to a less-than-significant level. 

More details regarding this measure are included in Chapter 7 of the EIR. 

Less than significant 

Potential Impact 7.3: Depending on the precise location 

of new land uses that may be constructed pursuant to the 

Redevelopment Plan, future land uses within some portions 

of the Project Area could be incompatible with projected 

noise levels.  This impact is considered to be potentially-

significant. 

Mitigation Measure 7.3: Noise Compatibility.  The City of 

Oakland Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise set 

limits on the level of noise that receiving land uses may be suscepted to, 

and requires analysis and mitigation should these noise levels be 

exceeded.  In accordance with these guidelines, the following specific 

mitigation measures would apply to new development projects that may 

be in furtherance of implementation of the Redevelopment Plan. 

More details regarding this measure are included in Chapter 7 of the EIR 

Less than significant 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

No Potentially Significant Impacts Identified None needed No impact  
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POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES AND RESULTING LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Public Infrastructure  

Potential Impact 9.2: Implementation of the 

Redevelopment Plan’s projects, programs and other activities 

is expected to facilitate or assist in the construction of new 

residential and/or commercial development within the 

Project Area.  Such new development may require localized 

improvements to the water delivery and wastewater 

collection systems to provide adequate pipeline capacity, 

particularly along major transit corridors.  Potential localized 

infrastructure capacity constraints represent a potentially 

significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 9.2: Major new development projects pursuant to 

or in furtherance of the Redevelopment Plan shall be reviewed to 

determine projected water and wastewater loads as compared to available 

capacity.  Where appropriate, determine capital improvement 

requirements, fiscal impacts and funding sources prior to project 

approval. 

Less than significant 

Public Services 

No Potentially Significant Impacts Identified None needed.  No impact  

Cultural and Historic Resources 

Potential Impact 11.1: Implementation of the 

Redevelopment Plan’s projects, programs and other activities 

could result in new development involving excavation within 

the Project Area.  Such excavation could unearth 

archaeological resources at currently known archaeological 

sites.  Some of these remains could have scientific or cultural 

importance.  This is a potentially significant impact if left 

unmitigated. 

Mitigation Measure 11.1A: Avoidance.  In accordance with CEQA, 

all cultural resources deemed significant should be avoided during 

project implementation whenever possible. 

Mitigation Measure 11.1B: Characterization and Research.  If 

avoidance is not feasible, additional mitigation will be required for 

potential impacts to be considered less-than-significant.  Should 

subsequent Redevelopment Plan projects, programs or other activities be 

proposed at archaeological properties, mitigation consisting of subsurface 

archaeological characterization should be conducted to define the 

subsurface extent and integrity of the site.  Additional archival research 

may also be conducted as a means of corroborating the archaeological 

data collected.  This additional data-gathering phase at each site may be 

sufficient, on an individual basis, to consider loss of the resource during 

development as a less-than-significant impact.   

 

 

Less than significant 



CHAPTER 2: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

CENTRAL CITY EAST REDEVELOPMENT PLAN DRAFT EIR  PAGE 2-11 

 

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES AND RESULTING LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Mitigation Measure 11.1C: Data Recovery.  Some sites may prove 

to be inherently complex or significant so that testing alone will not be 

considered adequate mitigation to permit loss.  In those cases, data 

recovery may be warranted, wherein a more comprehensive subsurface 

examination, based on a Research Design formulated to address pertinent 

research topics, may be required. 

Potential Impact 11.2: Future development activities 

pursuant to the Redevelopment Plan’s implementation 

projects, programs or other activities within the Project Area 

have the potential to encounter previously unknown 

subsurface cultural resources during ground-disturbing 

activities.  This is a potentially significant impact of the 

Redevelopment Plan. 

Mitigation Measure 11.2:  In accordance with CEQA Section 

15064.5, should previously unidentified cultural resources be discovered 

during construction, the project sponsor is required to cease work in the 

immediate area until such time a qualified archaeologist, and the City of 

Oakland, can assess the significance of the find and make mitigation 

recommendations, if warranted. 

Less than significant 

Potential Impact 11.4: The Redevelopment Plan is 

intended to implement the City of Oakland General Plan, 

including the Oakland Estuary Plan.  Redevelopment 

assistance with implementation of that portion of the Estuary 

Plan pertaining to creation of an 11-acre Crescent Park at the 

site of the 9th Avenue Terminal would result in demolition of 

the Terminal building.  The 9th Avenue Terminal building 

has been determined eligible for the National Register of 

Historic Places, and its demolition would be a significant 

impact. 

Mitigation Measure 11.4: Consistent with the recommendations of the 

Estuary Policy Plan EIR, the following mitigation measures shall be 

adopted and, to the extent feasible, implemented pursuant to any 

Redevelopment Plan’s implementation project, program or other activity 

involving demolition or substantial alteration to the 9th Avenue Terminal 

building. 

1. Modify the project design to include restoration of a portion of the 

historic character of the property. 

2. Modify the design to incorporate or replicate elements of the 

building’s original architectural design. 

3. Salvage and preserve significant features and materials of the 

structure in a local museum or within the new project. 

4. Document in an Historic American Building Survey or other 

appropriate format: photographs, oral history, videos, etc. 

5. Place a plaque, commemorative marker or artistic or interpretive 

display on the site providing information on the historical 

significance of the resource. 

Significant and Unavoidable 



CHAPTER 2: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

CENTRAL CITY EAST REDEVELOPMENT PLAN DRAFT EIR  PAGE 2-12 

 

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES AND RESULTING LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 

6. Contribute to a Façade Improvement Fund, the Historic Preservation 

Revolving Loan Fund, the Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey, or 

other program appropriate to the character of the resource. 

Additional mitigation measures may be developed at the time a specific 

proposal is considered that would involve demolition or substantial 

alteration to this building. 

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures: 

Transportation 

Cumulative Impact 5.1: The Project, in combination with 

past projects, other current projects, and probable future 

projects, would cause some regional roadway segments to 

operate at LOS F.  This cumulative condition would increase 

the V/C ratio by more than three percent on segments that 

would operate at LOS F without cumulative development.  

Although this is considered to be a significant cumulative 

effect, the Project’s contribution to this effect is less than 

cumulatively considerable. 

None required. Significant cumulative effect, 

but less than cumulatively 

considerable contribution by 

the Project. 

Cumulative Impact 5.2: Traffic generated by new growth 

and development within the Project Area, in combination 

with traffic from past projects, other current projects, and 

probable future projects, would cause some signalized 

intersections to operate at unacceptable levels of service.  

Traffic generated from within the Project Area would 

contribute to certain intersections as having a significant 

cumulative impact, and the contribution of Project Area 

traffic would be considered a cumulatively considerable 

contribution to these cumulative effects.  

Mitigation Measure 5.2A: Modify Traffic Signal Phasing at the 
High Street / International Boulevard Intersection.  Individual 

development projects pursuant to implementation of the Redevelopment 

Plan’s programs or other activities within the Project Area shall fund a 

pro-rata fair share of the cost to provide protected left-turn phasing for 

the turn lanes on International Boulevard. Alternatively, at the 

Redevelopment Agency’s sole discretion, redevelopment funds could 

potentially be used to subsidize these fair-share funding contributions or 

to implement this improvement.   

Mitigation Measure 5.2B: Add a Right-Turn Lane at the 73rd 
Avenue & Bancroft Avenue Intersection. Individual development 

projects pursuant to implementation of the Redevelopment Plan’s 

programs or other activities within the Project Area shall fund a pro-rata 

fair share of the cost to provide a right-turn lane for eastbound traffic on 

Cumulatively significant and 

unavoidable at the High 

Street/International Boulevard 

intersection. 

 

Less than significant at all 

other intersections studied. 
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POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES AND RESULTING LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Bancroft Avenue at 73rd Street. Alternatively, at the Redevelopment 

Agency’s sole discretion, redevelopment funds could potentially be used 

to subsidize these fair-share funding contributions or to implement this 

improvement. 

Mitigation Measure 5.2C: Add a Left-Turn Lane at the 73rd 
Avenue & MacArthur/Foothill Boulevard Intersection. 
Individual development projects pursuant to implementation of the 

Redevelopment Plan’s programs or other activities within the Project 

Area shall fund a pro-rata fair share of the cost to provide a second left-

turn lane for northbound traffic on 73rd Street at MacArthur/Foothill 

Boulevard and increase the signal cycle length to 104 seconds. 

Alternatively, at the Redevelopment Agency’s sole discretion, 

redevelopment funds could potentially be used to subsidize these fair-

share funding contributions or to implement this improvement. 

Mitigation Measure 5.2D: Increase the Traffic Signal Cycle 
Length at the 98th Avenue & MacArthur Boulevard 
Intersection. Individual development projects pursuant to 

implementation of the Redevelopment Plan’s programs or other activities 

within the Project Area shall fund a pro-rata fair share of the cost to 

increase the signal cycle length to 82 seconds. Alternatively, at the 

Redevelopment Agency’s sole discretion, redevelopment funds could 

potentially be used to subsidize these fair-share funding contributions or 

to implement this improvement. 

Cumulative Impact 5.4: New growth and development 

within the Project Area, in combination with past projects, 

other current projects, and probable future projects, would be 

likely to increase average ridership on AC Transit by more 

than 3 percent.  This is a significant cumulative effect.  It is 

possible that the contribution of AC Transit riders from 

within the Project Area to cumulative ridership on AC 

Transit would be cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measure 5.4: Coordination with AC Transit.  The 

City of Oakland shall coordinate with AC Transit to ensure that the 

average load factor on any specific AC Transit line does not exceed 125 

percent over a peak thirty-minute period.  At the Redevelopment 

Agency’s sole discretion, redevelopment financing capabilities could 

potentially be used to assist AC Transit in meeting this operational 

threshold. 

Significant cumulative effect, 

but less than cumulatively 

considerable contribution by 

the Project. 
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POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES AND RESULTING LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Cumulative Impact 5.5: New growth and development 

within the Project Area, in combination with other transit 

oriented development that has been proposed near the Project 

Area would likely result in cumulatively significant impacts 

on BART service at fare gates.  The contribution of peak 

hour riders on BART trains due to new growth and 

development within the Project Area could be cumulatively 

considerable. 

Mitigation Measure 5.5: Coordination with BART. The City of 

Oakland shall coordinate with BART to ensure that adequate fare gate 

capacity is available at the Fruitvale BART station to accommodate 

anticipated increases in ridership associated with projected growth and 

development within the Project Area.  To the extent that adequate 

capacity may be reliant on the addition of one or more new fare gates at 

the station, the Redevelopment Agency, at its sole discretion, may 

consider utilizing redevelopment financing capabilities to assist in the 

financing of such station improvements.   

Significant cumulative effect, 

but less than cumulatively 

considerable contribution by 

the Project. 

Public Services 

Cumulative Impact 10.1: On a cumulative basis, the 

growth and development that may be facilitated by, or be in 

furtherance of, the Redevelopment Plan would contribute to 

a cumulatively considerable deficit in existing parkland. 

Mitigation Measure 10.1A: The City of Oakland Redevelopment 

Agency shall coordinate with the Office of Parks and Recreation to 

develop and initiate a land acquisition program for new parks in 

underserved areas.  As with schools, the biggest challenge will be to find 

available land in appropriate areas to serve new residents.  The 

Redevelopment Agency may be able to assist through the use of 

redevelopment tools in the identification and acquisition of appropriate 

new park sites. 

Mitigation Measure 10.1B: The City of Oakland Redevelopment 

Agency shall coordinate with the City Office of Parks and Recreation and 

the OUSD, local churches, private recreation providers and local non-

profit agencies to promote joint use agreements and joint use partnerships 

that maximize the use of non-park recreational facilities. 

Mitigation Measure 10.1C: The City of Oakland and its 

Redevelopment Agency shall identify and pursue local funding 

opportunities to augment existing General Fund monies.  At the 

Redevelopment Agency’s sole discretion, redevelopment funds could 

potentially be used for parkland acquisitions and improvements. 

Less than cumulatively 

considerable. 



CHAPTER 2: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

CENTRAL CITY EAST REDEVELOPMENT PLAN DRAFT EIR  PAGE 2-15 

 

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES AND RESULTING LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Cumulative Impact 10.2: On a cumulative basis, the 

growth and development that may be facilitated by, or be in 

furtherance of, the Redevelopment Plan would contribute to 

a cumulatively considerable deficit in existing school 

capacity. 

Mitigation Measure 10.2A: The City of Oakland and its 

Redevelopment Agency shall coordinate with the OUSD to develop and 

initiate a land acquisition program for new schools.  The School 

District’s biggest challenge will be to find available land in appropriate 

areas to serve new student populations.  The City and Agency may be 

able to assist, through the use of redevelopment tools, in the 

identification and acquisition of appropriate sites. 

Mitigation Measure 10.2B: The City of Oakland, its Redevelopment 

Agency, and public and private land developers within the Project Area 

shall work with the OUSD to identify possible joint use opportunities.  

Joint use may take many different forms. Examples of joint use may 

include the lease or sale of air rights above or below existing school 

grounds or facilities to private developers, or joint venturing with private 

developers, public entities or other parties in the development of surplus 

school property.  Other standard joint use opportunities include joint 

ventures with the City parks department in the development of shared 

school grounds/public park space. 

Mitigation Measure 10.2C: The City of Oakland and its 

Redevelopment Agency shall coordinate with the OUSD to identify and 

pursue local funding opportunities to match potential state grants.  At the 

Redevelopment Agency’s sole discretion, local funds could potentially 

include the use of redevelopment funds. 

Significant cumulative effect, 

but less than cumulatively 

considerable contribution by 

the Project. 
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33  
Responses to Comments 

Introduction 

This chapter provides responses to public comments received during the official public review 

period on the Draft EIR, along with a copy of each of the comment letters, and a summary of 

verbal comments recorded from the March 5, 2003 public hearing conducted during the Draft 

EIR review period.  The letters are each assigned a number, and each comment is numbered in 

the right margin.  The written responses to these letters correspond to that numbering system, 

and are immediately following each letter. 

In some cases, responses include a revision to the text of the Draft EIR.  Those changes are 

indicated in the response, and a compilation of all such changes to the text and graphics of the 

Draft EIR is provided in Chapter 4 of this document.  The changes are considered clarifications 

and corrections that do not affect the validity of the information or conclusions contained in the 

Draft EIR. 

Comment letters and verbal comments on the Draft EIR were received from the following 

agencies, organizations and individuals: 

A. California Department of Transportation 

B. City of Oakland Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board 

C. Oakland Heritage Alliance 

D. Carolyn Douthat 

E. East Bay Municipal Utility District 

F. California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse 

G. California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse 

H. California Department of Toxic Substances Control 

I. Tom Thurston, Central City East Project Area Committee 

J. Ken Phares, March 28, 2003 

K. City of Oakland Planning Commission, public hearing on March 5, 2003 
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Responses to Comment Letter “A” – California Department of 
Transportation - March 20, 2003  

Response to Comment A-1: 

As stated on page 5-13, “For freeways, the analysis was performed using the methodologies 

described in the 1984 Highway Capacity Manual, as required by the Alameda County CMA.” At 

the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for this EIR was distributed (April 10, 2002) and the 

traffic analysis was performed, the CMA’s policy was to use the 1984 Highway Capacity 

Manual for freeway analysis. 

Response to Comment A-2: 

Table 5-1 in the Draft EIR shows operating conditions for the year 2000 as reported in the 

Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (CMA) 2000 Level of Service Monitoring 

Report.  The level of service on CMA roadways indicated in this report is based on the average 

travel speed during the p.m. peak period, as stated on page 5-3 of the Draft EIR.  This 

information was included in the DEIR because it was readily available, although it was not used 

to determine Project impacts.  The level of service calculation shown in Table 5-3 were derived 

based on volume to capacity ratios, which is the measure used to assess traffic impacts.  The 

minor differences in LOS as reported in the two tables account for the two different variables 

used (average travel speed used in Table 5-1, and volume to capacity ratios used in Table 5-3).  

Year 2000 freeway operations are reported in Table 5-1, and existing conditions are reported in 

Table 5-3 of the Draft EIR. 

In the CMA 2000 Level of Service Monitoring Report, the direction of I-580 is shown as 

northbound and southbound for the section of freeway between I-238 and SR 24.  For those 

accustomed to East-West orientation, northbound values reported in Table 5-1 would correspond 

to the westbound direction, and southbound values would correspond to the eastbound direction. 

Response to Comment A-3: 

Table 5-3 had several segments where cumulative conditions were shown to operate at a better 

LOS, or a lower V/C ratio than existing conditions.  The table has been revised (see Chapter 4: 

Text Revisions for page 5-19) to indicate that traffic volumes for cumulative conditions would 

actually not drop below existing traffic volumes.  Two freeway segments that were previously 

shown to have Levels of Service of “F” during the a.m. peak would also have Level of Service 

“F” during the p.m. peak hour as well.  However, it should be noted that the Project’s 

contribution of traffic to these freeway segments is less than cumulatively considerable, and is 

not the reason that these freeway segments would operate at level of service ‘F” conditions 

during the peak period.  Rather, these levels of service reflect the projected overall growth in 

Oakland and the surrounding region. 

Response to Comment A-4: 

Intersections were analyzed that would serve fifty or more peak hour Project trips.  Both the I-

880 on- and off-ramps/High Street intersections and the I-880 southbound on-

ramp/Broadway/5th Street intersection would carry fewer than 50 peak hour Project trips.  It is 

unlikely that intersections serving less than 50 peak-hour Project trips would be impacted by the 
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Project.  The City of Oakland uses the 50 peak-hour Project trip threshold as its standard for 

selecting intersections to be analyzed. 

Response to Comment A-5: 

Any revisions to the Traffic Study will be sent to the given address along with this Final EIR. 

Response to Comment A-6: 

The City’s Redevelopment Agency does coordinate with the Engineering Division on a regular 

basis, and will be continuing to do so for the streetscape project for International Boulevard 

between 40th and Durant Avenues. 

Response to Comment A-7: 

At such time as an encroachment permit may be required, the City of Oakland will complete and 

submit an encroachment permit application to Caltrans. 
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Responses to Comment Letter “B” – Oakland Landmarks Preservation Advisory 
Board – March 24, 2003 

Response to Comment B-1: 

Comment by the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board about the Redevelopment Plan (the 

Project) favoring one policy framework over another are noted, and will be considered by the 

decision-makers during review of the Redevelopment Plan.  The EIR provides an objective 

analysis of the potential environmental impacts, including those pertaining to historic and 

cultural resources that may be associated with adoption and implementation of the 

Redevelopment Plan.  As such, the EIR is an informational, and not a policy document. 

Response to Comment B-2: 

This comment is noted, and will be considered by the decision-makers during review of the 

Redevelopment Plan.  This comment pertains to a set of policies that may be included in the 

Redevelopment Plan, but does not pertain to environmental impacts as set forth in CEQA 

Guidelines.  The comment pertains to the Redevelopment Plan (the Project), rather than the Draft 

EIR.  It is not the purpose of an EIR to recommend or provide an urban design framework to 

insure one type of development pattern over another.  The Draft EIR provides an objective 

analysis of the potential environmental consequences that may be associated with adoption and 

implementation of the Redevelopment Plan.   

The Redevelopment Plan is an implementation tool of the Oakland General Plan, including the 

Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE) and the Historic Preservation Element.  As such, 

the land use development policies and urban design framework established in the LUTE will 

continue to guide land use and development within the Project Area.  All such development will 

be subject to all rules and regulations regarding historic properties contained in the Historic 

Preservation Element, as set fort in the Project Description contained in the Draft EIR.   

Response to Comment B-3: 

The Project’s Objectives as enumerated on pages 3-11 and 3-12 of the Draft EIR were not 

developed pursuant to preparation of the EIR, but instead are derived from the Draft 

Redevelopment Plan (the Project).  The Redevelopment Plan is specifically intended to be an 

implementation tool for the City of Oakland General Plan, including the Historic Preservation 

Element.  Towards that end, and as noted on page 3-26 of the Draft EIR, the Redevelopment 

Plan does contain a Historic Preservation Program.  Under this program, it is anticipated that 

portions of the Project Area that include significant historic buildings would be made into viable 

retail, commercial or residential properties through Agency-sponsored historic preservation 

efforts under the Historic Façade Improvement Program, Unreinforced Masonry Grant Program 

and other forms of Agency assistance.  The Draft EIR includes a description of potential 

activities pursuant to the Redevelopment Plan that include the rehabilitation of buildings, 

including historic buildings, thus providing for reuse of valuable properties that may be vacant or 

underutilized, and preserving the historic character of this area.  These objectives of the 

Redevelopment Plan are consistent with, and assist in implementation of the goals, objectives 

and policies of the Historic Preservation Element. 
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Response to Comment B-4: 

The LPAB’s comments in support of revitalization and reinvestment are noted, and will be 

considered by the decision-makers during review of the Redevelopment Plan.   

If the Redevelopment Plan had “spelled out” specific strategies to achieve redevelopment 

objectives, then these strategies would have been more specifically analyzed.  However, as noted 

on page 3-13 of the Draft EIR;  “These general and Project Area-wide programs are intended to 

be general and conceptual in nature and, due to the lengthy time frame for implementation of the 

Redevelopment Plan, are intended to be flexible and provide the capacity to change in response 

to the realities of the marketplace.  Additional programs will likely be developed over time as 

opportunities arise.”  Given the general and flexible nature of these programs, the EIR has been 

appropriately prepared as a Program EIR.   

Please see also Response to Comment B-3 above regarding the Historic Preservation Program 

included within the Redevelopment Plan (the Project).   

Response to Comment B-5: 

The conditions under which subsequent or supplemental environmental review are required 

pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) are clearly set forth in CEQA 

Guidelines Sections 15162 and 15163, as indicated on page 1-4 of the Draft EIR.  The City will 

use these established guidelines when making their determinations about the need for subsequent 

or supplemental environmental review. 

As specifically noted in the Project Description (page 3-16 and numerous other locations in the 

Draft EIR), the “Redevelopment Plan does not contain specific proposals for redevelopment of 

individual sites or identify particular actions that the Redevelopment Agency will take with 

regard to specific redevelopment projects.”  Given this lack of specificity, which is customary in 

preparation of redevelopment EIRs, the analysis of potential impacts is also general and not site 

specific.  For example, the actual impact of the Redevelopment Plan, as defined for the potential 

removal or alteration of historic structures, is stated as; “Future redevelopment activities may 

increase economic pressures to remove or demolish older buildings, potentially including 

historic properties within the Project Area.”(underline added)  With the exception of the 9th 

Avenue Terminal, no specific removal and/or substantial alteration of historic properties is 

assumed under this EIR.  Should the removal and/or substantial alteration of an historic property 

be proposed pursuant to implementation of the Redevelopment Plan, such removal and/or 

alteration would be considered a potentially significant environmental effect.  If implementation 

of existing City policies and regulations pursuant to the Historic Element of the General Plan 

were not able to reduce such an impact to less-than-significant levels, then subsequent or 

supplemental environmental review would be required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 

15162 and 15163.  For these reasons, the proposed language from the Landmarks Preservation 

Advisory Board will not be added to the text of this Final EIR. 

Response to Comment B-6: 

This comment pertains to the Redevelopment Plan (the Project), rather than a comment on the 

Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR has derived the stated objectives from the Redevelopment Plan.  The 

elimination of blight is the fundamental concept underlying all redevelopment plans as 

authorized under California Redevelopment Law.  Agency-sponsored or assisted improvements 
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and restorations to historic single-family homes are potential projects, programs or other 

activities that might be undertaken pursuant to the Historic Façade Improvement Program, 

Unreinforced Masonry Grant Program and other forms of Agency assistance under the Historic 

Preservation Program.   

An EIR is intended to be an objective, analytical, information document and is not the forum for 

advocacy of urban design, New Urbanism and Smart Growth principles.  However, these 

comments will be reviewed and considered by the decision-makers. 

Response to Comment B-7: 

Comment noted, and this change has been made in this Final EIR.  See Chapter 4: Text 

Revisions for modifications to page 3-26. 

Response to Comment B-8: 

Comment noted, and this change has been made in this Final EIR.  See Chapter 4: Text 

Revisions for modifications to page 11-9. 

Response to Comment B-9: 

Comment noted, and this change has been made in this Final EIR.  See Chapter 4: Text 

Revisions for modifications to page 11-9. 

Response to Comment B-10; 

Comment noted, and this change has been made in this Final EIR.  See Chapter 4: Text 

Revisions for modifications to page 11-14. 

Response to Comment B-11: 

The discussion of the Historic Preservation Element is contained on pages 11-12 through 11-15 

of the Draft EIR, and is combined with additional information about this Element on pages 11-19 

through 11-22 of the Draft EIR.  Although these discussions do provide the general reader with 

an adequate basis of information about this General Plan Element, the addition of the requested 

text would further inform the general reader, and is incorporated into this Final EIR.  See 

Chapter 4: Text Revisions for modifications to page 11-14 et.seq. 

Response to Comment B-12: 

No graphics for the section pertaining to archaeological sites have been included since there is a 

generally accepted practice not to include the locations of archaeological sites in an EIR to 

minimize the possibility of damage or vandalism to these resources.  Mitigation measures 11.1A, 

11.1B, 11.1C and 11.2 set forth those appropriate standards and actions necessary to protect 

significant archaeological and cultural resources. 
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Response to Comment B-13: 

Mitigation Measure 11.2 is hereby revised to provide direct consistency with CEQA Guidelines, 

Section 15064.5 (see Chapter 4: Text Revisions).  This revision is similar, but more 

comprehensive than the language requested. 

Response to Comment B-14: 

Please see Response to Comment B-5 above.  Should the demolition, relocation or alteration of 

an historic property be proposed pursuant to implementation of the Redevelopment Plan, such 

demolition, relocation or alteration would be considered a potentially significant environmental 

effect.  If implementation of existing City policies and regulations pursuant to the Historic 

Preservation Element of the General Plan were not able to reduce such an impact to less-than-

significant levels, then subsequent or supplemental environmental review would be required 

pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 and 15163.  This process is consistent with current 

City policies and practices, and is fully described in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment B-15: 

As noted in both the Introduction and the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR, the focus of 

CEQA review, and the conclusions reached therein, are guided by the “Guidelines for California 

Environmental Quality Act”, included in the California Code of Regulations Title 14, Chapter 3, 

Sections 15000 through 15387.  Specifically, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 guides the 

appropriate analysis in regard to historic resources, as discussed on pages 11-12 through 11-16 of 

the Draft EIR.   

Although impacts could occur to “historic properties” under the broader definition established in 

the Historic Preservation Element without discretionary review, all “historic resources” under the 

CEQA definition are afforded a discretionary review process.  Any “historic resource” under the 

CEQA definition, regardless of its underlying General Plan land use designation, is subject to the 

review and mitigation provisions of the Historic Preservation Element.   

In order to provide more specific actions within the context of the Central City East 

Redevelopment Plan, this Final EIR recommends the following action item to be added to the 

Redevelopment Plan’s Implementation Plan to implement the Historic Preservation Element 

provisions within the Central City East Redevelopment Project Area:  

Implementation Programs and Actions in Furtherance of Historic Preservation: 

1. For any project receiving assistance from the Redevelopment Agency within the Central City 

East Redevelopment Project Area, a standard requirement shall be instituted to complete an 

intensive historic survey of the project site and the surrounding area. 

2. As part of the first Implementation Plan for the Central City East Redevelopment Plan, the 

Agency shall identify potential sites to relocate historic resources that may be displaced by 

redevelopment projects or activities. 

3. If redevelopment projects within the Central City East Redevelopment Project Area involve 

the demolition of multiple historic resources, the Agency will consider acquiring a site for 

relocation of such structures. 
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4. As part of the first implementation Plan for the Central City East Redevelopment Plan, the 

Agency shall fund a Mills Act study for the Central City East Redevelopment Project Area. 

Response to Comment B-16: 

Mitigation Measure 11.4, item #2 recommends that any Redevelopment Plan implementation 

project, program or other activity involving demolition or substantial alteration to the 9th Avenue 

Terminal building “modify the project design to include restoration of a portion of the historic 

character of the property.”   This recommendation is consistent with the recommendations of the 

City of Oakland-certified Estuary Policy Plan EIR.  It is also consistent with the Historic 

Preservation Element’s Action 3.8.1, which states; “If the above measures [avoidance or 

relocation] are not feasible, then other measures may be considered including but not limited to 

modification of the project design to incorporate or replicate elements of the building’s original 

architectural design.”  

Until such time as a specific proposal that may involve demolition or substantial alteration to the 

9th Avenue Terminal building is proposed, mitigation measures specific to that proposal are 

speculative and not based on any definitive plan.  Therefore, concerns related to false historicism 

that may be introduced under this measure, without the opportunity to review and consider a 

specific proposal, are also speculative.  However, a text change is recommended for Mitigation 

Measure 11.4 of the Draft EIR, as follows: 

 Mitigation Measure 11.4: Consistent with the recommendations of the Estuary Policy Plan EIR, 

the following mitigation measures shall be adopted and, to the extent feasible, implemented 

pursuant to any Redevelopment Plan’s implementation project, program or other activity 

involving demolition or substantial alteration to the 9th Avenue Terminal building. 

1. No demolition or substantial alteration shall be permitted without a separate 

environmental review that includes consideration of appropriate mitigation measures, 

such as those included below, consistent with Policies OAK 2.4 of the Estuary Policy 

Plan. 

2. Modify the project design to include restoration of a portion of the historic character 

of the property. 

3. Modify the design to incorporate or replicate elements of the building’s original 

architectural design. 

4. [all other sub-measures re-numbered accordingly] 

Response to Comment B-17: 

This comment request the addition of mitigation measures as they pertain to potential impacts to 

historic resource other than the 9th Avenue terminal building.  As indicated in the response to 

Comment B-15 above, no change has been made to the Draft EIR that would result in the 

identification of an impact to historic resources, due to implementation of Historic Preservation 

Element policies and regulations.  Therefore, there is no significant environmental impact that 

requires mitigation. 

However, each of the mitigation measures that are recommended in this comment appears to be 

derived from action items contained in the Historic Preservation Element.  The Historic 
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Preservation Element includes a number of policies that direct the City to implement future 

actions intended to protect, preserve or restore historic resources.  Through implementation of 

the Redevelopment Plan’s projects, programs and other activities, the Redevelopment Agency 

could initiate many of these City-directed policies and actions within the Project Area.  The Draft 

EIR lists several examples of such actions that that could serve to further reduce impacts or 

provide beneficial environmental consequences on historic resources, but this list is not intended 

to be all-inclusive.  Each of the measures recommended in this comment can be added to the 

Redevelopment Plan’s subsequent 5-Year Implementation Plans at the Agency’s discretion.  This 

recommendation will be considered by the decision-makers during review of the Redevelopment 

Plan. 

Response to Comments B-18 through 23: 

These comments express the LPAB’s concern on the specific redevelopment and rehabilitation 

projects that may be implemented pursuant to the Redevelopment Plan.  As noted in several 

places in the Draft EIR, including page 1-1; “The projects, programs or other activities to be 

undertaken in furtherance of the Redevelopment Plan do not contain specific proposals for the 

redevelopment of individual sites, nor does the Redevelopment Plan identify particular actions 

the Agency will take with regard to specific projects.  Instead, the Redevelopment Plan presents 

a basic framework and a process within which specific projects and programs will be established 

and implemented over time.”   

Over time, specific projects and programs will be developed that are consistent with the policies 

contained in the City of Oakland General Plan that are related to: 

 retention and rehabilitation of affordable housing, 

 retention and rehabilitation of historic structures,  

 the character and direction of new development,  

 the retention of smaller parcels that provide a diversity of development styles and a breakup 

of scale of development, and  

 the assemblage of parking opportunities. 

Response to Comment B-24: 

Comments noted.  These minor typographic errors, technical corrections and clarification have 

been incorporated into this Final EIR.  See Chapter 4: Text Revisions for all modifications. 
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Responses to Comment Letter “C” – Oakland Heritage Alliance – March 24, 2003 

Response to Comment C-1: 

The focus of CEQA review, and the conclusions reached therein, are guided by the “Guidelines 

for California Environmental Quality Act”, included in the California Code of Regulations Title 

14, Chapter 3, Sections 15000 through 15387.  According to these Guidelines, and pursuant to 

the City of Oakland’s thresholds for environmental review, the term “historical resources” is 

specifically and precisely defined, and does not include “potential” properties.  Nevertheless, the 

Draft EIR does include a general discussion of potential historic properties, and this Final EIR 

has incorporated substantial additions to the Draft EIR to include information pertinent to 

Potential Designated Historic Properties.  See also response to Comments B-8, B-9, B-11, and B-

16.   

Although the Historic Preservation Element identifies Potential Designated Historic Properties as 

properties that “warrant consideration for possible preservation,” these properties are not defined 

as “historical resources” pursuant to CEQA, and are not afforded regulatory protection or 

specific review in an EIR. 

Response to Comment C-2: 

The Historic Preservation Element includes a number of policies that direct the City to 

implement future actions intended to protect, preserve or restore historic resources, including 

completion of the Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey.  Through implementation of the 

Redevelopment Plan’s projects, programs and other activities, the Redevelopment Agency could 

initiate many of these City-directed policies and actions within the Project Area.  Please also 

refer to response to Comment B-15, where specific programs and activities are recommended to 

be added to the Central City East Redevelopment Plan’s 5-Year Implementation Plan to further 

the goals and provisions of the Historic Preservation Element. 

Response to Comment C-3: 

The conditions under which subsequent or supplemental environmental review are required 

pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) are clearly set forth in CEQA 

Guidelines Sections 15162 and 15163, as indicated on page 1-4 of the Draft EIR.  The City will 

use these established guidelines when making their determinations about the need for subsequent 

or supplemental environmental review. 

The removal and/or substantial alteration of an historic property (that has been designated as an 

“historic resource” under CEQA Guidelines and the City’s thresholds of significance) would be 

considered a significant environmental impact if proposed as an individual action pursuant to 

implementation of the Redevelopment Plan.  If implementation of existing City policies and 

regulations pursuant to the Historic Element of the General Plan were not able to reduce such an 

impact to less than significant levels, then subsequent or supplemental environmental review 

would be required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 and 15163. 
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Response to Comment C-4: 

The definition of “blight” was not developed pursuant to preparation of the EIR but instead was 

derived from the Redevelopment Plan (the Project).   

The Historic Preservation Element includes a number of policies that direct the City to 

implement future actions intended to protect, preserve or restore historic resources.  Through 

implementation of the Redevelopment Plan’s projects, programs and other activities, the 

Redevelopment Agency could initiate many of these City-directed policies and actions within the 

Project Area.  The Draft EIR lists several examples of such actions that that could serve to 

further reduce impacts or provide beneficial environmental consequences on historic resources, 

but this list is not intended to be all-inclusive.  Adoption and implementation of a Mills Act 

contract program has been recommended for inclusion in the Redevelopment Plan’s first 5-Year 

Implementation Plan.  See also Response to Comment B-15.  

Response to Comment C-5: 

The Draft EIR relies on implementation of Historic Preservation Element policies and 

regulations to mitigate impacts on “historic resources” to a level of less than significant.  The 

Historic Preservation Element does include a Heritage Property policy (Policy 2.5) to address 

properties that definitively warrant preservation, but which are not considered “historic 

resources” under CEQA or pursuant to the City of Oakland’s thresholds for environmental 

review.  This policy enables the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board, the Planning 

Commission or the Planning Director to designate Heritage properties.  If a “worthy property” is 

in danger of “falling between the cracks,” then procedures are in place for such a property to be 

designated as an “historic resource”.  Please also refer to response to Comment B-15 for further 

implementation actions as part of the Central City East Redevelopment Plan to further the goals 

and policies of the Historic Preservation Element. 

Response to Comment C-6: 

Maps indicating all Areas of Primary Significance and all Areas of Secondary Importance within 

the Project Area have been included in this Final EIR.  However, the designation of Landmarks 

and Preservation Combining Zones is to be initiated by the Landmarks Preservation Advisory 

Board or the Planning Commission, pursuant to Policy 2.3 of the Historic Preservation Element.  

Such designations then form the basis by which potential environmental impacts are reviewed in 

EIRs or in other environmental documents.  Such actions are independent of this EIR or the 

Central City East Redevelopment Plan. 

Response to Comment C-7: 

The environmental record for the Estuary Policy Plan as contained in the Draft and Final 

Oakland Estuary Plan EIR (City of Oakland, November 20, 1998) indicates the following: 

“The Draft EIR did find a significant impact on historic resources caused by the policy to remove 

the Ninth Avenue Terminal to create a major waterfront park.  The Draft EIR identified the 

Terminal as an historic resource, and acknowledged that the demolition of the terminal would be 

considered a significant impact under CEQA and local CEQA thresholds.  Some commentors 

suggested that the preservation of the terminal was a mitigation for the demolition of the Grove 

Street Pier Shed several years age.  It should be noted that preservation of the Ninth Avenue 
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Terminal was not a mitigation imposed on the Port of Oakland at the time the Grove Street Pier 

Shed (Howard Terminal) was demolished.” (underline added, Oakland Estuary Plan Final EIR, 

Page IV-4) 

“Since development of the Estuary Planning Area is considered to be conceptual and no specific 

project has been proposed, the demolition of the Ninth Avenue Terminal is considered to be a 

potential impact.  As a result, the draft EIR identifies potential mitigation measure on page III.G-

9 that could be implemented if demolition is proposed for the Ninth Avenue Terminal.  The 

feasibility of these measures is not known since no specific development has been proposed.  

When a specific development is proposed for the 11-acre Crescent Park, a separate 

environmental review would be required and specific mitigation measures would be identified to 

reduce the impacts associated with demolition.” (underline added, Oakland Estuary Plan Final 

EIR, Page IV-58)  

The Estuary Policy Plan does recognize that “the 9th Avenue Terminal Shed, or portions thereof, 

may be suitable for rehabilitation and adaptive reuse.  However, the terminal building impedes 

public access to and views of a key area of the Estuary.”  The Policy Plan also calls for the City 

and the Port to “investigate the feasibility of keeping and reusing the building (or portions 

thereof) pursuant to preparation of a specific plan for the entire District.”   

The Redevelopment Plan is intended as an implementation tool of the General Plan, including 

the Oakland Estuary Policy Plan.  As such, any redevelopment assistance with implementation of 

that portion of the Estuary Plan pertaining to creation of an 11-acre Crescent Park at the site of 

the 9th Avenue Terminal would be a significant impact, and is appropriately addressed in this 

EIR.  However, the Oakland Estuary Plan is a policy-level, conceptual plan, and does not contain 

any specific proposals for demolition or substantial alteration to the 9th Avenue Terminal.  If a 

specific development is proposed that may involve the Ninth Avenue Terminal building, a 

separate environmental review would be required and specific mitigation measures would be 

identified to reduce the impacts associated with that proposal consistent with policy 2.4 of the 

Estuary Policy Plan.  As per the City’s requirements, no demolition or substantial alteration of 

the 9th Avenue Terminal building will be permitted until such review processes have been 

completed. 
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Responses to Comment Letter “D” – Carolyn Douthat (Resident) – March 18, 2003 

Response to Comment D-1: 

Comments on the merits of redevelopment in general, and the Project in particular, are noted and 

will be reviewed by the decision-makers during consideration of the Redevelopment Plan. 

Response to Comment D-2: 

The mitigation measures identified in the EIR related to historic resources are intentionally 

general and programmatic in nature, consistent with the general and conceptual nature of the 

Project itself.  As specifically noted in the Project Description (page 3-16 and numerous other 

locations in the Draft EIR), the “Redevelopment Plan does not contain specific proposals for 

redevelopment of individual sites or identify particular actions that the Redevelopment Agency 

will take with regard to specific redevelopment projects.”  Given this lack of specificity, which is 

customary in preparation of redevelopment EIRs, the analysis of potential impacts is also general 

and not site specific.  For example, the actual impact of the Redevelopment Plan, as defined for 

the potential removal or alteration of historic structures, is stated as; “Future redevelopment 

activities may increase economic pressures to remove or demolish older buildings, potentially 

including historic properties within the Project Area.”(underline added)  With the exception of 

the 9th Avenue Terminal, no specific removal and/or substantial alteration of historic properties 

are assumed under this EIR. 

Should the removal and/or substantial alteration of an historic property (as defined under CEQA 

Guidelines and the City’s thresholds of significance) be proposed pursuant to implementation of 

the Redevelopment Plan, such removal and/or alteration would be considered a significant 

environmental effect.  If implementation of existing City policies and regulations pursuant to the 

Historic Element of the General Plan were not able to reduced such an impact to less than 

significant levels, then subsequent or supplemental environmental review would be required 

pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 and 15163. 

The Redevelopment Plan is an implementation tool of the Oakland General Plan, including the 

Historic Preservation Element, and will therefore be subject to all rules and regulations regarding 

historical properties that are provided by the City of Oakland. 

Response to Comment D-3: 

The definition of “blight” was not developed pursuant to preparation of the EIR but instead are 

derived from the Redevelopment Plan (the Project).  However, the Redevelopment Plan is 

specifically intended to be an implementation tool for fostering and expediting the kind of 

economic recovery described in this comment.  Please see pages 2-2 of the Draft EIR for a 

description of the Purpose and Need of this project. 

Response to Comment D-4: 

This comment pertains to the merits of the Redevelopment Plan (the Project), rather than a 

comment on the Draft EIR.  This comment will be reviewed by the decision-makers during 

consideration of the redevelopment Plan.  Pursuant to CEQA, it is not within the scope of an EIR 

to examine potential economic impacts associated with the adoption and implementation of the 
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Redevelopment Plan.  However, an environmental analysis of the potential environmental 

consequences that may be associated with a “No Project alternative”, or the option of not 

adopting or implementing a Redevelopment Plan has been addressed in the Draft EIR’s 

Alternatives chapter. 

Response to Comment D-5: 

Comments on the merits of the Project are noted, and comment will be reviewed by the decision-

makers during consideration of the Redevelopment Plan.  However, the EIR’s analysis of the 

effects of the Project on historic resources are adequately addresses in the EIR, at the appropriate 

programmatic level for a redevelopment plan that does not include project-specific details or 

activities. 
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Responses to Comment Letter “E” – East Bay Municipal Utilities District – March 
28, 2003 

Response to Comment E-1: 

Comment noted, and this change has been made in this Final EIR.  See Chapter 4: Text 

Revisions for modifications to page 9-2. 

Response to Comment E-2: 

Comment noted, and this change has been made in this Final EIR.  See Chapter 4: Text 

Revisions for modifications to page 9-2. 

Response to Comment E-3: 

Comment noted, and this change has been made in this Final EIR.  See Chapter 4: Text 

Revisions for modifications to page 9-2. 

Response to Comment E-4: 

Comment noted, and this change has been made in this Final EIR.  See Chapter 4: Text 

Revisions for modifications to page 9-8. 

Response to Comment E-5: 

Comment noted, and this change has been made in this Final EIR.  See Chapter 4: Text 

Revisions for modifications to page 9-9. 

Response to Comment E-6: 

Comment noted, and this change has been made in this Final EIR.  See Chapter 4: Text 

Revisions for modifications to page 9-10. 

Response to Comment E-7: 

Comment noted, and this change has been made in this Final EIR.  See Chapter 4: Text 

Revisions for modifications to page 9-10, Mitigation Measure 9.2. 

Response to Comment E-8: 

The projects, programs and other Redevelopment Plan implementation activities that may occur 

with Project Area may take place within any portion of the Project Area, which encompasses 

over 3,340 acres within the City of Oakland.  It is not possible, due to the lack of specificity 

contained within the Redevelopment Plan itself, to determine projected sub-basin wastewater 

flows as compared to sub-basin allocations.  However, as individual projects are proposed 

pursuant to implementation of the Redevelopment Plan, these individual projects will be 

reviewed for conformity with sewer sub-basin allocations.   
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The conclusion that is reached in this EIR that adequate wastewater treatment capacity is 

available to serve new development within the Project Area is derived from the City of Oakland 

General Plan LUTE EIR.  The LUTE EIR (City of Oakland 1998, page IIID-9) states that; 

“Development consistent with the LUTE would result in an increase in flows to the regional 

wastewater treatment plant.  Because the LUTE projects a lower increment of growth than was 

assumed by EBMUD in its own projections for wastewater flows, the impact is less than 

significant.”  All new development pursuant to the Redevelopment Plan must be consistent with 

the General Plan, and therefore consistent with the wastewater flow projections contained 

therein. 

Response to Comment E-9: 

Comment noted, and this change has been made in this Final EIR.  See Chapter 4: Text 

Revisions for modifications to page 9-3. 

Response to Comment E-10: 

Comment noted, and this change has been made in this Final EIR. 

Response to Comment E-11: 

The Redevelopment Plan is intended as an implementation tool of the Oakland General Plan.  All 

projects, programs and other implementation activities pursuant to the Redevelopment Plan are 

subject to all City of Oakland plans, policies and regulations; including Article 10 of the Oakland 

Municipal Code. 

Response to Comment E-12: 

Comment and included recommendations are noted.  EBMUD will be included in meetings 

where issues relevant to EBMUD statutory authority are discussed. 
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Responses to Comment Letter “F” – State Clearinghouse – March 24, 2003 

Response to Comment F-1: 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment F-2: 

Comments are a project summary and no response is required. 

 

Responses to Comment Letter “G” – State Clearinghouse – March 25, 2003 

Response to Comment G-1: 

Comment noted. 
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Responses to Comment Letter “H” – Department of Toxic Substances Control – 
March 21, 2003 

Response to Comment H-1: 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment H-2: 

Comment noted, and the appropriate change has been made in this Final EIR.  See Chapter 4: 

Text Revisions for modifications to page 8-18. 

Response to Comment H-3: 

Comment noted and DTSC will be included in meetings where issues relevant to DTSC statutory 

authority are discussed. 
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Responses to Comment Letter “I” – Tom Thurston  – February 11, 2003 

Response to Comment I-1: 

The projection of 10 new units for the Fruitvale subarea is the estimate for net new households 

within that specific subarea.  A “household” can be a single-family unit, one unit in a multi-

family structure, etc.  The terms "households" and "dwelling units" are essentially 

interchangeable.  Although the amount of projected net residential growth in this area is small; 

there are very few new housing opportunity sites in the Fruitvale subarea.  There are many 

housing opportunity sites on the opposite side of International Boulevard and Foothill Boulevard 

that are not within the Central City East Redevelopment Project Area.  

The projection of a net population growth of 180 people is a function of both new households as 

well as changing regional demographics pertaining to persons per household.  For example, the 

Fruitvale subarea now has 6,490 households (or units) and a population of 25,830 - or a 

household population of approximately 3.98 persons per household.  Under the future projection, 

the Fruitvale subarea is estimated to have 6,500 households (or units) and a population of 26,010 

- or a household population of approximately 4.0 persons per household.  This increase in the 

population per household factor is a function of regional and local demographic changes, and is 

consistent with ABAG's assumptions. 

Response to Comment I-2: 

The correct border between the two sub-areas is 55th Avenue, not 65th Avenue as noted in this 

comment.   

Response to Comment I-3: 

This comment raises a question regarding relocation obligations under the Redevelopment Plan.  

The specifics of relocation provisions are not considered an environmental impact under CEQA.  

However, under California Redevelopment Law the Agency could assist in business relocation 

either via physical relocation, or financial compensation. 

Response to Comment I-4: 

The current General Plan land use designation along High Street and an area one block on either 

side of High Street is Community Commercial.  The Redevelopment Plan does not propose to 

'change the land use designations of this area.  The General Plan’s improvement strategy for this 

area (as shown on Figure 3-5 of the Draft EIR) is to "grow and change."  This strategy 

anticipates that this area will undergo growth and change in the future, and that this change will 

primarily be the development of new community commercial types of land uses.  This land use 

designation does not mean, nor does it specifically require that any existing uses in this area must 

change to community commercial.  It simply means that new land uses that may be proposed 

must be consistent with uses allowed under this land use category.  
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Responses to Comment Letter “J” – Ken Phares  – March 28, 2003 

Response to Comment J-1: 

The City received this comment after the close of the public comment period, and this comment 

was not received in writing.  The comment does not pertain to an environmental issue, but is 

instead a question about the allowable uses on a particular property.  However, in response to the 

question, the Foothill Square shopping center site is designated under the General Plan Land Use 

and Transportation Element (LUTE) for Community Commercial use.  As stated in the General 

Plan; “Community Commercial areas may include neighborhood center uses and larger scale 

retail and commercial uses, such as auto-related businesses, businesses and personal services, 

health services and medical uses, education facilities, and entertainment uses.  Community 

Commercial uses can be complemented by the addition of urban residential development and 

compatible mixed use development.” [underline added] 
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Summary of the City of Oakland Planning Commission hearing on the Draft EIR - 
March 5, 2003 

On March 5, 2003 the City of Oakland Planning Commission held a duly noticed and agendized 

public hearing for the purpose of receiving public comment and testimony on the Draft EIR.  No 

speakers were in attendance on this item, and no comments were received.  The Planning 

Commission did ask City staff several questions regarding the funding mechanisms authorized 

under the Redevelopment Plan, and how the boundaries of the Redevelopment Project area were 

established.  However, the Planning Commission did not ask any questions or raise any 

comments about environmental issues or the Draft EIR document.  Staff responded to those 

questions about the Redevelopment Plan itself, and no additional responses are necessary in this 

Final EIR regarding verbal comments from the hearing. 



CENTRAL CITY EAST REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FINAL EIR PAGE 4-1 

 

44  
Text Revisions 

 

In response to comments received on the Draft EIR during the public review period, the 

following revisions in the text of the Draft EIR have been made: 

Text Revisions to Chapter 3: Project Description 

Figure 3-4 (and other maps), the following changes to the text in the EIR shall be made: 

Streets in this area are East 7th, East 12th, East 20th 

Page 3-26, 2nd Paragraph: The text of the EIR shall be changed as follows: 

The Redevelopment Plan contains a Historic Preservation Program.  Under this program, 

portions of the Project Area that include historic resources and Potential Designated 

Historic Properties can be viable retail, commercial or residential properties through 

Agency-sponsored efforts such as… 

Text Revisions to Chapter 4: Land Use 

Page 4-2, middle, the following changes in the text shall be made:This area, along with 

Fruitvale, was annexed into the City of Oakland in 1909. 

Page 4-2, last paragraph, the following changes to the text of the EIR shall be made: 

the northern end of the Project Area is bounded by Lake Merritt, 

Page 4-5, next to last paragraph, the following changes in the text of the EIR shall be made: 

East 12th, East 20th, East 27th  

Text Revisions to Chapter 8: Hazardous Materials 

Page 8-18, number 4, the following changes have been made to the text of the EIR: 
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…  For sites that were cleaned to levels that do not allow unrestricted land use, or where 

containment measures were used to prevent exposure to hazardous materials, DTSC 

policy requires a recorded land use covenant (deed restriction).  The purpose of the land 

use restriction is to protect public health and safety on contaminated land or surrounding 

property(ies) when residual contamination remains.  

Text Revisions to Chapter 9: Public Infrastructure 

Throughout the Draft EIR, use of the word “reclaimed” as it pertains to recycled water will be 

replaced with the word “recycled.” 

Page 9-2, paragraph three, the following changes have been made to the text of the EIR: 

However, during prolonged drought periods the Mokelumne River cannot meet all of 

EBMUD’s customer demands.  

Page 9-2, paragraph four, the following changes have been made to the text of the EIR: 

More recently,  EBMUD and the County of Sacramento (in association with the City of 

Sacramento and with support from the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation) formed the Freeport 

Regional Water Authority to develop the joint water supply on the Sacramento River near 

Freeport. 

Page 9-2, paragraph 5, the following changes have been made to the text of the EIR: 

Water for this pressure zone is treated at the Orinda Water Treatment Plant in Orinda and 

the Upper San Leandro Water Treatment Plant in Oakland.  This water is stored in the 

Central Reservoir and Duinsmuir Reservoir, where it then flows via gravity throughout 

the EBMUD water distribution system.  Within the Project Area, EBMUD owns and 

maintains water distribution mains that provide water service to this area. 

Page 9-3, Reclaimed Water, the following changes have been made to the text of the EIR: 

…  Reclaimed water therefore provides a stable source of non-potable water not subject 

to rationing for landscape irrigation and other potential uses.  EBMUD’s Policy 73 

requires that customers use non-potable water from non-domestic purposes when it is of 

adequate quality and quantity, available at reasonable cost, not detrimental to public 

health and not injurious to plant life, fish and wildlife to offset demand on EBMUD’s 

limited potable water supply.  In January 2002, the City Council of Oakland adopted a 

dual plumbing ordinance, requiring new developments within the City to use recycled 

water provided by EBMUD and install dual plumbing systems for appropriate recycled 

water uses if recycled water will be available.  The Eastlake/San Antonio Project Subarea 

is located within the service area boundary of EBMUD’s East Bayshore Recycled Water 

Project and within a City-designated water reuse zone.  EBMUD anticipates recycled 

water delivery to the Eastlake/San Antonio Project Subarea within the next 10 years and 

recommends that developers within the Eastlake/San Antonio Project Subarea consult 

with the City of Oakland regarding requirements to install dual plumbing for the use of 
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recycled water for appropriate purposes such as landscape irrigation.  The Fruitvale, 

Central East, and Elmhurst Project Subareas are located outside the service area 

boundaries of any EBMUD’s recycled water projects. 

Page 9-8, Action CO-4.1, the following changes have been made to the text of the EIR: 

Action CO-4.1: Implement the water conservation strategies and programs outlined in 

the 2000 EBMUD Urban Water Management Plan at the local level.  

Develop a strategy to reduce the City’s water consumption by 20% by 

year 2005. 

Page 9-9, Wastewater Collection, the following additions have been made to the text of the EIR: 

There has not only been an increase in system-wide water demand since that time, but 

new fire flow requirements have also increased substantially, requiring greater amounts 

of water at higher pressures to be delivered throughout the system.  In order to meet these 

requirements, localized pipeline extensions or replacements may be required on a site-

specific, project-by-project basis.  If pipeline extensions are necessary or 

replacement/upgrades of existing pipeline are required for implementation of the 

Redevelopment Plan’s projects, programs and other activities, the costs will be absorbed 

by the applicant. 

Page 9-10, top of the page, the following additions have been made to the text of the EIR: 

However, these fees may not fully offset the full costs of required improvements.  When 

capital improvements for projects, programs, and other activities pursuant to the 

Redevelopment Plan are being assessed, the involved sponsor should contact the 

Wastewater Planning Section to coordinate with EBMUD for this work. 

Page 9-10, Mitigation Measure 9.2, the following changes have been made to the Mitigation 

Measure 9.2: 

Page 9-10, Mitigation Measure 9.2; 

Mitigation Measure 9.2: Major new development projects pursuant to or in furtherance of 

the Redevelopment Plan shall be reviewed to determine projected water and wastewater 

loads as compared to available capacity.  This review should address the replacement or 

rehabilitation of the existing sanitary sewer collection system to prevent an increase in I/I 

in the sanitary sewer system.  The main concern is the increase in total wet weather flows, 

which could have an adverse impact if the flows are greater than the maximum allowable 

flows from this subbasin, as defined by the City of Oakland Public Works Department.  

Where appropriate, determine capital improvement requirements, fiscal impacts and 

funding sources prior to project approval. 

Text Revisions to Chapter 11: Cultural and Historic Resources 

Figure 11-1 (DHP map): The following text shall be added to the source of the figure: 
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Updated from the Planning Department’s Landmarks & National Register lists. 

Page 11-6, National Register List, the text of the EIR shall be deleted as follows: 

 

Page 11-6, City of Oakland Landmarks list, intro paragraph, the following text shall be added to 

the Draft EIR: 

In addition to the National Register properties (most of which are also Oakland 

Landmarks)… 

Page 11-9, Under Potential Designated Historical Properties, the following paragraph shall be 

added to the EIR: 

Although “C” and lesser-rated Potential Designated Historic Properties (PDHPs) are not 

included in the Local Register for purposes of environmental review under CEQA, City-

sponsored or assisted projects are held to a higher standard per Policy 3.6 of the 

Preservation Element and the Historic Preservation Element policy encourages applicants 

for City-assisted projects to submit proposals consistent with preservation goals rather 

than demolition or relocation.  A map of PDHPs in the Project area is attached as Figures 

11-2 and 11-3. 

 Figures 11-2 and 11-3 are included at the end of this chapter. 

Page 11-9, Under Potential Designated Historic Properties, first bullet, the text of the EIR shall 

be modified to read: 

 Six areas within the Project Area, (see attached Figures 11-4 and 11-5) have been 

identified as Areas of Primary Importance (two large districts and four complexes 

containing a total of 54 buildings).  As discussed more thoroughly in the Regulatory 

Setting section, these areas are historically or visually cohesive areas or property 

groupings that appear eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. 

Figures 11-2 and 11-3 are included at the end of this chapter. 

Page 11-10, middle, the following changes shall be made to the text of the EIR: 

Over 80% of the project area’s Victorian buildings (approximately 836 buildings) are 

located in the City’s San Antonio planning area. 

Page 11-10, last paragraph, the following changes shall be made in the text of the EIR: 

A combined list of designated and identified Local Register properties in the Project area, 

totaling approximately 185 properties, is included as Appendix G. 

Page 11-12, footnote 5, the following text shall be added to the footnote of the EIR: 

5 These criteria are set forth in Sections 15064.5 and 15126.4 of CEQA Guidelines. 
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Page 11-13, first paragraph, last line, the following changes shall be made in the text of the EIR: 

Landmarks are protected by Landmark Board review of exterior alterations, and 

demolition of landmarks can be delayed by up to 240 days. 

Page 11-14, the following changes shall be made to the text of the EIR: 

The Historic Preservation Element (Policy 2.5) creates… 

Page 11-14, Potential Designated Historic Properties, the following addition to paragraph 

shall be made: 

…Properties with contingency ratings are classified as PDHPs to highlight their value as 

restoration opportunities and encourage their rehabilitation and preservation.  District 

contributors and potential contributors are classified as PDHPs to promote preservation 

of Oakland’s distinctive neighborhoods and districts. 

Page 11-14, Regulatory and Policy Setting, City of Oakland Regulatory and Policy Setting, 

the following text shall be added to the EIR: 

Following the Local Register section on page 11-4, the following shall be inserted: 

The Preservation Element chapter on “Preservation and Ongoing Activities” requires 

conditions for City-owned properties and for any projects receiving city financial 

assistance or transfer of title, on properties or projects involving existing or Potential 

Designated Historic Properties. 

Policy 3.2: Historic Preservation and City-Owned Properties.  To the extent consistent 

with other Oakland General Plan objectives, the City will ensure that all City-owned or 

controlled properties warranting preservation will, in fact, be preserved.  All City-owned 

or controlled properties which may be eligible for Landmark or Heritage Property 

Designation or as contributors to a Preservation District will be considered for such 

designation. 

Properties held by the City for purposes of subsequent disposition will be exempt from 

this policy but shall be subject to Policy 3.3. 

Policy 3.3: Designated Historic Property Status for Certain City-Assisted Properties. To 

the extent consistent with other General Plan Goals, Policies and Objectives, as a 

condition for providing financial assistance to projects involving existing or Potential 

Designated Historic Properties, the City will require that complete application be made 

for such properties to receive the highest local designation for which they are eligible 

prior to the issuance of a building permit for the project or transfer of title (for City-

owned or controlled properties), whichever comes first. 

However, Landmark or Preservation District applications will not be required for 

projects which are small-scale or do not change exterior appearance. 
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The Preservation Element chapter on “Preservation and Ongoing Activities” addresses 

city acquisition for historic preservation. 

Policy 3.4: City Acquisition for Historic Preservation Where Necessary.  Where all other 

means of preservation have been exhausted, the City will consider acquiring, by eminent 

domain if necessary, existing or Potential Designated Historic Properties, or portion 

thereof, in order to preserve them.  Such acquisition may be in fee, as conservation 

easements, or a combination thereof. 

The Preservation Element chapter on “Preservation and Ongoing City Activities” applies 

to Local Register properties as well as to the broad category of Potential Designated 

historic Properties.  Policy 3.6 and Action 3.6.1 address historic preservation and city-

sponsored or assisted projects.  These policies outline use of a stricter standard for City 

Projects, extending Federally funded requirements under the National Historic 

Preservation Act to City funded projects and to City projects that involve existing or 

Potential Designated Historic Properties that are not eligible for the National Register. 

Policy 3.6: Historic Preservation and City-Sponsored or Assisted Projects.  To the extent 

consistent with other Oakland General Plan provisions, City-sponsored or assisted 

projects involving an existing or Potential Designated Historic Property, except small-

scale projects, will: 

(a) be selected and designed to avoid or minimize adverse effects on these properties and 

to promote their preservation and enhancement; 

(b) Incorporate preservation efforts based in part on the importance of each property; 

and 

(c) Be considered to have no adverse effects on these properties if they conform with the 

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. 

The City will encourage applicants for City-assisted projects to submit proposals 

consistent with this policy. 

Action 3.6.1: Evaluation and Selection Procedures for City-Sponsored or Assisted 

Projects.  Develop or modify evaluation and selection procedures for City-sponsored or 

assisted projects that appropriately balance historic preservation with other priorities. 

As a last resort, the Preservation Element chapter on “Preservation and Ongoing 

Activities” requires reasonable efforts to be made to relocate properties from projects 

involving potential demolition of existing or Potential Designated Historic Properties.  

Action 3.7.2 below states property relocation procedures for city-sponsored or assisted 

projects. 

Action 3.7.2: Property Relocation Procedures for City-Sponsored or Assisted Projects.  

Issue an Administrative Instruction establishing property relocation procedures for City-

sponsored or assisted projects involving existing or Potential Designated Historic 

Properties. 
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Page 11-15, first bullet, the following shall be added to the text of the Draft EIR: 

…plus the symbol “” indicating properties not rated, recent or modernized. 

Page 11-15, third bullet, the following changes shall be made to the text of the Draft EIR: 

…however remodeled buildings that are potential contributors to the ASI… 

Page 11-18, Mitigation Measure 11-2:  The following revision to Mitigation Measure 11.2 is 

made to ensure consistency with CEQA Guidelines: 

 Mitigation Measure 11.2: In accordance with CEQA Section 15064.5, should previously 

unidentified cultural resources be discovered during construction, the project sponsor is 

required to cease work in the immediate area and an immediate evaluation of the find 

should be conducted by a qualified archaeologist.  If the find id determined to be an 

historic or unique archaeological resource, contingency funding and a time allotment 

sufficient to allow for implementation of avoidance measures or appropriate mitigation 

should be available.  Work may continue on part of the building site while historic or 

unique archaeological resource mitigation takes place.   

Page 11-18, Potential Impact 11.3: 

 Potential Impact 11.3: The Redevelopment Plan, as an implementation tool of the General 

Plan, does not propose any specific removal or alteration of historic structures, although 

the estuary policy Plan foresees possible removal of the 9th Avenue Terminal building.  

However, future redevelopment activities may increase economic pressures to remove or 

demolish older buildings, potentially including historic properties within the Project Area.  

While removal and/or substantial alteration of historic properties would be considered a 

significant environmental effect, this potential effect would be reduced to less-than-

significant levels through implementation of existing City policies and regulations, and 

with the implementation of special programs and activities as par tof the redevelopment 

Plan and as set forth in the following section of this EIR. 

Page 11-22, third bullet, the following changes shall be made to the text of the Draft EIR: 

Existing policy (HPE Policy 3.2) provides that… 

Page 11-22, under “Other Potential Benefits of Redevelopment”, the following recommendation 

is added: 

The Redevelopment Plan includes a Historic Preservation Program.  Under this program, 

Agency-sponsored efforts such as Historic Façade Improvements, Unreinforced Masonry 

Grants and other Agency assistance may be used to make significant historical buildings 

into viable retail, commercial or residential properties.  The program can both preserve 

important resources and provide for the reuse of underutilized or vacant properties.  In 

addition to these Agency-sponsored programs, this EIR recommends the following 

specific programs and activities be included as part of the Redevelopment Plan’s 
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Implementation Plan to implement the Historic Preservation Element provisions within 

the Central City East Redevelopment Project Area:  

Implementation Programs and Actions in Furtherance of Historic Preservation: 

1. For any project receiving assistance from the Redevelopment Agency within the 

Central City East Redevelopment Project Area, a standard requirement shall be 

instituted to complete an intensive historic survey of the project site and the 

surrounding area. 

2. As part of the first Implementation Plan for the Central City East Redevelopment 

Plan, the Agency shall identify potential sites to relocate historic resources that may 

be displaced by redevelopment projects or activities. 

3. If redevelopment projects within the Central City East Redevelopment Project Area 

involve the demolition of multiple historic resources, the Agency will consider 

acquiring a site for relocation of such structures. 

4. As part of the first implementation Plan for the Central City East Redevelopment 

Plan, the Agency shall fund a Mills Act study for the Central City East 

Redevelopment Project Area. 
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EIR Preparation 

REPORT PREPARERS 

City of Oakland Redevelopment Agency Staff 

250 Frank Ogawa Plaza, 5th Floor 

Oakland, CA  94612 

 Project Manager:  Daniel Vanderpriem 

 Redevelopment Staff: Theresa Navarro 

   Jim Burns, Consultant 

 

Lamphier-Gregory 

Project Management, Primary EIR Consultant 

1944 Embarcadero  

Oakland, CA  94602 

Phone: (510) 535-6690 

 Project Principal:  Scott Gregory 

 Planner:  Richard Brevin 

 

Dowling Associates 

Traffic and Circulation 

180 Grand Avenue 

Oakland, CA  94612 

 Project Principal: Mark Bowman 

 Engineer:  Damian Stefanakis 

 

Hausrath Economics Group 

Economic and Demographic Projections 

1212 Broadway, Suite 1500 

Oakland, CA  94612 

 Project Principal: Linda Hausrath 
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Orion Environmental Associates 

Air Quality, Noise, Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Geology 

436 14th Street, 6th Floor 

Oakland, CA  94612 

 Principal:  Joyce Hsiao 

 Principal:  Valerie Geier  

 Climatologist:  Hans Giroux 

 Geologist:  Mary Lucas McDonald 

 

William Self Associates 

Archaeology and Cultural Resources 

61d Avenida de Orinda 

Orinda, CA 94563 

WSA Principal: Bill Self 

Archaeo/Historian: Leigh Martin 
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