CITY OF OAKLAND

Community and Economic Development Agency, Planning & Zoning Services Division
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3330, Oakland, California, 94612-2032

COMBINED NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY of the
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) and
NOTICE OF EIR PUBLIC HEARING for the
OAKLAND ARMY BASE AREA REDEVELOPMENT PLAN

TITLE: Oakland Army Base (OARB) Area Redevelopment Plan
CASE NO.: ER01-035 STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO.: 2001082058

LOCATION: The approximately 1,800-acre redevelopment area is located in West Oakland, bounded
by I-80, Wood Street, and the Oakland Inner, Middle, and Outer harbors.

APPLICANT: City of Oakland
LEAD AGENCY: City of Oakland

DESCRIPTION: The proposed action is the implementation of a redevelopment plan for an
approximately 1,800-acre area in West Oakland, including redevelopment, rehabilitation, and
revitalization, on 710 acres within the redevelopment area. This redevelopment plan would alleviate
physical and economic blight in West Oakland caused or exacerbated by the closure of the Oakland
Army Base (OARB). Implementation of the redevelopment plan requires a General Plan amendment, re-
zoning, amendment of the Redevelopment Plan, adoption of a Final Reuse Plan for the OARB, Port
boundary changes, and other actions. The proposed redevelopment plan would result in structure
clearance, site preparation, re-installation of major and service infrastructure, remediation of hazardous
substances in soils and groundwater, construction, operation, and maintenance of approximately
4,100,000 square feet of light industrial, office/research & development, retail, warehouse/distribution,
and community/civic land uses; 375 live/work units; 30 acres of public parks; and approximately 470
acres of industrial transportation facilities (port, rail, and supporting facilities). The redevelopment area
spans the jurisdiction of both the City and Port of Oakland. The redevelopment area contains hazardous
waste sites listed under Government Code section 65962.5. The proposed plan is expected to be
complete by 2020, and is purposefully flexible, to allow the City and Port to respond to fluctuating market
conditions over the relatively lengthy build-out horizon.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: A Draft EIR was prepared pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Draft EIR identifies significant impacts of redevelopment to the
environment for the following factors: Consistency with Plans and Policies; Land Use; Transportation; Air
Quality; Noise; Cultural Resources; Hazardous Materials; Public Services and Utilities; Aesthetics;
Biological Resources; Geology, Seismicity, and Soils; Groundwater; and Surface Water. The Draft EIR
recommends mitigation measures and evaluates alternatives that, if implemented, could eliminate or
substantially reduce the significant impacts of redevelopment on the environment.



Copies of the Draft EIR are available to interested parties at no charge. One copy may be obtained, or
the EIR and related documents may be reviewed, Monday through Friday, 8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. at 250
Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3330, Oakland.

PUBLIC HEARING and COMMENTS: The Oakland City Planning Commission will conduct a public
hearing on the Draft EIR on Wednesday, June 5, 2002, at a meeting starting at 6:30 p.m. in Hearing
Room 1, City Hall, One Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Oakland. Members of the public are welcome to attend
this hearing and provide comments focusing on the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in discussing possible
impacts to the environment of redevelopment, and ways those impacts may be avoided or minimized
though mitigation or alternatives.

Comments may be made at the City Planning Commission public hearing, or in writing. All comments
received in a timely manner will be considered by the City prior to finalizing the EIR. Written comments on
the sufficiency of the EIR should be sent to the following: Scott Gregory c/o Ms. Aliza Gallo, 250 Frank
Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315, Oakland, California 94612, and must be received no later than 4:00 p.m.,
on June 12, 2002. If you challenge the EIR in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues that
were raised in timely commenting on the sufficiency of the EIR. The Planning Commission will consider
certification of the EIR for the redevelopment plan at a publicly noticed meeting whose date has yet to be
determined.

For further information please call Scott Gregory at 510/535-6690.

Leslie Gould, Director of Planning & Zoning April 29, 2002
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SUMMARY

The proposed action is the adoption and implementation of the Redevelopment Plan for the
Oakland Army Base Area Redevelopment Project (herein the “Redevelopment Plan”). The lead
agency for environmental review is the City of Oakland.

This document is a Redevelopment Environmental Impact Report (EIR) that discloses the
environmental effects of establishing and redeveloping a redevelopment project area. By such
disclosure, this EIR is intended to inform the public as well as the decisions of City officials, the
Redevelopment Agency of the City of Oakland (ORA), and other approving agencies regarding
redevelopment activities.

This EIR discloses impacts to the environment of redevelopment that would or could be adverse
and significant, describes measures that would mitigate these impacts, and describes a range of
alternatives to redevelopment as proposed.*

OVERVIEW

The Oakland Army Base (OARB) area redevelopment project area is an approximately 1,800-
acre area located in West Oakland. Figure 1-1 depicts the general location of the project area.
In July 2000, the City adopted the Redevelopment Plan, establishing the redevelopment project
area and a program of redevelopment, rehabilitation, and revitalization of the project area. The
project area encompasses the OARB, the Port of Oakland industrial maritime area, and an area
near 16™ and Wood streets in West Oakland. The center of the project area is the OARB, at one
time an active military base, which the U.S. Congress approved for closure. Build-out is
expected to occur by 2020.

PROCESS OVERVIEW

Closure and reuse of a military facility and the establishment and implementation of a related
project area entail numerous inter-related processes.

Base Closure Process

In 1995, the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission recommended closure and
realignment/disposal of the OARB. In July 1995, the President of the United States approved
the BRAC Commission’s recommendation; Congress reviewed the recommendation, and it
became law on September 28,1995. The U.S. Army, the lead agency for base closure and
transfer, conducted or participated in several required environmental processes. The Army:

The Redevelopment Plan describes a series of related actions, or a program, which constitutes a “project” under
CEQA. The terms “program” and “project” are used interchangeable in this EIR.
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Figure 1-1 Redevelopment District Location
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1.2.3

1.2.4

prepared an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) pursuant to the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) disclosing the effects of base closure and disposal on the environment;

consulted with and received approval of a Coastal Zone Consistency Determination from the
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC);

consulted with the State Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) regarding cultural resources
pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA); and

consulted with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) regarding biological resources pursuant to the Endangered
Species Act (ESA).

Base Transfer Process

The Army first reserved three parcels for the U.S. Army Reserves. The Army then decided to
convey property to the Oakland Base Reuse Authority (OBRA), as well as to assign parcels to
the U.S. Department of the Interior for conveyance to the East Bay Regional Park District
(EBRPD). The OBRA plans to transfer its lands to the Oakland Redevelopment Agency, which
will in turn transfer a portion of the Base to the Port of Oakland and to the Joint Apprentice and
Training Committee (JATC).

Reuse Process

Once the OARB was slated for closure and transfer, the OBRA was established to direct the
OARSB reuse planning process. As the Local Reuse Authority (LRA) under federal base closure
law, the OBRA is the agency eligible for managing the Base and its assets in the transitional
period between base closure and transfer, accepting Base property from the Army, and
planning for its reuse.

As part of the reuse planning process, OBRA established the West Oakland Community
Advisory Group (WOCAG) to examine reuse opportunities and recommend community reuse
options for OBRA’s consideration. The planning document produced by the OBRA in
consultation with WOCAG was the OARB Draft Final Reuse Plan (OBRA 1998, as amended
2001). The Reuse Plan documents the community reuse planning process and describes the
proposed reuse development, including land use classifications and development densities. The
Reuse Plan was amended in 2001 to reflect amendments to the Bay and Seaport plans.

Redevelopment Process

On duly 11, 2000, the City adopted and approved the Redevelopment Plan for the Oakland
Base Redevelopment Project (City of Oakland 2000), and established a redevelopment project
area with the OARB at its core. The Redevelopment Plan was adopted pursuant to the
California Community Redevelopment Law (CRL) (Health and Safety Code, 88 33000, et seq.).
The Redevelopment Plan provides the ORA—the agency primarily responsible for the project
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area’s redevelopment>—powers, duties, and obligations to implement and further a program of
redevelopment, rehabilitation, and revitalization of the project area as broadly defined in the
Plan. The Redevelopment Plan incorporates the OARB Reuse Plan, as it may be amended from
time to time. At the same time, the City adopted a five-year implementation plan as required by
the CRL.

Environmental Review

The City of Oakland is the lead agency for environmental review pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The City determined that redevelopment as proposed may
result in significant impacts to the environment, and that an EIR would be required. To inform
the public of its determination, and to initiate public participation in the environmental review
process, the City issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP, included in Appendix 1). The Governor’s
Office of Planning and Research, which notifies relevant state agencies of available NOPs,
received the NOP August 15, 2001, initiating a 36-day NOP review period, which ended
September 19, 2001. The NOP was also mailed to Alameda County, regional regulatory and
service agencies, environmental and business groups, and interested individuals. The NOP
described the City’s intent to prepare an EIR, briefly presented background and descriptive
information, and listed the probable environmental effects of redevelopment. The NOP also
described how the public should provide written or verbal input and comments on the scope
(content) of the EIR, and provided notice of two public scoping meetings.

The purpose of the public scoping meetings, held September 13 and 19, 2001, was to provide a
forum whereby agencies and interested citizens could provide input to the City regarding the
appropriate scope of the EIR. Scoping input helps define the breadth of EIR analysis, and may
include and is not limited to, environmental issues, reasonable alternatives, and mitigation
recommendations. Citizens provided input at the September 13 scoping meeting; citizens,
community board members, and decision-makers provided input at the September 19 scoping
meeting held at the Oakland Planning Commission. The staff report for that meeting is included
in Appendix 1. Relevant scoping comments are summarized in Section 1.5: Areas of Public
Interest Known to the Lead Agency, below.

The NOP also served as a notice of he City’s intention to use an “alternative baseline” for
certain impact analyses, and of a September 19, 2001 public hearing in front of the Oakland
Planning Commission regarding the alternative baseline. The physical context in which the type
and intensity of impacts of a proposed project are determined is called the “baseline.” Normally,
the baseline comprises those environmental conditions that exist at the time of issue of an NOP.
CEQA Section 21083.8.1 offers agencies preparing an EIR for reuse of a military base such as
the OARB the option to analyze impacts in the context of the physical conditions that were
present at the time the federal decision became final for closure of the base (in this case,

The Port will be the agency primarily responsible for redevelopment of those portions of the redevelopment project
area within the Port Area, as defined in the City Charter.
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1.3.2

September 1995). Use of such an alternative baseline can better represent the actual impact of
OARB reuse when compared to the impacts of the base in full operation. After hearing public
input regarding this issue, the Planning Commission adopted the alternative baseline for certain
environmental factors. A Notice of Determination relating to the use of the alternative baseline
was filed with the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) and the County Clerk (see
Appendix 1).

The City is preparing this EIR to evaluate and disclose the environmental impacts of
establishing and implementing the OARB redevelopment project area, including redevelopment
of the OARB as envisioned in the Reuse Plan. The ORA and Port require flexibility for
responding to future and evolving market and economic conditions. These fluctuating conditions
necessarily require the Redevelopment Plan to be broad and flexible, and analysis in this EIR is
consistent with a broad level of detail. To assess the type and intensity of OARB reuse impacts
most accurately, this EIR uses an alternative baseline of 1995 when assessing impacts to the
following environmental factors:

Traffic - Air quality
Water consumption - Schools
Energy consumption - Population and Employment
Noise
NEED AND OBJECTIVES

Need

Redevelopment of the project area is necessary to alleviate physical and economic blight ,
resulting in part or exacerbated by closure of the OARB.

Objectives

Redevelopment objectives focus on elimination of blight and blighting influences, and
strengthening the economic base, and include the following:

Alleviate economic and social degradation due to closure of OARB

Eliminate blighting influences, including remediation of contamination

Create a vibrant and balanced land use pattern

Strengthen the economic base

Allow for sustainable job creation

Expand, improve, and preserve low/moderate-income housing

Provide for high-quality public/community services

Public Review Draft Page 1-5 April 2002
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Provide for safe, efficient, and effective movement of people and goods
Protect, preserve, and enhance environmental resources

Minimize waste generation, maximize reuse/recycling

Accommodate the Port’s share of regional cargo throughput in 2020
Respond to trends and requirements of maritime shipping

Increase Port productivity and efficiency

Provide sufficient capacity to absorb additional cargo throughput in the event that another
West Coast gateway port is shut down due to an emergency

Keep competitive with other West Coast ports

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED REDEVELOPMENT

As depicted by Figure 1-2, the OARB redevelopment project area is subdivided into three sub-
districts:

1. The OARB sub-district: This approximately 470-acre sub-district is further subdivided into

two development areas:

the Gateway development area, generally located in the northwest portion of the sub-
district, would be redeveloped by the ORA; and

the Port development area, located in the southeast portion of the sub-district would be
redeveloped by the Port of Oakland.

The Maritime sub-district. This approximately 1,290-acre sub-district comprises the Port of
Oakland’s industrial maritime area, plus freeway right-of-way and some miscellaneous non-
Port parcels. Redevelopment of a former military installation, Fleet and Industrial Supply
Center, Oakland (FISCO), located within this sub-district has already occurred under earlier
environmental review.

The 16™/Wood sub-district. This approximately 41-acre sub-district comprises a crescent-
shaped area of current and former industrial lands located between Wood Street and 880,
and between 26™ and 9" streets.

The OARB redevelopment project area is urbanized. There are some vacant parcels; most were
industrialized at one time. The OARB sub-district is largely a transportation-oriented military
base; the only quasinatural environment is located at the western tip of the Bay Bridge
touchdown peninsula, south of the bridge. The Maritime sub-district contains generally highly
industrialized maritime shipping facilities, with approximately 35 acres of waterfront park along
the shoreline of the Middle Harbor and one loft development along 2 Street. The 16"/Wood
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Figure 1-2 OARB Redevelopment Project Area, Sub-Districts, and Area Landmarks
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sub-district encompasses light and medium industrial uses such as recyclers and
warehousing/distribution facilities; in addition, there are several large vacant parcels that were
formerly industrial and the former Southern Pacific Railroad (SPRR)/Amtrak railroad station.

AREAS OF PUBLIC INTEREST KNOWN TO THE LEAD AGENCY

As lead agency under CEQA, the City elicited input from agencies and interested citizens
regarding the appropriate scope of this EIR. In response, the City received both verbal and
written input. Written input in the form of letters and comment cards appears in its entirety in
Appendix 1 of this EIR. Below is a summary of verbal and written input. The source of the input
is first identified, the input is summarized, and the reader is directed to the location in the EIR
where relevant input is addressed.

Some input received during the EIR scoping period did not relate to the scope (content) of the
EIR, but pertained to other issues, such as a preferred alternative Redevelopment Plan
boundary different than that approved by the ORA, or a preferred alternative Redevelopment
Plan different than that proposed by the City. The Redevelopment Plan was presented for public
comment at several public meetings and at two public hearings (the hearings were conducted
by the City and ORA in June and July 2001). Some input regarding preferred alternative
redevelopment program elements is incorporated into alternatives evaluated in Chapter 7:
Alternatives to the Proposed Redevelopment Program; other suggestions that do not meet the
vision of the Redevelopment Plan are not.

Input of Interested Individuals (by Topic)

The following verbal input/‘comments were provided at the September 13, 2001 scoping
meeting.

Description of Redevelopment

1. Housing should be for all levels of income.
2. A connection from Mandela to 3" Street should be included in the traffic analysis.

3. The 16"/Wood sub-district should include recreational amenities, including swimming pool,
tennis courts, and a putting green.

4. Public access to and along the waterfront should be maximized. Trails and connectors
should be included between the proposed Gateway Park and the community along 7™ Street
and West Grand Avenue.

5. Big box retail should not be included.

6. Land uses allowing smaller-scale retail should be included in the 16"/Wood sub-districts.
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Iltems 1 through 6 are addressed in Chapter 3: Description, which describes elements of
redevelopment that are known at this time, and describes proposed General Plan land use
classifications, development intensities, and required infrastructure. The description includes
funding for affordable housing, transportation improvements, public access improvements, and
transportation and other infrastructure. Some input regarding suggestions for redevelopment
elements is at a greater level of detail than is planned at this time, or analyzed in this EIR.

Impact Analysis and Mitigation

1. As mitigation for demolition of historic structures in the OARB, use the Youth Employment
Program to deconstruct the buildings and recycle the material.

2. Reduce air emissions from trucks traveling through neighborhoods.

3. Comparison of 1995 (baseline) and 2000 (setting) employment conditions is really irrelevant,
because the people that lost their jobs in 1995 will not be the ones employed through
redevelopment.

4. New jobs created by redevelopment should have a first right of refusal to West Oakland
residents.

5. Analyze the visual impacts of high-stack containers from the Bay Bridge.

Items 1 through 4 are addressed in Chapter 4: Setting and Baseline, Impacts, and Mitigation,
which analyzes impacts that could result from redevelopment as proposed in Chapter 3:
Description, including cultural resources, aesthetic resources, air quality, employment (and
anticipated job capture rates for Oakland residents). Chapter 4 also includes numerous
measures to mitigate those impacts that are considered significant. Regarding item 5,
redevelopment as proposed would not result in additional high-stack containers at the Port of
Oakland, and may ultimately eliminate those adjacent to Interstate-80 (I-80). Under the
proposed Redevelopment and Reuse Plans, the lands adjacent to I-80 and most visible from the
Bay Bridge would become part of the City’'s Gateway development area, and existing container
storage would be replaced with a variety of “flex” uses, including office, research and
development (R&D), light industrial, and commercial uses.

Alternatives

1. Move existing West Grand Avenue businesses/light industrial uses that support the Port to
the OARB property to open up the West Grand Avenue area for higher scale uses.

2. Put forth an Adaptive Reuse alternative for detailed analysis.
3. Develop an alternative that reduces truck traffic in West Oakland.

4. Consider the development of a tramway system as a way to reduce traffic congestion and
air emissions.
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Regarding item 1, the West Grand Avenue corridor is not located within the project area, and is
therefore not a part o the description of proposed redevelopment or further addressed in this
EIR. ltems 2 through 4 are addressed in Chapter 7: Alternatives to the Proposed
Redevelopment Program, which examines a range of reasonable alternatives to the
redevelopment program poposed in Chapter 3: Description. These include, among others,
alternatives that would adaptively reuse existing structures, and a reduced level of intensity that
would reduce traffic and related impacts. Some alternatives fail to fundamentally fulfill objectives
of redevelopment, and are not put forth for detailed analysis. The tramway was not considered
because of the relatively few trips with origins or destinations in Alameda associated with
proposed redevelopment.

Miscellaneous

1. Why does East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) have to pay for land they receive?
Originally, EBMUD was supposed to receive the land for free.

As noted in Chapter 3: Description, EBMUD is currently negotiating with the U.S. Army
Reserves for properties located adjacent to, not within, the OARB or the project area.
Development or redevelopment of those properties is not a part of the redevelopment program
analyzed in this EIR nor were these properties included in the Army’s BRAC actions, and terms
of that negotiation have not been concluded. Chapter 5: Cumulative Impacts, includes
evaluation of proposed redevelopment in light of past, present, and probable future actions,
including potential expansion of nearby EBMUD facilities.

Input of Community Board Members, Interest Groups, and Decision-Makers (by Entity)
The following were provided as verbal input/‘comments at the September 19, 2001 scoping
meeting.

Landmarks Preservation Board

1. The EIR should identify historical assets, recommend opportunities for reuse of historical
buildings, and suggest creative mitigation measures.

2. When taking down other buildings, raw materials (especially redwood timbers) should be
saved and salvaged.

3. At least two of the buildings designated as “temporary” by the Army should be preserved
and reused.

4. The Diesel Shop (Building No. 812) and the Administration Building, Building No. 1
(permanent buildings) should be preserved and reused.

5. A curated exhibit should be located within one of the preserved buildings.

6. The parade grounds should be seen as an opportunity for an urban park.
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7. A report regarding reuse of OARB buildings should be made available for review by the
Landmarks Preservation Board.

Items 1, 2, and 5 are addressed in Chapter 4: Setting and Baseline, Impacts, and Mitigation.
Chapter 4 identifies historic resources, the anticipated impacts of redevelopment on such
resources, and a suite of measures that would partially mitigate effects to them, including de-
construction and recycling rather than demolition. Iltems 3 and 4 are addressed in Chapter 7:
Alternatives to the Proposed Redevelopment Program, which evaluates reuse of historic
structures. Regarding item 6, evidence of the existence of a formal parade ground at the OARB
was not identified during the course of this investigation, and this input is not further addressed
in the EIR. Regarding item 7, the City conducted an analysis of the feasibility of adaptive reuse
of buildings at the OARB; portions of this report are incorporated by reference into this EIR.

West Oakland Commerce Association

1. The OARB should be considered almost entirely for ancillary maritime support uses.

2. If lands are not dedicated to ancillary maritime services, the EIR should identify the impacts
associated with trucking business having to relocate as far away as Tracy, Fairfield, and/or
Sacramento to find available land.

3. Although the City feels the need to maximize the number of job opportunities at the OARB, it
should also look at the types of jobs that are needed.

4. Existing trucking operations and related businesses should be moved to the OARB, thereby
freeing opportunities for redevelopment with higher and better uses at other in-town
locations (i.e., along Grand Avenue and Mandela Parkway).

5. An alternative that includes a transit village with a tram linking to Alameda reeds to be
considered.

Items 1 and 2 are addressed in Chapter 3: Description, which explains that redevelopment as
proposed includes substantial ancillary maritime services in the project area. Approximately 105
acres would be dedicated to this use. Item 1is also addressed in Chapter 7: Alternatives to the
Proposed Redevelopment Program. Item 3 is addressed in Chapter 4: Setting and Baseline,
Impacts, and Mitigation, and in Appendix 4.8: Employment Model, which include an analysis of
job generation, including general job types. Regarding item 4, as explained above, the
Redevelopment Plan boundary was established with several opportunities for public input. The
West Grand Avenue corridor is not located within the redevelopment project area, and is
therefore not a part of the description of proposed redevelopment or further addressed as an
element in this EIR. Iltem 5 is addressed above.

City of Oakland Planning Commission

1. Market demand may not call for high-end uses as suggested in the Reuse Plan.

2. Redevelopment should consider more light industrial uses or other uses not as susceptible
to fluctuating market conditions.
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3. Public access to the waterfront is important and must be considered as part of
redevelopment.

4. Truck parking and other ancillary maritime support land uses should be moved to the OARB
from the Prescott neighborhood.

5. West Grand Avenue corridor, Mandela Parkway corridor, and other areas outside of the
defined redevelopment area need to be studied.

6. The EIR should consider the impact of Port development activities on the entire surrounding
area.

7. The EIR should evaluate aesthetic effects of containers stacked up along the side of the Bay
Bridge, unless such containers will be eliminated under proposed redevelopment.

8. The EIR must study a full range of alternatives to the Reuse Plan, including OARB as a full-
maritime use area, preservation of historic buildings, maximum development including
benefits/effects of research and development uses as compared to light industrial uses.

9. An alternative should be considered that includes an expansion of ancillary maritime support
uses greater than indicated in the current Reuse Plan.

10. One alternative should be to consider conveyance of the entire OARB to the Port for their
use, with the Port serving as lead agency.

11. The City may find it difficult to require conditions/mitigation measures from the EIR on Port
activities.

12. The Reuse Plan appears as if it were designed by committee—trying to accomplish too
many competing objectives.

Iltems 1 through 4 are addressed Chapter 3: Description, which describes elements of
redevelopment that are known at this time, and describes proposed General Plan land use
classifications, development intensities, and required infrastructure. The description is flexible,
and is intended to allow for a range of uses within a given land use classification, zoning, and
maximum intensity, to allow for market response over the nearly 20-year build-out period.
Regarding item 5, the West Grand Avenue and Mandela Parkway corridors are not located
within the redevelopment project area, and are therefore not a part of the description of
proposed redevelopment or further addressed in this EIR other than for traffic analysis issues.
Item 6 is addressed in Chapter 4: Setting and Baseline, Impacts, and Mitigation, which includes
analyses of impacts across study areas that vary by environmental factor, and which represent
the area of potential effect for each factor. Regarding item 7, redevelopment as proposed would
not result in additional high-stack containers at the Port of Oakland, and may ultimately
eliminate those adjacent to I-80; the visual impact of such stacking is not evaluated in this EIR.

Items 8 through 10 are addressed in Chapter 7: Alternatives to the Proposed Redevelopment
Program, which addresses a range of reasonable alternatives to the redevelopment proposed in
Chapter 3: Description. These include, among others, alternatives that would result in an all-
maritime development of the OARB sub-district; this alternative assumes such development
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would occur under the lead of the Port of Oakland. Regarding item 11, the mechanism for
enforcing mitigation measures would be through the City’s implementation of the Mitigation
Monitoring Program, the Port’s role as a responsible agency to the EIR, and potentially through
subsequent land conveyance conditions from the City to the Port. Regarding item 12, the Reuse
Plan was a product of substantial and often conflicting community input. However, the Plan is
not intended to satisfy particular groups, but rather to be broad and flexible to allow for
fluctuating market conditions over the build-out period and to provide a basis for further
refinements and detailed planning efforts throughout the implementation period.

Input of Resource and Service Agencies, and Interest Groups (by Entity)

The following were provided as written input/comments during the scoping period. They are
reproduced in their entirety in Appendix 1 of this document.

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans): Letter Dated September 10, 2001

1. Redevelopment will put heightened demand on the existing, congested transportation
infrastructure. Caltrans should be involved early in the planning process, and will look
toward the EIR for detailed transportation data.

2. Caltrans has a Class Il bikeway project along Burma Road, beginning at Maritime Street.
This bikeway will connect Maritime Street to the proposed Gateway Park, and beyond to the
Bay Bridge.

Items 1 and 2 are addressed in Chapter 4: Setting and Baseline, Impacts, and Mitigation, which
contain detailed information regarding both vehicular and non-vehicular transportation networks.
Item 2 is also addressed in Chapter 3: Description, which explains public access proposed as
part of redevelopment.

East Bay Regional Park District: Letter Dated September 12, 2001

1. The EBRPD plans to acquire 15 acres of OARB land at the Bay Bridge touchdown
peninsula for a shoreline regional park, the Gateway Park. This area will serve as the
convergence of the Bay Trail from Emeryville, Oakland, and the Bay Bridge.

2. The EIR should address impacts to traffic of trucks.

3. The EIR should address safe vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian access to the Gateway
Park.

4. The EIR should address transit connections.

5. The EIR should address recreational demand generated by proposed redevelopment, and
mitigation for that demand.

6. The EIR should address public waterfront access.
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7. The EIR should address utility infrastructure, and how needed infrastructure will be financed.

Item 1 is addressed in Chapter 3: Description, which explains the District’s intent to acquire
OARB lands for park use, and also describes proposed public access improvements, to the
extent they have been planned to date.

Items 2 through 7 are addressed in Chapter 4: Setting and Baseline, Impacts, and Mitigation,
which addresses all issues identified by the EBRPD, as well as mitigation to avoid or otherwise
mitigate significant impacts.

California Environmental Protection Agency, Department of Toxic Substances Control

(DTSC): Letter Dated September 12, 2001

1. Pursuant to Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21083.8.1(d)(2), alternative baseline
provisions do not apply to the OARB.

2. The EIR should analyze the no project alternative for conditions as they exist at the time the
EIR is prepared.

3. The EIR should state the correct acreage of the OARB.
4. The EIR should address impact to the environment from lead.
5. The EIR should address waste oil contamination at Building No. 1.

6. The EIR should address management of shallow groundwater during construction and
operation.

7. The EIR should consistently present the project title.

8. The EIR should clearly identify any planned schools and state whether schools are a part of
planned redevelopment.

9. The City cannot assume that remediation ultimately determined to be necessary to protect
public health and the environment are consistent with redevelopment as proposed.

10. Siting of residential uses must be at locations with unrestricted use.

Regarding item 1, the EIR is prepared in accordance with the requirements of CEQA, including
Section 21083.8.1(d)(2). While the EIR does use an alternative baseline for assessment of
impacts for a select group of environmental factors, hazardous materials and waste are not
among those factors. The City is aware of the restrictions regarding the use of alternative
baselines, and prepared this EIR pursuant to those restrictions. Item 2 is addressed by Chapter
7. Alternatives to the Proposed Redevelopment Program, which analyzes a no project
alternative reflecting conditions for all environmental factors as they existed at the time the NOP
was filed, and as can be reasonably expected to occur in the absence of redevelopment. Items
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3 and 7 are addressed consistently and correctly throughout the EIR. Items 4 through 6 are
addressed in Chapter 4: Setting and Baseline, Impacts, and Mitigation, which addresses all
issues identified by the DTSC, as well as mitigation to avoid or otherwise mitigate significant
impacts. Iltems 8 and 10 are addressed by Chapter 3: Description. Regarding item 9, for
purposes of this EIR, the City does assume that remediation ultimately determined to be
necessary to protect public health and the environment is consistent with redevelopment as
proposed. Should this assumption prove unfounded, the redevelopment program would be
modified.

West Oakland Commerce Association: Letter Dated September 11, 2001

During the scoping period, the West Oakland Commerce Association (WOCA) submitted this
letter to the OBRA regarding the U.S. Army’s EIS for OARB disposal and reuse, and the OARB
planning process. The letter expresses “cautious support” for the preferred OARB reuse
alternative, which is the basis of the Redevelopment Plan for the OARB sub-district, but also
recommends this sub-district be developed primarily as an industrial enclave.

Chapter 7: Alternatives to the Proposed Redevelopment Program, evaluates an alternative that
would result in OARB sub-district uses that are entirely industrial maritime and maritime support.

West Oakland Commerce Association: Letter Dated September 18, 2001

1. Reuse of the OARB should consider the relationship of the Base to the West
Oakland/Downtown nexus.

2. Jobs should accrue to West Oakland as a whole, as opposed to a certain segment.

3. An aerial tramway can be extended between Alameda and the Middle Harbor Shoreline
Park through the Bay Area Rapid Transit West Oakland station and Jack London Village.

4. The redevelopment scoping process should properly include all of West Oakland.

Items 1 and 4 are addressed in Chapter 5: Cumulative Impacts, which evaluates impacts of
proposed project area redevelopment in the context of other related past, current and future
probable actions. Regarding item 2, Chapter 4: Setting and Baseline, Impacts, and Mitigation,
describes total job generation of redevelopment, as well as net direct jobs generated. The
analysis of employment estimates the number of jobs that would be filled by Oakland residents.
Regarding item 3, an aerial tramway is not a redevelopment element, and is not analyzed in this
EIR. Redevelopment elements are described in Chapter 3: Description. Regarding item 4, the
NOP and notice of scoping meetings were mailed to agencies, interest groups, as well as to
individuals who participated in OARB reuse planning or who requested such notice. In addition,
scoping meeting notices were published in the Oakland Tribune, a newspaper of general
circulation, so that all citizens of Oakland could participate. The NOP and newspaper
advertisements are included in Appendix 1.

Public Review Draft Page 1-15 April 2002



A W NP

o Ol

10
11
12

13

14
15

16
17

18
19
20
21

22
23
24

25
26

27

28
29
30

31
32

OARB Area Redevelopment EIR

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission: Letter Dated September
20, 2001

1.

The EIR should identify Bay Conservation and Development Commission’s (BCDC's)
jurisdiction on plans, and describe portions of redevelopment that will require BCDC permits.

The EIR should describe any required Bay fill, including its location, amount, possible
environmental impacts, as well as measures taken to minimize such impacts.

The EIR should describe the type and amount of proposed public access, as well as its
interconnectivity with other area public access.

Items 1 and 2 are addressed in Chapter 4: Setting and Baseline, Impacts, and Mitigation, which
addresses all issues identified by BCDC, as well as mitigation to avoid or otherwise mitigate
significant impacts. Iltem 3 is addressed in Chapter 3: Description, which explains proposed
public access and its inter-connectivity to existing and planned public access.

East Bay Municipal Utility District: Letter Dated April 8, 2002

1.

Water main extensions may be required to provide service to the redevelopment project
area.

OBRA requested, and EBMUD completed a Water Supply Assessment for the proposed
action.

EBMUD will not install pipelines in soil with contamination levels which would expose
workers to dermal or respiratory impacts that cannot be mitigated by Level D personal
protective equipment or which would generate solids or groundwater that requires disposal
as a hazardous waste.

Developers of redevelopment activities (including the City, Port, and private entities) should
make available any analytical data on sites to be redeveloped, as well as existing
environmental assessments.

To help mitigate water demand, EBMUD recommends water conservation measures be
incorporated into design.

The City should plan for potable water shortages in times of drought.

EBMUD prohibits wastewater flows above those allocated for each sewage sub-basin, and
developers need to confirm with the city of Oakland Public works department that capacity is
available within each relevant sub-basin.

The action should address replacement and/or rehabilitation of the existing sanitary sewer
system to control inflow/infiltration (I/1).
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Summary

1.6

9. EBMUD Policy No. 73 mandates customers use non-potable recycled (reclaimed) water
when it is available at a reasonable cost, not detrimental to public health, and not injurious to
plant life, fish, and wildlife. The redevelopment project area could be served by the East
Bayshore Recycled Water Project. EBMUD recommends the redevelopment program
require dual plumbing for landscaping, toilet water flushing, wash down water, decorative
fountains, and other approved uses of tertiary treated recycled water.

10. Use of recycled water will reduce the redevelopment program’s demand for potable water.

11. In compliance with Senate Bill 2095, the City of Oakland approved a recycled water
ordinance, including requirements for dual plumbing. Developers of redevelopment activities
should confer with the City regarding requirements of this ordinance.

12. The City should further contact EBMUD’s Office of water Recycling to determine how to
accommodate the use of recycled water in design.

Item 1 is addressed in Chapter 3: Description, which describes anticipated major infrastructure
needs to serve the redevelopment program. Iltem 2 is addressed in Section 4.9: Utilities and
Public Services, which presents results of the Water Supply Assessment; the actual
assessment and correspondence with EBMUD is located in Appendix 4.9. ltems 3 and 4 are
addressed in Section 4.7: Hazardous Materials, which describes current project area conditions
regarding environmental impairments, impacts redevelopment related to environmental
impairments, and health-protective measures to effectively address such impairments. ltems 5,
6, 9, 10, 11, and 12 are addressed in Chapter 3: Description, which describes anticipated
infrastructure to serve the proposed redevelopment program, including the potential for inclusion
of recycled water facilities. In addition, Section 4.9, recommends measures requiring
subsequent redevelopment activities of a certain magnitude to incorporate potable water
conservation measures, including dual plumbing to accommodate recycled water, in design. In
addition, this section as well as Chapter 5: Cumulative Impacts, describe the City’s recent
adoption of a recycled water ordinance, as well as current Port efforts to develop and adopt a
similar ordinance. Section 4.9 also describes the anticipation that redevelopment would be
served by the East Bayshore Recycled Water Project as well the expected reduction in use of
potable water due to the use of reclaimed water.

Item 7 is addressed in Section 4.9, which describes results of a wastewater capacity analysis;
the analysis itself and correspondence with the City’s Public Works Department is included in
Appendix 4.9. Item 8 is addressed in Chapter 3: Description, which explains the necessity of re-
construction of much of the sewerage infrastructure in the OARB and 16"/Wood sub-district,
which would address existing I/l problems.

ENVIRONMENTAL AND OTHER BENEFITS OF REDEVELOPMENT

The proposed redevelopment program would result in social, economic, and environmental
benefits. Decision-makers may elect to consider these benefits when they also consider the
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1.7

adverse environmental effects of the proposed redevelopment program. Benefits include the
following:

Approximately 16,400 total new direct jobs (of these, more than 10,600 are expected to be
located onsite), and more than 46,000 indirect/induced jobs.

375 new live/work units, and dedication of 20 to 25 percent of tax increment monies
generated by redevelopment to improve the stock of low- and moderate-income housing in
Oakland.

Advancement (beyond simple consistency) of plans and policies of the Oakland General
Plan, the San Francisco Bay Plan, the San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan, the East Bay
Regional Park District Master Plan, and the Bay Trail Plan, and the San Francisco Bay
Region Water Quality Control Plan.

Development of a vibrant and compatible mix of land uses.

Improvement of historic character at the 16"/Wood sub-district.

Remediation of contaminants in soil and groundwater.

Replacement of aged infrastructure.

Development of local and region-serving public access and recreation facilities.
Elimination of visual blight and development of a vibrant and modern visual setting.
Reduction in dredging leading to improved wildlife water and audio environments.
Reduction in seismic risks.

Long-term improvement of surface water quality.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF REDEVELOPMENT, AND RECOMMENDED MITIGATION

Chapter 4: Setting and Baseline, Impacts, and Mitigation, presents results of an evaluation of
the adverse impacts that could occur from redevelopment as proposed. The evaluation
assesses potential effects to 15 environmental factors. If the City determines, based on
established significance criteria and thresholds, that the magnitude of an impact is great enough
to warrant corrective action, the impact is considered “significant.” Feasible measures are
recommended in this EIR to avoid or reduce each significant impact to a level that is less than
significant (and warranting no further corrective action), thus “mitigating” the impact. Even with
implementation of all feasible corrective measures, some impacts cannot be mitigated to a level
that is less than significant; the mitigated, or “residual” impact is considered significant. These
residually significant impacts are termed unavoidable and adverse. Table 1-1, located at the end
of this chapter, summarizes significant impacts of redevelopment and mitigation.
Redevelopment as proposed would result in unavoidable adverse impacts to the following
environmental factors:
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Increases in traffic on certain Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) facilities already
experiencing degraded levels of service (LOS)—I-80 east of the I-80/I-580 split; 1-880
connector to F80 east; K880 from 7" Street to the segment south of +238; 580 east and
west of I-980/SR-24; and SR-24 east of |-580.

Contribute considerably to traffic on certain MTS freeway facilities experiencing cumulatively
degraded LOS—I-80 from the Bay Bridge to east of the F80/I-580 split; F880 connector to |-
80 east; F880 from F980 to the segment south of F238; F580 from west of I-980/SR-24 to I-
238; and SR-24 east of I-580.

Degrade LOS at the Maritime Street/West Grand Avenue intersection under the cumulative
condition.

Inadequate truck-related parking supply under the cumulative condition.

Short-term increases in criteria air pollutants and diesel emissions from construction
equipment.

Long-term substantial increases in criteria air pollutants and diesel emissions from Maritime,
rail, and trucking operations.

Long-term increases in certain criteria pollutants from passenger vehicles and delivery
trucks.

Contribute considerably to long-term cumulative increases in criteria pollutants and diesel
emissions.

Loss of structures contributing to the National Register—eligible OARB Historic District.
Loss of the integrity of the OARB Historic District.

Contribute considerably to the cumulative loss of Bay Area military historic resources.
Loss of visual evidence of the military history of West Oakland.

Increases in risk of introduced invasive species in San Francisco Bay under redevelopment-
specific and cumulative conditions.

1.8 IMPACTS OF REDEVELOPMENT FOUND TO BE NOT SIGNIFICANT

If the City determines the magnitude of an impact is minor, corrective action is not warranted,
and the impact is considered “less than significant.” Redevelopment would result in less than
significant impacts to all 15 environmental factors evaluated for this EIR.

1.9 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED REDEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

Chapter 7: Alternatives to the Proposed Redevelopment Program, examines alternative
redevelopment scenarios for their ability—like mitigation—to avoid or substantially reduce the
significant environmental effects of the proposed redevelopment program. A suite of alternatives
was initially evaluated. Of these, the following five were put forth for detailed analysis:
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No Project. Continuation of current interim leasing program at the OARB, and build-out of
remainder of the project area in accordance with the Oakland General Pan and the Bay
Plan.

High Intensity. The upper range of potential mixed-use development within the project
area.

Reduced Intensity. The lower range of potential mixed-use development within the project
area.

Full Maritime. Development of the Base and Maritime sub-districts solely for Port and
ancillary maritime support uses.

Gateway Adaptive Reuse/Eco-Park. Adaptive reuse of historic structures within the
Gateway development area as an eco-park.

Analysis of these alternatives finds the No Project alternative to be environmentally superior to
the other alternatives. Of the “action” alternatives, the Gateway Reuse/Eco-Park is the
environmentally superior alternative.

Table 1-1 provides a summary of mitigation measures. All measures proposed are intended to
serve as specific, enforceable requirements. The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan
required by CEQA will ensure compliance with all measures described herein and where the
timing for implementing the measures will fully avoid or minimize the impacts. While the
timetable for future redevelopment activities cannot be known with certainty given market
uncertainties, the measures mitigating impacts from future remediation, demolition, or
construction activities will be required to be implemented in tandem with those activities.
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Table 1-1

Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation

Significant Impact

Proposed Mitigation

Residual
Significance

Consistency of Plans and Policies

Impact 4.1-2: Proposed land uses in a portion of the 16"Wood
sub-district would be fundamentally inconsistent with Seaport and
Bay plan Port Priority Use designations.

Mitigation 4.1-1: Amend the Bay and Seaport plans to
eliminate, where necessary, Port Priority Use designations
within the 16th/Wood sub-district.

Land Use

Impact 4.2-1: Under proposed redevelopment, dissimilar land
uses may be located proximate to one another.

Mitigation 4.2-1: The City shall ensure that Gateway
development area redevelopment activities adjacent to Port
of Oakland industrial maritime facilities are designed to
minimize any land use incompatibilities to the extent
feasible.

Mitigation 4.2-2: If any land use incompatibility is
subsequently identified, the Port of Oakland shall use its
best efforts, consistent with meeting cargo throughput
demand, to locate maritime activities that could result in land
use incompatibilities as far away from the property boundary
as feasible.

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

Legend: S = Significant and unavoidable; L = Less than significant; A = Impact avoided
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Table 1-1

Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation

Significant Impact

Proposed Mitigation

Residual
Significance

Transportation and Traffic

Impact 4.3-1: Redevelopment would cause the level of service to
degrade to worse than LOS D at three intersections located

outside the Downtown area:
West Grand Avenue/Maritime Street
West Grand Avenue/l-880 Frontage Road
7th/Maritime Street

Mitigation 4.3-1: West Grand Avenue/Maritime Street. As
part of the design for the realignment of Maritime Street, the
Port shall also provide modifications to the West Grand
Avenue/Maritime Street intersection.

Mitigation 4.3-2: West Grand Avenue/I-880 Frontage Road.
Project area developers shall fund, on a fair-share basis,
modifications to the West Grand Avenue/I-880 Frontage
Road intersection.

Mitigation 4.3-3: 7th/Maritime Street. As part of the design
for the realignment of Maritime Street, the Port shall also
provide modifications to the 7th/Maritime Street intersection.

Impact 4.3-2: Redevelopment would cause some roadway

segments on the MTS to operate at LOS F and increase the V/C
ratio by more than three percent on segments that would operate

at LOS F without redevelopment.

Mitigation 4.3-4: The City and Port shall jointly create and
maintain a transit access plan(s) for the redevelopment
project area designed to reduce demand for single-
occupant, peak hour trips, and to increase access to transit
opportunities. Major project area developers shall fund on a
fair share basis the plan(s).

Impact 4.3-3: Redevelopment could result in traffic hazards to
motor vehicles, bicycles, or pedestrians due to inadequate design

features or incompatible uses.

Mitigation 4.3-5: Redevelopment elements shall be designed
in accordance with standard design practice and shall be
subject to review and approval of the City or Port design
engineer.

Legend: S = Significant and unavoidable; L = Less than significant; A = Impact avoided
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Table 1-1

Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation

Significant Impact

Proposed Mitigation

Residual
Significance

Mitigation 4.3-6: The Port shall fund signage designating
through transport truck prohibitions through the interior of
the Gateway development area.

Mitigation 4.3-7: The City and the Port shall continue to work
together and shall create a truck management plan
designed to reduce the effects of transport trucks on local
streets. The City and Port shall fund on a fair share basis
implementation of this plan.

Impact 4.3-4: Due to site constraints, it may not be possible to
provide two emergency access routes to the western portion of
the Gateway development area, which would be in excess of
1,000 feet from the nearest major arterial.

Mitigation 4.3-8: Construct an emergency vehicle access to
the western portion of the Gateway development area or
provide an emergency service program and emergency
evacuation plan using waterborne vessels.

Impact 4.3-5: Redevelopment could fundamentally conflict with
adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks).

Mitigation 4.3-9: Redevelopment plans shall conform to City
of Oakland or Port development standards with facilities that
support transportation alternatives to the single-occupant
automobile.

Impact 4.3-6: Redevelopment could result in an inadequate
parking supply at the Gateway development area, the 16th/Wood
sub-district, or for trucks serving the Port of Oakland.

Mitigation 4.3-10: The number of parking spaces provided in
the project area shall comply with City code or Port
requirements and/or with recommendations of a developer
funded parking demand analysis.

Mitigation 4.3-11: During both construction and operation,
the Port shall provide truck parking within the Port
development area or Maritime sub-district, at a reasonable
costto truck operators and provide advance information to
operators where the parking is located.

Legend: S = Significant and unavoidable; L = Less than significant; A = Impact avoided
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Table 1-1

Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation

Significant Impact

Residual

Proposed Mitigation Significance

Impact 4.3-9: Redevelopment would increase the peak hour
average ridership at the West Oakland BART station by 3 percent
where average waiting time at fare gates could exceed 1 minute.

Mitigation 4.3-12: The City and Port shall provide detailed L
information regarding redevelopment to BART to enable

BART to conduct a comprehensive fare gate capacity

assessment at the West Oakland BART station. Pending the

results of this assessment, the City and the Port may need

to participate in funding the cost of adding one or more fare

gates at the West Oakland BART station.

Impact 4.3-11: Remediation, demolition/deconstruction, and
construction activities within the redevelopment project area
would utilize a significant number of trucks and could cause
significant circulation impacts on the street system.

Mitigation 4.3-13: Prior to commencing hazardous materials L
or hazardous waste remediation, demolition, or construction

activities, a Traffic Control Plan (TCP) shall be implemented

to control peak hours trips to the extent feasible, assure the

safety on the street system and assure that transportation

activities are protective of human health, safety, and the
environment.

Impact 5.3-1: Increased congestion at intersections exceeding the
cumulatively significant threshold.

L:all but Maritime/
Grand

S: Maritime/Grand

See Mitigation Measures 4.3-1, 4.3-2 and 4.3-3, above.

Mitigation 5.3-1: 7th/Maritime Street. Project area
developers shall fund a fair share of additional modifications
at the 7th /Maritime Street intersection.

Mitigation 5.3-2: 7th Street/I-880 Northbound Ramps.
Project area developers shall fund a fair share of
modifications at the 7th Street/I-880 Northbound ramp.

Legend: S = Significant and unavoidable; L = Less than significant; A = Impact avoided
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Table 1-1

Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation

Significant Impact

Proposed Mitigation

Residual
Significance

Mitigation 5.3-3: 3rd/Adeline Street. Project area developers
shall fund a fair share of the modifications at the 3rd/Adeline
Street intersection.

Mitigation 5.3-4: 3rd/Market Street. Project area developers
shall fund a fair share of modifications at the 3rd/Market
Street intersection.

Mitigation 5.3-5: 12th /Brush Street. Project area developers
shall fund a fair share of modifications to the 12th/Brush
Street intersection to increase the signal cycle length to 102
seconds. Implementation of this mitigation measure would
reduce cumulative impacts at the 12th /Brush Street
intersection to a level that is less than significant.

Mitigation 5.3-6: Powell Street/I-80 Northbound Ramps.
Project area developers shall fund a fair share of
modifications at the Powell Street/I-80 northbound ramps
intersection.

Impact 5.3-2: Increased congestion on the Metropolitan See Mitigation Measure 4.3-4, above. S
Transportation System (MTS) exceeding the cumulatively

significant threshold.

Impact 5.3-3: Increased traffic hazards. See Mitigation Measure 4.3-5, above. L
Impact 5.3-4: Inadequate emergency access. See Mitigation Measure 4.3-8, above.

Impact 5.3-5: Inadequate truck-related parking. See Mitigation Measures 4.3-10 and 4.3-11, above. S
Legend: S = Significant and unavoidable; L = Less than significant; A = Impact avoided
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Table 1-1

Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation

Significant Impact

Proposed Mitigation

Residual
Significance

Mitigation 5.3-7: The City and Port shall cooperatively
develop a program that combines multiple strategic
objectives and implementation tools designed to reduce
cumulative truck parking and other AMS impacts.

Impact 5.3-6: Increased ridership on AC Transit during peak See Mitigation Measure 4.3-12, above. L
weekday hours.
Impact 5.3-7: Increased ridership on BART trains. Mitigation 5.3-8: The City and Port shall work with BART to L
ensure adequate BART train capacity will be available for
riders to and from the redevelopment project area, and
possibly fund, on a fair share basis, BART train capacity
improvements.
Impact 5.3-8: Increased waiting time during peak weekday hours See Mitigation Measure 4.3-12, above. L
at BART fare gates.
Air Quality
Impact 4.4-1: PM as fugitive dust would be emitted during Mitigation 4.4-1: Contractors shall implement all BAAQMD L
construction and remediation activities. “Basic” and “Optional“ PM10 (fugitive dust) control
measures at all sites, and all “Enhanced” control measures
at sites greater than four acres.
Impact 4.4-2: Construction equipment exhaust could increase  Mitigation 4.4-2: Contractors shall implement exhaust S
levels of NOy, ROG, CO, and PMyg (the latter primarily as diesel control measures at all construction sites.
PM) that could exceed 15 tons per year, or result in substantial
increase in diesel emissions.
Legend: S = Significant and unavoidable; L = Less than significant; A = Impact avoided
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Table 1-1

Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation

Significant Impact

Proposed Mitigation

Residual
Significance

Impact 4.4-3: Increased Port maritime and rail operations, as well

as trucking activities associated with all redevelopment

operations would emit NO,, ROG, and PMyqin excess of 15 tons
per year or 80 pounds per day, substantially increase diesel
emissions, and potentially expose pollution-sensitive receptors to

substantial pollutant concentrations.

Mitigation 4.4-3: The Port shall develop and implement a
criteria pollutant reduction program aimed at reducing or off-
setting Port-related emissions in West Oakland from its
maritime and rail operations. The program shall be
sufficiently funded to reduce and/or off-set redevelopment
related contributions to local West Oakland air quality to the
maximum extent feasible.

S

Mitigation 4.4-4: The City and the Port shall jointly create,
maintain, and fund on a fair share basis, a truck diesel
emission reduction program. The program shall be
sufficiently funded to reduce and/or off-set redevelopment
related contributions to local West Oakland diesel emissions
to the maximum extent feasible.

Impact 4.4-4: Passenger vehicles and delivery trucks associated

with redevelopment would emit NO, ROG, CO, and PM in
excess of 15 tons per year or 80 pounds per day.

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

Impact 4.4-5: Space and water heating as well as routine

maintenance of office buildings, warehouses, retail stores, and

live-work space, could emit NOy, ROG, CO, and PMyg in
guantities that could exceed thresholds.

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

Legend: S = Significant and unavoidable; L = Less than significant; A = Impact avoided
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Significant Impact

Impact 5.4-1: Redevelopment would result in significant

Table 1-1
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation
Residual
Proposed Mitigation Significance
See Mitigation Measures 4.4-1 4.4-2, 4.4-3, 4.4-4, and S
4.4-5, above.

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

Mitigation Measure 5.4-1: The City and the Port shall
encourage, lobby, and potentially participate in emission
reduction demonstration projects that promote technological
advances in improving air quality.

Noise

Impact 4.5-1: Construction could result in short-term noise levels
in excess of established standards, or that violate the City of
Oakland Noise Ordinance at and near the redevelopment project
area, and along construction haul routes.

Mitigation 4.5-1: Developers and/or contractors shall L
develop and implement redevelopment-specific noise
reduction plans.

Cultural Resources

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

Mitigation 4.6-1: Should previously unidentified cultural L
resources be encountered during redevelopment, work in

that vicinity shall stop immediately, until an assessment of

the finds can be made by an archaeologist. If the resource is

found to be significant under CEQA, an appropriate

mitigation plan must be developed.

Legend: S = Significant and unavoidable; L = Less than significant; A = Impact avoided
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Table 1-1

Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation

Significant Impact

Proposed Mitigation

Residual
Significance

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

Mitigation 4.6-2: The City, Port and OARB sub-district
developers shall fund on a fair-share basis development of a
commemoration site at a public place located within the
Gateway development area.

S

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

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

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

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

Legend: S = Significant and unavoidable; L = Less than significant; A = Impact avoided
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Significant Impact

Table 1-1
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation
Residual
Proposed Mitigation Significance

Mitigation 4.6-7: The City, Port, and OARB sub-district
developers shall fund on a fair share basis distribution of
copies of “A Job Well Done” documentary video published
by the Army to: the Oakland History Room, Oakland Public
Library; Bancroft Library, University of California; the Port of
Oakland Archives; local public schools and libraries; and
local public broadcasting stations.

Mitigation 4.6-8: The City, Port, and OARB sub-district
developers shall fund on a fair share basis preservation and
long-term curation of murals from OARB Building No. 1, and
OBRA shall either donate the murals to the Oakland
Museum of California, or provide a permanent location
within the project area.

Mitigation 4.6-9: The City, Port, and OARB sub-district
developers shall fund on a fair share basis a program to
salvage to the maximum extent feasible as whole timber
posts, beams, trusses and siding of warehouses to be
deconstructed. These materials shall be used on site, used
in other East Bay Area construction, or be sold into the
recycled construction materials market. Landfill disposal of
salvageable construction material from contributing historic
structures shall be prohibited by contract specification.
Salvage and reuse requirements shall be enforced via
contract specification.

Legend: S = Significant and unavoidable; L = Less than significant; A = Impact avoided
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Table 1-1

Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation

Significant Impact

Proposed Mitigation

Residual
Significance

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

Mitigation 4.6-11: The City, Port, and OARB sub-district
developers shall fund on a fair share basis acquisition of
copies of construction documentation and photographs of
historic buildings currently in the OARB files. Copies shall be
transferred to the Oakland History Room files and Port
historic archives, including funding to cover costs of
archiving and cataloging these materials at the Oakland
History Room.

Mitigation 4.6-12: At least one building each in the Gateway
and Port development areas of the OARB sub-district, if
feasible, shall include architectural design elements such as
double eaves and clerestory windows evocative of the
warehouse structures.

Impact 4.6-3: Redevelopment would render the OARB Historic See Mitigation Measures 4.6-2, 4.6-3, 4.6-4, 4.6-5, 4.6-6, S
District no longer eligible to the National and/or California 4.6-7, 4.6-8, 4.6-9, 4.6-10, 4.6-11, and 4.6-12, above.

Registers of Historic Places or the Local Register.

Legend: S = Significant and unavoidable; L = Less than significant; A = Impact avoided
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OARB Area Redevelopment EIR

Table 1-1
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation
Residual

Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation Significance
Impact 4.6-4: Redevelopment would result in renovation of the Mitigation 4.6-13: Prior to major renovation of a historically L
SPRR (Amtrak) Station and 16" Street Tower, which could alter significant structure, the redeveloper of the SPRR Station
the historic character of the buildings in a manner that could and 16" Street Tower shall ensure that historically
affect their eligibility. significant artifacts and features, if present within the

building, are recorded and deposited with the appropriate

museum. All renovation of the exterior of a historic structure

shall be consistent with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards

for Historic Preservation Studies.
Impact 5.6-1: Loss of historic resources. See Mitigation Measures 4.6-2, 4.6-3, 4.6-4, 4.6-5, 4.6-6, S

4.6-7, 4.6-8, 4.6-9, 4.6-10, 4.6-11, and 4.6-12, above.
Hazardous Materials
Impact 4.7-2: Hazardous or acutely hazardous materials (AHMs) Mitigation 4.7-1: For use of hazardous materials within ¥4 L
may be handled or emitted within ¥ mile of an existing or mile of an existing or proposed school, business operators
proposed school. shall prepare Business Plan, update annually, and keep on

file with the Oakland Fire Department.

Mitigation 4.7-2: For use of AHMs within ¥ mile of an

existing or proposed school, in addition to a Business Plan,

business operators shall prepare, implement, and update a

Risk Management and Prevention Plan (RMPP) on at least

an annual basis.
Impact 4.7-4: Site preparation, remediation and development of Mitigation 4.7-3: Implement RAP/RMP as approved by L
areas that contain contaminated soil and groundwater could DTSC, and if future proposals include uses not identified in
expose remediation and construction workers, and future utility the Reuse Plan and incorporated into the RAP/RMP, or if
workers, tenants, and visitors to soil and groundwater future amendments to the remediation requirements are
contamination conditions. proposed, obtain DTSC and City approval.
Legend: S = Significant and unavoidable; L = Less than significant; A = Impact avoided
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Table 1-1

Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation

Significant Impact

Proposed Mitigation

Residual
Significance

Mitigation 4.7-4: For the project area not covered by the
DTSC-approved RAP/RMP, investigate potentially
contaminated sites; if contamination is found, assess
potential risks to human health and the environment,
prepare and implement a clean-up plan for DTSC or
RWQCB approval, prepare and implement a Risk
Management Plan, and prepare and implement a Site
Health and Safety Plan prior to commencing work.

Impact 4.7-5: Potential exposure to contaminants in soil and
groundwater remaining in place after remediation could be a
hazard to future residents, employees and visitors.

Mitigation 4.7-5: For the project areas not covered by the
DTSC-approved RAP/RMP, remediate soil and groundwater
contamination consistent with the City of Oakland ULR
Program and other applicable laws and regulations.

Impact 4.7-6: Workers and others could be exposed to LBP in
buildings, ACM or PCBs during demolition, remediation,
renovation and site work activities.

Mitigation 4.7-6: Buildings and structures constructed prior
to 1978 slated for demolition or renovation that have not
previously been evaluated for the presence of LBP shall be
sampled to determine whether LBP is present in painted

surfaces, and the safety precautions and work practices as
specified in government regulations shall be followed during
demolition.

Mitigation 4.7-7: Buildings, structures and utilities that have
not been surveyed for ACM, shall be surveyed to determine
whether ACM is present prior to demolition or renovation,
and the safety precautions and work practices as specified
in government regulations shall be followed during
demolition.

Legend: S = Significant and unavoidable; L = Less than significant; A = Impact avoided
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Table 1-1

Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation

Significant Impact

Proposed Mitigation

Residual
Significance

Mitigation 4.7-8: Buildings and structures proposed for
demolition or renovation shall be surveyed for PCB-
impacted building materials, and the safety precautions and
work practices as specified in government regulations shall
be followed during demolition.

Impact 4.7-7: Workers or others could be exposed to hazardous
materials and contamination in and around ASTs and USTs
during remediation and redevelopment activities.

Mitigation 4.7-9: For ASTs/USTs on the OARB, implement
the RAP/RMP, which incorporates the steps enumerated
below.

Mitigation 4.7-10: For the remainder of the redevelopment
project area (non-OARB areas), if an AST or UST is
encountered, it would be closed in place or removed and the
soil would be tested and remediated, if necessary, pursuant
to regulatory approvals and oversight.

Impact 4.7-8: Workers or others could experience direct contact
exposure to LBP-contaminated soil, concrete, and pavement
surrounding buildings that have LBP.

Mitigation 4.7-11: For LBP-impacted ground on the OARB,
implementation of RAP/RMP to be approved by DTSC as
part of the project will result in avoidance of this potentially
significant impact. For the remainder of the redevelopment
project area, sampling shall be performed on soil or paved
areas around buildings that are known or suspected to have
LBP, and the safety precautions and work practices
specified in government regulations shall be followed.

Impact 4.7-10: During interim or future use of existing buildings,
people could be exposed to ACM or other environmental hazards.

Mitigation 4.7-12: The condition of identified ACM shall be
assessed annually, and prior to reuse of a building known to
contain ACM.

Legend: S = Significant and unavoidable; L = Less than significant; A = Impact avoided
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Table 1-1

Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation

Significant Impact

Proposed Mitigation

Residual
Significance

Mitigation 4.7-13: No future tenancies shall be authorized at
the OARB for use categories that are inconsistent with the
Reuse Plan without an updated environmental analysis and
DTSC approval as provided for in the RAP/RMP.

Mitigation 4.7-14: For the remainder of the redevelopment
project area (non-OARB areas), any building that has not
been surveyed for ACM but potentially contains ACM shall
be surveyed to determine whether ACM is present prior to
demolition, renovation or reuse.

Impact 4.7-11: Workers could be exposed to polychlorinated Mitigation 4.7-15: Known PCB transformers or PCB- L
biphenyls (PCB) and PCB-contaminated equipment during contaminated transformers at the OARB shall be removed,
remediation, construction and future operations. monitored and/or maintained in accordance with applicable
laws and regulations.
Mitigation 4.7-16: Oil-filled electrical equipment in the
redevelopment project area that has not been surveyed
shall be investigated prior to the equipment being taken out
of service to determine whether PCBs are present.
Mitigation 4.7-17: PCB-containing or PCB-contaminated
equipment taken out of service shall be handled and
disposed in compliance with applicable laws and
regulations.
Impact 5.7-1: Increased exposure to hazardous wastes during See Mitigation Measures 4.7-3, 4.7-4, 4.7-6, 4.7-7, 4.7-8,
construction. 4.7-9, 4.7-10, 4.7-11, and 4.7-14, above.
Population, Housing, and Employment
No significant impacts.
Legend: S = Significant and unavoidable; L = Less than significant; A = Impact avoided
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Table 1-1

Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation

Significant Impact

Proposed Mitigation

Residual
Significance

Public Services and Utilities

Impact 4.9-1: Construction activities and increases in employees Mitigation 4.9-1: The City and Port shall cooperatively L
and residents as well as increased building density would investigate the need for, and if required shall fund on a fair-
increase demand for fire, hazmat, and first responder medical share basis construction and operation of a fire station in the
emergency services. OARB sub-district. Construction and operation of this fire

station shall occur in accordance with all applicable

measures recommended in this EIR to mitigate

environmental impacts of such construction and operation.
Impact 4.9-6: Redevelopment construction could interfere with  Mitigation 4.9-2: The Port and City shall work with OES to L
operation of the Maritime Street emergency response staging ensure changesinlocal area circulation are reflected in the
area, or with the West Grand Avenue and 7th Street evacuation revised Response Concept.
routes.

Mitigation 4.9-3: The Port and City shall require developers

within their respective jurisdictions to notify OES of their

plans in advance of construction or remediation activities.
Impact 4.9-8: Redevelopment would increase potable water Mitigation 4.9-4: Individual actions with landscaping L
demand. requirements of one or more acres shall plumb landscape

areas for irrigation with reclaimed water.

Mitigation 4.9-5: Individual buildings with gross floor area

exceeding 10,000 square feet shall install dual plumbing for

both potable and reclaimed water, unless determined to be

infeasible by the approving agency (City or Port).

Mitigation 4.9-6: Site design shall facilitate use of reclaimed

water, and shall comply with requirements of CCR Title 22

regarding prohibitions of site run-off to surface waters.
Legend: S = Significant and unavoidable; L = Less than significant; A = Impact avoided
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Summary

Table 1-1
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation
Residual

Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation Significance
Impact 4.9-10: Redevelopment would increase the quantity of  Mitigation: 4.9-7: To the maximum extent feasible, the City L
solid waste, and demand for solid waste services. and Port shall jointly participate in a deconstruction program

to capture materials and recycle them into the construction

market.

Mitigation 4.9-8: Concrete and asphalt removed during

demolition/construction shall be crushed on-site oratanear-

site location, and reused in redevelopment or recycled to the

construction market.

Mitigation 4.9-9: The City and Port shall require developers

to submit a plan that demonstrates a good faith effort to

divert at least 50 percent of operations phase solid waste

from landfill disposal.
Impact 4.9-12: Both construction/remediation vehicles and Mitigation 4.9-10: The Port and City of Oakland shall work L
increased operations vehicle activity would accelerate or advance cooperatively to develop an ongoing joint program to identify
deterioration of local roadways and the timing and extent of and evaluate impacted local roadways and identify required
roadway maintenance/repair. maintenance/repair activities. The agencies will fund needed

repairs and maintenance on a fair-share basis.
Impact 5.9-1: Increased demand for fire-related services. See Mitigation Measure 4.9-1, above. L
Impact 5.9-2: Increased demand for police protection services. Existing funding mechanism L
Impact 5.9-3: Increased demand for library services. Existing funding mechanism L
Impact 5.9-5: Increased demand for water. See Mitigation Measures 4.9-4 and 4.9-5, above. L
Impact 5.9-7: Increased demand for solid waste services. See Mitigation Measures 4.9-7, 4.9-8, and 4.9-9, above. L
Legend: S = Significant and unavoidable; L = Less than significant; A = Impact avoided
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Table 1-1

Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation

Significant Impact

Proposed Mitigation

Residual
Significance

Recreation and Public Access

Impact 4.10-2: Construction and/or operation of the Gateway  See Mitigation Measures 4.12-1, 4.12-2,4.12-3,4.15-1, and L
Park could have an adverse physical effect on the environment. 4.15-2, below
Aesthetics
Impact 4.11-2: Redevelopment would remove buildings See Mitigation Measure 4.6-12, above. S
contributing to a historic district, including visually striking
warehouse structures visible from 1-80, a locally designated
scenic route, and a portion of the state scenic highway system.
Impact 4.11-3: New security lighting and/or lighting for nighttime Mitigation 4.11-1: New lighting shall be designed to minimize L
operations would alter current patterns of light or glare, and could off-site light spillage; “stadium” style lighting shall be
alter nighttime views in the area. prohibited.
Mitigation 4.11-2: At or near the boundary of the proposed
Gateway Park, new lighting shall be shielded to prevent light
spillage into natural areas.
Impact 4.11-4: New construction could introduce building or Mitigation 4.11-3: New active or passive solar systems L
landscaping elements that would now or in the future cast within or adjacent to the project area shall be set back from
shadow on existing collectors or photovoltaic cells, or a building the property line a minimum of 25 feet.
using passive solar heat collection.
Mitigation 4.11-4: New construction within the Gateway
development area adjacent to a parcel containing permitted
or existing active or passive solar systems shall
demonstrate through design review that the proposed
structures shall not substantially impair operation of existing
solar systems.
Legend: S = Significant and unavoidable; L = Less than significant; A = Impact avoided
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Table 1-1

Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation

Significant Impact

Proposed Mitigation

Residual
Significance

Mitigation 4.11-5: The City and Port shall coordinate with
respect to the design of new, permanent buildings
constructed along the Port/Gateway boundary to minimize
conflicts over solar access.

Impact 4.11-5: New construction could introduce building or Mitigation 4.11-6: New construction adjacent to a public park L
landscaping elements that would now or in the future cast or open space shall demonstrate through design review that
shadow that substantially impairs the beneficial use of a public development shall not substantially impair enjoyment of the
park or open space. public using the space.
Biological Resources
Impact 4.12-1: Redevelopment could resultin the loss of 15 acres Mitigation 4.12-1: EBRPD shall maintain and enhance L
of ruderal/beach habitat. beach habitat where feasible between the shoreline and the
park in order that water birds have space to forage and roost
on the peninsula, and comply with all applicable resource
agency requirements.
Impact 4.12-2: Redevelopment could result in increased raptor Mitigation 4.12-2: Tall ornamental trees that could provide L
predation on least terns that may forage near the Gateway perches for raptors shall be prohibited in the design of the
peninsula. Gateway Park.
Mitigation 4.12-3: Raptor deterrents shall be placed on light
standards and other tall elements installed within the
Gateway Park.
See Mitigation Measure 4.11-2, above.
Impact 4.12-3: Redevelopment would result in net loss of Mitigation 4.12-4: Contractors, developers, the Port, and L
approximately 27 acres of open and covered water at New Berth EBRPD shall comply with all permit conditions from the
21; minor amounts of fill and revetment could occur along the Corps, RWQCB, USFWS/NMFS and CDFG for fill.
shoreline of the Gateway Park, with a loss of near-shore habitat.
Legend: S = Significant and unavoidable; L = Less than significant; A = Impact avoided
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Table 1-1
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation
Residual

Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation Significance
Impact 4.12-4: Redevelopment could result in both temporary  Mitigation 4.12-5: A qualified observer shall be present on L
impacts to herring spawning habitat during construction, and a site during all in-water construction activities near potential
permanent net loss of Pacific herring spawning habitat associated herring spawning areas between December 1 and March 1.
with the wharf pilings at existing Berths 9, 10, 20 and 21 due to
construction of New Berth 21.

Mitigation 4.12-6: If spawning is observed, in-water

construction activities shall be redirected for 200 meters

around the spawning area for two weeks.
Impact 4.12-6: Redevelopment may result in loss of protected Mitigation 4.12-7: Application for a tree preservation/tree L
trees measuring 4 inches dbh (or larger) or trees with a dbh of removal permit from the City of Oakland for all protected
greater than 9 inches. trees shall comply with the Tree Ordinance, which includes

replacement of native trees at a minimum of a 1:1 ratio.
Impact 4.12-7: Redevelopment may result in the loss of breeding Mitigation 4.12-8: Trees shall be removed between L
bird nesting habitat with the removal of certain trees. September 1 and January 31 to avoid the nesting season

(February 1 to August 31). Alternatively, field surveys shall

be conducted no earlier than 45 days and no later than 20

days prior to the removal of any trees during the

nesting/breeding season of bird species potentially nesting

on the site to determine whether birds are present.

Mitigation 4.12-9: Construction shall not occur within 150

feet of an active nest until the nest is vacated or the

juveniles have fledged.
Legend: S = Significant and unavoidable; L = Less than significant; A = Impact avoided
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Table 1-1
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation
Residual

Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation Significance
Impact 4.12-8: Redevelopment could result in a substantial Mitigation 4.12-10: The Port shall continue to enforce its S
increase in the risk of establishment of invasive species in the tariff requirements regarding ballast water and if the State
San Francisco Bay. law sunsets, shall implement the remainder of its ballast

water ordinance, as it may be amended from time to time.

Mitigation 4.12-11: The Port shall continue to develop and

implement a carrier ballast water education program.

Mitigation 4.12-12: The Port shall support international and

United States efforts to adopt uniform international or

national standards to avoid introduction of exotic species

through shipping activities.
Impact 4.12-9: Loss of up to approximately 0.5 acre of isolated, Mitigation 4.12-13: Contractors and developers shall comply L
urban wetlands with all conditions imposed by the RWQCB for fill of

wetlands.
Impact 5.12-1: Effects to sensitive species. See Mitigation Measures 4.12-1, 4.12-2, and 4.12-3, above. L
Impact 5.12-2: Loss of protected wetlands and waters of the U.S. See Mitigation Measures 4.12-4 and 4.12-13, above.
Impact 5.12-3: Redevelopment could increase potential risk of See Mitigation Measures 4.12-10, 4.12-11, and 4.12-12, S
invasive species being established in San Francisco Bay. above.
Geology, Seismicity, and Soils
Impact 4.13-1: Redevelopment could expose increased numbers  Mitigation 4.13-1: Redevelopment elements shall be L
of people and structures to strong seismic ground shaking. designed in accordance with criteria established by the

UBC, soil investigation and construction requirements

established in the Oakland General Plan, the Bay

Conservation and Development Commission Safety of Fill

Policy, and wharf design criteria established by the Port or

City of Oakland (depending on the location of the wharf).
Legend: S = Significant and unavoidable; L = Less than significant; A = Impact avoided
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Table 1-1

Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation

Significant Impact

Proposed Mitigation

Residual
Significance

Mitigation 4.13-2: Redevelopment elements shall be
designed and constructed in accordance with requirements
of a site-specific geotechnical evaluation.

Impact 4.13-2: Redevelopment could expose increased numbers See Mitigation Measures 4.13-1 and 4.13-2, above. L
of people or structures to seismic related ground failure, including
liquefaction, lateral spreading, subsidence, or collapse.
Impact 4.13-3: Localized landsliding may occur in sloped See Mitigation Measures 4.13-1 and 4.13-2, above. L
shoreline areas.
Impact 4.13-4: Under certain conditions, disturbance of soils Mitigation 4.13-3: Prior to ground-disturbing activities, the L
during construction could result in erosion. contractor shall develop and implement a Regional Water

Quality Control Board (RWQCB)-acceptable Stormwater

Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that includes erosion

control measures.
Impact 4.13-5: Redevelopment could occur on expansive soils. See Mitigation Measures 4.13-1 and 4.13-2, above. L
Impact 4.13-6: Redevelopment elements may be located above a See Mitigation Measure 4.13-2, above L
well, pit, sump, mound, tank vault, unmarked sewer line, landfill,
or unknown fill soils.

Mitigation 4.13-4: The project applicant shall thoroughly

review available building and environmental records.

Mitigation 4-13.5: The developer shall perform due

diligence, including without limitation, retaining the services

of subsurface utility locators and other technical experts

prior to any ground-disturbing activities.
Impact 5.13-1: Exposure of persons or property to seismic risk. See Mitigation Measures 4.13-1 and 4.13-2, above. L
Legend: S = Significant and unavoidable; L = Less than significant; A = Impact avoided
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Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation

Significant Impact

Proposed Mitigation

Residual
Significance

Groundwater

Impact 4.14-1: Operation of wells could cause saltwater to intrude  Mitigation 4.14-1: Installation of groundwater extraction wells L
into shallow groundwater. into the shallow water-bearing zone or Merritt Sand aquifer
for any purpose other than construction de-watering and
remediation shall be prohibited.
Impact 4.14-2: Operation of wells could cause contaminants to Mitigation 4.14-2: Extraction of groundwater for construction L
migrate to uncontaminated groundwater. de-watering or remediation shall be minimized where
practicable.
Impact 5.14-1: Concurrent operation of multiple remediation wells See Mitigation Measures 4.14-1 and 4.14-2, above. L
or construction dewatering activities could further impair
groundwater quality.
Surface Water
Impact 4.15-1: In-water construction or remediation would Mitigation 4.15-1: Prior to in-water construction, the L
increase turbidity, and could release contaminants, affecting contractor shall prepare a water quality protection plan
water quality. acceptable to the RWQCB, including site-specific best
management practices for protection of Bay waters, and
shall implement this plan during construction.
Mitigation 4.15-2: Contractors and developers shall comply
with all permit conditions from the Corps, RWQCB, and
BCDC.
Impact 4.15-2: Under certain circumstances, disturbance of soils Mitigation 4.15-3: Prior to ground-disturbing activities, the L

during construction could result in erosion, which in turn could

increase sediment loads to receiving waters.

contractor shall develop and implement a Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan to be reviewed by the City or the
Port, including erosion and sediment control measures.

Legend: S = Significant and unavoidable; L = Less than significant; A = Impact avoided

Public Review Draft

Page 1-43

April 2002



OARB Area Redevelopment EIR

Table 1-1
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation
Residual

Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation Significance
Impact 4.15-3: During construction or remediation, shallow Mitigation 4.15-4: Prior to construction or remediation, the L
groundwater may be encountered that could be contaminated contractor shall develop and implement a Stormwater
with sediment or chemicals, and could enter nearby receiving  Pollution Prevention Plan, including protocols for
waters as could contaminated stormwater. determining the quality and disposition of construction water

which includes shallow groundwater encountered during

construction/remediation.
Impact 4.15-4: Net changes in impervious surface could resultin  Mitigation 4.15-5: Post-construction controls of stormwater L
higher pollutant loads to receiving waters. shall be incorporated into the design of new redevelopment

elements to reduce pollutant loads.
Impact 4.15-5: Use of recycled water for non-potable purposes Mitigation 4.15-6: Site-specific design and best management L
could lead to degradation of surface water quality. practices shall be implemented to prevent runoff of recycled

water to receiving waters.
Impact 4.15-6: New construction could result in changes in Mitigation 4.15-7: New development shall conform with the A
localized flooding. policies of the City of Oakland's Comprehensive Plan

Environmental Health Hazards Element regarding flood

protection.

Mitigation 4.15-8: The City and the Port shall complete flood

hazard mapping in the project area, where necessary and

applicable to delineate 100- and 500-year flood hazard

zones.
Impact 5.15-1: Construction-related increases in erosion and  See Mitigation Measures 4.15-1, 4.15-2, and 4.15-3, above L
sedimentation/turbidity.
Impact 5.15-2: Increases in 303(d) pollutants and toxics. See Mitigation Measures 4.15-4 and 4.15-5, above L

00O
(o)

Legend: S = Significant and unavoidable; L = Less than significant; A = Impact avoided
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INTRODUCTION

This overview chapter describes the purpose, scope, and intended uses of this Environmental
Impact Report (EIR). It also describes under what conditions additional environmental review
will be required in the future. The chapter concludes with a description of the format of the EIR,
as well as a summary of its content.

PURPOSE

This document is an EIR for the City of Oakland’s (City) Oakland Army Base (OARB) Area
Redevelopment Plan (herein, “Redevelopment Plan”). The primary purpose of this EIR is to
describe and disclose potential environmental consequences of City adoption of the
Redevelopment Plan, which would authorize physical redevelopment of the plan area (herein,
“project area”). In addition, public officials and agencies may use the EIR to inform decisions
regarding future redevelopment activities (including parcel-specific projects).

SCOPE AND INTENDED USES OF THIS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Scope of the Environmental Impact Report

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA, Public Resources Code
[PRC] 88 21000—21178), adoption of the Redevelopment Plan and redevelopment of the
project area constitute a single project, analyzed in this EIR. Section 21090 of CEQA provides
that “all public and private activities or undertakings pursuant to, or in furtherance of, a
redevelopment plan shall be deemed a single project.” (PRC §21090). Here, the
Redevelopment Plan describes a framework or program for project area redevelopment, and
many details of the redevelopment activities are not yet known. Nevertheless, this EIR
evaluates impacts of redevelopment activities to the extent accurate and stable information is
available. When specific circumstances occur as described below, additional environmental
analysis will occur.

Intended Uses of the Environmental Impact Report

This EIR is intended to be used by the City and other responsible agencies, such as the
Oakland Base Reuse Authority (OBRA), the Redevelopment Agency of the City of Oakland
(ORA), and the Port of Oakland (Port),"* to disclose environmental impacts of the following:

Under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA, 42 United States Code [USC] § 4321 et seq.), the Army
prepared an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), which examined the direct environmental effects of the Army’s
decision to close the Base and transfer the property to the City, as well as estimated indirect environmental effects of
reuse of the OARB by the community. (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers [Corps] Draft EIS 1999; Supplemental Draft
EIS 2001; Final EIS 2001). That EIS, which will be used by relevant federal agencies, addresses only the
approximately 430-acre OARB. This EIR, which will be used by state and local agencies, addresses the entire
redevelopment project area.
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2.3

acceptance of a majority of the OARB from the Army by the OBRA, including all necessary
discretionary actions and inter-agency agreements;

acceptance of portions of the OARB by other public agencies and organizations including 15
acres conveyed to the East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD);

transfer of OARB lands by OBRA to ORA, and portions of these lands from ORA to the Port
of Oakland, and to the Painters and Decorators Joint Apprenticeship Training Committee
(JATC);

adjustment of Port jurisdictional boundaries to correspond to the Reuse Plan;

establishment of a redevelopment project area by the City and implementation of the
Redevelopment Plan by the ORA to facilitate elimination of physical and economic blight
arising from or exacerbated by the closure of the Base;

amendment of the Oakland General Plan by the City to reflect land uses within the project
area appropriate to accomplish redevelopment;

adoption of a Final Reuse Plan by OBRA,

amendment of zoning designations by the City to reflect zoning within the project area
appropriate to accomplish redevelopment;

approval and implementation of remediation activities; and
implementation of certain well-defined redevelopment activities by the OBRA, ORA, the City,

and/or the Port, including demolition, land assembly, land grading and site preparation, and
installation of infrastructure.

In addition, this document would be used by agencies, including the City and Port, granting
discretionary approvals or permits to inform their decisions and permitting processes. A
discussion of potential approvals, permits, and consultations is contained in Chapter 3:
Description, of this document.

POTENTIAL ADDITIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Subsequent or supplemental environmental review may be required should one or more of the
following events occur pursuant to Section 21166 of CEQA:

1.

Substantial changes are proposed in the program which will require major revisions of the
EIR.

Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the program is
being undertaken which will require major revisions in the EIR.

New information becomes available, which is not known and could not have been known at
the time the EIR was certified as complete.
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When a subsequent redevelopment activity is proposed, the lead agency for that activity—the
City, ORA, OBRA, or the Port of Oakland™—will make a determination whether additional
environmental review is warranted pursuant to CEQA Section 21166, as implemented by the
CEQA Guidelines, (14 California Code of Regulations [CCR] 88 15162, 15163).

EIR FORMAT AND CONTENT OVERVIEW

This EIR is organized into eleven chapters, and appendices.

Chapter 1.0: Summary, provides an overview of the redevelopment program; briefly describes
planning processes undertaken to date; summarizes the need for and objectives of the
redevelopment program; generally describes proposed redevelopment; identifies areas of public
interest known to the lead agency; summarizes benefits and environmental impacts of the
redevelopment program and recommended mitigation measures and alternatives that could
avoid or substantially reduce significant impacts; and briefly describes the City’s proposed plan
to monitor the implementation and effectiveness of recommended mitigation measures.

Chapter 2.0: Introduction (this chapter), provides an overview of the purpose, scope, intended
use, and format and content of this document, as well as a description of the process for
determining the need for and type of potential additional environmental review.

Chapter 3.0: Description, provides information regarding the redevelopment program as
follows: an overview; background; purpose, need, and objectives; location; district
characteristics; redevelopment activities; operational and construction characteristics and
activities; and required approvals, permits, and consultations.

Chapter 4.0: Setting and Baseline, Impacts, and Mitigation, describes for 15 environmental
factors the current environmental setting, and where appropriate, the environmental setting in
1995 (the alternative baseline year); describes physical direct and indirect impacts to the
environment of the redevelopment program; and recommends mitigation measures that could
avoid, minimize, reduce, rectify, or compensate for significant impacts of the redevelopment
program.

Chapter 5.0: Cumulative Impacts, describes the redevelopment program’s contribution to
environmental impacts that could result from the combination of past, current, and probable
future actions.

Chapter 6.0: Consideration of Impacts of Proposed Redevelopment, describes significant
and irreversible changes to the environment that could result from implementation of the

The project area spans the project approval jurisdiction of both the City of Oakland and the Port of Oakland. Within
their respective jurisdictions, each agency would exert approval authority over redevelopment activities, and would
serve as lead agency under CEQA, should further environmental review be warranted.
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redevelopment program. This chapter also describes the potential of the redevelopment
program to result in area population or other growth that could result in environmental impacts.

Chapter 7.0: Alternatives to the Proposed Redevelopment Program, describes a suite of

alternatives to the redevelopment program as well as a screening process to focus on the most
effective and feasible of these alternatives; presents a comparative analysis of alternatives put
forth for further consideration, and identifies the alternative with the least overall environmental
impact.

Chapter 8.0: Consultation, describes agencies and interested parties contacted during
development of this document, and also describes the process of engaging the community in
providing input to this EIR.

Chapter 9.0: EIR Preparers, identifies persons who prepared this document, their role in its
preparation, their agency or company affiliation, and their experience and qualifications.

Chapter 10.0: Bibliography, lists information sources relied upon in the preparation of this
document.

Appendices follow the text of this document, and include information regarding community and
public agency consultation for this EIR, required notices, and information and data supporting
technical analyses.

¢
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3.

3.1

3.1.1

DESCRIPTION

This chapter provides information regarding the proposed action, i.e., approval and
implementation of the Oakland Army Base (OARB) Area Redevelopment Plan, including the
OARB Reuse Plan. Specifically, this chapter provides an overview of the proposed
redevelopment program* and of key redevelopment entities; background about the Base
closure, transfer and reuse planning process, as well as background about the redevelopment
planning process; a statement of purpose, need, and objectives of redevelopment; and a
description of the location and characteristics of the project area. This general and background
information is followed by a description of redevelopment activities. The chapter concludes with
information regarding required approvals, permits, and consultations that may rely on this
Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

OVERVIEW

This section provides an overview of the study area, the proposed redevelopment, and key
entities involved in redevelopment.

As illustrated by Figures 1-1 and 3-1, the OARB area redevelopment project area is located in
the San Francisco Bay region, in the western portion of the City of Oakland, Alameda County.

The Study Area

The study area for this EIR primarily comprises the approximately 1,731-acre OARB
Redevelopment Area as described in the Legal Description of the Project Area Boundaries
attached to, and incorporated into the OARB Area Redevelopment Plan (Oakland
Redevelopment Agency 2000). In addition, the study area for this EIR includes modifications
and additions to the legal description of the Redevelopment Project Area boundaries to allow for
thorough environmental review of all actions anticipated as a result of approval and
implementation of the OARB Area Redevelopment Plan and OARB Reuse Plan. These
differences, depicted on Figure 3-2, include the following:

Inclusion of approximately 56 acres of submerged lands that are part of the OARB but not
included in the legal description of the Redevelopment Area, and other submerged lands
immediately southeast of the OARB and west of existing Berth 10.

Modifications to the shoreline of the Oakland Inner and Middle harbors. These modifications
were completed as part of the Port of Oakland’s Vision 2000 Program, and occurred
following adoption of the Redevelopment Area boundaries.

The Redevelopment Plan describes a series of related actions, or a program, which constitutes a “project” under
CEQA. The terms “program” and “project” are used interchangeable in this EIR.
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Figure 3-1 Regional Vicinity
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Figure 3-2 OARB Redevelopment Project Area, Sub-Districts, and Area Landmarks
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3.1.2

Inclusion of land adjacent to the Union Pacific (UP) Intermodal railyard that is needed to fully
implement rail improvements identified in the Reuse Plan.

Other minor boundary adjustments (including both additions and subtractions of land)
throughout the Redevelopment Area to accurately represent existing conditions and planned
land uses.

In total, these differences represent a net increase of approximately 70 acres to the 1,731-acre
Redevelopment Area. For ease of reference, this now approximately 1,800-acre redevelopment
study area is referred to herein as the OARB area “redevelopment project area,” or simply
“project area.”

The Redevelopment Program

The proposed action is the approval and implementation of the OARB Area Redevelopment
Plan and OARB Reuse Plan to redevelop the project area. The core of the project area is the
approximately 430-acre OARB (also herein “the Base”), which was slated for closure by the
federal government in 1995. In total, redevelopment activities are planned for approximately 710
acres, and the EIR will examine the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of that development
to the extent activity-specific information is known about each of the proposed land uses. The
purpose of redevelopment is to eliminate or alleviate blight—physical and economic liabilities—
over the whole project area in the interest of the public health, safety, and general welfare of the
people of both the blighted community and of the State of California. Build-out of the project
area is expected to occur by 2020. As depicted by Figure 1-2, the project area is subdivided into
three sub-districts:

1. The approximately 470-acre> OARB sub-district. The OARB sub-district is further
subdivided into two development areas, and a number of miscellaneous parcels:

the 228-acre City of Oakland’s Gateway development area, generally located in the
northwest portion of the sub-district. The Gateway development area includes
approximately 189 acres of the OARB and several miscellaneous parcels generally
located outside of the OARB and north of Burma Road. These miscellaneous parcels
are currently in mixed ownership, including the Port and Caltrans.

In addition to approximately 14 miscellaneous acres, the OARB sub-district includes approximately 26 acres of OARB
lands currently owned by the U.S. Army Reserves (Reserves). The property owned by the Reserves is located at two
distinct areas: the 19-acre Subaru site is immediately above West Grand Avenue; the 7-acre Enclave comprises two
smaller parcels grouped in the south central OARB. Redevelopment as proposed includes acquisition of these lands
by the City (approximately 17 acres of the Subaru site) and the Port (approximately 2 acres of the Subaru site and the
7-acre Enclave). The Reserves has indicated its current facilities are substandard and relocation of their facilities is
required to prevent impacts to morale, and to allow the units to conduct effective, realistic, and meaningful training to
meet its readiness and mobilization missions (U.S. Army Reserves 2001). The City, Port and East Bay Municipal
Utility District (EBMUD) are currently in negotiations to acquire these lands. (EBMUD plans to acquire an
approximately 16-acre area known as the Heroic War Dead Site, which is outside of the project area, and not
addressed in this EIR.)
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the 241-acre Port of Oakland’s Port development area, located in the west and
southeast portions of the sub-district. The Port development area includes approximately
185 acres of land area from the OARB and an additional 56 acres of OARB submerged
land.

2. The approximately 1,290-acre Maritime sub-district, and
3. The approximately 41-acre 16"/Wood sub-district.

The project area was established by the City in 2000, when the City adopted a redevelopment
plan to combat economic and physical blight that currently exists in western Oakland within the
broad project area, and blight that could result from, or be exacerbated by, the closure of the
OARB (Redevelopment Plan for the Oakland Army Base Redevelopment Project, City of
Oakland 2000). The Redevelopment Plan defines a framework of agency powers, duties, and
obligations to enable redevelopment of the project area. The Redevelopment Plan incorporates
in its entirety (and as may be amended from time to time) the OARB Reuse Plan® (Amended
Draft Final Reuse Plan for the Oakland Army Base, OBRA 1998, as amended 2001). The
Reuse Plan describes a “Flexible Alternative” land use plan for the Gateway development area
with proposed land uses and approximate densities as envisioned by the West Oakland
community and the Oakland Base Reuse Authority (OBRA).* The Reuse Plan also describes
the Port of Oakland’s plans for maritime and ralil facilities in the Port development area.

Redevelopment would replace existing uses—some in derelict condition—with vibrant, mixed-
use development. Redevelopment benefits include the following:

Job generation

Increased number of Oakland housing units

Improved visual environment

Improved land use variety and compatibility

Increased public access to and along the Oakland waterfront

Remediation of site contamination as necessary, and related improvement to surface and
groundwater quality

Improved efficiency of Port operations

Ability of the Port to handle 2020 cargo throughput projections

Note the Reuse Plan is officially referred to as a “draft final” until its formal adoption by the OBRA, at which time it will
simply be the final Reuse Plan.

The Redevelopment and Reuse plans, herein summarized and incorporated by reference pursuant to Public
Resources Code Section 21061, are available for review at 250 Frank Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3330 during regular
business hours.
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3.1.3

Build-out of the proposed land uses in the project area is projected to result in up to 375 new
live/work units®, approximately 4.1 million square feet of new business-oriented development,
approximately 3 acres of new community-serving uses, nearly 31 acres of park and open space,
approximately 120 acres of new maritime cargo terminals and 82 acres of re-configured terminal
area, 105 acres of ancillary maritime support uses and a relocated and improved rail facility.
Note this build-out does not include ongoing Port modernization, as described in Section 3.6.4,
nor other Port improvements in the Maritime sub-district that have already been approved.
Figure 3-3 conceptually illustrates the redevelopment strategy, and Table 3-1 describes in more
detail the projected build-out.

Key Redevelopment Entities

Planning and implementation of the redevelopment program involves numerous government
agencies and members of the community. A general description of key entities and their roles in
base reuse and project area redevelopment is provided below.®

The U.S. Army. The U.S. Army (Army) constructed and operated the OARB. The Army is
transferring OARB property to several entities for reuse.

The U.S. Army Reserves. The U.S. Army Reserves (Reserves) has retained certain OARB
property. The Reserves is expected to transfer this OARB property to other entities, including
the City, the Port, and the East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD), in the future.

The California State Lands Commission. The California State Lands Commission (SLC) has
jurisdiction over “tidelands trust” lands, which are certain tidal and submerged lands granted by
the state in trust to cities and counties to develop harbors in furtherance of state and national
commerce. These grants require that granted lands be used consistent with the public trust and
terms of the grant and require the grantee to use the revenues produced from these lands for
trust purposes consistent with the grants. The existence and extent of lands subject to the trust
at OARB has not been determined. The SLC has taken the position that a portion of the OARB

Under Community Redevelopment Law at the time the OARB area project area was established, 20 percent of a tax
increment generated within a district must be used by the redevelopment agency to increase, improve, and preserve
the supply of affordable housing (HSC § 33334.2). On December 11, 2001 the Oakland Redevelopment Agency
adopted a resolution increasing the percentage to 25 for redevelopment areas that achieve a 120 percent debt
coverage threshold. While such housing is required to be located within the City, it need not be located within the
project area, if the agency and legislative body find this would benefit the project area (HSC § 33334.2(g). Affordable
housing demolished or removed for purposes of redevelopment must be replaced within four years of such
destruction or removal (HSC § 33334.5). No such housing will be demolished as a result of redevelopment.
Furthermore, the redevelopment program provides for setting aside required monies, and locating required housing at
sites located outside the project area. The characteristics and location of this housing have not been identified.
Therefore, sufficient information does not currently exist with which to analyze impacts of its construction and
occupation; when such information is developed, the housing project(s) may be subject to environmental review
under CEQA.

See also Table 3-2, which lists relevant agencies, as well as approvals, permits, or consultation processes required to
implement this redevelopment program, and Figure 4.2-1, which depicts jurisdictional boundaries.
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Figure 3-3 Conceptual Redevelopment Strategy
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Table 3-1
OARB Area Redevelopment Project Area Buildout, 2002 through 2020

Redevelopment Sub-District

OARB®
Potential Land Uses Units” Gateway Port Maritime 16"/Wood Total
Light Industry sq. ft. 494,000° 0 305,000 799,000
Office, R&D sq. ft. 1,528,000 0 1,437,000 2,965,000
Retail sq. ft. 25,000 0 1,300 26,300
Warehouse/distribution sq. ft. 300,000 0 0 300,000
Total square feet 2,347,000 0 1,743,300 4,090,300
Live/work units 375 375
From uses listed above ac. 168 0 0 40 208
Park, Public Access ac. 29 0 0 1 30
New Maritime Terminals ac. 55 65 0 120
Terminal Reconfiguration ac. 82 82
Maritime Support ac. 15 2 88" 0 105
Rail ac. 130 35 0 165
Acres to beredeveloped" 212 187 270 41 710
Total acres 228 241 1,290 41 1,800

Notes:

& As required by federal BRAC law, redevelopment of the OARB sub-district includes a Homeless Assistance
Accommodation program. Redevelopment as proposed would locate the entire program outside the project
area; however, Chapter 7: Alternatives to the Proposed Redevelopment Program, examines alternatives for
locating the Homeless Assistance Accommodation program on site.

sq. ft. = square feet; ac. = acres

Includes 50,000 square feet of training facilities for the Joint Apprentice and Training Committee (JATC).
Acreages identified above are gross land use acreage, and are inclusive of roadway and utility rights-of way.
See discussion of ancillary maritime uses (AMS), Section 3.6.4.

that includes the property west of Maritime Street, is within the tidelands trust boundary. The
Port and OBRA are working with the SLC to execute an “exchange,” whereby tidelands trust
requirements would be transferred from portions of the Gateway development area to the Port
development area and Maritime sub-district.

The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission. The San Francisco
Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) has jurisdiction over the San
Francisco Bay, its shoreline, and certain related waterways. BCDC exerts its authority through
its regulatory program and two planning documents: the San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan
(the “Seaport Plan,” BCDC and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission [MTC], 1982, as
amended through 2001) and the San Francisco Bay Plan (the “Bay Plan,” BCDC 1968, as
amended through 2001). These plans define “priority use areas” at specific shoreline sites. If a
site is designated a priority use area in the Seaport Plan or the Bay Plan, it is reserved for that
use. Until the plans were amended in April 2001, the entire OARB was designated as port
priority use. In September 2000, the City and Port filed a joint application to amend the Seaport
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Plan and Bay Plan to reconfigure the development areas on the Base, to remove the port
priority use designation from the Gateway development area, and to designate other specific
parcels as port priority use areas. BCDC then amended the plans in April 2001 to reflect the
requested change in land use designation. BCDC retains ongoing permit jurisdiction over the
Bay and shoreline areas of the project area.

Department of Toxics Substance Control. The Department of Toxics Substances Control
(DTSC) is a department of the California Environmental Protection Agency responsible for
approving the Remedial Action Plan (RAP), approving the Army’s early transfer (FOSET) of the
Base to OBRA, and overseeing remediation at the OARB.

The East Bay Regional Park District. The East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD) is a
regional agency that is expected to receive certain OARB property (15 acres) from the Army via
the Department of the Interior for a public park.

The Oakland Base Reuse Authority. The Oakland Base Reuse Authority (OBRA) is the Local
Reuse Authority (LRA) responsible for managing OARB assets and planning reuse of the Base.
The OBRA operates the interim leasing operations, will acquire property from the Reserves, will
accept the majority of OARB property from the Army, and will, in turn, transfer that property to
other entities for reuse/redevelopment.

The City of Oakland. The City of Oakland (City) adopted the Redevelopment Plan, establishing
the project area, and empowered the Oakland Redevelopment Agency to enact that plan and
oversee redevelopment. The City is the lead agency under CEQA and, except as otherwise
provided in the City Charter with respect to certain Port-related matters, is also responsible for
planning, including amending the General Plan, rezoning, issuing land use approvals, and —
jointly with the Port — altering the Port area boundary from time to time.

The Oakland Redevelopment Agency. The Redevelopment Agency of the City of Oakland
(also the Oakland Redevelopment Agency, ORA) is expected to accept the majority of OARB
land from the OBRA, transfer lands to other entities, and implement the Redevelopment Plan.

The Port of Oakland. The Port of Oakland (Port) is expected to accept certain OARB lands
from the ORA, acquire land from the Reserves, annex these lands to the Port aea, waive
certain reversionary rights, approve changes in the Port area jointly with the City to allow City
development to proceed, and approve redevelopment activities within its jurisdiction.’

Section 706(3) of the City of Oakland Charter vests in the Board of Port Commissioners “complete and exclusive power”
over “...all the waterfront properties, and lands adjacent thereto, or under water, structures thereon, and approaches
thereto, storage facilities, and other utilities, and all rights and interests belonging thereto, which are now or may
hereafter be owned or possessed by the City, including all salt or marsh or tidelands and structures thereon granted to
the City in trust by the State of California for the promotion and accommodation of commerce and navigation.” Section
706(4) of the Charter vests in the Board “complete and exclusive power” over “...that part of the City hereinafter defined
as the ‘Port area,” ” which Section 725 defines as “the same area that existed immediately prior to the adoption of this
Section, as it has been defined by Charter and by ordinance, and as it may hereafter be altered by Council ordinance in
accordance with and upon the recommendation of the Board, or by amendment of this Charter.”
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3.2

3.2.1

The Alameda County Homeless Base Conversion Collaborative. The Homeless
Collaborative is a non-profit collaborative of organizations that provides housing and services to
the homeless. Under federal BRAC law, base closure programs must include an
accommodation to recognized homeless providers. The OARB Reuse Plan commits to
providing a Homeless Assistance Accommodation through the Homeless Collaborative,
including providing for the following services: a workforce and business development campus, a
food bank, transitional housing, domestic violence support services, and a childcare facility.
Redevelopment as proposed would locate the entire program outside the project area.?

The Joint Apprentice and Training Committee. The Joint Apprentice and Training Committee
(JATC) is a non-profit educational organization expected to receive certain OARB property (3
acres) from the ORA for a job training facility.

The West Oakland Community Advisory Group. The WOCAG is community group
representing a broad range of interests in West Oakland. WOCAG advised the OBRA in
preparing the original, revised, and amended Reuse plans and continues to meet and provide
input on the redevelopment program.

Developers. Private or quasi-private sector developers, as well as public sector development
entities such as the City and Port, may implement specific projects (subsequent redevelopment
activities) within the project area.

BACKGROUND

This section describes closure and transfer of the OARB, the history and status of reuse
planning, and the history and status of redevelopment planning. The processes of base closure,
transfer, and reuse/redevelopment are complex and inter-dependent. Figure 3-4 illustrates
these processes and their general status. Figure 3-5 provides more detail regarding disposal
and transfer of OARB.

Base Closure, Transfer, and Reuse Planning
Base Closure and Transfer

During the late 1980s and the 1990s, the U.S. government closed and/or realigned (transferred
the functions of) numerous military facilities. Through the closure process, all or a portion of

Pursuant to a 1999 Legally Binding Agreement between, OBRA, ORA, and the Homeless Collaborative, OBRA and
ORA committed to provide low-cost leases to the Homeless Collaborative for eight buildings (approximately 229,000
square feet and 52 dwelling units) to be used as a workforce and business development campus, childcare facility,
transitional housing, and food bank. Subsequent to that agreement, however, BCDC requirements related to Port
Priority land uses at and near the Base necessitated OBRA to substantially revise the property disposition plan forthe
OARB, and those eight buildings are no longer available for Homeless Collaborative long-term leasing. Therefore,
pursuant to the terms of the 1999 Legally Binding Agreement, the parties are currently negotiating alternative terms
and conditions to satisfy the homeless assistance component of the Reuse Plan.
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Figure 3-4 OARB Reuse and Redevelopment Process
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Figure 3-4 OARB Reuse and Redevelopment Process
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Figure 3-5 OARB Property Conveyance
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these military bases were then available to their respective local cities or counties for community
reuse. In this manner, local communities are able to re-capture the loss of jobs that occurred
when a base was closed. Planning for reuse of these bases generally occurs under the
guidance of an LRA, an entity established specifically for the purpose of planning transitional
and ultimate reuse, and managing the assets of the base during the military-to-community
transitional or “interim” period.

In 1995, the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission recommended closure and
realignment of the OARB. In July 1995 the President of the United States approved the BRAC
Commission’s recommendation, Congress reviewed the recommendation, and it became law on
September 28,1995.

The Army, the lead agency for base closure and transfer of OARB, first realigned the
approximately 430-acre Base, reserving 26 acres for the Reserves. The Army then began the
process of OARB “disposal” by screening requests for property. The Army plans to convey 384
acres to the OBRA and 15 acres to the EBRPD.? The OBRA, in turn, plans to transfer the land
to the ORA; the ORA will transfer 241 acres to the Port (approximately 185 acres of upland and
56 acres of submerged land),” and 3 acres to the JATC.

In its role as lead agency for OARB closure and disposal, the Army undertook several federal
planning processes, described below.

Federal Environmental Review. The Army prepared an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (INEPA], 42 United States Code [USC]
§ 4231 et seq.). The EIS described the direct effects of its action, Base closure and disposal.
The EIS also described Base reuse as a secondary effect of disposal (U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers [Corps] Draft EIS 1999; Supplemental Draft EIS 2001; Final EIS 2001).

Coastal Zone Consistency Determination. Pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management Act of
1972 as amended, ([CZMA], 16 USC §1451), in May 2001 the Army obtained BCDC'’s
agreement with the Army’s consistency determination. The Army is responsible for ensuring that
federal development projects in the coastal zone, including projects such as the Army's closure
and transfer of the OARB, are consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the California
Coastal Management Program (CCMP). In the San Francisco Bay area, two documents
embody the CCMP: the McAteer-Petris Act and the Bay Plan (BCDC 1998, as amended), which
incorporates the Seaport Plan (BCDC and MTC 1997, as amended). Therefore, the Army must
determine the proposed federal action is consistent with the McAteer-Petris Act and the Bay and
Seaport plans. Because the Bay and Seaport plans initially designated the entire OARB as a
Port Priority Use area, the City and the Port of Oakland applied for an amendment to those

10

The Army will assign 15 acres to the Department of Interior who will transfer this acreage to the EBRPD.

As discussed in Section 3.1.2, the upland portion of the Base includes the approximately 9 acres to be acquired by
the Port from the Reserves.
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plans in September 2000. The amendment was designed to ensure that adequate acreage
would be devoted to meeting BCDC's year 2020 container throughput forecasts for the Port and
reserving sufficient property for the City to meet its goals of economic development and job
generation. The application for the plan amendments was approved by BCDC in January 2001.
After the Seaport and Bay plans were amended by BCDC to remove the “port priority” use
designation from the Gateway development area (see discussion regarding BCDC, above),
BCDC issued a letter concurring with the Army's consistency determination for the OARB
closure and transfer in May 2001.

National Historic Preservation Act Consultation. Pursuant to Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act ([NHPA], 16 USC 8470 et seq.), the Army engaged in consultation
with the Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) regarding historic resources on the Base.
Through the Section 106 consultation process, the Army must take into account the effect of its
undertaking on historic resources that are listed, or are eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). On December 11, 2001, a Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) was executed between the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the Army.
That MOU describes the Section 106 consultation process and its conclusions. The executed
MOU, to which the OBRA and the Port are concurring parties, signifies completion of the NHPA
Section 106 consultation.

Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation. Pursuant to the Endangered Species Act
Section 7 ([ESA], 16 USC 81531 et seq.), the Army consulted with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) regarding the potential
impact that disposal and reuse of the Base might have on listed species. The Army notified the
USFWS by letter dated August 3, 2000 that it intended to include the following restriction in the
property transfer document to ensure that potential impacts to the federally endangered
California least tern would be avoided: “Prior to site development or other opening of the
property parcel known as the ‘spit’ area (a parcel consisting of approximately 15 acres at the far
west end of the installation, south of and adjacent to the east end of the Oakland Bay Bridge)"
to public access or other reuse, the new owners will coordinate with and obtain approval of their
specific development plan for the property from the USFWS Endangered Species Office.” In a
letter dated October 11, 2000, the USFWS concurred with the Army’s determination that the
disposal and reuse of the Oakland Army Base “are not likely to adversely affect least terns.” In a
letter dated April 10, 2000, the NMFS determined the actions associated with the Army’s
proposed disposal and reuse of the OARB have either been previously addressed, or will be
addressed in future Section 7 consultations.”

11

12

The area termed the “spit” by the USFWS is termed the Bay Bridge touchdown peninsula or the Gateway peninsula
in this document.

This correspondence is included in Appendix 4.12.

Public Review Draft Page 3-15 April 2002



~No ok~ owiN Bk

oo

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22
23
24
25
26

27

28
29
30
31
32
33

OARB Area Redevelopment EIR

3.2.2

Base Reuse Planning

Once the Base was slated for closure and transfer, OBRA was tasked with directing the OARB
reuse process. The OBRA governing body comprises representatives of the City, County, City
of Alameda, Congressperson Lee’s office, the Association of Bay Area Governments, and
adjacent jurisdictions. As the Local Reuse Authority under federal base closure law, the OBRA
is the agency eligible to manage the Base and its assets in the transitional period between base
closure and transfer, to accept the Base property from the Army, and to plan for its reuse.

Through a separate environmental review, after the OARB was closed in 1995, OBRA entered
into a master lease with the Army for the entire base that provided for continued use of the
existing facilities by various tenants (Interim Leasing Program Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration, ER 98-13)." As part of the reuse planning process, OBRA established the WOCAG
to examine reuse opportunities and recommend community reuse options for OBRA’s
consideration. Interviews with Oakland residents began as early as 1996, and many meetings
were held to discuss the community’s vision of the reuse of the Base. The planning document
produced by the OBRA in consultation with WOCAG was the OARB Amended Draft Final
Reuse Plan (OBRA 1998, as amended through 2001). The Reuse Plan documents the
community reuse planning process and describes the proposed reuse development, including
land use classifications and development densities. The first draft Reuse Plan was issued in
1998, and the 2001 amended draft Reuse Plan reflects changes required for consistency with
the Bay and Seaport plans. Redevelopment of the Base pursuant to the Reuse Plan is intended
to accrue economic benefits to the Oakland citizenry.

Once the Army transfers ownership of the majority of OARB land to the OBRA, the OBRA wiill,
in turn, transfer the land to the ORA. The ORA will transfer the Port development area to the
Port, 3 acres to JATC, and will retain the Gateway development area. The ORA will then be
primarily responsible for redevelopment of the Gateway development area, and the Port will be
primarily responsible for redevelopment of the Port development area.

Redevelopment Planning

The City is the lead agency for CEQA. Immediately upon the BRAC Commission’s
recommendation to close the OARB, the City began to evaluate how best to implement
community reuse of the Base and the surrounding areas. The City investigated redevelopment
options, designated a redevelopment survey area, and prepared a preliminary redevelopment
plan in September 1999. Conditions within the survey area were inventoried, conditions of blight
documented (see below, under “Need”), the survey area was refined, and the Oakland Army

13

During oconstruction of the Bay Bridge Seismic Improvement Project (also termed the Bay Bridge Replacement
Project), Caltrans is expected to utilize western portions of the Gateway development area near Berth 7 for
construction staging. This use is similar in nature to ongoing water-oriented transportation-activities occurring in this
portion of the Base under the existing interim leasing program. Caltrans would complete its use of Base lands prior to
the end of the redevelopment build-out period, and its interim use of OARB property is not expected to affect
redevelopment as proposed.
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Base Preliminary Redevelopment Plan prepared (City of Oakland 1999). The Preliminary
Redevelopment Plan accomplishes the following:

describes boundaries of the survey area;

provides a general statement regarding proposed land uses and densities, major
transportation infrastructure, and development standards for the survey area;

demonstrates how redevelopment of the survey area would accomplish the intent of the
California Community Redevelopment Law (CRL);

demonstrates how proposed redevelopment of the survey area conforms to the Oakland
General Plan; and

generally describes the impact of survey area redevelopment on nearby residents.

Based on the Preliminary Redevelopment Plan, a final project area was defined and a final
redevelopment plan and supporting documentation prepared (Hausrath Economics Group
[HEG] 2000; City of Oakland 2000).

On July 11, 2000, the City adopted and approved, via Ordinance No. 12259 C.M.S., the
Redevelopment Plan for the Oakland Base Redevelopment Project (City of Oakland 2000), and
established a redevelopment project area. The Redevelopment Plan provides the ORA—the
agency primarily responsible for the project area’s redevelopment—with powers, duties, and
obligations to implement and further a program of redevelopment, rehabilitation, and
revitalization of the project area as broadly defined in the plan. The Redevelopment Plan
incorporates the Reuse Plan, as it may be amended from time to time. The City may amend the
Redevelopment Plan after certification of this EIR.

The Redevelopment Plan estimates build-out of the project area by 2020. With respect to the
Gateway development area and 16"/Wood sub-district, this long-term build-out horizon is
coupled with the need of the ORA to flexibly respond to fluctuating market and economic
conditions. These conditions necessarily require the Redevelopment Plan to be broad and
flexible. As the plan states:

Because of the long-term nature of this Plan and the need to retain in the [ORA]
the flexibility to respond to market and economic conditions, developer interests,
and opportunities from time to time presented for redevelopment, this Plan does
not present a precise plan or establish specific projects for the redevelopment,
rehabilitation, and revitalization of any area within the project area, nor does this
Plan present specific proposals in an attempt to solve or alleviate the concerns
and problems of the community relating to the project area. Instead, this Plan
presents a process and a basic framework within vhich specific plans will be
presented, specific projects will be established, and specific solutions be
proposed and by which tools are provided to the [ORA] to fashion, develop, and
proceed with such specific plans, projects, and solutions.
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3.3

33.1

3.3.2

PURPOSE, NEED, AND OBJECTIVES

Purpose

The primary purpose of the proposed redevelopment is to alleviate physical and economic blight
in the project area resulting in part from closure of the OARB.

Need

The West Oakland area of the City is an older urban center that historically supported maritime-
related industry associated with the Oakland waterfront, such as shipping, shipbuilding, and
goods processing. During World War I, the U.S. Navy's Fleet and Industrial Supply Center,
Oakland (FISCO) and the OARB were established on the Oakland waterfront as maritime
staging points and supply depots supporting American armed forces operating in the Pacific
theater. In addition, during World War I, approximately a dozen shipyards operated along the
Oakland Estuary in or near West Oakland. West Oakland businesses supported the military,
and shipbuilding and shipping industries, and local residents provided labor. After World War |l,
the need for military support by local civilians sharply declined. Along the Oakland Estuary, the
shipbuilding industry declined, while the cargo shipping industry increased, absorbing some, but
not all West Oakland maritime labor. The post-World War Il era initiated a gradual, but steady
state of economic decline in West Oakland. In the 1960s to 1970s, the shipping industry
worldwide, including Oakland’s port, shifted from relatively labor-intensive bulk cargo to much
more labor-efficient containerized cargo methods (Minor 2000). With this shift, the economic
decline of West Oakland escalated, leaving in its wake outdated and outmoded industrial
facilities and a poor mix of incompatible industrial, business, and residential land uses.

Compounding this decline was closure of the OARB by Congress in 1995. The Base is primarily
a World War ll-era facility, with a relatively high percentage of temporary buildings, as well as
obsolete structures and antiquated utility systems. Moreover, the majority of the site is located
on fill, and settlement of underlying strata has further stressed structures and utility systems.
The closure of the OARB poses a substantial burden to the local West Oakland community,
already characterized as economically depressed.

Pursuant to California’s Community Redevelopment Law (HSC 8§ 33000 et seq.), the City
conducted a detailed analysis of the current and expected conditions of decline and blight in
West Oakland. The results of this study are documented in the Report to City Council: Oakland
Army Base Redevelopment Project (herein “Report to City Council”) (HEG 2000). Chapter 4 of
the Report to City Council describes blight within each of the three redevelopment sub-
districts.*

14

Chapter 4 and Appendix B of the Report to City Council, herein summarized and incorporated by reference pursuant
to PRC Section 21061, provides substantial written and photographic evidence of existing blighted conditions in the
project area. The report is available for review at 250 Frank Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3330, during regular business hours.
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Pursuant to Community Redevelopment Law, a military base must meet a two-pronged test to
be considered blighted (HSC 88 33492.10(a), 33492.11). First, the blighted conditions cannot
reasonably be expected to be alleviated in the absence of redevelopment. Second, the military
base must satisfy two of seven criteria regarding physical blight. According to the Report to City
Council, the OARB redevelopment sub-district meets the first test, and also meets or exceeds
all seven criteria of the second test, including the following:

unsafe or unhealthy buildings;

obstacles to economically viable reuse;

adjacent to or nearby incompatible land uses;

non-conformance with subdivision, zoning, or planning regulations;
infrastructure that does not meet existing standards;

buildings that, when built, did not conform to codes; and

materials or facilities that need to be removed.

Furthermore, under Community Redevelopment Law, non-military areas related to a base
closure must meet a four-pronged test of blight (HSC 8§ 33492.10(b), 33030, and 33031). First,
an area must be predominantly urbanized, and the blighted conditions cannot reasonably be
expected to be alleviated in the absence of redevelopment. Second, the area must have
inadequate public improvements, parking, or utilities. Third, the area must be necessary for the
effective redevelopment of the related military base. Finally, the area must satisfy one or more
criteria regarding physical blight and one or more criteria of economic blight. According to the
Report to City Council, the Maritime and 16"/Wood sub-districts met the first three tests, and
met or exceeded criteria of the fourth test, including the criteria shown in Table 3-2.

Table 3-2
Criteria for Physical and Economic Blight

Applied to Following Sub-District
per Report to City Council
Criteria Establishing Blight Maritime 16™"/Wood

Physical Blight

Unsafe or unhealthy buildings U

Obstacles to economically viable use of buildings or lots U

Adjacent or nearby incompatible land uses

Lots in multiple ownership of irregular form and shape and
inadequate size for proper usefulness

C|C|CC

Economic Blight

Depreciated or stagnant property values or impaired
investments

-
C

Non-conformance with subdivision, zoning, or planning U U
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3.3.3

Table 3-2
Criteria for Physical and Economic Blight

Applied to Following Sub-District
per Report to City Council

Criteria Establishing Blight Maritime 16™"/Wood
regulations

Infrastructure that does not meet existing standards U U
Buildings that, when built, did not conform to codes U U
Materials or facilities that need to be removed U U
Abnormally high business vacancies or low lease rates, high

turnover, abandoned buildings, excessive vacant lots within U U

an area developed for urban use, and served with utilities

High crime rate that constitutes a serious threat to public U U

safety and welfare

Source: Report to City Council: Oakland Army Base Redevelopment Project (HEG, 2000).

Within the OARB and 16™/Wood sub-districts, conditions of blight are widespread. Generally,
within the Maritime sub-district, conditions of physical blight were concentrated at the former
FISCO site, at the time the Redevelopment Plan was drafted. This site is currently undergoing
redevelopment under previously certified environmental review (Port of Oakland 1998 and 1999;
Corps and Port of Oakland 1998) and construction is nearly complete. Details of ongoing and
future Port facility modernization in the Maritime District evolve on a facility-by-facility basis, and
the modernization of each specific facility has been and will continue to be implemented by and
under the control of the Port under separate project-level approval and environmental review.

Objectives

In developing the Redevelopment Plan, the City identified objectives for redevelopment of the
entire project area. In addition, through the OARB base reuse planning process, the City and
community collaboratively identified additional objectives for redevelopment of the OARB,
especially the City’'s Gateway development area. The Port has also identified objectives specific
to the Port development area and Maritime sub-district, as shown in Table 3-3.
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Table 3-3
Redevelopment Objectives

Applies to the Following

Gateway Maritime sub-
development district and Port 16™/Wood
Objective area development area sub-district

Alleviate economic and social degradation
due to closure of OARB U U U

Eliminate blighting influences

Create a vibrant and balanced land use
pattern

Strengthen the economic base

Allow for sustainable job creation

Expand, improve, and preserve
low/moderate-income housing.

Provide for high-quality public/community
services

Provide for safe, efficient, and effective
movement of people and goods

Protect, preserve, and enhance
environmental resources

Minimize waste generation, maximize
reuse/recycling.

C|CcC|C|C| Cc|Ccjc| c|c
c|c|c|c| c|cc c|c

Accommodate the Port’s share of regional
cargo throughput in 2020

Respond to trends and requirements of
maritime shipping

Increase Port productivity and efficiency

Provide sufficient capacity to substitute for
other West Coast gateway ports in the event
of natural disaster or other emergency

CcC |CfCc|lCc|jCc|jc|jc|c|c|cc c|c

Keep competitive with other West Coast U
ports

Source: Staff Report to the Oakland City Planning Commission (September 19, 2001; Case File No. DET01-06,
ER01-035), included in Appendix 1 of this EIR.

In order to achieve district-wide redevelopment goals, all sub-districts require investment in
infrastructure and improvement of investment potential. In addition, in the OARB and 16"/Wood
sub-districts, substantial construction, or demolition followed by re-construction will also be
required.
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3.4

LOCATION

The project area encompasses approximately 1,800 acres in western Oakland, partially along
the eastern shoreline of San Francisco Bay (Figures 1-1 and 31). This is the westernmost
portion of West Oakland. The project area is located approximately two miles west of the central
business district. The project area is roughly L-shaped. It is located adjacent to several regional
transportation links, as well as to the Bay. The project area is bounded by the following:

To the north is Interstate 80 (I-80), and the Bay Bridge touchdown (where the bridge meets
land, located on a peninsula into the Bay also called the “Gateway peninsula”) and toll
plaza; beyond is the Bay.

To the northeast is the East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) Main Wastewater
Treatment Plant (WWTP), a large, region-serving industrial sewage treatment facility.
Beyond the WWTP is the MacArthur maze (the interchange of 80, 580, and F880), and
farther beyond is the City of Emeryville. To the southeast is the Union Pacific (UP)
intermodal railyard and Jack London Square.

To the south is the Inner Harbor of the Oakland Estuary; beyond is Alameda Point, another
closed military installation.

To the west are Oakland’s Middle and Outer harbors; beyond is the Bay.

The OARB sub-district encompasses approximately 470 acres. This sub-district encompasses
approximately 430 acres of OARB (both the land and submerged portions of the Base, including
on-Base lands currently owned by the Reserves) plus several parcels immediately adjacent to
the northern boundary of OARB, between the Base and 80, totaling approximately 39 acres. It
is bounded by (clockwise from north) the Bay Bridge, F880, the Port of Oakland, and the Bay.
This sub-district comprises two development areas: the 228-acre Gateway development area is
the northwest portion of the sub-district; the 241-acre Port development area is in the west and
southeast portion.

The Maritime sub-district encompasses approximately 1,290 acres. The majority of this sub-
district comprises that portion of the Port of Oakland dedicated to maritime use from the Outer
Harbor on the west to and including Howard Terminal on the east (including Schnitzer Steel, a
non-Port property), and from the Inner Harbor on the south to Berth 10 on the north. The
Maritime sub-district includes the existing marine cargo terminals, the Joint Intermodal Terminal
(JIT) rail facility, marine terminals recently constructed or under construction at Berths 57-59,
and the Middle Harbor Shoreline Park, also under construction.” It abuts, but does not include,

15

Berths 55-59, including the Middle Harbor Shoreline Park and the JIT, are elements of the Port’s Vision 2000
program. Impacts of their construction and operation were disclosed in a certified EIR (Berths 55-58 Project EIR, Port
of Oakland, Draft EIR 1998; Final EIR 1999; SCH No. 97102076). This program is intended to provide modern marine
and rail facilities to transport containerized cargo between foreign—predominantly Asian Pacific—ports and
destinations throughout the United States. The program also provides a new regional waterfront park, and substantial
new public Bay access. The projects comprising the Vision 2000 Program were approved in 1999. Portions of those
projects have been completed and are currently in operation; construction of the remaining portions is in progress.
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3.5

351

Jack London Square and the Union Pacific Railroad Desert yard. This sub-district also includes
areas not under the Port's ownership, including a portion of 1-880 and its frontage road,
Schnitzer Steel, miscellaneous parcels near 2™ and 3“ streets, and miscellaneous parcels east
of 880 between Wood Street, West Grand Avenue, and 26" Street. The area outside the Port's
ownership within this sub-district totals approximately 192 acres.

The 16"/Wood sub-district encompasses approximately 41 acres. This sub-district is located
roughly between the realigned Cypress Freeway (I-880) to the west and Wood Street to the
east, West Grand Avenue to the north and 7" Street to the south. The area includes the old
Southern Pacific Railroad (SPRR) station (also known as the Amtrak station), as well as the
Phoenix Iron Works site.

PROJECT AREA CHARACTERISTICS

The project area is urbanized, with some vacant parcels that at one time were industrialized.
The project area, including each sub-district, also contains some parcels that are contaminated,
and/or are listed on the Cortese List. The following discussion focuses on the project area’s
physical characteristics. Section 4.1: Consistency with Plans and Policies, and Section 4.2:
Land Use, describe the planning and policy characteristics/context of the project area.

OARB Sub-District

With the exception of approximately 12 acres at the Gateway peninsula and several parcels
above West Grand Avenue, the OARB sub-district is developed. Its focus is transportation-
oriented, with highway operations and maintenance facilities, cargo container storage and
maintenance facilities, ship berths and terminals, rail yards, and large warehouses. A major
truck route, Maritime Street, runs southwest-northeast through the Base. Industrial
transportation uses dominate. An institutional multi-story, multi-winged Army administration
building (Building No. 1) is centrally located within this sub-district, along with other Army-related
transportation-supporting, residential, community services, recreation, and office uses. Some of
the buildings, including the large administration building, are in obvious disrepair.

The Gateway peninsula, located within the Gateway development area, is undeveloped land
traversed by both overhead and underground easements, and is used occasionally for
temporary storage. Two relatively small buildings exist at the peninsula: one is a Caltrans
building, the other is an EBMUD dechlorination facility. In general, however, the site remains
unused, and is fenced off from the remainder of the project area.

The miscellaneous parcels located within this sub-district but not within the Base are owned by
a variety of owners, but primarily the Port and Caltrans. These parcels are used for such
purposes as highway maintenance, container storage and materials storage, Port-related
trucking operations and other storage and temporary uses.
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3.5.2

3.5.3

3.6

Maritime Sub-District

The majority o this sub-district is an operating maritime cargo port, and it is dedicated almost
entirely to industrial transportation uses. The sub-district contains terminals with large waterfront
cranes and a variety of mobile and semi-mobile ground equipment, and railyards. Cargo
containers are stacked in the terminal yards. Large transport trucks are common on the streets
in this area, either actively moving cargo, or waiting in queues to enter the terminals.

The shoreline of the Middle Harbor is dedicated to public access. The 4.5-acre Port View Park
exists in the southwest shoreline of the 7" Street Terminal. The approximately 30-acre Middle
Harbor Shoreline Park is under construction, and will extend along the entire Middle Harbor
shoreline to join with Port View Park (Port of Oakland 1999). This sub-district encompasses
some inland areas not in port use.

One residential (loft) building is located within this sub-district on 2" Street between Brush and
Castro streets.

16"/Wood Sub-District

This sub-district, historically dedicated to industrial uses, is how generally underutilized. The
large historic SPRR (Amtrak) station building remains, but is boarded up in a derelict state. Non-
smokestack industrial and light industrial uses, such as warehousing/distribution centers, waste
recycling facilities, and truck repair businesses are located in or adjacent to this sub-district, as
are miscellaneous businesses located in older buildings. While there are currently no residential
uses in this sub-district, such uses abut a portion of the project area, and others are directly
across Wood Street from the eastern boundary of the sub-district. A portion of this sub-district is
designated Port Priority Use pursuant to the Seaport Plan.

REDEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES

Detailed information regarding redevelopment activities on specific parcels is, for the most part,
not yet available. However, information is available regarding amendment of General Plan land
use classifications and zoning, demolitions and site preparation, and major infrastructure
improvements. Furthermore, stable assumptions regarding overall redevelopment densities and
activities exist, and are sufficient for a general level of impact analysis and development of a
mitigation program.

The redevelopment program includes the following activities:

amendment of General Plan land use classifications and of zoning designations;
amendment of the Port area boundary;

approval of sub-district/development area-specific demolition, and site preparation;

Public Review Draft Page 3-24 April 2002



A WNBEF

ol

10
11

12
13
14

15
16
17
18

19
20
21
22
23
24

25
26
27

28
29

30
31

32
33

Description

remediation of environmental impairments, including the remediation of surface and
subsurface soil and groundwater contamination caused by prior releases of hazardous
materials and the abatement of environmental hazards from regulated building components
such as asbestos and lead-based paints;

installation, repair and/or improvements to major infrastructure; and
ultimate redevelopment, for which either the types of uses and maximum densities from the

Reuse Plan are assumed or, for the Port, achievement of projected cargo throughput
capacity as described in the amended Seaport Plan is assumed.

The following sources were used to develop information regarding proposed redevelopment:

Redevelopment Plan: for the entire project area, describes necessary major infrastructure
improvements.

OARB Reuse Plan (as amended): for the majority of the OARB sub-district, describes a
preferred reuse alternative, designating land uses and densities/intensities, and some major
infrastructure.

City/Port Application to BCDC for Amendment of the Bay and Seaport Plans and
BCDC Amendment to the Seaport Plan: generally describes proposed Port Priority land
use designations, necessary Bay fill, seaport facilities, and the Port’s share of regional cargo
throughput in 2020.

Pre-Application Discussions: for the 16"/Wood sub-district, information from pre-
application development meetings is included for approximately 23 acres proposed as the
Central Station. This redevelopment activity is in the conceptual planning stages, and no
application has been submitted to the City. For purposes of this environmental review, the
City has made conservative assumptions based on preliminary input. The City also made
assumptions regarding likely development in the remainder of the 16"/Wood sub-district.

EIR Scoping Comments: input received from community members, regulatory agencies,
and the Port of Oakland during the EIR scoping period identifies some potential
redevelopment elements and activities."

Environmental Reports: Soil and groundwater investigative reports, as described in
Section 4.7: Hazardous Materials, and listed in Appendix 4.7.

3.6.1 Amendment of Land Use Classifications and Zoning Designations

General Plan Land Use Classifications

Figures 3-6a and 3-6b illustrate existing and proposed General Plan land use classifications for
the project area. Existing General Plan land use classifications primarily include Business Mix

16

See Staff Report to the Oakland City Planning Commission (September 19, 2001; Case File No. DET01-06, ERO1-
035), included in Appendix 1 of this EIR. All written EIR scoping comments in their entirety, plus written
summarizations of verbal scoping comments are included in Appendix 1.
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and General Industrial/Transportation. In addition, some shoreline areas along the Middle and
Outer harbors are classified Park & Urban Open Space (City of Oakland 1998).

The Business Mix classification is intended to create and enhance areas of the City that are
appropriate for a wide variety of business and related commercial and industrial establishments,
and it allows for flexibility in land use decisions. With Combining Zoning, live/work uses are
allowed on lands classified Business Mix. The General Industrial/Transportation classification is
intended to recognize, preserve, and utilize areas of the City for a variety of business and
related establishments that may have potential to create off-site impacts such as noise, light,
glare, truck traffic, and odor.

Under the Redevelopment Plan, no new land use classifications would be added to the project
area. The majority of the project area would retain its current classification, with some acreages
shifting between Business Mix and General Industrial/Transportation in the OARB sub-district.
In addition, some existing General Industrial/Transportation in the vicinity of the Bay Bridge and
the shoreline of the Gateway development area would be reclassified Park & Urban Open
Space. The City would amend land use classifications and zoning within the OARB sub-district
to allow for redevelopment as envisioned in the OARB Reuse Plan.

Zoning

Currently, the entire project area is zoned Industrial (M). The OARB sub-district and the majority
of the Maritime sub-district are zoned M40 (Heavy Industrial). Two areas of the Maritime sub-
district are zoned M-30 (General Industrial): immediately east of I-880 above West Grand
Avenue, and immediately west of 1-880 along both sides of 7" Street. The majority of the
16"/Wood sub-district is zoned M-30, with a small area between 9" and 11" streets zoned M-20
(Light Industrial). The majority of the 16"/Wood sub-district is additionally zoned S-16
(Industrial-Residential Transition Combining Zone). The intent of this zoning overlay is to
provide a compatible transition between residential and industrial zones, including joint living-
work quarters. The S16 Zone may be combined with any other zone that has a General Plan
land use classification of Business Mix or General Industrial/Transportation, and abuts a
residential zone, or with any industrial zone that abuts a residential zone (City of Oakland
Municipal Code § 17.101.020).

The City is currently updating its zoning regulations to make them consistent with the General
Plan. This update process is expected to conclude in the near future. As part of this city-wide
zoning update, the City will re-zone the project area with new zoning designations that best
match the land use classifications of the Reuse Plan and the Redevelopment Plan. These
zoning designations would be consistent with the “Business Mix” and General
Industrial/Transportation land use classifications, allowing such uses as Office, Research and
Development, Warehouse/Distribution, and Light Industrial.
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Figure 3-6a  Existing Oakland General Plan Land Use Classifications
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Figure 3-6b  Proposed Oakland General Plan Land Use Classifications
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3.6.2

At such time as specific development projects within the project area are proposed, the City will
identify the appropriate new zoning designation for those uses. As part of the approval process
for these subsequent development projects, the City will consider rezoning actions as
determined necessary at that time. In all cases, the subsequent zoning actions shall only be
approved when determined consistent with the General Plan land use classifications as
described in the OARB Reuse Plan, and as discussed above.

In addition to zoning regulations, future proposed uses would have to take into consideration the
level of remediation and any associated land use restrictions.

OARB Sub-District: Gateway Development Area Redevelopment Activities

Demolition, Site Preparation, and Remediation

The Gateway development area would generally be cleared for new construction. All
structures’” would be demolished or de-constructed (“de-construction” consists of dismantling a
structure so that historic elements and materials such as large timbers can be reused), and
existing paving and concrete would be removed. Surface and subsurface contaminants would
be removed, or remediated as appropriate to comply with applicable federal, state, and local
requirements and processes discussed in Section 4.7: Hazardous Materials. Remediation
activities will include a variety of activities, ranging from subsurface excavation and removal of
impacted soils, to containment and removal of regulated building materials such as asbestos, to
ongoing soil and groundwater management programs to assure the protection of human health
and the environment. The area would be graded and drainage corrected. Approximately 1 acre
on the Gateway development area would be filled as required for construction of the Port's New
Berth 21 (see discussion in Section 3.6.4, below).

Transportation Improvements

Realignment and Extension of Maritime Street. To accommodate the Port’s reuse of OARB,
existing Maritime Street (above 7" Street) would be realigned 400 to 600 feet to the east. In
order to accommodate this realignment, Maritime Street would also be extended along the
Gateway development area/Port development area boundary to connect with West Grand
Avenue at the current Wake Avenue intersection in a loop configuration. The City may reserve
some land within the Gateway development area for right-of-way to allow construction and
connection of the Maritime Street extension to West Grand Avenue.

Access Roadway. An access roadway would be constructed from realigned Maritime Street
through the center of the Gateway development area to the Gateway peninsula. For a portion of
its alignment, this roadway would constitute improvements to existing Burma Road.

Trails. As partial mitigation for impacts resulting from its construction of the relocated 880
Freeway, Caltrans has committed to fund a bicycle/pedestrian spur trail from the vicinity of the

17

Wharf 7 and the majority of Wharf 6% would remain and be reused.

Public Review Draft Page 3-29 April 2002



O~ WON PP

© 00N O

10
11
12

13
14
15
16

17
18
19
20
21
22
23

24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

32
33

34

35
36

OARB Area Redevelopment EIR

MacArthur maze (Bay Bridge Distribution Structure) along Burma Road to the Gateway
peninsula. Redevelopment would be designed in a manner that would not preclude Caltrans
from fulfilling its commitment. In addition, redevelopment would include a Class | spine trail
within the right-of-way of the new access road, connecting Maritime Street to the new spur trail
in Burma Road.

Utility Improvements

Storm Drainage. The OARB storm drain system in the Gateway development area is in
substantial disrepair due to age and settlement. Certain areas are subject to insufficient
drainage and contamination from storm event and dry season flows. Storm drain upgrades
would include replacement and/or rehabilitation of the existing system, and installing a network
of new storm drainpipes. In addition, manholes, inlets and outfall structures with backflow gates
would be replaced or repaired (EarthTech 2000).

Sanitary Sewer. It is anticipated that redevelopment of the Gateway development area would
require installation of new sewer infrastructure, including pipes, manholes, lift stations and
controls, and similar facilities. The existing EBMUD sewer outfall that passes through the
Gateway development area would be retained.

Water. Build-out of the Gateway development area would require construction of a new looped
water line system, including new fire hydrants and valves. Additionally, as part of its East
Bayshore Recycled Water Project, EBMUD intends to supply the Gateway development area
with high-quality reclaimed water for irrigation and possibly for industrial processes and
commercial applications, as appropriate. The impacts of the construction of the reclaimed water
system and use of reclaimed water were analyzed by EBMUD and are disclosed in the certified
project EIR (EBMUD 2001).

Electrical. Overhead and underground electrical distribution systems exist throughout the
OARB. Existing OARB electrical facilities, however, are insufficient to serve future development
within the Gateway development area. Electrical upgrades include demolishing the existing
system; installing a new underground duct bank from the Port’'s 115 kV/12 kV (kilovolt) Davis
substation at Maritime and 7" streets to existing and new switchgear; replacing and upgrading
the area main switchgear; instaling a new underground duct bank for the Hetch
Hetchy/Treasure Island 12 kV feeder; installing new underground electrical utility infrastructure;
and installing new 12 kV pad-mounded switchgear, as necessary (EarthTech 2000).

Natural Gas. A new natural gas system would be installed from the existing Pacific Gas &
Electric (PG&E) transmission line located on the south side of the Bay Bridge toll plaza.

Telecommunications. The telecommunication system presently serving the Gateway

development area is insufficient to support planned future development. New infrastructure
would be required to upgrade the system’s capabilities, including installation of new distribution
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cables, feeder cables, switches, and connections to building mainframes. Existing fiber optics
feeding San Francisco must also be preserved.

Relocation of Utilities. As a result of the realignment of Maritime Street (see Section 3.6.3),
major infrastructure located in the right-of-way of that portion of Maritime Street would be
relocated, including 6inch and 4inch PG&E gas mains, overhead electric distribution lines,
EBMUD water lines, and City storm and sanitary sewer lines. It is anticipated that these utilities
would be relocated when Maritime Street is realigned.

Build-Out Projections

The Gateway development area would be redeveloped by the ORA to provide an attractive
entry to the City of Oakland, create significant new employment opportunities, and bring new
industry and business to the area.

Proposed land uses and development intensities for the Gateway development area are based
on the “Flexible Alternative” land use plan developed during preparation of the Reuse Plan. As
its name implies, this land use program is intended to provide the flexibility to balance economic
and community interests for the Gateway development area over time. The focus of
development within the Gateway development area would include light industrial, research and
development (R&D), and flex-office space uses, with business-serving retail space.* In addition,
some warehousing and distribution facilities and ancillary maritime support facilities would be
located in this area. The Gateway development area also includes commitments for public
benefit uses (i.e., a park, job training, and possibly homeless assistance programs). No housing
is proposed within the Gateway development area. Actual development within the Gateway
development area may vary over time.

Economic Development. Within the Gateway development area, approximately 165 acres may
be available for economic development opportunities, including certain lands owned by the Port
and Caltrans outside of the OARB but within the Gateway development area. According to the
Reuse Plan, the maximum anticipated development potential for this area is approximately
2,347,000 square feet of new “flex” uses, including light industrial, office, R&D, ancillary (and
possibly regional) retail, and warehouse/distribution. Based on gross land availability (including
land needed for future roadways, pedestrian circulation, utility easements, etc.), overall
development intensity for this area would be a floor-to-area ratio (FAR) of 0.35. (See Table 3-1.)

Park. The EBRPD has requested 15 acres of land from the Army located immediately south of
the Gateway peninsula for use as a public park. This park would be visible to eastbound
travelers on the Bay Bridge and would serve as the gateway to the City of Oakland. It is
currently referred to as the “Gateway Park.” The park would be accessible from Bay Trail spurs

18

Depending on market conditions, the City may elect to include high-end retail, regional-serving retail, and/or a hotel.
These uses are analyzed in Chapter 7: Alternatives to the Proposed Redevelopment Program.
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3.6.3

constructed as part of both redevelopment and other activities* connecting to the waterfront, the
Bay Bridge, Maritime Street, and Shellmound Street (the latter in Emeryville). Additionally,
EBRPD is exploring the opportunity to acquire several additional non-OARB properties
(including 4 and possibly more acres in the immediate vicinity) that may be available for
expansion of this park.

A waterfront strip classified Urban Park & Open Space encompassing approximately 10 acres
would access, then parallel, the shoreline in the Gateway development area. In combination
with the park, this open space would provide maximum feasible public access consistent with
redevelopment of the project area.

Community/Civic. The JATC has requested 3 acres of OARB land for a job-training facility.
This organization provides job training in the building trades.

Additionally, although the preferred alternative is to locate the Homeless Assistance
Accommodation program run by the Homeless Collaborative outside of the project area, this
EIR examines alternatives that locate some or all of the program in the Gateway development
area (Chapter 7: Alternatives to the Proposed Redevelopment Program).

Ancillary Maritime Support. Approximately 15 acres of the Gateway development area would
be dedicated to truck parking, cargo storage, or other ancillary maritime support uses. Such
uses would be located in the northwest portion of the Gateway development area, generally at a
site known as the Baldwin Yard, north of West Grand Avenue and adjacent to I-80.

OARB Sub-District: Port Development Area Redevelopment Activities
Demolition, Site Preparation, and Remediation

The Port development area would be cleared for new construction. All existing structures would
be demolished or de-constructed, and existing paving and concrete would be removed. Surface
and subsurface contaminants would be removed or remediated as appropriate to comply with
applicable federal, state, and local requirements and processes described in Section 4.7:
Hazardous Materials. Implementation of the remediation program will commence following Base
conveyance, and be integrated, as feasible, with the Port’'s planned infrastructure improvements
and redevelopment activities. Additionally, the area would be graded and drainage would be
corrected.

Transportation Improvements

Realignment and Extension of Maritime Street. To accommodate 2020 cargo throughput
commitment of the Port, and operational characteristics of proposed rail facilities at the New

19

See Section 4.10: Recreation and Public Access, for a discussion of Caltrans’ requirements to construct Bay Trail
and other public access amenities resulting from BCDC permit conditions for the 880 (Cypress Structure)
Replacement and Bay Bridge Replacement projects.
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Intermodal Facility, existing Maritime Street (above 7" Street) would be realigned 400 to 600
feet to the east. In order to accommodate this realignment, Maritime Street would also be
extended along the Gateway development area/Port development area boundary to connect
with West Grand Avenue in a loop configuration. A portion of the loop would be located on the
Gateway development area. Realignment would require consolidation and reconfiguration of the
existing intersections of Maritime Street and of Maritime Street West with 7" Street. The
reconfigured intersection would be an at-grade four-way intersection. This would require
realignment of a portion of Maritime Street below 7™ Street.

Trails. Design of realigned Maritime Street would include a Class | spine trail that would
connect to the existing Bay Trail spur along 7" Street, to the proposed spine along the Gateway
development area access road (see above), and to West Grand Avenue. This Bay Trail spine
would traverse a portion of the Maritime sub-district, as well as the Port development area of the
OARB sub-district.

Utility Improvements

Storm Drainage. The OARB storm drain system in the Port development area is in substantial
disrepair. Certain areas are subject to insufficient drainage and contamination from storm event
and dry season flows. Storm drain upgrades would include replacement and/or rehabilitation of
the existing system, and installing a network of new storm drainpipes. In addition, manholes,
inlets and outfall structures with backflow gates would be replaced or repaired. Most runoff from
the Port development area would be collected by the newly constructed storm drain system and
would be conveyed to the Port’s existing main pipelines (Port of Oakland 2002).

Sanitary Sewer. It is anticipated that redevelopment of the Port development area would
require installation of new sewer infrastructure, including pipes, manholes, lift stations and
controls, and similar facilities.

Water. Build-out of the Port development area would require construction of a new looped water
line system, including new fire hydrants and valves. Additionally, as part of its East Bayshore
Recycled Water Project, EBMUD intends to supply the Port development area with high-quality
reclaimed water for irrigation and possibly other uses, as appropriate. The impacts of the
construction of the reclaimed water system and use of reclaimed water were analyzed by
EBMUD and are disclosed in the certified project EIR (EBMUD 2001).

Electrical. Overhead and underground electrical distribution systems exist throughout the
OARB. Existing OARB electrical facilities, however, are insufficient to serve future development
within the Port development area. Electrical upgrades may include demolishing the existing
system; installing a new underground duct bank from the Port’'s Davis substation at Maritime
and 7" streets to new substations and switchgear; installing a new underground duct bank for
the Hetch Hetchy/Treasure Island feeder; instaling new underground electrical utility
infrastructure; and providing necessary back-up power sources (Port of Oakland 2002).
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Natural Gas. A new natural gas system would be installed from the existing Pacific Gas &
Electric (PG&E) transmission line located on the south side of the Bay Bridge toll plaza. New
PG&E natural gas main and distribution pipelines would be installed in realigned Maritime Street
and would extend to Port facilities (Port of Oakland 2002).

Telecommunications. The telecommunication system presently serving the Port development
area may be sufficient to support planned future development, but would require relocation.
Existing fiber optics feeding San Francisco would be preserved.

Relocation of Utilities. As a result of the realignment of Maritime Street, major infrastructure
located in the right-of-way of Maritime Street would be relocated, including 6inch and 4-inch
PG&E gas mains, 12.47 kV overhead electric distribution lines, EBMUD water mains, and storm
and sewer pipelines. These utilities would be relocated when Maritime Street is realigned.

Build-Out Projections

Relocation of Railyard Functions. The Port intends to improve efficiencies and geometrics of
its existing Joint Intermodal Terminal (JIT) rail facility, where cargo is transferred to and from
trains, by relocating the functions of that facility to the eastern portion of the OARB (including
the former Knight railyard) and portions of the Maritime sub-district immediately west of the
Union Pacific (UP) Desert railyard, which is located immediately west of 880. This facility is
referred to as the New Intermodal Facility. Relocation and enhancement of the JIT’s functions
would result in longer, straighter track design, using land more efficiently than the existing JIT
and would be located adjacent and parallel to existing Union Pacific (UP) rail facilities.
Remediation associated with rail relocation is anticipated to occur in tandem with such
relocation. In addition, the New Intermodal Facility would allow for more efficient maritime use of
property closer to the marine terminals. Finally, the facility is expected to increase rail
efficiencies, allowing the Port to reach the Seaport Plan’'s 2020 cargo throughput goals by
maximizing transport by trains, rather than by truck.

The New Intermodal Facility would consist of paved and unpaved ballasted surface areas, rails
and support infrastructure. Other related modifications to tail and support tracks would be
required south of 7" Street for optimal operation of the New Intermodal Facility.

Existing railroad tracks crossing over 7" Street located between Maritime Street and 880
would be reconstructed to accommodate additional railroad tracks, and vehicular traffic parallel
to the tracks. In addition, existing 7" Street would be widened beneath the overcrossing railroad
tracks.

Temporary Ancillary Maritime Support. With realignment of Maritime Street, a strip of land of
approximately 44 acres would be located between the New Intermodal Facility and existing Port
Outer Harbor terminals. These lands are expected to be used in the interim for ancillary
maritime support (AMS) operations such as container storage, truck parking, warehousing, and
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3.6.4

offices. Ultimately, this land is expected to be incorporated into one or more realigned and
expanded Port marine terminals.

Maritime Sub-District Redevelopment Activities
Demolition, Site Preparation, and Remediation

Maritime sub-district activities related to OARB reuse would require demolition or de-
construction of two railroad structures, demolition of marginal wharves in the Outer Harbor, and
removal of existing paved surfaces. Surface and subsurface contaminants would be removed or
remediated as appropriate to comply with applicable federal, state, and local requirements and
processes described in Section 4.7: Hazardous Materials. The area would be graded and
drainage corrected. Approximately 3 acres would be excavated and dredged to a depth of —50
feet mean lower low water (MLLW), removing about 250,000 cubic yards (CY) of material to
create new Bay surface. Approximately 2 million CY of fill would be deposited in the Outer
Harbor (currently at —42 feet MLLW) to create about 29 acres of new land, or “fastland.”

Transportation Improvements

Realignment and Extension of Maritime Street. A portion of the improvements to Maritime
Street discussed above are within the Maritime sub-district. Specifically, a portion of Maritime
Street below 7" Street would be realigned to create a single, four-way intersection.

Build-Out Projections

The Maritime sub-district encompasses existing and planned maritime, rail, and park facilities on
Port of Oakland property, plus miscellaneous right-of-way and other parcels not under Port
control. The Port development area (including submerged lands) wil provide the Port with
approximately 240 additional acres. This would allow improvements in operations that are
expected to result in significant efficiencies in the movement of cargo. Consolidation and
realignment of areas not currently configured at peak geometry, plus modernizing
improvements, would allow the Port to meet its share of cargo throughput as described in the
Seaport Plan (BCDC and MTC 1982, as amended through 2001). Specifically, the Port has
estimated it would achieve 24.5 million annual metric tons of container cargo throughput by the
year 2020. This estimate served in part as the basis of an amendment to the Seaport Plan.
Proposed components of Port development, primarily in the Maritime sub-district, are generally
described below.

Expansion/Realignment of Maritime Facilities. The trend in terminal operations is to create
operational efficiencies through expansion of storage, or “yard” areas in marine cargo terminals.
This requires larger, fewer terminals, and consolidation of land areas. Another recent trend in
shipping and terminal operations is the proliferation of “strategic alliances,” whereby previously
highly competitive shippers have aligned with one another, exchanging equipment and sharing
ship space to increase efficiencies. Usually, alliances are created between firms located on
adjacent marine terminals. This physical proximity facilitates equipment and ship sharing. In
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order to further assist these alliances, better alignment of adjacent wharf faces between
terminals and flexibility in adjusting lease lines, fence lines, etc. is required. On an ongoing
basis, the Port intends to consolidate and realign terminals to increase efficiencies and support
alliances. Because all Port terminals have tenants, this action is accomplished as opportunities
present themselves. Information regarding such consolidation and realignment is, therefore,
conceptual, and subject to change. The Port does, however, intend to implement this policy until
terminals are configured to tenants’ preferences.

Partly using land freed from rail use by the relocation of the functions of the existing JIT, the
Port anticipates realignment of virtually all of its existing container terminal areas and expansion
of Berths 55-59. Through the realignment process, operational elements of adjacent terminals
are located to facilitate common use of ships, cargo handling equipment, etc. between
terminals. Such a shared arrangement can increase throughput for adjacent terminal operators,
and shippers delivering to more than one terminal in a single port. Realignment generally results
in fewer, larger terminals with greater upland area for more efficient cargo storage and transfer.
Terminal realignment and expansion would improve the efficiency of maritime operations and
provide capacity for cargo throughput expected in the Bay and Seaport plans. Information
regarding Port terminal realignment and expansion is evolving, and this EIR analyzes impacts to
the extent information is available regarding ultimate throughput as described in the City and
Port of Oakland’s application to BCDC for a Seaport Plan amendment (City and Port of Oakland
2000).

New Berth 21. The Port proposes to replace existing Outer Harbor Berths 21, 20, 10, 9, and 8
with a “New Berth 21.” To achieve an efficient terminal and berth geometry, reconfiguration of a
portion of the Outer Harbor shoreline, including both excavation and fill, would be necessary.
Approximately 3 acres of new Bay surface would be created by excavation, and 29 acres of new
land (fastland) would be created by fill (in part from the nearby excavation). These net 26
acres® of fill are the minimum necessary to achieve efficiencies required to meet the 2020 cargo
throughput projections as presented in the amended Seaport Plan (MTC and BCDC 1996, as
amended through 2001). By maximizing cargo throughput using former OARB lands, the Port
will eliminate the need for the previously planned Army and Bay Bridge marine terminals. The
elimination of these two facilities eliminates the need for 127 acres of Bay fill previously included
in the Seaport Plan.

Ancillary Maritime Support. The Port proposes to develop a Maritime Support Center (MSC)
for centralized AMS operations on 75 acres located in the vicinity of the existing JIT. The MSC
would house activities that directly facilitate the Port’s container operations, such as container

20

Portions of areas slated for excavation and fill are located beneath marginal wharves along the shoreline of the
Oakland Outer Harbor, a situation termed “covered fill.” This covered fill would include approximately 1 acre within the
Gateway development area. The acreages of excavation and fill in this description do not take into account covered
fill, and are for the gross area of excavation and of fill. More precise quantities of cut and fill, including extent of
covered fill, would be developed prior to submittal of applications for fill to the BCDC, RWQCB and Corps.

Public Review Draft Page 3-36 April 2002



N

© 00N Ol b~ W

10
11
12
13
14

15

16
17
18

19

20
21
22
23

24

25
26
27

28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35

Description

3.6.5

freight stations, truck parking, container/chassis repair, storage, trans-loading, related cargo
handling and distribution operations, and Port harbor maintenance functions.

In addition, the Port and the City agreed in their application for Seaport and Bay Plan
amendments that the Port would provide an additional 15 acres of land near the Port area
designating AMS uses involving trucking (City and Port of Oakland 2001). In 2001 BCDC
amended the Bay and Seaport plans by Port Priority Use to approximately 11 acres of land in
the 880 right-of-way under the elevated portion of the freeway, and approximately 10 acres of
land between the k880 right-of-way and Wood Street, so that the Port could negotiate use of
these areas for AMS uses (BCDC 2001). Subsequently, the City has considered non-Port
Priority uses for land below West Grand Avenue between Wood Street and 1-880. If, after further
property negotiations and redevelopment planning, the Port and the City identify alternative
site(s) for Port AMS uses, the Port and the City will seek a further Seaport Plan amendment to
designate a new Port Priority Use acreage and delete Port Priority Use from these identified
properties.

16"/Wood Sub-District Redevelopment Activities

Development of this sub-district as proposed would require removal of Port Priority Use
designation in portions of this area. Removal of that designation would require amendment of
the Bay and Seaport plans.

Demolition, Site Preparation, and Remediation

Redevelopment of the 16"/Wood sub-district may involve demolition of certain buildings,
although the historic SPRR (Amtrak) Station is not expected to undergo demolition. Surface and
subsurface contaminants would ke removed or remediated as necessary to meet applicable
legal requirements. The area would be graded and drainage would be corrected.

Build-Out Projections

The 16"/Wood sub-district encompasses approximately 41 acres. It includes several sites that
have the potential for redevelopment opportunities, including the 23-acre SPRR (Amtrak) station
site and the 5-acre former Phoenix Ironworks site.

Central Station. According to pre-application discussions with City staff, a developer has
presented a preliminary development concept, called “Central Station,” that would include
approximately 375 units of live/work space and approximately 1.4 million square feet of
commercial, office, R&D, and retail space (inclusive of the live/work units). This concept plan
includes restoration and reuse of the historic SPRR (Amtrak) station to include a community
event space and creation of a 1-acre park. This is a preliminary development concept that would
be generally analyzed in this EIR, and the concept plan may be altered or refined if subsequent,
specific project applications for this site are received by the City.
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3.7

371

3.7.2

Other Development. Other development and redevelopment plans within the remainder of the
16"/Wood sub-district are not known. Some parcels are currently for sale, but no pre-
applications or applications are pending at the City. The EIR analysis assumes for purposes of
cumulative impact analysis, build-out of 305,000 square feet of light industrial uses on the
remaining parcels, which is consistent with the existing Business Mix land use classification
identified in the General Plan.

OPERATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS AND ACTIVITIES

This section describes the characteristics and reasonably anticipated activities of project area
operation that could result in impacts to the environment.

Light Industrial

Light industrial uses are proposed for the OARB sub-district Gateway development area and the
16"/Wood sub-district. Light industrial development includes a wide variety of land uses related
to fabrication, processing, assembly, and non-smokestack manufacturing. These uses generally
require 10 contiguous developable acres or more and good access to interstate freeway or
other interstate transportation systems. Buildings are generally one to two stories. Utility system
reliability is critical, and utility demand may be moderate to high. Light industrial uses generate a
moderate amount of traffic, including truck traffic. Some light industrial uses may include
processes that generate air or water pollutants. Some warehousing or storage of product may
occur at the site. Hazardous materials may be transported to, stored, or used at light industrial
sites.

Office and Research and Development

Office or R&D is proposed for the OARB sub-district Gateway development area and the
16"/Wood sub-district. Office development supports business, professional services, civic
administration, medical, as well as non-hazardous laboratory and non-assembly, non-hazardous
R&D uses. These uses generally require 25 contiguous acres or more to accommodate a multi-
story building and surface parking and excellent telecommunications facilities. Office
development should be located within 60 miles of a medium- to major-sized airport. Excellent
transit connections are preferred. Office uses generate a high volume of employee vehicle traffic
in peak commute hours. Minor amounts of routine hazardous materials (cleaning fluids,
lubricants, etc.) may be transported to, stored, or used at office sites.

R&D development includes data processing, laser technology, communications, medical or
biotechnology laboratories. In addition, R&D includes research, testing, design, development,
and training for technology-focused industries such as aerospace, telecommunications,
vehicles, satellites, medical, computers, electronics, and robotics. Assembly may occur on site
as well. These uses generally require 5 contiguous acres or more, good access to similar
facilities or a university (for access to workforce and to enhance technology transfer), and
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3.7.3

3.7.4

technical equipment support services. Buildings are generally low profile, but may be multi-
story. R&D uses generate a moderate amount of traffic, most related to employees. Some
warehousing or storage of product may occur at the site. Hazardous materials may be
transported to, stored, or used at R&D sites.

Retalil

Ancillary retail is proposed for the OARB sub-district Gateway development area and the
16"/Wood sub-district. This type of retail would support other uses at the site: restaurants for
area workers, copy shops, etc. Ancillary retail requires 1,000 to 5,000 square feet, adjacent off-
street parking, and access to a critical mass of customer base. Minor amounts of routine
hazardous materials (cleaning fluids, lubricants, etc.) may be transported to, stored, or used at
retail sites.

The OARB sub-district Gateway development area may optionally include mid-sized, high-end
retail. Such a use would be intended to attract shoppers to the site. Mid-sized retail generally
requires 15 to 20 acres per store (including non-integrated parking), visibility from nearby major
transportation facilities, and outstanding automobile access for a critical mass of customers.
Buildings are two to five stories, and parking may be surface, or located in multi-story garages
adjacent to or integrated with the main structure. Regional retail generates substantial traffic:
employee and customer automobiles, delivery trucks, and trash haulers. Minor amounts of
routine hazardous materials (cleaning fluids, lubricants, etc.) may be transported to, stored, or
used at retail sites.

Warehouse/Distribution

Warehouse/distribution is proposed for the OARB sub-district. Warehouse/distribution
development includes the short-term storage and transport of cargo. In the OARB sub-district,
this use is currently envisioned to be located above West Grand Avenue, on a parcel known as
the Subaru site. Warehouse/distribution centers are typically 250,000 or more square feet,
require 20 contiguous acres or more, and must have outstanding access to the interstate
freeway system. Access to additional interstate transportation systems is highly desirable.
Preferred nearby support services include trucking companies, mechanics, and janitorial
services. In order to achieve required internal clearances, buildings are at least 30 feet in height.
Warehouse/distribution facilities usually operate 24 hours per day and generate noise and air
emissions from transport trucks, ground equipment, and possibly trains. Traffic generation is
moderate; a high proportion is mid-sized and large trucks. Minor amounts of routine hazardous
materials (cleaning fluids, lubricants, etc.) may be transported to, stored, or used at warehouse
sites.
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3.7.5

3.7.6

3.7.7

Community/Civic

Community/civic use is proposed at the Gateway development area of the OARB sub-district. A
specific use slated for this area is the JATC job training facility. This facility is expected to have
the physical characteristics of, and operate much like, a light industrial land use. It may generate
minor amounts of employee and trainee automobile traffic, as well as minor amounts of truck
traffic. Job training would occur during regular business hours and could generate noise similar
to a construction site. Minor amounts of routine construction hazardous materials (cleaning
fluids, lubricants, fuels, paints, hydraulic fluids etc.) may be transported to, stored, and/or used
at community/civic use sites.

In addition to the JATC facility, this analysis assumes the job/business training and food bank
elements of the Homeless Collaborative program would occur in the Gateway development
area. The training component would have the characteristics of light industrial, and the food
bank would have the characteristics of warehouse/distribution land uses.

Community/civic use is also proposed for the 16"/Wood sub-district. Specifically, reuse of a
portion of the historic SPRR (Amtrak) station is proposed as an event center. Exact details of
the types of activities planned and the capacity of the facility are not yet stable and finite; but
this document assumes the center would not generate substantial traffic in the peak hour, but
would generate event-specific modest amounts of automobile traffic on a periodic basis.

Parks and Public Access

Interpretive/passive recreation park uses are proposed for the Gateway peninsula area of the
OARB sub-district Gateway development area, along the Gateway development area shoreline,
and a minor amount of urban park is proposed in the 16"/Wood sub-district. Parks require
regular maintenance (trash removal, landscape upkeep, etc.). Depending on their size, parks
generally generate very minor to minor amounts of routine, non-commute hour traffic. Parks that
have event facilities may generate sporadic substantial temporary event-related vehicular traffic.

Waterfront development, including parks, requires non-vehicular public Bay access for
pedestrians and bicyclists. Such public access generates essentially no vehicular traffic.
Activities include landscape and trail maintenance.

Maritime

Maritime use is proposed for the OARB sub-district Port development area as well as the
Maritime sub-district. Maritime development is fundamentally industrial; it is the movement of
cargo between water-dependent transportation and another mode of transportation (e.g., ship to
truck, train to ship, etc.).” A marine terminal comprises a berth (the water area where ships

21

Almost all cargo that passes through the Port of Oakland is containerized. The amount of cargo, or “throughput,” is
described as either metric tons, or—for containerized cargo—as a normalizing unit termed a twenty-foot equivalent
unit (TEU). On average, one container of cargo is equal to 1.75 TEUs.
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3.7.8

3.7.9

anchor), a wharf where cargo is transferred, a yard where cargo is stored, and a gate, where
trucks enter and exit the terminal. A marine terminal requires contiguous waterfront land with
direct access to the water, outstanding access to interstate roadways, and preferably,
outstanding access to interstate rail facilities. A two-story administration building and several
miscellaneous one-story buildings (e.g., repair shop, storage, etc.) are typical; large waterfront
cargo cranes and a variety of yard equipment are essential to terminal operation. Marine
terminal operations related to ships may occur at any time; off terminal truck activities occur
Monday through Friday 8 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. Operations can generate moderate amounts of
employee vehicle trips and substantial truck traffic; because terminals operate on the basis of
the shipping schedule, marine terminal traffic peaks may or may not correspond with other
traffic peaks. Operations generate air emissions related to ships, trucks, yard equipment, and
maintenance dredging; they also generate noise primarily related to transport trucks. During
operations, some container ships maintain stability by up-loading ballast water into internal
tanks, and as necessary, shifting ballast water internally and/or off-loading it. In this manner,
aquatic organisms from one part of the world may be introduced to another, although ocean
exchange of ballast water is required for ships that discharge ballast water at the Port of
Oakland. Minor amounts of routine hazardous materials (cleaning fluids, lubricants, etc.) may be
transported to, stored, or used at maritime use sites.

Ancillary Maritime Support

AMS uses are proposed for the OARB and Maritime sub-districts. Such uses may include a
variety of port-related transportation-supporting facilities, including and not limited to: truck
parking; container freight stations (packing and unpacking containers); container depots
(container repair, cleaning, and temporary storage);U.S. Customs inspections; and agricultural
inspection facilities. The facilities would attract moderate traffic, primarily truck. Since traffic
would be dependent on ship activity, marine terminal traffic peaks may or may not correspond
with other traffic peaks. Minor amounts of routine hazardous materials (cleaning fluids,
lubricants, etc.) may be transported to, stored, or used at ancillary maritime support facilities.

Rail

Rail use is proposed for the Port development area of the OARB sub-district. Rail development
is fundamentally industrial, and is the movement of cargo between rail-dependent transportation
and another mode (e.g., rail to truck, ship to train, etc.). A rail terminal comprises tracks, a yard
where cargo is stored, and a gate, where trucks enter and exit the terminal. An intermodal rail
yard handles mainly containerized freight. A rail terminal requires at least 75 acres of
contiguous land with access to interstate roadways, and access to other modes, such as ships.
A two-story administration building and several miscellaneous one-story buildings (e.g., repair
shop, storage, etc.) are typical; and a variety of yard equipment is essential to terminal
operation. Rail terminals may operate 24 hours per day, seven days per week. Operations can
generate moderate amounts of employee vehicle trips and substantial truck traffic; because
terminals operate on the basis of the rail and shipping schedules, rail terminal traffic peaks may
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3.7.10

3.8

3.8.1

or may not correspond with other traffic peaks. It should be noted that the truck trips generated
by intermodal rail facilities occur predominantly on Port property, because these truck trips
transport cargo between the rail facility and maritime facilities. Operations generate air
emissions related to trains, trucks, and yard equipment; they also generate noise primarily
related to trains and transport trucks. Routine hazardous materials (fuel, cleaning fluids,
lubricants, etc.) may be transported to, stored, or used at rail sites.

Live/work

Live/work, high-density residential-commercial use is proposed for a portion of the 16"/Wood
sub-district. Live/work land use usually requires excellent access to the arterial roadway system.
Preferred nearby land uses include subsistence shopping (food, fuel, etc.), entertainment
(restaurants), and community/civic services (transit, libraries, schools, hospitals, etc.). Buildings
are generally multi-story. Live/work generates noise from vehicles and outdoor human activity,
and air emissions from vehicles and in the winter from interior heating. Traffic generation from
commute automobiles may be substantial in the commute peak hours, although less than with
traditional high-density residential use.

CONSTRUCTION CHARACTERISTICS AND ACTIVITIES

This section describes the characteristics and reasonably anticipated activities of project area
construction that could result in impacts to the environment. Chapter 4: Baseline and Setting,
Impacts, and Mitigation, of this EIR describes potential effects of construction,” as well as best
management practices (BMPs) and mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially
reduce impacts of construction. These practices and measures would be made conditions of
project approval, or required to be made enforceable through contract specifications.
Construction is expected to occur on a parcel-by-parcel basis, from 2002 through 2020.

Demolition/Deconstruction and Removal/Remediation

All existing OARB and some Maritime sub-district structures would be demolished or de-
constructed, and their foundations would be removed. As described in greater detail in Section
4.7. Hazardous Materials, regulated building components such as asbestos, electric
transformers, and lead-based paints, will be removed and disposed of pursuant to applicable
federal, state and local requirements. Additionally, surface and subsurface environmental
conditions will be remediated in accordance with applicable federal, state and local
requirements.

22

Throughout Chapter 4: Baseline and Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation, *“construction” includes
demolition/deconstruction, removallremediation, grading, excavating and fill activities, as well as infrastructure
building and facility construction.
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3.8.2

3.8.3

3.84

Assuming all OARB structures are removed, approximately 3.7 million square feet of existing
structures would be demolished or de-constructed. The Army has identified some of these
structures as contributing to the Oakland Army Base Historic District See Section 4.6: Cultural
Resources.

Grading, Excavation, and Fill

In order to correct drainage, reduce the risk from flood or tsunami, and create sites
geometrically suitable for development, site grading and land surface fill would be required. In
addition, in order to develop a logical geometry for New Berth 21 in the Port development area
of the OARB sub-district and a small portion of the Gateway development area, the shoreline
would be reconfigured by filling 29 acres currently at a depth of —42 MLLW with approximately 2
million CY of material to create fastland, and excavating 3 acres to a depth of —-50 feet MLLW to
create open water (a net fill of 26 acres). While the excavated material would likely be one
source of approximately 250,000 CY of the required fill, the source of the remaining
approximately 1.8 million CY of the fll is not currently identified. This analysis assumes that
material is imported from a location in the East Bay. It is estimated that approximately 90
percent of the fill material would arrive by barge, probably from maintenance dredging or from
the Bay Bridge reconstruction project, and that 10 percent would arrive by truck.

Infrastructure and Utilities

Infrastructure and utilities include realignment of Maritime Street and utilities located within its
right-of-way. Other roadway improvements and distribution utilities would be constructed as the
need arises.

Construction Scenario

Construction methods are expected to be industry standard, and importation of specialized
personnel from outside the region is not anticipated.

Because construction could occur over as much as 18 years, it is not practically possible to
know how many personnel would be required or pieces of construction equipment would
operate at any one time. It is, however, possible to broadly state that a combination of
earthmovers, pile-drivers, cranes, and other heavy equipment, as well as haul and delivery
trucks and personnel vehicles may be operating for months or years at a time.

This EIR includes a framework of BMPs and control measures for avoiding or mitigating
reasonably anticipated construction impacts. These BMPs and controls focus on noise, air
quality, traffic/parking, and water quality impacts; they rely in large part on policies and
standards of the relevant resource and regulatory agencies. Construction BMPs and control
measures are described as mitigation measures in Chapter 4: Setting and Baseline, Impacts,
and Mitigation.
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3.9 APPROVALS, PERMITS, AND CONSULTATIONS

Prior to undertaking demolition/deconstruction of structures, site preparation, or construction of
improvements identified in this chapter, the ORA, City and/or Port may be required to obtain
permits or approvals, or to engage in consultation with jurisdictional agencies. In addition, as
subsequent redevelopment activities proceed, they may require additional permits, approvals, or
consultations. Table 3-4 identifies potential discretionary regulatory requirements, and identifies
agencies that may rely on the contents of this EIR to inform their discretionary decision-making
process. This list may be modified from time to time, and the absence of an activity or an
agency from the list does not preclude its use of this EIR for purposes of granting permits or
approvals, or for engaging in consultation.

Table 3-4

Permit, Approval, or Consultation Processes that May Rely on the Contents of this EIR

Agency

Permit/Approval/Consultation
Regulatory Trigger

Federal

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(Corps)

Section 404 (Clean Water Act) Permit
Bay fill

Section 10 (Rivers and Harbors Act)
Construction in Waters of the U.S.

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
(USFWS)

Section 7 (U.S. Endangered Species Act)

Consultation for effects to special status species
related to federally-permitted (Corps) action

National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS)

Section 7 (U.S. Endangered Species Act)

Consultation for effects to special status anadromous
species related to federally-permitted (Corps) action

State/Regional

California Department of Fish and
Game (CDFG)

CEQA review

Effects to state-protected species

S.F. Bay Conservation and
Development Commission
(BCDC)

Development permit
Fill or excavation in the shoreline band
Amendments to Seaport Plan Priority Port Uses

Caltrans

CEQA review
Effects to State transportation systems

Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB), Region 2

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System Permit
(Waste Discharge Requirements [WDRs])

Effects to surface water quality from discharge of site
runoff

Public Review Draft

Page 3-44 April 2002



Description

Table 3-4

Permit, Approval, or Consultation Processes that May Rely on the Contents of this EIR

Agency

Permit/Approval/Consultation
Regulatory Trigger

General Permit

Construction on site of 3 or more acres

Clean Water Act 401 Certification for any Clean Water Act
404 permit

State Lands Commission (SLC)

Tidelands Trust Agreement

Approve exchange of Tidelands Trust to place Trust
on an area east of Maritime Street and remove Trust
from area west of Maritime Street

California Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC)

Approve Remedial Action Plan (RAP) and accompanying
Risk Management Plan (RMP), Consent Agreement,
FOSET, oversee post-compliance remediation
program

East Bay Regional Park District
(EBRPD)

Accept property from Army

Approve subsequent redevelopment activities

Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (BAAQMD)

Grant demolition permits, stationary source permits

Local

Oakland Base Reuse Authority
(OBRA)

Adopt final Reuse Plan
Continue Interim Leasing Program

Approve acceptance of property from Army (including
execution of necessary agreements)

Obtain property from Reserves (including execution of
necessary agreements)

Approve transfer of property to ORA/City

Approve a Finding of Suitability for Early Transfer, or
FOSET (including execution of necessary
agreements such as Consent Agreement and
Environmental Services Cooperative Agreement)

Secure environmental insurance for remediation program
implementation

Approve and execute Tidelands Trust Agreement for
exchange of Trust between properties
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Table 3-4
Permit, Approval, or Consultation Processes that May Rely on the Contents of this EIR

Permit/Approval/Consultation
Agency Regulatory Trigger

Amend Redevelopment Plan
Amend General Plan
Re-zone
City of Oakland (City) Approve amendment of Port area boundary
Approve infrastructure improvements
Issue demolition permits

Issue miscellaneous land use approvals

Amend Redevelopment Plan

Approve acceptance of the OARB property from OBRA
(including execution of necessary agreements)
Approve transfer of property to the Port

Oakland Redevelopment Agency Approve infrastructure improvements

(ORA) Approve and execute Disposition and Development

Agreement with Master Developer for the Gateway
development area and/or 16"/Wood sub-district

Implement redevelopment construction activities, including
but not limited to infrastructure and remediation
activities

Approve subsequent redevelopment activities

Recommend amendment of Port area boundary

Approve acceptance of property from OBRA (including
execution of related agreements)

Approve and execute Tidelands Trust Agreement for
exchange of Trust between properties

Port of Oakland (Port) Waive reversionary rights to Gateway development area
property
Obtain property from the Reserves
Approve infrastructure improvements
Approve demolition permits

Approve subsequent redevelopment activities

(@]
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Setting and Baseline, Impacts, and Mitigation

SETTING AND BASELINE, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION

This chapter is organized into sections by environmental factor; 15 factors in total are evaluated.
Each section first provides a brief summary then describes the study area analyzed as well as
the regulatory setting applicable to that environmental factor. Each section then examines the
regional and local environmental setting as well as the alternative baseline, if relevant. Finally,
each section describes the impact analysis methodology, discloses specific impacts that would
result from redevelopment as described in Chapter 3: Description, and recommends mitigation
measures to mitigate significant impacts.

Normally, the “baseline,” the physical context in which a lead agency determines environmental
impacts of a proposed action, and the environmental setting are the same, and comprise those
conditions existing at the time a lead agency issues a Notice of Preparation (NOP). Under
specific conditions, a lead agency may select an alternative baseline to the setting." When a
lead agency is determining environmental impacts of implementing a reuse plan for a military
base, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA, § 21083.8.1) allows the agency to make
this determination in the context of the physical conditions that existed at the time the federal
decision to close the base became final. Use of an alternative baseline allows a lead agency to
determine impacts of reuse relative to activity levels of an operational—rather than a closed—
military facility. CEQA does not allow use of an alternative baseline where it would limit the
scope of review of impacts related to hazardous or toxic materials or wastes. Moreover, a lead
agency that opts to use an alternative baseline is not specifically required by CEQA to use that
baseline in determining impacts for all environmental factors under investigation.

Alternative Baseline

In this case, the NOP was issued in August 2001, which is the date of the environmental setting;
Congress finalized the decision to close the Oakland Army Base (OARB) in September 1995,
which is the date of the alternative baseline. It should be understood the alternative baseline
applies only to the OARB sub-district, not the entire redevelopment project area, and only to the
following topics:

Traffic—based on probable traffic trip generation by OARB in 1995 on a circulation system
that includes the reconstructed Cypress Freeway (the Cypress Freeway was not completed
until 1998);

Air Quality—based on available 1994 measurements for stationary source emissions and
1995 baseline traffic for mobile source emissions;

These conditions require the lead agency to notify responsible and trustee agencies of its intention to consider an
alternative baseline, to hold a public hearing on the matter, to state how the alternative baseline will be integrated into
the reuse planning and environmental review processes, and to present in writing the reasons for its decision. The
City has complied with these conditions, and evidence of such compliance is included in Appendix 1.
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Water Consumption—based on actual OARB 1995 usage;
Energy Consumption—based on measured OARB 1995 demand;

Noise—based on estimates of noise-generating uses and activities occurring at OARB in
1995;

Population and Employment—based on total military and civilian personnel employment in
1995; and

Schools—based on the estimated number of school children living at the OARB and
attending public schools in 1995.

For these environmental factors, the description of the environmental setting is followed by a
description of alternative baseline conditions. For those environmental factors where an
alternative baseline is used for the OARB, the baseline for analysis comprises the alternative
baseline for the OARB sub-district plus the setting of the Maritime and 16"/Wood sub-districts.
For all other environmental factors, the baseline for analysis is the setting at the time the NOP
was issued.

Significance Criteria and Impacts

The City used criteria and thresholds to assist in making determinations of impact significance.
The significance criteria used in this analysis were derived from the standard CEQA Initial Study
checklist, as well as from standards adopted by regulatory and jurisdictional agencies for the
purpose of environmental protection. Using these criteria in the context of the baseline, and
considering available planning and scientific information, the City has made a determination of
the significance of each impact using one of the three significance levels as defined below:

Significant—it can be stated with certainty that an established criterion or threshold would
be clearly exceeded.

Potentially significant—an established criterion or threshold may be exceeded, but this
conclusion cannot be stated conclusively.

Less than significant—it can be stated with certainty that an established criterion or
threshold would clearly not be exceeded.

Mitigation
Mitigation measures are recommended for each significant or potentially significant impact, and
the significance of the mitigated, or residual, impact is described. Adverse impact would, or

might remain significant after implementation of feasible mitigation—residually significant
impacts—are termed “unavoidable.”
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In the detailed analysis of each potentially significant or significant impact of redevelopment, a
brief mitigation statement is provided. Following the impact analysis is a more detailed
description of each mitigation measure (in those cases where additional information is useful, or
where mitigation comprises a detailed program). In the detailed discussion of mitigation
measures, the work “should” or “may” indicates a preference or option for action, but not a
requirement. The word “shall” indicates a required element of the mitigation measure.
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Setting and Baseline, Impacts, and Mitigation

SETTING AND BASELINE, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION

This chapter is organized into sections by environmental factor; 15 factors in total are evaluated.
Each section first provides a brief summary then describes the study area analyzed as well as
the regulatory setting applicable to that environmental factor. Each section then examines the
regional and local environmental setting as well as the alternative baseline, if relevant. Finally,
each section describes the impact analysis methodology, discloses specific impacts that would
result from redevelopment as described in Chapter 3: Description, and recommends mitigation
measures to mitigate significant impacts.

Normally, the “baseline,” the physical context in which a lead agency determines environmental
impacts of a proposed action, and the environmental setting are the same, and comprise those
conditions existing at the time a lead agency issues a Notice of Preparation (NOP). Under
specific conditions, a lead agency may select an alternative baseline to the setting." When a
lead agency is determining environmental impacts of implementing a reuse plan for a military
base, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA, § 21083.8.1) allows the agency to make
this determination in the context of the physical conditions that existed at the time the federal
decision to close the base became final. Use of an alternative baseline allows a lead agency to
determine impacts of reuse relative to activity levels of an operational—rather than a closed—
military facility. CEQA does not allow use of an alternative baseline where it would limit the
scope of review of impacts related to hazardous or toxic materials or wastes. Moreover, a lead
agency that opts to use an alternative baseline is not specifically required by CEQA to use that
baseline in determining impacts for all environmental factors under investigation.

Alternative Baseline

In this case, the NOP was issued in August 2001, which is the date of the environmental setting;
Congress finalized the decision to close the Oakland Army Base (OARB) in September 1995,
which is the date of the alternative baseline. It should be understood the alternative baseline
applies only to the OARB sub-district, not the entire redevelopment project area, and only to the
following topics:

Traffic—based on probable traffic trip generation by OARB in 1995 on a circulation system
that includes the reconstructed Cypress Freeway (the Cypress Freeway was not completed
until 1998);

Air Quality—based on available 1994 measurements for stationary source emissions and
1995 baseline traffic for mobile source emissions;

These conditions require the lead agency to notify responsible and trustee agencies of its intention to consider an
alternative baseline, to hold a public hearing on the matter, to state how the alternative baseline will be integrated into
the reuse planning and environmental review processes, and to present in writing the reasons for its decision. The
City has complied with these conditions, and evidence of such compliance is included in Appendix 1.
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Water Consumption—based on actual OARB 1995 usage;
Energy Consumption—based on measured OARB 1995 demand;

Noise—based on estimates of noise-generating uses and activities occurring at OARB in
1995;

Population and Employment—based on total military and civilian personnel employment in
1995; and

Schools—based on the estimated number of school children living at the OARB and
attending public schools in 1995.

For these environmental factors, the description of the environmental setting is followed by a
description of alternative baseline conditions. For those environmental factors where an
alternative baseline is used for the OARB, the baseline for analysis comprises the alternative
baseline for the OARB sub-district plus the setting of the Maritime and 16"/Wood sub-districts.
For all other environmental factors, the baseline for analysis is the setting at the time the NOP
was issued.

Significance Criteria and Impacts

The City used criteria and thresholds to assist in making determinations of impact significance.
The significance criteria used in this analysis were derived from the standard CEQA Initial Study
checklist, as well as from standards adopted by regulatory and jurisdictional agencies for the
purpose of environmental protection. Using these criteria in the context of the baseline, and
considering available planning and scientific information, the City has made a determination of
the significance of each impact using one of the three significance levels as defined below:

Significant—it can be stated with certainty that an established criterion or threshold would
be clearly exceeded.

Potentially significant—an established criterion or threshold may be exceeded, but this
conclusion cannot be stated conclusively.

Less than significant—it can be stated with certainty that an established criterion or
threshold would clearly not be exceeded.

Mitigation
Mitigation measures are recommended for each significant or potentially significant impact, and
the significance of the mitigated, or residual, impact is described. Adverse impact would, or

might remain significant after implementation of feasible mitigation—residually significant
impacts—are termed “unavoidable.”
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In the detailed analysis of each potentially significant or significant impact of redevelopment, a
brief mitigation statement is provided. Following the impact analysis is a more detailed
description of each mitigation measure (in those cases where additional information is useful, or
where mitigation comprises a detailed program). In the detailed discussion of mitigation
measures, the work “should” or “may” indicates a preference or option for action, but not a
requirement. The word “shall” indicates a required element of the mitigation measure.
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Consistency With Plans and Policies

4.1

41.1

4.1.2

CONSISTENCY WITH PLANS AND POLICIES

Redevelopment would result in benefits to achievement of the goals and objectives of study
area plans and policies. Redevelopment would also result in one less than significant and one
significant impact. With implementation of a measure recommended in this section, the
significant impact would be avoided.

Study Area

The study area for plans and policies is the approximately 1,800-acre project area.

Regulatory Setting

This section identifies adopted plans and their associated goals, objectives, and policies
relevant to planning of the proposed redevelopment program. Laws, regulations, ordinances,
and plans and their non-planning applicability (e.g., the Endangered Species Act) are identified
and discussed in Sections 4.2 though 4.15 of this document.

Federal

There are no relevant federal plans or policies.

State/Regional

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency: State Implementation Plan; the California Air
Resources Board: Clean Air Plan; The Bay Area Air Quality Management District,
Association of Bay Area Governments, and Metropolitan Transportation Commission:
Ozone Attainment Plan. The study area is subject to major air quality planning programs
required by both the federal Clean Air Act (CAA), last amended in 1990, and the California CAA
of 1988. Both federal and state statutes provide for ambient air quality standards to protect
public health, timetables for progressing toward achieving and maintaining ambient standards,
and development of plans to guide the air quality improvement efforts of state and local
agencies. The federal plan, referred to as the State Implementation Plan (SIP), must contain
control strategies that demonstrate attainment with national ambient air quality standards by
deadlines established in the federal CAA. The state plan, called the Clean Air Plan (CAP), must
show satisfactory progress in attaining state ambient air quality standards. Deadlines are not
fixed for attaining state standards. The SIP and CAP overlap and generally contain the same
emissions control measures. Both plans rely on the combined emission control programs of the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), California Air Resources Board (CARB), and the
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD).

Neither the SIP nor CAP contain policies or standards regulating specific development projects.
Rather, regional air quality goals are achieved primarily by imposing emission standards on
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individual mobile sources that operate in the Bay Area, and by imposing emissions standards or
operational limits or both on stationary sources. As plans are periodically revised, emissions
forecasts and underlying information on growth are updated.

The Ozone Attainment Plan (the “Attainment Plan”) is the regional plan for attaining ambient
ozone standards in the Bay Area. The 1999 Attainment Plan was adopted by it three co-lead
agencies, the BAAQMD, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), and the
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), and submitted to the CARB in June 1999.
CARB approved the plan in July 1999 and submitted it to the EPA. In March 2001, the EPA
proposed to partially approve and partially disapprove the plan. In response, the three co-lead
agencies are proposing to correct deficiencies in the 1999 plan by preparing a Revised 2001
Attainment Plan, which was adopted by the three co-lead agencies in October 2001, and
submitted to the CARB and EPA for incorporation to the California SIP. At the time of its
adoption, the goal of the 2001 Attainment Plan was to implement measures that would reduce
ozone precursors by a total of 372 tons per day across the region. The Attainment Plan relies on
the implementation of measures, rather than consistency with objectives and policies, to
achieve its goal. Plan measures that would be apart of the redevelopment program are
discussed in Sections 4.3: Transportation, and Circulation and 4.4: Air Quality.

The California State Lands Commission. The State Lands Commission (SLC) was
established in 1938, with authority detailed in Division 6 d the California Public Resources
Code. The SLC manages nearly four million acres of submerged land underlying the state’s
navigable and tidal waterways, including San Francisco Bay. These submerged lands are
termed “sovereign lands.” Sovereign lands are held in Public Trust, a concept of management
for the public good', and must be used only for public purposes such as fishing, ecological
preservation, scientific study, and water-dependent commerce and navigation.

In addition, the state granted certain tidal and submerged lands in trust to cities and counties to
develop harbors in furtherance of state and national commerce. These submerged or historically
submerged lands are termed “granted lands.” Major California ports, including the Port of
Oakland within the study area, as well as a portion of the Oakland Army Base, are located on
granted lands. The SLC monitors these lands to ensure compliance with the terms of the
statutory grant. These grants encourage development of tidelands and historic tidelands
consistent with the public trust, while requiring grantees to re-invest revenues produced from
these lands back into the lands from which such revenues are generated.

Historically, the Public Trust Doctrine provided that public waterways were for "commerce, navigation, and fisheries."
Later court rulings added hunting, fishing, swimming, and recreational boating, and in 1971 expanded them to include
"preservation of those lands in their natural state," in order to protect scenic and wildlife habitat values. A 1983
California Supreme Court ruling (National Audubon Society v. Superior Court, 33 C3rd 419) held the state has an
"affirmative duty to take the public trust into account” in making decisions affecting public trust resources, and also
the duty of continuing supervision over these resources that allows and may require modification of such decisions.

Public Review Draft Page 4.1-2 April 2002



A WDN PP

© 00 N O O

10
11
12
13
14
15
16

17
18
19
20
21
22

23
24
25
26
27
28
29

30
31
32
33

34
35
36
37

Consistency With Plans and Policies

The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission: San Francisco Bay
Plan. While its jurisdiction is regional—San Francisco Bay—the BCDC is a state agency that
generally performs functions equivalent to those performed by the California Coastal
Commission in those portions of coastal California not adjacent to the San Francisco Bay.

The McAteer-Petris Act of 1965 establishes BCDC to “. . . prepare an enforceable plan to guide
the future protection and use of San Francisco Bay and its shoreline.” The outcome of that
legislation, The San Francisco Bay Plan (the “Bay Plan”), was adopted by BCDC in 1968, and
has been amended several times, most recently in April 2001 (BCDC 1968). The Bay Plan
guides BCDC in its protection of the Bay and in its exercise of permit authority over
development adjacent to the Bay. The Act directs BCDC to carry out its regulatory process in
accord with Bay Plan guidance—comprising policies and maps—regarding protection of the
Bay, its sloughs, estuaries, salt ponds, tidal marshes, managed wetlands, and other natural
resources, as well as development of the Bay and shoreline to its highest potential while
minimizing Bay fill. The Bay Plan specifies “justifiable filling” as that which provides substantial
public benefit that could not be achieved as well without filling. The Bay Plan also has the
objective of ensuring that Bay fill meets geologic safety requirements.

The Bay Plan defines five special land use designations called “priority uses” that are
appropriate to be located at specific limited shoreline sites. The priority use designations are
ports, water-related industry, airports, wildlife refuges, and water-related recreation. Therefore, if
a site is designated a priority use area in the Bay Plan, it is reserved for that use. In this manner,
BCDC exerts limited land use authority in priority use areas through the Bay Plan and its
regulatory program.

In addition to these priority use areas under BCDC limited land use authority, all tidal areas of
San Francisco Bay are subject to the BCDC regulatory program, and BCDC reviews and issues
separate permits for filling, for dredging, and for shoreline development. Shoreline development
is regulated by BCDC through its jurisdiction over a continuous 100-foot-wide “shoreline band”
along the edge of the entire San Francisco Bay and related waters; the shoreline band extends
100 feet inland from the line of highest tidal action. See Section 4.2: Land Use, for additional
detail.

The Bay Plan makes findings and promulgates policies that focus on two main topics:
preservation and enhancement of the Bay as a natural resource, and development of the Bay
and its shoreline. In addition to policies, the plan includes maps that illustrate how policies and
priority land use designations apply within BCDC'’s jurisdiction.

The Bay Plan findings concerning ports in the Bay recognize the importance of maritime
commerce to the Bay Area, and the necessity of keeping pace with changes in shipping
technology, particularly the growth in containerized cargo handling. The findings recognize that
necessary Bay fill for new terminals must be minimized, that port development will require
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coordination with other shoreline land uses, and that local government must work to protect
sufficient port lands to accommodate port-related uses. Bay Plan findings state that the San
Francisco Bay Area Seaport Han (BCDC and MTC [1982, as amended through 2001], see
below) has been developed to coordinate the planning and development of port terminals in the
Bay.

The findings and policies on shoreline development focus on physical design and provide
guidelines for the BCDC Design Review Board, established in 1970. The board conducts
detailed design analysis of proposed projects, with special attention to public access and related
water-oriented development issues.

The Bay Conservation and Development Commission and Metropolitan Transportation
Commission: San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan. The San Francisco Bay Area Seaport
Plan (the “Seaport Plan”) constitutes the maritime element of the MTC's Regional
Transportation Plan, and is incorporated into the Bay Plan, where it forms the basis of the that
plan’s port policies. The Seaport Plan assists MTC to make funding decisions and to manage
the metropolitan transportation system; BCDC uses the Seaport Plan to help guide its regulatory
decisions on permit applications, consistency determinations, and related matters. The Seaport
Plan promotes the following goals:

ensure continuation of the San Francisco Bay port system as a major world port and
contributor to the economic vitality of the San Francisco Bay region;

maintain or improve the environmental quality of San Francisco Bay and its environs;

provide for efficient use of finite physical and fiscal resources consumed in developing and
operating marine terminals through 2020;

provide for integrated and improved surface transportation facilities between San Francisco
Bay ports and terminals and other regional transportation systems; and

reserve sufficient shoreline areas to accommodate future growth in maritime cargo, thereby
minimizing the need for new Bay fill for port development.

The Seaport Plan recognizes that justifiable
. . Potential Net Fill
fill is likely to occur along the Oakland Facility (Acres)

waterfront, in order to effectively implement

. . . New Berth 21 29
port priority uses discussed in these plans. To
achieve  necessary  cargo  handling _Berths 55-58 0 to 30
capabilities, capacity, and efficiency to meet  Total net fill 29 to 59

2020 cargo throughpu.t forecas_ts’_the Seaport Source: BCDC and MTC 1982, as amended in 2001:
Plan assumes potential net fill in the study 153

area as follows:
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The Seaport Plan assumes this is the minimum justifiable fill to achieve throughput goals.

Although the Seaport Plan allows for up to 30 acres of fill for Berths 55-58, that project actually
resulted in a net increase in Bay surface of approximately 14.5 acres. On January 29, 2001,
BCDC amended the Seaport Plan in the following major respects:

deletion of approximately 174.4 acres of land from Port Priority Use designation, so that land
could be used by the City for non-port purposes;

addition of approximately 51 acres of land to the Port Priority Use designation primarily for
port ancillary uses;

reduction of Bay fill at Oakland to delete the Bay Bridge Site fill (110 acres) and the Army
Terminal fill (17 acres);

increase of Port of Oakland throughput projections for the year 2020 through increase of
container terminal acreage and decrease in the number of projected berths from 26 to 19;

relocation of the functions of the Port’s existing Joint Intermodal Terminal to OARB property;

addition of approximately 184 acres of OARB and Army Reserve Enclave property east of
Maritime Street to Port Priority Use designation; and

fill of approximately 29 acres for New Berth 21.

Long Term Management Strategy. The Long Term Management Strategy (LTMS) program
was developed in 1990. The LTMS is a multi-agency (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers [Corps],
EPA Region IX, Regional Water Quality Control Board [RWQCB], State Water Resources
Control Board [SWRCB], and BCDC) regional organization with an objective to develop
coordinated approaches to dredging programs, sediment studies, and cost sharing. The LTMS
program outlines a program for the disposal of dredged material from San Francisco Bay over
50 years. Dredging and disposal of Bay sediments, including those generated by the
construction and maintenance of maritime facilities are reviewed for consistency with the LTMS
program.

The LTMS program arose out of the San Francisco Estuary Project (SFEP), which was
established through the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act of 1987. The SFEP was
developed as a five-year cooperative effort between the EPA and State of California to promote
more effective management of the San Francisco-Delta Estuary and to restore and maintain the
Estuary's water quality and natural resources. The result of the effort was a Comprehensive
Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP) for the San Francisco Estuary (SFEP 1993). The
CCMP addresses aquatic resources, wildlife, wetland management, water use, pollution
prevention and reduction, dredging and waterway maodification, land use, public involvement
and education, and research and monitoring program areas. For each program area, goals,
recommended approaches, objectives, and actions are provided. A preliminary implementation
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strategy is included that suggests ways in which state and federal agencies can contribute to
financing CCMP actions.

The Association of Bay Area Governments: The Bay Trail Plan. The Bay Trail Plan (ABAG
1989) proposes development of a regional hiking and bicycling trail around the perimeter of San
Francisco and San Pablo bays. The Plan was prepared by ABAG pursuant to Senate Bill 100
(1987), which mandates the Bay Trail to:

provide connections to existing park and recreation facilities;
create links to existing and proposed transportation facilities; and
be planned in such a way as to avoid adverse effects on environmentally sensitive areas.

The Plan proposes an alignment for a 400-mile recreational “ring around the Bay.” Three main
elements make up the Bay Trail system:

The “spine” trail is the main alignment, intended as a continuous recreational corridor
encircling the Bay and linking the shoreline of all nine Bay Area counties. In some areas,
constraints force the spine trail inland.

Where the spine trail does not follow the shoreline, “spur” trails provide access from the
spine to points of natural, historic, and cultural interest along the waterfront.

“Connector” trails link the Bay Trail to inland recreation sites, residential neighborhoods and
employment centers, or provide restricted access to environmentally sensitive areas. Some
connector trails link the Bay Trail and the Ridge Trail, another regional trail network, which
travels inland, mostly along the ridges of the Bay Area’s hills.

Approximately one-third of the trail currently exists as either hiking-only paths, hiking and
bicycling paths, or as on-street bicycle lanes. When complete, the Bay Trail will create
connections between more than 90 parks and publicly accessible open-space areas around San
Francisco and San Pablo bays. By providing access to a wide array of commercial ferries and
public boat launches, the trail will establish connections to “water trails” that will enable outdoor
enthusiasts to appreciate the Bay not only from the shoreline, but from the water as well.

While the trail will provide access to wetlands and other sensitive natural features along the
Bay's shoreline, ABAG and its member agencies included policies in the Bay Trail Plan
specifically to protect these areas. Existing Bay fill (primarily in the form of levees) provides
shoreline trail access in many locations, and trail design policies require that trail design,
construction, and use be appropriate to the surroundings.

The Bay Trail Plan contains policies to guide selections of the trail route and implementation of
the trail system. Plan policies fall into five categories:
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Consistency With Plans and Policies

Trail alignment policies reflect the goals of the Bay Trail program—to develop a
continuous trail which highlights the wide variety of recreational and interpretive experiences
offered by the diverse bay environment and is situated as close as feasible to the shoreline,
within the constraints defined by other policies of the plan.

Trail design policies underscore the importance of creating a trail which is accessible to
the widest possible range of trail users and which is designed to respect the natural or built
environments through which it passes. Minimum design guidelines for trail development are
recommended for application by implementing agencies.

Environmental protection policies underscore the importance of the San Francisco Bay’s
natural environment and define the relationship of the proposed trail to sensitive natural
environments such as wetlands.

Transportation access policies reflect the need for bicycle and pedestrian access on Bay
Area toll bridges, in order to create a continuous trail and to permit cross-bay connections as
alternative trail routes.

Implementation policies define a structure for successful implementation of the Bay Trall,
including mechanisms for continuing trail advocacy, oversight and management.

The East Bay Regional Park District: Master Plan 1997. The East Bay Regional Park
District's (EBRPD) Master Plan 1997 (“the Plan” [EBRPD 1996]) defines the vision and the
mission of EBRPD, and sets EBRPD priorities for ten years. It explains EBRPD’s responsibilities
and promulgates policies and guidelines for achieving established standards of service in
resource conservation, management, interpretation, public access, and recreation. The Plan
maintains a balance between the need to protect resources and the recreational use of
parklands for all to enjoy now and in the future. The Plan sets the following priorities for the next
decade:

Continue to preserve open space as well as natural and cultural resources in regional
parklands.

Complete the acquisition and facility development program of Measure AA (a 1988 bond
act).

Complete a system-wide plan that will include an inventory of resources, unit designations,
and resource prescriptions.

Complete key park and trail projects in the eastern part of the EBRPD’s jurisdiction.
Where possible, enhance facilities, services, and programs provided by other agencies.
Complete the missing sections of the Bay Area Ridge Trail and the San Francisco Bay Trail.

Actively seek sponsorships, encourage volunteer activities, and form other partnerships that
improve the availability of services.

Expand camping facilities and programs and develop new sites.
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Expand interpretive and recreational programs to reach more residents dwelling within
EBRPD’s jurisdiction.

Encourage local communities, agencies and organizations to create opportunities for
children, youth, and families to come to the regional parks.

The EBRPD’s Master Plan (1996) does not identify proposed regional parks in the project area.
Through the OARB conveyance process, however, EBRPD has requested land located at the
westernmost tip of the Gateway peninsula, immediately south of the Bay Bridge, for use as a
public park.

The Airport Land Use Commission of Alameda County: Airport Land Use Policy Plan. The
Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) is currently undertaking revision of the Airport Land Use
Policy Plan (ALUPP, adopted in 1986), in part to remove former Naval Air Station (NAS)
Alameda—closed as an airfield since 1996—and its associated planning areas from the
jurisdiction of the ALUC. On December 8, 1999, the ALUC amended the ALUPP via resolution
to remove all references to former NAS Alameda (ALUC 1999; Alameda County 2001). The
ALUPP contains policies intended to provide guidelines to the ALUC for its review of proposed
local agency actions (such as project approvals), to determine whether these actions are
compatible with current and anticipated airport operations. In general, the most pressing ALUC
concerns and important policies of the ALUPP regard physical obstacles to air navigation,
exposure of persons on the ground to accidents, hazards to flight (smoke, glare, electrical
interference, etc.), and noise. Because the project area s located within the General Referral
Area, any subsequent redevelopment activity that includes elements 100 feet in height or more
above grade, will be referred to the ALUC for a determination of consistency with the ALUPP.

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region: Water
Quality Control Plan. The San Francisco RWQCB shares responsibility with the State Water
Resources Control Board for implementation of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) and the
state Porter-Cologne Act. The RWQCB carries out its overall mission to protect surface water
and ground water of the San Francisco Bay Region primarily by:

addressing regional water quality concerns through its Water Quality Control Plan (the
“Basin Plan”) and triennial updates;

preparing new or revised policies as necessary; and

implementing and enforcing conditions of permits issued under the National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit Program or in Waste Discharge
Requirements (WDRS).

The Basin Plan describes the legal, technical, and programmatic bases for water quality
regulation in the region, and contains the following:

a listing of beneficial uses of waters within its jurisdiction the RWQCB must protect;
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Consistency With Plans and Policies

narrative and numerical Water Quality Objectives (WQOSs) required to protect the designated
beneficial uses; and

strategies and time schedules for achieving the WQOs.

The Basin Plan is programmatic, and WQOs are intended to result in overall high water quality
within entire water bodies, and do not generally apply to individual actions. Rather, the RWQCB
enforces conditions through permits or WDRs tailored for an individual action. By ensuring that
each project complies with conditions or WDRs, the RWQCB ensures that each WQO for a
water body is achieved.

Local

The City of Oakland: General Plan Land Use and Transportation Element. The March 1998
update of the Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE) of the Oakland General Plan
provides a blueprint for the City’'s growth and development to year 2015. The LUTE identifies
five distinct “showcase districts” representing the major regional economic generators located
within the City: the Coliseum Area, Downtown, Seaport, Airport/Gateway, and Mixed Use
Waterfront. A portion of the study area is located within the Seaport Showcase District, which
generally encompasses the Maritime sub-district, and portions of the OARB and 16"/Wood sub-
districts. The vision for the economic and development progress of each showcase district is
grounded in one of three fundamental policy frameworks: Industry and Commerce, Downtown,
and Waterfront. The Seaport Showcase District is subject to the policies of the Waterfront policy
framework.

As described in Section 4.2: Land Use, the LUTE classifies land uses in the study area as either
Business Mix, General Industrial/Transportation, or Park & Urban Open Space. Each of these
LUTE land use classifications is also grounded in a specific policy framework.

Finally, the LUTE also identifies six distinct “planning areas” of the City, describes relatively
current population, housing, and employment conditions for each planning area, and proposes
improvement/implementation strategies for each area. The study area is entirely located within
the West Oakland Planning Area. The LUTE identifies most of the OARB and the 16"/Wood
sub-districts as slated for “growth and change,” while it identifies a portion of the OARB sub-
district and the entire Maritime sub-district as slated for “maintenance and enhancement.”
Strategies for the West Oakland Planning Area relevant to the study area include the following:

Maintain and enhance a strong community character and identity.
Define appropriate residential densities.
Revitalize commercial and industrial investment.

Foster City—Port cooperation and coordination.
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Increase public safety.

Improve Wood and Pine streets.

Position West Grand Avenue as the “direct” route into West Oakland.

Improve Raimondi Park.

Establish reuse options for the OARB.

Develop parkland and public access at Middle Harbor and the Bay Bridge touchdown.
Locate new Port-related trucking businesses outside of West Oakland.

The LUTE recognizes the OARB reuse process as a necessary action to fully achieve the City’s
vision for the Seaport Showcase District and the West Oakland Planning Area. The LUTE
supports the success of the seaport, envisions its now current and future expansion within the
study area, and seeks to minimize negative externalities of such expansion on the nearby West
Oakland neighborhood (City of Oakland 1998a).

The LUTE was amended in July 1998 (Resolution No. 74403 C.M.S.) to add policies to
implement the Alameda County Hazardous Waste Management Plan.

The City of Oakland: Oakland Bicycle Plan. In July 1999, the City Council adopted the
Oakland Bicycle Plan. Among other things, the Bicycle Plan contains a series of
recommendations for bicycle parking to be included in new developments; these
recommendations are anticipated to be incorporated into the zoning regulations, currently under
revision.

The City of Oakland: General Plan Estuary Policy Plan Element. The Estuary Policy Plan
(the “Estuary Plan”) is an element of the Oakland General Plan. The Estuary Plan addresses
issues of shoreline accessibility and continuity, the quality and character of new development,
and the relationship of the Oakland shoreline to surrounding districts and neighborhoods. The
Plan includes objectives and policies intended to enhance the future of the area of Oakland
located between Adeline Street, the Nimitz Freeway, 66" Avenue, and the Estuary shoreline. It
calls for a system of open spaces and shoreline access that provides recreational opportunities,
environmental enhancement, interpretive experiences, visual amenities, and important public
gathering places.

The Estuary Plan identifies three distinct districts:

the Jack London district, which extends from Adeline Street to Oak Street;

the Oak-to-Ninth Avenue district, which extends from Oak Street to the Ninth Avenue Marine
Terminal; and
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Consistency With Plans and Policies

the San Antonio/Fruitvale district, which extends from 9" Avenue to 66" Avenue.

A one- by two-block area of the Maritime sub-district is located within the Jack London district.
The relevant portion of the project area is bounded by Brush Street, 2 Street, Martin Luther
King, Jr. Way, and the Embarcadero.

The City of Oakland: General Plan Open Space, Conservation, and Recreation Element.
The foundation of the Open Space, Conservation, and Recreation Element of the Oakland
General Plan (the OSCAR), adopted in 1996, is a set of increasingly specific goals, objectives,
policies, and actions. Goals are broad vision statements; objectives are more specific ends for
pursuit; policies are guidance sufficiently specific to guide day-to-day decision making; and
actions are very specific measures to be taken to implement policies. The OSCAR organizes a
framework for evaluating resources and implementing policies and actions as follows:

I Open Space

1. Open Space Land Uses

2. Shoreline and Creeks

3. Open Space for Community Character
1. Conservation

1. Earth Resources

2. Water Resources

3. Plant and Animal Resources

4, Air Resources

5. Energy Resources

M. Recreation

1. Park Land Use

2. Park Operations

3. Human Resources

4. Funding
The OSCAR defines 12 distinct planning areas, and sets forth a strategy for each that
recommends specific priorities to be considered during decision making. The strategies are not
binding, and they are flexible and fluid in nature, intended to change in response as future
opportunities or constraints present themselves. The study area is located within two OSCAR
planning areas: West Oakland and the Harbor. Relevant or potentially relevant recommended
strategies include the following:

Improve access to the shoreline, including construction of the Bay Trail, with spurs along
Maritime Street and 7" Street/Middle Harbor Road. Create stronger links between the
waterfront and West Oakland. Note that a spur trail along 7" Street and Middle Harbor Road
between the Union Pacific (UP) rail overhead and the Middle Harbor Road/Maritime Street
intersection is currently under construction as part of the Port of Oakland’s Vision 2000
Program.

Continue street planting efforts and other programs to “green” West Oakland.
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Improve the eastbound Bay Bridge “gateway” to Oakland (that land within the OARB sub-
district immediately south of the Bay Bridge touchdown). Note that planning for reuse of the
OARB has consistently included use of this area as a park and visual gateway to the City of
Oakland.

Explore possible use of finger piers and the Middle Harbor for shoreline access and
recreation; pursue development of a small historic shoreline park at the Union Point
(Western Pacific) mole. Note the entire shoreline of Middle Harbor, as well as the Inner
Harbor Shoreline of the Western Pacific mole, are currently under construction as a regional
shoreline park—the Middle Harbor Shoreline Park—as part of the Port of Oakland’s Vision
2000 Program. The new park will include interpretive opportunities regarding cultural and
historic resources.

Establish visitor observation areas and promote public awareness of the economic
importance of the Oakland shoreline. Note that an element of the new Middle Harbor
Shoreline Park will be maritime interpretive opportunities.

The City of Oakland: General Plan Historic Preservation Element. The Historic Element of
the General Plan was adopted in 1994 and amended in 1998. The element sets forth a historic
preservation strategy that seeks to promote preservation of a wide range of properties and
districts in a manner reasonably balanced with other concerns and consistent with other City
goals and objectives. The Historic Element recognizes that Oakland is home to a rich array of
significant older properties that set it apart from other California cities, and that preservation and
enhancement of these properties could contribute positively to Oakland’s economy affordable
housing stock, image, and quality of life.

The Historic Element identifies two local landmarks within the 16"/Wood and Maritime sub-
districts: the Southern Pacific Railroad (SPRR) Station at 16" and Wood streets (also known as
the Amtrak Station), and the Southern Pacific mole westerly terminus at the end of 7" Street.
Development affecting either of these resources would be subject to policies of the Historic
Element. It also identifies the OARB Historic District and former Fleet and Industrial Supply,
Oakland (FISCO) site (no longer extant) as Areas of Primary Importance.

The City of Oakland: General Plan Housing Element. The Housing Element (City of Oakland
1992) addresses three major goals:

Ensure every Oakland family has the opportunity to live in a sound housing unit, large
enough to accommodate its members at a reasonable cost relative to its income, and
free from non-economic constraints on its freedom of selection.

Provide for the housing needs of all economic segments, age groups, and household
types.

Ensure a reasonable balance of housing according to occupancy type, dwelling type,
price, density, type of amenities, and location.
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The City has developed policies (included in Appendix 4.1 of this document) that are a part of
the Housing Element to address five major problems:

substandard housing;

overcrowding;

problems of low- and moderate-income households;
over-concentration of publicly-assisted housing; and

discrimination in housing.

The City of Oakland: Environmental Hazards Element. This element defines, identifies, and
discusses environmental hazards, structural hazards, and areas subject to these hazards (City
of Oakland 1972). Environmental hazards are classifieds as geologic, fire, and flood. Structural
hazards are classified as residences, commercial/industrial buildings, public buildings, and utility
and transportation facilities. The environmental Hazards Elements included two goals:

Minimize loss of life, injuries, and damage to property, of Oakland citizens resulting from
natural disasters.

Recognize natural environmental hazards in planning for the City’s future development.

The City of Oakland: Municipal Code, Title 17: Planning, Chapter 17.01: General
Provisions of Planning Code and General Plan. In accordance with Section 17.01.030 of the
Planning Code of the Oakland Municipal Code (OMC), no activities or facilities may be
established, substituted, expanded, constructed, altered, moved, painted, maintained, or
otherwise changed, and no lot lines created or changed, except in conformity with the Oakland
General Plan, or except as expressly provided by the Planning Code. The requirement for
activities or facilities to conform with the Oakland Zoning Regulations (which are found at OMC
88 17.07-17.154) is established by OMC 17.07.060. In accordance with Section 17.01.050,
should an express conflict between the Oakland General Plan and the Zoning Regulations
occur, the requirement for General Plan conformity supercedes the requirement for conformity
with the Zoning Regulations. The Director of City Planning determines if a specific proposal
conforms with the General Plan.

The Oakland City Planning Commission adopted Guidelines for Determining Project Conformity
with the General Plan and Zoning Regulations (City of Oakland 1998b, as amended through
2001). These guidelines describe procedures for deciding if an action is consistent with the
General Plan; they also describe procedures to follow when the General Plan and Zoning

Public Review Draft Page 4.1-13 April 2002



10
11
12
13

14

15

16
17
18
19
20

OARB Area Redevelopment EIR

Regulations conflict. Factors considered when determining conformity with the General Plan
include the following*

1.

The relevant General Plan land use classification(s). Conformity of proposed uses with
General Plan land use classifications is the primary measure of conformity.

The relevant Zoning district(s). Conformity of proposed uses with Zoning District
designations is a secondary measure of conformity.

The activity(ies) and facility type(s). The City’s Guidelines identify conforming activities and
facilities for each General Plan land use classification.

The intensity (or density) of development. The City’s Guidelines establish maximum
densities for development in each General Plan land use classification. Maximum floor-to-
area ratio and density (in principal units per net acre) are also given an assumed net-to-
gross ratio, a maximum density in principal units per net acre, and a minimum square
footage of site area per principal unit.

The possible combinations of conformity are as follows:

General Plan

Zoning/Subdivision Regulations

Conditionally
Permitted permitted Not permitted
. . Allowed w/ Interim
Clearly conforms Permitted outright CupP '
CUP or re-zoning
GP silent, not clear on . .
. Permitted outright CupP Not allowed
conformity
Clearly does not conform Not allowed Not allowed Not allowed

I:I Express conflict between the General Plan and Zoning Regulations; General Plan prevails.
Source: City of Oakland 1998b, as amended through 2001.

Figure 3-6b (Chapter 3: Description) depicts General Plan land use classifications as proposed
under redevelopment: Business Mix, General Industrial/Transportation, Parks & Urban Open
Space, and Light Industrial 1 (the latter classification is specific to the Estuary Policy Plan area).
With amendment of the General Plan as proposed under redevelopment, all land uses would
clearly conform to the General Plan, or the General Plan is silent on their conformity.

Planning Director (Resolution 74129, CMS, February 1998).

If a proposed action is located within the Port Area, the Port makes a determination of conformity, with input from the
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4.1.3

41.4

4.1.5

The Oakland zoning code is in revision, and a new zoning system in development. While some
activities and facilities proposed under redevelopment would not conform to existing zoning, re-
zoning of the area, currently underway, would be consistent with proposed redevelopment as
presented in Chapter 3: Description. Should subsequent redevelopment activities be proposed
before re-zoning is complete, each would be evaluated for its conformity with zoning. Should the
subsequent activity not conform to current zoning, the activity would be modified to conform, the
site would be re-zoned under the existing system, or a variance would be granted.

Maximum development intensities in the project area are as follows:

Land Use Classification Floor-Area Ratio
Business Mix 4.0
General Industrial/Transportation 2.0

Urban Park & Open Space Not Applicable
Light Industrial-1 2.0

Based on buildout projections as presented in Chapter 3: Description, redevelopment as
proposed would conform to allowable development densities/intensities.

Regional Setting

See Regulatory Setting, above.

Local Setting

See Regulatory Setting, above.

Impact Analysis Methodology

This analysis identifies existing plans and their objectives, goals, and policies relevant to the
redevelopment program. The analysis then evaluates whether the redevelopment program
described in Chapter 3: Description is consistent with plans and policies intended to protect the
environment. Relevant objectives, goals, and policies are included as Appendix 4.1.

In addition, pursuant to OMC 17.01.030, redevelopment as proposed in Chapter 3: Description,
was evaluated to determine if it conforms with proposed General Plan land use classifications,
density or intensity standards, and relevant General Plan policies. Because completion of the
City’s update to its zoning regulations (making them consistent with the General Plan) is
expected to conclude in the near future, and the project area would be appropriately re-zoned at
that time, the redevelopment program was not evaluated for its conformity with current zoning,
but rather with the General Plan (with which the zoning must be consistent). Land use re-
classification is a part of redevelopment as proposed, and the evaluation of potential
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4.1.6

subsequent redevelopment activities shows they would conform to the proposed General Plan
land use classifications, as well as the allowable density and intensity standard of those
classifications. Regarding conformance with General Plan policies, Appendix 4.1 includes a
listing of General Plan policies relevant to redevelopment as proposed. The evaluation of these
polices and the program, as included in that appendix, shows that redevelopment would be
consistent with the polices, objectives, and goals of the General Plan.

Significance Criteria

Redevelopment would have a significant impact on the environmental if it would:

Fundamentally conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, and actually result in a physical change in
the environment.

Impacts
Benefits

Redevelopment is not only consistent with, but would directly and positively achieve the intent of
several plans and policies as follows:

The Bay Plan: Redevelopment of the Gateway and Port development areas, creation of the
waterfront park at the Gateway peninsula, and removal of contaminated storm sewers as
proposed achieves the intent of Bay Plan policies regarding fish and wildlife, water quality,
water-related industry, ports, recreation, and public access.

The Seaport Plan: Redevelopment of the Port development area and Maritime sub-district
as proposed achieves the intent of Seaport Plan policies regarding cargo forecasts, Port
priority Use areas, marine terminals, and specific policies designated for the Port of
Oakland.

The Bay Trail Plan: Redevelopment of the OARB and Maritime sub-districts as proposed
achieves the intent of Bay Trail Plan policies regarding trail alignment and transportation
access.

The East Bay Regional Park District Master Plan: Implementation of the Gateway park
and public access features as proposed achieves the intent of Master Plan priorities
regarding preservation of open space and natural and cultural resources in regional
parklands; and completes the missing sections of the San Francisco Bay Tralil.

The Basin Plan: Removal or remediation of contaminated storm sewers located in the
OARB sub-district achieves the mission of the RWQCB and Basin Plan to protect surface
water of the San Francisco Bay Region.
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The Oakland General Plan Land Use and Transportation Element: Redevelopment as
proposed achieves objectives and associated policies of the LUTE regarding the following:
expansion and retention of the Oakland job base and economic strength; provision of
adequate infrastructure; reduction of truck effects on local neighborhoods; encouragement
of waterfront access; creation of a high-quality natural and built waterfront environment;
promotion of the Port of Oakland; provision of commercial areas; construction of housing;
and reduction or elimination of hazardous wastes. Although the proposed project is not
expected to require new hazardous waste storage, treatment, or disposal facilities in the
area, any such facilities shall comply with applicable requirements.

The Oakland Estuary Plan:® Redevelopment of the Gateway development area as
proposed, including public access and parkland, achieves objectives and associated policies
of the Estuary Plan regarding the following: provide public activities oriented to the water;
develop the Estuary area in a way that enhances Oakland’s long-term economic
development; create clear and continuous public access along the Estuary; punctuate the
shoreline with a series of parks and larger open spaces; enhance natural areas along the
waterfront; improve and clarify regional access to Oakland’'s waterfront; and improve
pedestrian and bicycle circulation.

The Oakland General Plan Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element:
Redevelopment as proposed would achieve objectives and associated policies of the
OSCAR regarding the following: develop a trails system; increase public access to the
waterfront; improve visual quality; develop civic open spaces; provide street trees; and
protect and promote beneficial use of nearshore waters.

The Oakland General Plan Historic Preservation Element: Restoration and preservation
of the SPRR (Amtrak) Station and 16™ Street Tower achieve goals and associated policies
of the Historic Preservation Element regarding the following: the use of historic preservation
to foster economic vitality and quality of life, and to preserve, protect, and enhance,
perpetuate, use, and prevent unnecessary destruction or impairment of properties of special
value or interest.

Impacts

Impact 4.1-1: Fill to create fastland for New Berth 21 plus a nominal portion of the
adjacent Gateway development area, and potential minor fill for
Gateway Park shoreline stabilization may conflict with Bay Plan
objectives and policies.

Significance: Consistent with Bay and Seaport Plans, but resulting environmental
impacts may be significant (see sections regarding traffic (4.3), air
quality (4.4), biology (4.12), geology (4.13), and water quality (4.15).

Mitigation: Mitigation is not warranted.

While only a small portion of the project area is located within the Estuary Policy Plan Area—two blocks of the
Maritime sub-district—the Gateway development area represents the first waterfront property controlled solely by the
City. For this reason, the City may elect to apply policies of the Estuary Plan to the Gateway development area, and
this analysis evaluated redevelopment for conformity with the Estuary Plan.
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As illustrated by Figure 4.1-1, approximately 29 gross acres of solid and covered fill would be
placed to create fastland for New Berth 21. Approximately 7 acres of the fill would be located in
areas currently occupied by marginal wharves, which represent covered fill. A minor portion of
this fill (less than one acre) would be located within the Gateway development area, and the
remainder within the Port development area. Approximately 3 acres of excavation would occur
to create the new berth, resulting in anet total fill of approximately 26 acres (both solid and
covered fill). This proposed 26 acres of net fill represents a substantial reduction in the 153
acres of fill for marine terminals previously allowed under the Bay and Seaport plans for
development of the Oakland Outer Harbor. Approximately 110 acres of previously allowed fill
near the Bay Bridge and 17 acres of previously allowed fill at the Army Terminal would not
occur. Therefore, redevelopment as currently proposed would result in a net reduction of
approximately 127 acres of Bay fill.

Under high tide and storm conditions, the Outer Harbor shoreline of the Gateway peninsula is
inundated to an access road that longitudinally traverses the site. In order to obtain the
maximum useable site, reduce potential maintenance costs, avoid shoreline erosion, and
increase the area of public access amenities, EBRPD may stabilize the Outer Harbor shoreline
via revetment or other stabilizing means that would constitute Bay fill. Should EBRPD decide to
stabilize the shoreline via fill, it could result in a shoreline fill of approximately 2,800 linear feet.

Bay Plan policies require that surface area and total volume of Bay water be kept as large as
possible, and that filling should be allowed only for purposes of providing substantial benefits,
and only if there is no reasonable alternative to filling. Policies regarding shoreline protection
and erosion control state that such activities should be authorized if a project is necessary to
protect the shoreline, the type of protection is appropriate to the site and erosion conditions,
and the protection is properly designed. Because these fills would be the minimum necessary to
achieve their purpose, and because no reasonable alternatives to the fills would accomplish
their purpose, fill for New Berth 21 and a minor portion of the adjacent Gateway development
area, and potential fill for the Gateway park shoreline do not fundamentally conflict with policies
of the Bay Plan. (Sections 4.12: Biological Resources, and 4.15: Surface Water, include
measures to mitigate physical impacts of Bay fill; analysis of construction traffic, air, and noise
[Sections 4.3, 4.4, and 4.5, respectively] take into account impacts of Bay fill construction.)

Even for the minimum allowable fill consistent with Bay Plan policies, BCDC requires
compliance with permit conditions compensating for the loss of Bay volume and surface area.
When and if the Port of Oakland, the EBRPD, or proponents of other subsequent
redevelopment activities propose fill that complies with objectives and policies of the Bay Plan,
and yet would reduce the volume of surface area of Bay waters, they may be required to
compensate for that reduction in accordance with permit conditions established by BCDC prior
to construction of the fill. The Port of Oakland’s Vision 2000 Berths 55-58 Project resulted in a
net increase in Bay surface of approximately 14.5 acres (per BCDC permit 7-99, as amended
through April 26, 2000), and a net increase in Bay volume of approximately 1.6 million cubic
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Figure 4.1-1 Proposed Excavation and Bay Fill
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yards. Permitting agencies may consider these net increases when imposing conditions on Bay
fill for the Port's New Berth 21 action.

Impact 4.1-2: Proposed land uses in a portion of the 16"/Wood sub-district would be
fundamentally inconsistent with Seaport and Bay plan Port Priority
Use designations.

Significance: Significant

Mitigation 4.1-1: Amend the Bay and Seaport plans to eliminate, where necessary,
Port Priority Use designations within the 16"/Wood sub-district.

Residual Significance: Less than significant

The Bay and Seaport plans as amended through 2001 designate a portion of the 16"/Wood
sub-district as Port Priority Use. Such a designation requires land uses that are directly
supportive of maritime activities. The Priority Use designation encompasses land between }
880, Wood Street, West Grand Avenue, and 16™ Street. The redevelopment program proposes
live/work, office, and ancillary retail in this area. These uses are not considered Port Priority
uses, and are fundamentally inconsistent with that designation. This inconsistency is considered
a significant impact. With implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.1-1, the inconsistency would
be eliminated, and the residual impact would be less than significant.

00O

Impact 4.1-3: Loss of all structures contributing to a historic district, and loss of the
district itself may conflict with Oakland General Plan Historic
Preservation Element goals and policies.

Significance: Less than significant
Mitigation: Mitigation is not warranted.

As discussed in detail in Section 4.6: Cultural Resources, all structures of the OARB Historic
District would be demolished to allow redevelopment of the Gateway and Port development
areas of the OARB sub-district. Goals of the General Plan require that unnecessary loss of such
resources not occur, and that such resources be used to foster economic vitality and enhance
the quality of life in Oakland. In addition, certain Historic Preservation Element policies state that
preservation and adaptive reuse of historic resources should occur to the extent consistent with
other Oakland General Plan policies. Preservation and/or adaptive reuse of historic resources at
the OARB sub-district is partially or fundamentally inconsistent with the following General Plan
Policies:
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4.1.7

LUTE Policy I/C.1: Attract new business.
LUTE Policy I/C.4: Invest in economically distressed areas of Oakland.

LUTE Objective I/C5: Maximize economic utility, employment generation, and citywide
benefit of closed military facilities.

LUTE Obijective T1: Provide adequate land for needs of rail, shipping, etc.
LUTE Policy T1.1: Support the Port’s efforts to as a primary port of call for the West Coast.
Hazards Element: Employ the most current seismic design criteria in construction.

As they apply to redevelopment of the OARB sub-district to its full, safe land use and economic
potential, the policies of the Hazards Element and the LUTE have the potential to compete with
policies of the Historic Preservation Element. Language contained in policies of the Historic
Preservation Element recognize this tension regarding preservation and adaptive reuse, and
therefore indicate consistency with policies of the Historic Preservation Element should occur to
the extent such consistency does not create inconsistencies with other General Plan policies.
For this reason, although loss of historic resources in the OARB sub-district appears to be
inconsistent with policies of the Historic Preservation Element, this analysis concludes it does
not constitute a fundamental conflict, and the impact is considered less than significant. Note
that Sections 4.6: Cultural Resources, and 4.11: Aesthetics, acknowledge the loss of structures
to be a significant impact, and recommends measures to mitigate the physical impacts to
historic resources, but not to levels that are less than significant.

00O
Mitigation

Implementation of the following mitigation measure shall avoid the impact of redevelopment
related to plan consistency.

Mitigation 4.1-1: Amend the Bay and Seaport plans to eliminate, where necessary, Port Priority
Use designations within the 16"/Wood sub-district.

This measure applies to Impact 4.1-2.

When plans for the Port's 15 acres of AMS uses are finalized, the City and Port shall make
application to BCDC to amend the plans to remove Port Priority designation from some or all of
the 16"/Wood sub-district. The City and Port shall demonstrate to BCDC that 2020 throughput
projections can be achieved without use of this area for Port Priority uses.

000

oo
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4.1

41.1

4.1.2

CONSISTENCY WITH PLANS AND POLICIES

Redevelopment would result in benefits to achievement of the goals and objectives of study
area plans and policies. Redevelopment would also result in one less than significant and one
significant impact. With implementation of a measure recommended in this section, the
significant impact would be avoided.

Study Area

The study area for plans and policies is the approximately 1,800-acre project area.

Regulatory Setting

This section identifies adopted plans and their associated goals, objectives, and policies
relevant to planning of the proposed redevelopment program. Laws, regulations, ordinances,
and plans and their non-planning applicability (e.g., the Endangered Species Act) are identified
and discussed in Sections 4.2 though 4.15 of this document.

Federal

There are no relevant federal plans or policies.

State/Regional

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency: State Implementation Plan; the California Air
Resources Board: Clean Air Plan; The Bay Area Air Quality Management District,
Association of Bay Area Governments, and Metropolitan Transportation Commission:
Ozone Attainment Plan. The study area is subject to major air quality planning programs
required by both the federal Clean Air Act (CAA), last amended in 1990, and the California CAA
of 1988. Both federal and state statutes provide for ambient air quality standards to protect
public health, timetables for progressing toward achieving and maintaining ambient standards,
and development of plans to guide the air quality improvement efforts of state and local
agencies. The federal plan, referred to as the State Implementation Plan (SIP), must contain
control strategies that demonstrate attainment with national ambient air quality standards by
deadlines established in the federal CAA. The state plan, called the Clean Air Plan (CAP), must
show satisfactory progress in attaining state ambient air quality standards. Deadlines are not
fixed for attaining state standards. The SIP and CAP overlap and generally contain the same
emissions control measures. Both plans rely on the combined emission control programs of the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), California Air Resources Board (CARB), and the
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD).

Neither the SIP nor CAP contain policies or standards regulating specific development projects.
Rather, regional air quality goals are achieved primarily by imposing emission standards on
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individual mobile sources that operate in the Bay Area, and by imposing emissions standards or
operational limits or both on stationary sources. As plans are periodically revised, emissions
forecasts and underlying information on growth are updated.

The Ozone Attainment Plan (the “Attainment Plan”) is the regional plan for attaining ambient
ozone standards in the Bay Area. The 1999 Attainment Plan was adopted by it three co-lead
agencies, the BAAQMD, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), and the
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), and submitted to the CARB in June 1999.
CARB approved the plan in July 1999 and submitted it to the EPA. In March 2001, the EPA
proposed to partially approve and partially disapprove the plan. In response, the three co-lead
agencies are proposing to correct deficiencies in the 1999 plan by preparing a Revised 2001
Attainment Plan, which was adopted by the three co-lead agencies in October 2001, and
submitted to the CARB and EPA for incorporation to the California SIP. At the time of its
adoption, the goal of the 2001 Attainment Plan was to implement measures that would reduce
ozone precursors by a total of 372 tons per day across the region. The Attainment Plan relies on
the implementation of measures, rather than consistency with objectives and policies, to
achieve its goal. Plan measures that would be apart of the redevelopment program are
discussed in Sections 4.3: Transportation, and Circulation and 4.4: Air Quality.

The California State Lands Commission. The State Lands Commission (SLC) was
established in 1938, with authority detailed in Division 6 d the California Public Resources
Code. The SLC manages nearly four million acres of submerged land underlying the state’s
navigable and tidal waterways, including San Francisco Bay. These submerged lands are
termed “sovereign lands.” Sovereign lands are held in Public Trust, a concept of management
for the public good', and must be used only for public purposes such as fishing, ecological
preservation, scientific study, and water-dependent commerce and navigation.

In addition, the state granted certain tidal and submerged lands in trust to cities and counties to
develop harbors in furtherance of state and national commerce. These submerged or historically
submerged lands are termed “granted lands.” Major California ports, including the Port of
Oakland within the study area, as well as a portion of the Oakland Army Base, are located on
granted lands. The SLC monitors these lands to ensure compliance with the terms of the
statutory grant. These grants encourage development of tidelands and historic tidelands
consistent with the public trust, while requiring grantees to re-invest revenues produced from
these lands back into the lands from which such revenues are generated.

Historically, the Public Trust Doctrine provided that public waterways were for "commerce, navigation, and fisheries."
Later court rulings added hunting, fishing, swimming, and recreational boating, and in 1971 expanded them to include
"preservation of those lands in their natural state," in order to protect scenic and wildlife habitat values. A 1983
California Supreme Court ruling (National Audubon Society v. Superior Court, 33 C3rd 419) held the state has an
"affirmative duty to take the public trust into account” in making decisions affecting public trust resources, and also
the duty of continuing supervision over these resources that allows and may require modification of such decisions.
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The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission: San Francisco Bay
Plan. While its jurisdiction is regional—San Francisco Bay—the BCDC is a state agency that
generally performs functions equivalent to those performed by the California Coastal
Commission in those portions of coastal California not adjacent to the San Francisco Bay.

The McAteer-Petris Act of 1965 establishes BCDC to “. . . prepare an enforceable plan to guide
the future protection and use of San Francisco Bay and its shoreline.” The outcome of that
legislation, The San Francisco Bay Plan (the “Bay Plan”), was adopted by BCDC in 1968, and
has been amended several times, most recently in April 2001 (BCDC 1968). The Bay Plan
guides BCDC in its protection of the Bay and in its exercise of permit authority over
development adjacent to the Bay. The Act directs BCDC to carry out its regulatory process in
accord with Bay Plan guidance—comprising policies and maps—regarding protection of the
Bay, its sloughs, estuaries, salt ponds, tidal marshes, managed wetlands, and other natural
resources, as well as development of the Bay and shoreline to its highest potential while
minimizing Bay fill. The Bay Plan specifies “justifiable filling” as that which provides substantial
public benefit that could not be achieved as well without filling. The Bay Plan also has the
objective of ensuring that Bay fill meets geologic safety requirements.

The Bay Plan defines five special land use designations called “priority uses” that are
appropriate to be located at specific limited shoreline sites. The priority use designations are
ports, water-related industry, airports, wildlife refuges, and water-related recreation. Therefore, if
a site is designated a priority use area in the Bay Plan, it is reserved for that use. In this manner,
BCDC exerts limited land use authority in priority use areas through the Bay Plan and its
regulatory program.

In addition to these priority use areas under BCDC limited land use authority, all tidal areas of
San Francisco Bay are subject to the BCDC regulatory program, and BCDC reviews and issues
separate permits for filling, for dredging, and for shoreline development. Shoreline development
is regulated by BCDC through its jurisdiction over a continuous 100-foot-wide “shoreline band”
along the edge of the entire San Francisco Bay and related waters; the shoreline band extends
100 feet inland from the line of highest tidal action. See Section 4.2: Land Use, for additional
detail.

The Bay Plan makes findings and promulgates policies that focus on two main topics:
preservation and enhancement of the Bay as a natural resource, and development of the Bay
and its shoreline. In addition to policies, the plan includes maps that illustrate how policies and
priority land use designations apply within BCDC'’s jurisdiction.

The Bay Plan findings concerning ports in the Bay recognize the importance of maritime
commerce to the Bay Area, and the necessity of keeping pace with changes in shipping
technology, particularly the growth in containerized cargo handling. The findings recognize that
necessary Bay fill for new terminals must be minimized, that port development will require
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coordination with other shoreline land uses, and that local government must work to protect
sufficient port lands to accommodate port-related uses. Bay Plan findings state that the San
Francisco Bay Area Seaport Han (BCDC and MTC [1982, as amended through 2001], see
below) has been developed to coordinate the planning and development of port terminals in the
Bay.

The findings and policies on shoreline development focus on physical design and provide
guidelines for the BCDC Design Review Board, established in 1970. The board conducts
detailed design analysis of proposed projects, with special attention to public access and related
water-oriented development issues.

The Bay Conservation and Development Commission and Metropolitan Transportation
Commission: San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan. The San Francisco Bay Area Seaport
Plan (the “Seaport Plan”) constitutes the maritime element of the MTC's Regional
Transportation Plan, and is incorporated into the Bay Plan, where it forms the basis of the that
plan’s port policies. The Seaport Plan assists MTC to make funding decisions and to manage
the metropolitan transportation system; BCDC uses the Seaport Plan to help guide its regulatory
decisions on permit applications, consistency determinations, and related matters. The Seaport
Plan promotes the following goals:

ensure continuation of the San Francisco Bay port system as a major world port and
contributor to the economic vitality of the San Francisco Bay region;

maintain or improve the environmental quality of San Francisco Bay and its environs;

provide for efficient use of finite physical and fiscal resources consumed in developing and
operating marine terminals through 2020;

provide for integrated and improved surface transportation facilities between San Francisco
Bay ports and terminals and other regional transportation systems; and

reserve sufficient shoreline areas to accommodate future growth in maritime cargo, thereby
minimizing the need for new Bay fill for port development.

The Seaport Plan recognizes that justifiable
. . Potential Net Fill
fill is likely to occur along the Oakland Facility (Acres)

waterfront, in order to effectively implement

. . . New Berth 21 29
port priority uses discussed in these plans. To
achieve  necessary  cargo  handling _Berths 55-58 0 to 30
capabilities, capacity, and efficiency to meet  Total net fill 29 to 59

2020 cargo throughpu.t forecas_ts’_the Seaport Source: BCDC and MTC 1982, as amended in 2001:
Plan assumes potential net fill in the study 153

area as follows:
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The Seaport Plan assumes this is the minimum justifiable fill to achieve throughput goals.

Although the Seaport Plan allows for up to 30 acres of fill for Berths 55-58, that project actually
resulted in a net increase in Bay surface of approximately 14.5 acres. On January 29, 2001,
BCDC amended the Seaport Plan in the following major respects:

deletion of approximately 174.4 acres of land from Port Priority Use designation, so that land
could be used by the City for non-port purposes;

addition of approximately 51 acres of land to the Port Priority Use designation primarily for
port ancillary uses;

reduction of Bay fill at Oakland to delete the Bay Bridge Site fill (110 acres) and the Army
Terminal fill (17 acres);

increase of Port of Oakland throughput projections for the year 2020 through increase of
container terminal acreage and decrease in the number of projected berths from 26 to 19;

relocation of the functions of the Port’s existing Joint Intermodal Terminal to OARB property;

addition of approximately 184 acres of OARB and Army Reserve Enclave property east of
Maritime Street to Port Priority Use designation; and

fill of approximately 29 acres for New Berth 21.

Long Term Management Strategy. The Long Term Management Strategy (LTMS) program
was developed in 1990. The LTMS is a multi-agency (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers [Corps],
EPA Region IX, Regional Water Quality Control Board [RWQCB], State Water Resources
Control Board [SWRCB], and BCDC) regional organization with an objective to develop
coordinated approaches to dredging programs, sediment studies, and cost sharing. The LTMS
program outlines a program for the disposal of dredged material from San Francisco Bay over
50 years. Dredging and disposal of Bay sediments, including those generated by the
construction and maintenance of maritime facilities are reviewed for consistency with the LTMS
program.

The LTMS program arose out of the San Francisco Estuary Project (SFEP), which was
established through the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act of 1987. The SFEP was
developed as a five-year cooperative effort between the EPA and State of California to promote
more effective management of the San Francisco-Delta Estuary and to restore and maintain the
Estuary's water quality and natural resources. The result of the effort was a Comprehensive
Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP) for the San Francisco Estuary (SFEP 1993). The
CCMP addresses aquatic resources, wildlife, wetland management, water use, pollution
prevention and reduction, dredging and waterway maodification, land use, public involvement
and education, and research and monitoring program areas. For each program area, goals,
recommended approaches, objectives, and actions are provided. A preliminary implementation
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strategy is included that suggests ways in which state and federal agencies can contribute to
financing CCMP actions.

The Association of Bay Area Governments: The Bay Trail Plan. The Bay Trail Plan (ABAG
1989) proposes development of a regional hiking and bicycling trail around the perimeter of San
Francisco and San Pablo bays. The Plan was prepared by ABAG pursuant to Senate Bill 100
(1987), which mandates the Bay Trail to:

provide connections to existing park and recreation facilities;
create links to existing and proposed transportation facilities; and
be planned in such a way as to avoid adverse effects on environmentally sensitive areas.

The Plan proposes an alignment for a 400-mile recreational “ring around the Bay.” Three main
elements make up the Bay Trail system:

The “spine” trail is the main alignment, intended as a continuous recreational corridor
encircling the Bay and linking the shoreline of all nine Bay Area counties. In some areas,
constraints force the spine trail inland.

Where the spine trail does not follow the shoreline, “spur” trails provide access from the
spine to points of natural, historic, and cultural interest along the waterfront.

“Connector” trails link the Bay Trail to inland recreation sites, residential neighborhoods and
employment centers, or provide restricted access to environmentally sensitive areas. Some
connector trails link the Bay Trail and the Ridge Trail, another regional trail network, which
travels inland, mostly along the ridges of the Bay Area’s hills.

Approximately one-third of the trail currently exists as either hiking-only paths, hiking and
bicycling paths, or as on-street bicycle lanes. When complete, the Bay Trail will create
connections between more than 90 parks and publicly accessible open-space areas around San
Francisco and San Pablo bays. By providing access to a wide array of commercial ferries and
public boat launches, the trail will establish connections to “water trails” that will enable outdoor
enthusiasts to appreciate the Bay not only from the shoreline, but from the water as well.

While the trail will provide access to wetlands and other sensitive natural features along the
Bay's shoreline, ABAG and its member agencies included policies in the Bay Trail Plan
specifically to protect these areas. Existing Bay fill (primarily in the form of levees) provides
shoreline trail access in many locations, and trail design policies require that trail design,
construction, and use be appropriate to the surroundings.

The Bay Trail Plan contains policies to guide selections of the trail route and implementation of
the trail system. Plan policies fall into five categories:
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Trail alignment policies reflect the goals of the Bay Trail program—to develop a
continuous trail which highlights the wide variety of recreational and interpretive experiences
offered by the diverse bay environment and is situated as close as feasible to the shoreline,
within the constraints defined by other policies of the plan.

Trail design policies underscore the importance of creating a trail which is accessible to
the widest possible range of trail users and which is designed to respect the natural or built
environments through which it passes. Minimum design guidelines for trail development are
recommended for application by implementing agencies.

Environmental protection policies underscore the importance of the San Francisco Bay’s
natural environment and define the relationship of the proposed trail to sensitive natural
environments such as wetlands.

Transportation access policies reflect the need for bicycle and pedestrian access on Bay
Area toll bridges, in order to create a continuous trail and to permit cross-bay connections as
alternative trail routes.

Implementation policies define a structure for successful implementation of the Bay Trall,
including mechanisms for continuing trail advocacy, oversight and management.

The East Bay Regional Park District: Master Plan 1997. The East Bay Regional Park
District's (EBRPD) Master Plan 1997 (“the Plan” [EBRPD 1996]) defines the vision and the
mission of EBRPD, and sets EBRPD priorities for ten years. It explains EBRPD’s responsibilities
and promulgates policies and guidelines for achieving established standards of service in
resource conservation, management, interpretation, public access, and recreation. The Plan
maintains a balance between the need to protect resources and the recreational use of
parklands for all to enjoy now and in the future. The Plan sets the following priorities for the next
decade:

Continue to preserve open space as well as natural and cultural resources in regional
parklands.

Complete the acquisition and facility development program of Measure AA (a 1988 bond
act).

Complete a system-wide plan that will include an inventory of resources, unit designations,
and resource prescriptions.

Complete key park and trail projects in the eastern part of the EBRPD’s jurisdiction.
Where possible, enhance facilities, services, and programs provided by other agencies.
Complete the missing sections of the Bay Area Ridge Trail and the San Francisco Bay Trail.

Actively seek sponsorships, encourage volunteer activities, and form other partnerships that
improve the availability of services.

Expand camping facilities and programs and develop new sites.
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Expand interpretive and recreational programs to reach more residents dwelling within
EBRPD’s jurisdiction.

Encourage local communities, agencies and organizations to create opportunities for
children, youth, and families to come to the regional parks.

The EBRPD’s Master Plan (1996) does not identify proposed regional parks in the project area.
Through the OARB conveyance process, however, EBRPD has requested land located at the
westernmost tip of the Gateway peninsula, immediately south of the Bay Bridge, for use as a
public park.

The Airport Land Use Commission of Alameda County: Airport Land Use Policy Plan. The
Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) is currently undertaking revision of the Airport Land Use
Policy Plan (ALUPP, adopted in 1986), in part to remove former Naval Air Station (NAS)
Alameda—closed as an airfield since 1996—and its associated planning areas from the
jurisdiction of the ALUC. On December 8, 1999, the ALUC amended the ALUPP via resolution
to remove all references to former NAS Alameda (ALUC 1999; Alameda County 2001). The
ALUPP contains policies intended to provide guidelines to the ALUC for its review of proposed
local agency actions (such as project approvals), to determine whether these actions are
compatible with current and anticipated airport operations. In general, the most pressing ALUC
concerns and important policies of the ALUPP regard physical obstacles to air navigation,
exposure of persons on the ground to accidents, hazards to flight (smoke, glare, electrical
interference, etc.), and noise. Because the project area s located within the General Referral
Area, any subsequent redevelopment activity that includes elements 100 feet in height or more
above grade, will be referred to the ALUC for a determination of consistency with the ALUPP.

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region: Water
Quality Control Plan. The San Francisco RWQCB shares responsibility with the State Water
Resources Control Board for implementation of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) and the
state Porter-Cologne Act. The RWQCB carries out its overall mission to protect surface water
and ground water of the San Francisco Bay Region primarily by:

addressing regional water quality concerns through its Water Quality Control Plan (the
“Basin Plan”) and triennial updates;

preparing new or revised policies as necessary; and

implementing and enforcing conditions of permits issued under the National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit Program or in Waste Discharge
Requirements (WDRS).

The Basin Plan describes the legal, technical, and programmatic bases for water quality
regulation in the region, and contains the following:

a listing of beneficial uses of waters within its jurisdiction the RWQCB must protect;
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narrative and numerical Water Quality Objectives (WQOSs) required to protect the designated
beneficial uses; and

strategies and time schedules for achieving the WQOs.

The Basin Plan is programmatic, and WQOs are intended to result in overall high water quality
within entire water bodies, and do not generally apply to individual actions. Rather, the RWQCB
enforces conditions through permits or WDRs tailored for an individual action. By ensuring that
each project complies with conditions or WDRs, the RWQCB ensures that each WQO for a
water body is achieved.

Local

The City of Oakland: General Plan Land Use and Transportation Element. The March 1998
update of the Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE) of the Oakland General Plan
provides a blueprint for the City’'s growth and development to year 2015. The LUTE identifies
five distinct “showcase districts” representing the major regional economic generators located
within the City: the Coliseum Area, Downtown, Seaport, Airport/Gateway, and Mixed Use
Waterfront. A portion of the study area is located within the Seaport Showcase District, which
generally encompasses the Maritime sub-district, and portions of the OARB and 16"/Wood sub-
districts. The vision for the economic and development progress of each showcase district is
grounded in one of three fundamental policy frameworks: Industry and Commerce, Downtown,
and Waterfront. The Seaport Showcase District is subject to the policies of the Waterfront policy
framework.

As described in Section 4.2: Land Use, the LUTE classifies land uses in the study area as either
Business Mix, General Industrial/Transportation, or Park & Urban Open Space. Each of these
LUTE land use classifications is also grounded in a specific policy framework.

Finally, the LUTE also identifies six distinct “planning areas” of the City, describes relatively
current population, housing, and employment conditions for each planning area, and proposes
improvement/implementation strategies for each area. The study area is entirely located within
the West Oakland Planning Area. The LUTE identifies most of the OARB and the 16"/Wood
sub-districts as slated for “growth and change,” while it identifies a portion of the OARB sub-
district and the entire Maritime sub-district as slated for “maintenance and enhancement.”
Strategies for the West Oakland Planning Area relevant to the study area include the following:

Maintain and enhance a strong community character and identity.
Define appropriate residential densities.
Revitalize commercial and industrial investment.

Foster City—Port cooperation and coordination.
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Increase public safety.

Improve Wood and Pine streets.

Position West Grand Avenue as the “direct” route into West Oakland.

Improve Raimondi Park.

Establish reuse options for the OARB.

Develop parkland and public access at Middle Harbor and the Bay Bridge touchdown.
Locate new Port-related trucking businesses outside of West Oakland.

The LUTE recognizes the OARB reuse process as a necessary action to fully achieve the City’s
vision for the Seaport Showcase District and the West Oakland Planning Area. The LUTE
supports the success of the seaport, envisions its now current and future expansion within the
study area, and seeks to minimize negative externalities of such expansion on the nearby West
Oakland neighborhood (City of Oakland 1998a).

The LUTE was amended in July 1998 (Resolution No. 74403 C.M.S.) to add policies to
implement the Alameda County Hazardous Waste Management Plan.

The City of Oakland: Oakland Bicycle Plan. In July 1999, the City Council adopted the
Oakland Bicycle Plan. Among other things, the Bicycle Plan contains a series of
recommendations for bicycle parking to be included in new developments; these
recommendations are anticipated to be incorporated into the zoning regulations, currently under
revision.

The City of Oakland: General Plan Estuary Policy Plan Element. The Estuary Policy Plan
(the “Estuary Plan”) is an element of the Oakland General Plan. The Estuary Plan addresses
issues of shoreline accessibility and continuity, the quality and character of new development,
and the relationship of the Oakland shoreline to surrounding districts and neighborhoods. The
Plan includes objectives and policies intended to enhance the future of the area of Oakland
located between Adeline Street, the Nimitz Freeway, 66" Avenue, and the Estuary shoreline. It
calls for a system of open spaces and shoreline access that provides recreational opportunities,
environmental enhancement, interpretive experiences, visual amenities, and important public
gathering places.

The Estuary Plan identifies three distinct districts:

the Jack London district, which extends from Adeline Street to Oak Street;

the Oak-to-Ninth Avenue district, which extends from Oak Street to the Ninth Avenue Marine
Terminal; and
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Consistency With Plans and Policies

the San Antonio/Fruitvale district, which extends from 9" Avenue to 66" Avenue.

A one- by two-block area of the Maritime sub-district is located within the Jack London district.
The relevant portion of the project area is bounded by Brush Street, 2 Street, Martin Luther
King, Jr. Way, and the Embarcadero.

The City of Oakland: General Plan Open Space, Conservation, and Recreation Element.
The foundation of the Open Space, Conservation, and Recreation Element of the Oakland
General Plan (the OSCAR), adopted in 1996, is a set of increasingly specific goals, objectives,
policies, and actions. Goals are broad vision statements; objectives are more specific ends for
pursuit; policies are guidance sufficiently specific to guide day-to-day decision making; and
actions are very specific measures to be taken to implement policies. The OSCAR organizes a
framework for evaluating resources and implementing policies and actions as follows:

I Open Space

1. Open Space Land Uses

2. Shoreline and Creeks

3. Open Space for Community Character
1. Conservation

1. Earth Resources

2. Water Resources

3. Plant and Animal Resources

4, Air Resources

5. Energy Resources

M. Recreation

1. Park Land Use

2. Park Operations

3. Human Resources

4. Funding
The OSCAR defines 12 distinct planning areas, and sets forth a strategy for each that
recommends specific priorities to be considered during decision making. The strategies are not
binding, and they are flexible and fluid in nature, intended to change in response as future
opportunities or constraints present themselves. The study area is located within two OSCAR
planning areas: West Oakland and the Harbor. Relevant or potentially relevant recommended
strategies include the following:

Improve access to the shoreline, including construction of the Bay Trail, with spurs along
Maritime Street and 7" Street/Middle Harbor Road. Create stronger links between the
waterfront and West Oakland. Note that a spur trail along 7" Street and Middle Harbor Road
between the Union Pacific (UP) rail overhead and the Middle Harbor Road/Maritime Street
intersection is currently under construction as part of the Port of Oakland’s Vision 2000
Program.

Continue street planting efforts and other programs to “green” West Oakland.
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Improve the eastbound Bay Bridge “gateway” to Oakland (that land within the OARB sub-
district immediately south of the Bay Bridge touchdown). Note that planning for reuse of the
OARB has consistently included use of this area as a park and visual gateway to the City of
Oakland.

Explore possible use of finger piers and the Middle Harbor for shoreline access and
recreation; pursue development of a small historic shoreline park at the Union Point
(Western Pacific) mole. Note the entire shoreline of Middle Harbor, as well as the Inner
Harbor Shoreline of the Western Pacific mole, are currently under construction as a regional
shoreline park—the Middle Harbor Shoreline Park—as part of the Port of Oakland’s Vision
2000 Program. The new park will include interpretive opportunities regarding cultural and
historic resources.

Establish visitor observation areas and promote public awareness of the economic
importance of the Oakland shoreline. Note that an element of the new Middle Harbor
Shoreline Park will be maritime interpretive opportunities.

The City of Oakland: General Plan Historic Preservation Element. The Historic Element of
the General Plan was adopted in 1994 and amended in 1998. The element sets forth a historic
preservation strategy that seeks to promote preservation of a wide range of properties and
districts in a manner reasonably balanced with other concerns and consistent with other City
goals and objectives. The Historic Element recognizes that Oakland is home to a rich array of
significant older properties that set it apart from other California cities, and that preservation and
enhancement of these properties could contribute positively to Oakland’s economy affordable
housing stock, image, and quality of life.

The Historic Element identifies two local landmarks within the 16"/Wood and Maritime sub-
districts: the Southern Pacific Railroad (SPRR) Station at 16" and Wood streets (also known as
the Amtrak Station), and the Southern Pacific mole westerly terminus at the end of 7" Street.
Development affecting either of these resources would be subject to policies of the Historic
Element. It also identifies the OARB Historic District and former Fleet and Industrial Supply,
Oakland (FISCO) site (no longer extant) as Areas of Primary Importance.

The City of Oakland: General Plan Housing Element. The Housing Element (City of Oakland
1992) addresses three major goals:

Ensure every Oakland family has the opportunity to live in a sound housing unit, large
enough to accommodate its members at a reasonable cost relative to its income, and
free from non-economic constraints on its freedom of selection.

Provide for the housing needs of all economic segments, age groups, and household
types.

Ensure a reasonable balance of housing according to occupancy type, dwelling type,
price, density, type of amenities, and location.
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The City has developed policies (included in Appendix 4.1 of this document) that are a part of
the Housing Element to address five major problems:

substandard housing;

overcrowding;

problems of low- and moderate-income households;
over-concentration of publicly-assisted housing; and

discrimination in housing.

The City of Oakland: Environmental Hazards Element. This element defines, identifies, and
discusses environmental hazards, structural hazards, and areas subject to these hazards (City
of Oakland 1972). Environmental hazards are classifieds as geologic, fire, and flood. Structural
hazards are classified as residences, commercial/industrial buildings, public buildings, and utility
and transportation facilities. The environmental Hazards Elements included two goals:

Minimize loss of life, injuries, and damage to property, of Oakland citizens resulting from
natural disasters.

Recognize natural environmental hazards in planning for the City’s future development.

The City of Oakland: Municipal Code, Title 17: Planning, Chapter 17.01: General
Provisions of Planning Code and General Plan. In accordance with Section 17.01.030 of the
Planning Code of the Oakland Municipal Code (OMC), no activities or facilities may be
established, substituted, expanded, constructed, altered, moved, painted, maintained, or
otherwise changed, and no lot lines created or changed, except in conformity with the Oakland
General Plan, or except as expressly provided by the Planning Code. The requirement for
activities or facilities to conform with the Oakland Zoning Regulations (which are found at OMC
88 17.07-17.154) is established by OMC 17.07.060. In accordance with Section 17.01.050,
should an express conflict between the Oakland General Plan and the Zoning Regulations
occur, the requirement for General Plan conformity supercedes the requirement for conformity
with the Zoning Regulations. The Director of City Planning determines if a specific proposal
conforms with the General Plan.

The Oakland City Planning Commission adopted Guidelines for Determining Project Conformity
with the General Plan and Zoning Regulations (City of Oakland 1998b, as amended through
2001). These guidelines describe procedures for deciding if an action is consistent with the
General Plan; they also describe procedures to follow when the General Plan and Zoning
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Regulations conflict. Factors considered when determining conformity with the General Plan
include the following*

1.

The relevant General Plan land use classification(s). Conformity of proposed uses with
General Plan land use classifications is the primary measure of conformity.

The relevant Zoning district(s). Conformity of proposed uses with Zoning District
designations is a secondary measure of conformity.

The activity(ies) and facility type(s). The City’s Guidelines identify conforming activities and
facilities for each General Plan land use classification.

The intensity (or density) of development. The City’s Guidelines establish maximum
densities for development in each General Plan land use classification. Maximum floor-to-
area ratio and density (in principal units per net acre) are also given an assumed net-to-
gross ratio, a maximum density in principal units per net acre, and a minimum square
footage of site area per principal unit.

The possible combinations of conformity are as follows:

General Plan

Zoning/Subdivision Regulations

Conditionally
Permitted permitted Not permitted
. . Allowed w/ Interim
Clearly conforms Permitted outright CupP '
CUP or re-zoning
GP silent, not clear on . .
. Permitted outright CupP Not allowed
conformity
Clearly does not conform Not allowed Not allowed Not allowed

I:I Express conflict between the General Plan and Zoning Regulations; General Plan prevails.
Source: City of Oakland 1998b, as amended through 2001.

Figure 3-6b (Chapter 3: Description) depicts General Plan land use classifications as proposed
under redevelopment: Business Mix, General Industrial/Transportation, Parks & Urban Open
Space, and Light Industrial 1 (the latter classification is specific to the Estuary Policy Plan area).
With amendment of the General Plan as proposed under redevelopment, all land uses would
clearly conform to the General Plan, or the General Plan is silent on their conformity.

Planning Director (Resolution 74129, CMS, February 1998).

If a proposed action is located within the Port Area, the Port makes a determination of conformity, with input from the
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4.1.3

41.4

4.1.5

The Oakland zoning code is in revision, and a new zoning system in development. While some
activities and facilities proposed under redevelopment would not conform to existing zoning, re-
zoning of the area, currently underway, would be consistent with proposed redevelopment as
presented in Chapter 3: Description. Should subsequent redevelopment activities be proposed
before re-zoning is complete, each would be evaluated for its conformity with zoning. Should the
subsequent activity not conform to current zoning, the activity would be modified to conform, the
site would be re-zoned under the existing system, or a variance would be granted.

Maximum development intensities in the project area are as follows:

Land Use Classification Floor-Area Ratio
Business Mix 4.0
General Industrial/Transportation 2.0

Urban Park & Open Space Not Applicable
Light Industrial-1 2.0

Based on buildout projections as presented in Chapter 3: Description, redevelopment as
proposed would conform to allowable development densities/intensities.

Regional Setting

See Regulatory Setting, above.

Local Setting

See Regulatory Setting, above.

Impact Analysis Methodology

This analysis identifies existing plans and their objectives, goals, and policies relevant to the
redevelopment program. The analysis then evaluates whether the redevelopment program
described in Chapter 3: Description is consistent with plans and policies intended to protect the
environment. Relevant objectives, goals, and policies are included as Appendix 4.1.

In addition, pursuant to OMC 17.01.030, redevelopment as proposed in Chapter 3: Description,
was evaluated to determine if it conforms with proposed General Plan land use classifications,
density or intensity standards, and relevant General Plan policies. Because completion of the
City’s update to its zoning regulations (making them consistent with the General Plan) is
expected to conclude in the near future, and the project area would be appropriately re-zoned at
that time, the redevelopment program was not evaluated for its conformity with current zoning,
but rather with the General Plan (with which the zoning must be consistent). Land use re-
classification is a part of redevelopment as proposed, and the evaluation of potential
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4.1.6

subsequent redevelopment activities shows they would conform to the proposed General Plan
land use classifications, as well as the allowable density and intensity standard of those
classifications. Regarding conformance with General Plan policies, Appendix 4.1 includes a
listing of General Plan policies relevant to redevelopment as proposed. The evaluation of these
polices and the program, as included in that appendix, shows that redevelopment would be
consistent with the polices, objectives, and goals of the General Plan.

Significance Criteria

Redevelopment would have a significant impact on the environmental if it would:

Fundamentally conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, and actually result in a physical change in
the environment.

Impacts
Benefits

Redevelopment is not only consistent with, but would directly and positively achieve the intent of
several plans and policies as follows:

The Bay Plan: Redevelopment of the Gateway and Port development areas, creation of the
waterfront park at the Gateway peninsula, and removal of contaminated storm sewers as
proposed achieves the intent of Bay Plan policies regarding fish and wildlife, water quality,
water-related industry, ports, recreation, and public access.

The Seaport Plan: Redevelopment of the Port development area and Maritime sub-district
as proposed achieves the intent of Seaport Plan policies regarding cargo forecasts, Port
priority Use areas, marine terminals, and specific policies designated for the Port of
Oakland.

The Bay Trail Plan: Redevelopment of the OARB and Maritime sub-districts as proposed
achieves the intent of Bay Trail Plan policies regarding trail alignment and transportation
access.

The East Bay Regional Park District Master Plan: Implementation of the Gateway park
and public access features as proposed achieves the intent of Master Plan priorities
regarding preservation of open space and natural and cultural resources in regional
parklands; and completes the missing sections of the San Francisco Bay Tralil.

The Basin Plan: Removal or remediation of contaminated storm sewers located in the
OARB sub-district achieves the mission of the RWQCB and Basin Plan to protect surface
water of the San Francisco Bay Region.
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The Oakland General Plan Land Use and Transportation Element: Redevelopment as
proposed achieves objectives and associated policies of the LUTE regarding the following:
expansion and retention of the Oakland job base and economic strength; provision of
adequate infrastructure; reduction of truck effects on local neighborhoods; encouragement
of waterfront access; creation of a high-quality natural and built waterfront environment;
promotion of the Port of Oakland; provision of commercial areas; construction of housing;
and reduction or elimination of hazardous wastes. Although the proposed project is not
expected to require new hazardous waste storage, treatment, or disposal facilities in the
area, any such facilities shall comply with applicable requirements.

The Oakland Estuary Plan:® Redevelopment of the Gateway development area as
proposed, including public access and parkland, achieves objectives and associated policies
of the Estuary Plan regarding the following: provide public activities oriented to the water;
develop the Estuary area in a way that enhances Oakland’s long-term economic
development; create clear and continuous public access along the Estuary; punctuate the
shoreline with a series of parks and larger open spaces; enhance natural areas along the
waterfront; improve and clarify regional access to Oakland’'s waterfront; and improve
pedestrian and bicycle circulation.

The Oakland General Plan Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element:
Redevelopment as proposed would achieve objectives and associated policies of the
OSCAR regarding the following: develop a trails system; increase public access to the
waterfront; improve visual quality; develop civic open spaces; provide street trees; and
protect and promote beneficial use of nearshore waters.

The Oakland General Plan Historic Preservation Element: Restoration and preservation
of the SPRR (Amtrak) Station and 16™ Street Tower achieve goals and associated policies
of the Historic Preservation Element regarding the following: the use of historic preservation
to foster economic vitality and quality of life, and to preserve, protect, and enhance,
perpetuate, use, and prevent unnecessary destruction or impairment of properties of special
value or interest.

Impacts

Impact 4.1-1: Fill to create fastland for New Berth 21 plus a nominal portion of the
adjacent Gateway development area, and potential minor fill for
Gateway Park shoreline stabilization may conflict with Bay Plan
objectives and policies.

Significance: Consistent with Bay and Seaport Plans, but resulting environmental
impacts may be significant (see sections regarding traffic (4.3), air
quality (4.4), biology (4.12), geology (4.13), and water quality (4.15).

Mitigation: Mitigation is not warranted.

While only a small portion of the project area is located within the Estuary Policy Plan Area—two blocks of the
Maritime sub-district—the Gateway development area represents the first waterfront property controlled solely by the
City. For this reason, the City may elect to apply policies of the Estuary Plan to the Gateway development area, and
this analysis evaluated redevelopment for conformity with the Estuary Plan.
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As illustrated by Figure 4.1-1, approximately 29 gross acres of solid and covered fill would be
placed to create fastland for New Berth 21. Approximately 7 acres of the fill would be located in
areas currently occupied by marginal wharves, which represent covered fill. A minor portion of
this fill (less than one acre) would be located within the Gateway development area, and the
remainder within the Port development area. Approximately 3 acres of excavation would occur
to create the new berth, resulting in anet total fill of approximately 26 acres (both solid and
covered fill). This proposed 26 acres of net fill represents a substantial reduction in the 153
acres of fill for marine terminals previously allowed under the Bay and Seaport plans for
development of the Oakland Outer Harbor. Approximately 110 acres of previously allowed fill
near the Bay Bridge and 17 acres of previously allowed fill at the Army Terminal would not
occur. Therefore, redevelopment as currently proposed would result in a net reduction of
approximately 127 acres of Bay fill.

Under high tide and storm conditions, the Outer Harbor shoreline of the Gateway peninsula is
inundated to an access road that longitudinally traverses the site. In order to obtain the
maximum useable site, reduce potential maintenance costs, avoid shoreline erosion, and
increase the area of public access amenities, EBRPD may stabilize the Outer Harbor shoreline
via revetment or other stabilizing means that would constitute Bay fill. Should EBRPD decide to
stabilize the shoreline via fill, it could result in a shoreline fill of approximately 2,800 linear feet.

Bay Plan policies require that surface area and total volume of Bay water be kept as large as
possible, and that filling should be allowed only for purposes of providing substantial benefits,
and only if there is no reasonable alternative to filling. Policies regarding shoreline protection
and erosion control state that such activities should be authorized if a project is necessary to
protect the shoreline, the type of protection is appropriate to the site and erosion conditions,
and the protection is properly designed. Because these fills would be the minimum necessary to
achieve their purpose, and because no reasonable alternatives to the fills would accomplish
their purpose, fill for New Berth 21 and a minor portion of the adjacent Gateway development
area, and potential fill for the Gateway park shoreline do not fundamentally conflict with policies
of the Bay Plan. (Sections 4.12: Biological Resources, and 4.15: Surface Water, include
measures to mitigate physical impacts of Bay fill; analysis of construction traffic, air, and noise
[Sections 4.3, 4.4, and 4.5, respectively] take into account impacts of Bay fill construction.)

Even for the minimum allowable fill consistent with Bay Plan policies, BCDC requires
compliance with permit conditions compensating for the loss of Bay volume and surface area.
When and if the Port of Oakland, the EBRPD, or proponents of other subsequent
redevelopment activities propose fill that complies with objectives and policies of the Bay Plan,
and yet would reduce the volume of surface area of Bay waters, they may be required to
compensate for that reduction in accordance with permit conditions established by BCDC prior
to construction of the fill. The Port of Oakland’s Vision 2000 Berths 55-58 Project resulted in a
net increase in Bay surface of approximately 14.5 acres (per BCDC permit 7-99, as amended
through April 26, 2000), and a net increase in Bay volume of approximately 1.6 million cubic
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Figure 4.1-1 Proposed Excavation and Bay Fill
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yards. Permitting agencies may consider these net increases when imposing conditions on Bay
fill for the Port's New Berth 21 action.

Impact 4.1-2: Proposed land uses in a portion of the 16"/Wood sub-district would be
fundamentally inconsistent with Seaport and Bay plan Port Priority
Use designations.

Significance: Significant

Mitigation 4.1-1: Amend the Bay and Seaport plans to eliminate, where necessary,
Port Priority Use designations within the 16"/Wood sub-district.

Residual Significance: Less than significant

The Bay and Seaport plans as amended through 2001 designate a portion of the 16"/Wood
sub-district as Port Priority Use. Such a designation requires land uses that are directly
supportive of maritime activities. The Priority Use designation encompasses land between }
880, Wood Street, West Grand Avenue, and 16™ Street. The redevelopment program proposes
live/work, office, and ancillary retail in this area. These uses are not considered Port Priority
uses, and are fundamentally inconsistent with that designation. This inconsistency is considered
a significant impact. With implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.1-1, the inconsistency would
be eliminated, and the residual impact would be less than significant.

00O

Impact 4.1-3: Loss of all structures contributing to a historic district, and loss of the
district itself may conflict with Oakland General Plan Historic
Preservation Element goals and policies.

Significance: Less than significant
Mitigation: Mitigation is not warranted.

As discussed in detail in Section 4.6: Cultural Resources, all structures of the OARB Historic
District would be demolished to allow redevelopment of the Gateway and Port development
areas of the OARB sub-district. Goals of the General Plan require that unnecessary loss of such
resources not occur, and that such resources be used to foster economic vitality and enhance
the quality of life in Oakland. In addition, certain Historic Preservation Element policies state that
preservation and adaptive reuse of historic resources should occur to the extent consistent with
other Oakland General Plan policies. Preservation and/or adaptive reuse of historic resources at
the OARB sub-district is partially or fundamentally inconsistent with the following General Plan
Policies:
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LUTE Policy I/C.1: Attract new business.
LUTE Policy I/C.4: Invest in economically distressed areas of Oakland.

LUTE Objective I/C5: Maximize economic utility, employment generation, and citywide
benefit of closed military facilities.

LUTE Obijective T1: Provide adequate land for needs of rail, shipping, etc.
LUTE Policy T1.1: Support the Port’s efforts to as a primary port of call for the West Coast.
Hazards Element: Employ the most current seismic design criteria in construction.

As they apply to redevelopment of the OARB sub-district to its full, safe land use and economic
potential, the policies of the Hazards Element and the LUTE have the potential to compete with
policies of the Historic Preservation Element. Language contained in policies of the Historic
Preservation Element recognize this tension regarding preservation and adaptive reuse, and
therefore indicate consistency with policies of the Historic Preservation Element should occur to
the extent such consistency does not create inconsistencies with other General Plan policies.
For this reason, although loss of historic resources in the OARB sub-district appears to be
inconsistent with policies of the Historic Preservation Element, this analysis concludes it does
not constitute a fundamental conflict, and the impact is considered less than significant. Note
that Sections 4.6: Cultural Resources, and 4.11: Aesthetics, acknowledge the loss of structures
to be a significant impact, and recommends measures to mitigate the physical impacts to
historic resources, but not to levels that are less than significant.

00O
Mitigation

Implementation of the following mitigation measure shall avoid the impact of redevelopment
related to plan consistency.

Mitigation 4.1-1: Amend the Bay and Seaport plans to eliminate, where necessary, Port Priority
Use designations within the 16"/Wood sub-district.

This measure applies to Impact 4.1-2.

When plans for the Port's 15 acres of AMS uses are finalized, the City and Port shall make
application to BCDC to amend the plans to remove Port Priority designation from some or all of
the 16"/Wood sub-district. The City and Port shall demonstrate to BCDC that 2020 throughput
projections can be achieved without use of this area for Port Priority uses.

000

oo
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LAND USE

Redevelopment would result in benefits to study area land use, as well as one potentially
significant impact related to land use compatibility. With implementation of measures
recommended in this section, this impact would be mitigated to a level that is less than
significant.

Study Area

The study area for land use is the approximately 1,800-acre project area, plus adjacent and
nearby land uses that may affect or be affected by redevelopment.

The Oakland Army Base (OARB) area project area is located within the corporate limits of the
City of Oakland. It is also within the land use jurisdiction of several entities, as illustrated by
Figure 4.2-1. Some land use jurisdictional boundaries would be reconfigured as a part of
redevelopment.

Regulatory Setting

The following identifies relevant land use regulations, laws, and documents. Specific relevant
policies of planning and land use documents are discussed in Section 4.1: Consistency with
Plans and Policies.

Federal

There are no relevant federal laws, regulations, or policies regarding land use.

State/Regional

California Constitution. Article Xl, Section 7 of the California State Constitution is the primary
authority for cities and counties to regulate land use. California State Planning and Land Use
Law (Government Code 8§ 65000 et seq.) sets forth minimum standards to be observed in local
land use regulatory practices, reserving in cities and counties the maximum degree of control
over such matters.

The state mandates local land use permitting agencies to have general plans (Government
Code §65000 et seq.). The general plan has been likened to a “constitution,” governing
development in the jurisdiction. There are few regional requirements for plan consistency
between counties and cities. The general plan land use element delineates the general
distribution, location, and extent of local development patterns and land use. See discussion of
the City of Oakland’s jurisdiction, below.

Section 4.1: Consistency with Plans and Policies, describes the land use authority of two state
agencies, BCDC and the California SLC, in the study area.
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Airport Land Use Commission of Alameda County. The ALUC exerts authority over in-
county development to ensure its compatibility with existing and planned air transportation
operations. In December 1999, the ALUC amended the Airport Land Use Policy Plan via
resolution to remove reference to the nearby former Naval Air Station (NAS) Alameda (ALUC
1999; Alameda County 2001). See Section 4.1: Consistency with Plans and Policies, for full
discussion of the Airport Land Use Policy Plan.

The East Bay Regional Park District. The EBRPD is charged with developing and operating a
regional recreation/park/public access system for the East Bay. The EBRPD’s Master Plan
(1996) does not identify proposed regional parks in the project area. However, EBRPD has
requested land located at the westernmost tip of the Bay Bridge touchdown peninsula for use as
a public park. See Section 4.1: Consistency with Plans and Policies, for full discussion of
EBRPD’s Master Plan.

Local

The OARB, entirely located within the project area, is currently under concurrent federal (U.S.
Army) and City jurisdiction. A portion of the project area is located within the current Port of
Oakland area boundary, and as such, is not subject to City of Oakland zoning under the City
Charter; however, activities on Port land within the City of Oakland must demonstrate
conformance with the City’s General Plan.

City of Oakland. The most relevant local land use document is the City of Oakland’s General
Plan—in particular, the Land Use and Transportation Element (1998a) (LUTE). The project area
is located entirely within the West Oakland Planning Area of the LUTE. The project area is
identified as an area slated for growth and change; with reuse of OARB and the Amtrak
(formerly Southern Pacific Railroad [SPRR]) station site and key elements of the overall West
Oakland improvement strategy (City of Oakland 1998a).

The LUTE further describes the structure of Oakland as follows:

Five distinct “Showcase Districts” represent the major regional economic generators located
within the City.

Major “City Corridors” are thoroughfares whose original purpose was to link areas of the
City, prior to establishment of the regional freeway system.

Numerous “Neighborhoods and Activity Centers” are the focus of commerce, civic activity,
and community identity throughout the City.

Nine “Transit Oriented Districts” are intended to take advantage of major region-serving
public transportation hubs—the eight Oakland Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) stations and
the Eastmont Town Center Alameda County Transit (AC Transit) hub.
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Figure 4.2-1  Study Area Jurisdictions
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4.2.3

A portion of the project area is located within the Seaport Showcase District. A relatively short
segment of West Grand Avenue, an east-west trending City Corridor, traverses the northern
portion of the project area. The West Oakland Prescott Neighborhood is adjacent to the
16"/Wood sub-district. The West Oakland BART station, a Transit-Oriented District, is located
north of the southern portion of the project area; the City is planning a transit village for that
area.

A key portion of the LUTE is the land use diagram that illustrates potential future development in
Oakland. The land use diagram depicts 15 different land use classifications that represent the
type and intensity of allowable future development. Each classification establishes allowable
intensity and/or density maximums, and each is additionally described in terms of intent, as well
as desired character and uses.

The Oakland Planning Code (Title 17 of the Oakland Municipal Code) identifies 37 different
zones and associated regulations that define all or some of the following for each zone:

permitted, conditionally permitted, and prohibited activities and facilities;
design review for specific facilities;

special regulations or performance standards for specific facilities or activities;
parameters for signs, frontage, building height, and yard size;

buffering and landscaping requirements; and

other miscellaneous provisions.

The Planning Code also identifies 10 “combining” zones. These zones are intended to address
specific issues €.g., preserving valuable resources; ensuring adequate transitions between
adjacent residential and industrial zones, etc.), and which, as the name implies, are combined
with existing zoning to impose additional requirements in specific areas of the City.

Regional Setting

The region under consideration is the 3,825-acre West Oakland Planning Area of the Oakland
General Plan. The approximately 3,800-acre region of interest, including the project area, is
located in western Alameda County, within and along the shoreline of San Francisco Bay, in the
northwestern portion of the City of Oakland. The region is bounded by F580 to the north, the
Oakland Estuary to the south, F980 and approximately Martin Luther King Way to the east, and
San Francisco Bay to the west.

Existing Land Uses

The entire region under consideration is urbanized, and although specific parcels may be vacant
or underdeveloped, they are surrounded by urban development. Land uses of the region reflect
its proximity to the waterfront, and historically included ship-building and associated worker
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424

residences and industrial support, and rail yards, as well as substantial acreage dedicated to
waterfront military and port facilities. Currently, light industrial, industrial, transportation, and
other non-residential uses intermix with older residential uses. Many areas are blighted where
older housing intermixes with or is adjacent to historically industrial uses (Hausrath Economics
Group [HEG] 2000).

Planned Land Uses
Estimated acreages of planned land uses in the year 2015 are presented in Table 4.2-1.
Planned land use in the region of

consideration is predominately
General Industry/Transportation, and

Table 4.2-1
Projected 2015 Regional Land Uses

Business Mix, with substantial Mixed . E?rceA”tOf
. . . an Area
Housing Residential. Note that the Le_md Use ‘?'ass'f'Fat'?” Acreage
. Mixed Housing Residential 590 15.4
vast majority of planned General : :
Industry/Transportation uses within the Urban Residential 170 a4
) Y P ) . Neighborhood Center Mixed Use 50 1.3
region under consideration are located . .
thin th Community Commercial 95 2.5
within the study area. Housing and Business Mix 40 1.1
Regional Commercial 70 1.8
Local Setting Business Mix 795 20.8
General Industry/Transportation 1,655 43.3

Existing Land Uses Institutional 40 1.1

Figures 4.11-3a through 4.11-3d Resource Conservation 140 3.7
(Section 4.11: Aesthetics) primarily  Parks & Urban Open Space 180 4.6
document typical study area visual Total 3,825 100.0
conditions, and also document land  Source: City of Oakland 1998a

Note:

uses. Land use across the StUdy area @ See Appendix 4.2 for a description of land use classifications

is oriented toward transportation
facilities, and industry that requires or
desires ready access to excellent transportation facilities. This includes the OARB, whose
proximity to the Bay was critical to its mission to transport troops and military provisions.
Compared to the region under consideration, study area land uses are overwhelmingly general
industry/transportation or uses supporting general industry/transportation. In addition, the study
area contains approximately seven acres of public park and open space, and another 30 acres
of park under construction. Other than the 20 Phoenix loft live/work units, which are considered
commercial uses under City of Oakland zoning, there are no residential uses in the study area.
The following description of land use in the study area is excerpted or modified from Report to
the City Council: Oakland Army Base Redevelopment Project (HEG 2000).

OARB Sub-District. As its name indicates, this sub-district generally comprises the OARB. An
irregularly shaped facility, OARB is roughly bounded by San Francisco Bay and the industrial
Port of Oakland to the west, I-80 and the industrial main East Bay Municipal Utility District
Waste Water Treatment Plant to the north, 1880 to the east, and 7" Street and industrial Port
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and Union Pacific facilities to the south. While some vacant or underdeveloped parcels exist—
most notably the Subaru lot, the Baldwin Yard, and the Gateway peninsula—the majority of the
OARSB is developed, with floor-area ratios exceeding 50 percent in some areas.

Formerly known as the Oakland Army Terminal, OARB was first commissioned in 1941 as a
port and trans-shipment facility. During World War I, it served as a major cargo port and
warehousing facility. Many existing improvements at OARB were originally constructed during
this period of intensive use. Currently, the OBRA operates an interim leasing program that
places tenants at the OARB during the interim base reuse planning period, when the Base is no
longer in use by the military, kut is not yet redeveloped for its permanent non-military uses.
Interim leases expire at various future dates. The Port is a major subleasor under this program.

Maritime Street, a wide boulevard that provides truck access to the freeway system, bisects the
OARB. Portions of the Base to the west of Maritime Street were developed for rail and marine
transportation (berthing, loading and unloading of cargo, storage), and continue to serve that
purpose under the interim leasing program. In addition, the main OARB administration building
(Building No. 1) is located west of Maritime Street; this facility is currently vacant. East of
Maritime Street, interim leasing uses include transportation (trucking, warehousing, etc.), office
(military, public, private), commercial (restaurant, health club, etc.), light industrial (woodworking
facility, mobile recycling, etc.), and community services. Community services include offices and
classrooms for the Head Start program, the Oakland Military Institute College Preparatory
Academy (currently, approximately 150 7" grade students); a church, office and/or warehouse
space for several community service groups, a seasonal (cold-weather) supplemental homeless
shelter, food bank, and two baseball fields used by local little league teams. There are no
occupied residences in the OARB sub-district.

This sub-district west of existing Maritime Street is currently subject to provisions of the Public
Trust, including land use authority of the SLC (see above, under Regulatory Setting). In
addition, the Baldwin Yard site and the Port development area are designated Port Priority Use
areas in the Bay and Seaport plans, and are subject to the limited land use authority of BCDC.

Maritime Sub-District. The Maritime sub-district encompasses much of the area to the west
and south of OARB. It includes 11 existing marine terminals and associated infrastructure—
large cargo cranes, administration facilities, truck entry/exit gates, and large areas for container
storage—along the Oakland Outer and Inner harbors. It also includes the approximately 4.5-
acre Port View Park located along the shoreline of Middle Harbor. Finally, this area includes the
Port of Oakland’'s new Vision 2000 Maritime improvements near the Inner and Middle harbors,
including approximately 270 acres of marine terminals and associated infrastructure, a 35 acre
waterfront park, the Joint Intermodal Terminal (JIT) railyard, and reconfigured area roadways
and bicycle/pedestrian facilities. The majority of this sub-district is highly industrialized. There

Several small buildings are located at the Gateway peninsula: a Caltrans building and an East Bay Municipal Utilities
District (EBMUD) structure, which houses a dechlorination station.

Public Review Draft Page 4.2-7 April 2002



w N

0 N o o~

10
11
12

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

30
31
32
33
34
35

OARB Area Redevelopment EIR

are no residential communities in the Maritime sub-district, although the Phoenix Lofts, a 20-unit
development, is located at 2™ and Brush streets, just within the extreme southeast boundary of
this sub-district.

The industrial Amtrak maintenance facility is located on Bay Street on a triangular-shaped
parcel bounded by OARB to the northwest, 880 to the northeast, and 7" Street to the south.
The Davis substation, a major electric distribution facility, is located immediately north of 7"
street, and is bounded to the northwest by Maritime Street, and to the northeast by 7" Street
Extension.

This sub-district west of existing Maritime Street is currently subject to provisions of the Public
Trust, including land use authority of the SLC (see above, under Regulatory Setting). In
addition, nearly the entire sub-district is designated Port Priority Use in the Bay and Seaport
plans, subject to the limited land use authority of BCDC.

16"/Wood Sub-District. The 16"/Wood sub-district is located east of the eastern boundary of
the OARB. This long, narrow sub-district is adjacent to I-880. The historic industrial and
transportation hub of Oakland was located in the westernmost portion of the City, and this sub-
district represents the eastern portion of that hub. The relocation of 880 after the Loma Prieta
earthquake of 1989 isolated this “slice” of industrial and transportation uses east of the freeway
from the remainder of similar uses located west of the freeway. In addition to 880, existing
linear railroad tracks of the Desert railyard also separate the 16"/Wood sub-district from the
Maritime sub-district.

A large portion of the 16™/Wood sub-district, former rail and industrial use, is currently not in
use. This includes the Southern Pacific Railroad (Amtrak) station site, a historic landmark
located at 16™ and Wood streets. The Phoenix Ironworks site, a former manufacturing facility
located in the southern portion of the sub-district, is now vacant. Some industrial and
transportation uses remain in portions of the sub-district, including recycling, container storage,
warehousing and distribution, and other miscellaneous business and light industrial uses. No
residential communities or occupied residences are located in the 16"/Wood sub-district.
Residences are located directly adjacent to and across Wood Street from the southern portion
of the vacant Phoenix Ironworks site.

Planned Land Uses of the Oakland General Plan

The current LUTE identifies planned land uses for the study area as depicted on Figure 3-6a
(Chapter 3: Description). As illustrated, the majority of the study area is classified General
Industry and Transportation, generally related to Port operations. The OARB east of existing
Maritime Street and the Subaru site, as well as the entire 16"/Wood sub-district, are designated
Business Mix. The tip of the Gateway peninsula and Middle Harbor shoreline are designated
Park & Urban Open Space.
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4.2.6

Zoning

Although those portions of the study area within the Port Area line are not subject to zoning
under the City Charter, City zoning maps nevertheless include these areas as indicated. The
entire study area is zoned industrial—M-20 (Light Industrial), M-30 (General Industrial), or M40
(Heavy Industrial). From 20" Street to 8" Street, the majority of the 16"/Wood sub-district is
additionally classified as S-16 (Industrial-Residential Transition Combining zone). Regulations of
the S-16 combining zone restrict industrial densities, activities, and facilities to reduce effects of
industrial land uses on abutting or nearby residential uses. Depending on the underlying
General Plan land use classification, S-16 zoning may allow live-work land uses.

Impact Analysis Methodology

Impact analysis related to land use is straightforward, and limited to the criteria described below.

Significance Criteria

Redevelopment would have a significant impact on the environment if it would:

Physically divide an established community; or
Result in a fundamental conflict between adjacent or nearby land uses.

Not all criteria above apply to redevelopment as proposed. A small permanent residential
population is located on the boundary of the Maritime sub-district. Redevelopment would not
divide or otherwise affect that population. No substantial permanent population exists that could
be directly divided by development.

Impacts

As part of proposed redevelopment, the SLC is expected to transfer the obligations of the Public
(Tidelands) Trust from the Gateway development area to the Port development area. This would
allow the City to develop the Gateway area in non-Trust uses as set forth in the Reuse Plan,
and would obligate the Port to develop the Port development area in land uses consistent with
the Trust and with Port operations.

With transfer of property to the Port from the ORA, the Port and City would adjust the Port Area
boundary line. The Port Area line delineates those lands under Port land use control.

Benefits

Redevelopment is intended to result in more vibrant and logical land uses in the study area, and
to eliminate current land use conflicts. This would be a substantial benefit to the local area, as
well as to the entire City of Oakland.

Redevelopment proposes the land use classifications and zoning designations described in
Chapter 3: Description, and illustrated by Figure 3-6b. The majority of the Gateway development
area would be classified Business Mix, with some Park & Urban Open Space. This would result
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in a vibrant business/commercial mixed use, as well as opportunities for waterfront public
access consistent with district-wide redevelopment. The Port development area and the entire
Maritime sub-district would be classified General Industrial/Transportation and zoned industrial,
consistent with the industrial Oakland waterfront, BCDC Port Priority Use designation, and SLC
public trust obligations. The 16"/Wood sub-district would be classified Business Mix. It would be
zoned as appropriate, at the time the City undertakes City-wide revision of its zoning
regulations. The majority of the sub-district is zoned with the S16 combining overlay. This
combining zoning classification is intended to create a transition between non-residential and
residential uses.

Impacts

Impact 4.2-1: Under proposed redevelopment, dissimilar land uses may be located
proximate to one another.

Significance: Potentially significant (Gateway and Port development areas)
Less than significant (16"/Wood Sub-district)

Mitigation 4.2-1: The City shall ensure that Gateway development area redevelopment
activities adjacent to Port of Oakland industrial maritime facilities are
designed to minimize any land use incompatibilities to the extent
feasible.

Mitigation 4.2-2: If any land use incompatibility is subsequently identified, the Port of
Oakland shall use its best efforts, consistent with meeting cargo
throughput demand, to locate maritime activities that could result in
land use incompatibilities as far away from the property boundary as
feasible.

Mitigation 4.2-3: The City and Port shall coordinate to implement Mitigation Measures
42-1 and 4.2-2; if despite these efforts, subsequent land use
incompatibilities are identified, the Port and City shall jointly develop,
implement, and fund on a fair share basis additional strategies to
reduce incompatibilities.

Residual Significance: Less than significant

The Gateway development area is entirely separated from incompatible residential land uses
located to the southeast by the elevated 880 freeway. Due to its industrial nature and potential
for odors, the EBMUD Main WWTP, located east of the Gateway development area, represents
a potential incompatibility with people-attracting land uses. That portion of the Gateway
development area slated for the greatest people-attracting uses (Office, R&D, the Gateway
Park) is separated from the WWTP by elevated West Grand Avenue. The portion of the
Gateway development area above Grand Avenue nearest the EBMUD WWTP would include
industrial-type land uses such as Ancillary Maritime Support at the Baldwin Yard, and
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Warehouse/Distribution or Light Industrial at the Subaru site. These land uses are more
industrial in nature and less people-attracting than those proposed for the Gateway
development area below West Grand Avenue. In addition, due to their industrial nature, the
sensitivity of these uses to potential occasional odor events is low. Based on prevailing wind
patterns, the Gateway development area is located upwind from the WWTP. While odor
incidents may occasionally occur at the Gateway development area, such incidents are not
expected to occur with such frequency that odors would result in a fundamental land use
incompatibility, and the impact is considered less than significant. See Section 4.3: Air Quality,
regarding impacts to air quality related to odors.

Under redevelopment, the Port development area would include a railyard on the site of the
existing, but non-operating Knight railyard, as well as on the site of former Army warehouses.
The Port’s new railyard would be larger and more active than the former Knight railyard. This
new railyard, an industrial use, would be separated from incompatible residential uses located in
West Oakland to the east and southeast by the elevated F880 freeway and existing rail uses.
The new railyard is not expected to result in a fundamental land use incompatibility, and the
impact is considered less than significant. The southeasternmost portion of the Maritime sub-
district includes and is adjacent to non-industrial uses; however, this portion of the sub-district is
built out, and redevelopment is not expected to result in substantial changes to land use. The
northeasternmost portion of the Maritime sub-district is expected to be developed as maritime-
related industrial. This land use is in keeping with the current industrial nature of development
located immediately above West Grand Avenue and adjacent to -880.

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

The 16"/Wood sub-district may include new light industrial, office, some commercial, and live-
work land uses proximate to existing residential land uses. This area is and is expected to
remain zoned S16, or an equivalent classification specifically intended to provide appropriate
transitions between non-residential and nearby residential land uses. Therefore, redevelopment
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4.2.7

of this sub-district is not expected to result in fundamental land use incompatibilities, and the
impact is considered less than significant.

In addition to the impacts discussed above, impacts related to nuisances that could contribute to
land use incompatibilities are also discussed in Section 4.4: Air Quality, and Section 4.5: Noise.

7 /7 K/
0‘0 0‘0 0‘0

Mitigation
Implementation of the following mitigation measures will avoid, minimize, reduce, rectify, or
compensate for significant impacts of redevelopment. Both measures described below require

the City and Port to work cooperatively at the boundary of their jurisdictions to achieve a
satisfactory outcome.

Mitigation 4.2-1: The City shall ensure that Gateway development area redevelopment
activities adjacent to Port of Oakland industrial maritime facilities are designed to minimize any
land use incompatibilities to the extent feasible.

This measure applies to Impact 4.2-1.

Design of Gateway development area activities adjacent to Port activities at New Berth 21 shall
be designed to avoid or minimize land use incompatibilities through such measures as, the
placement of least sensitive elements (such as parking, waste collection, storage, etc.) toward
Port facilities. The City shall take compatibility of uses into consideration during planning and
design review.

000

Mitigation 4.2-2: If any land use incompatibility is subsequently identified, the Port of Oakland
shall use its best efforts, consistent with meeting cargo throughput demand, to locate maritime
activities that could result in land use incompatibilities as far away from the property boundary
as feasible.

This measure applies to Impact 4.2-1.

The Port of Oakland shall design its New Berth 21 facility to avoid or minimize land use
incompatibilities by locating to the extent feasible the most noisy, most polluting, and least
attractive of its elements away from the Gateway/Port development area boundary.

X4

DO

%t %t %

*

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

This measure applies to Impact 4.2-1.

Strategies to reduce incompatibility may include and are not limited to the following:
setbacks from the property line;
landscape buffering; and

fencing or walls.
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Redevelopment would result in benefits to study area land use, as well as one potentially
significant impact related to land use compatibility. With implementation of measures
recommended in this section, this impact would be mitigated to a level that is less than
significant.

Study Area

The study area for land use is the approximately 1,800-acre project area, plus adjacent and
nearby land uses that may affect or be affected by redevelopment.

The Oakland Army Base (OARB) area project area is located within the corporate limits of the
City of Oakland. It is also within the land use jurisdiction of several entities, as illustrated by
Figure 4.2-1. Some land use jurisdictional boundaries would be reconfigured as a part of
redevelopment.

Regulatory Setting

The following identifies relevant land use regulations, laws, and documents. Specific relevant
policies of planning and land use documents are discussed in Section 4.1: Consistency with
Plans and Policies.

Federal

There are no relevant federal laws, regulations, or policies regarding land use.

State/Regional

California Constitution. Article Xl, Section 7 of the California State Constitution is the primary
authority for cities and counties to regulate land use. California State Planning and Land Use
Law (Government Code 8§ 65000 et seq.) sets forth minimum standards to be observed in local
land use regulatory practices, reserving in cities and counties the maximum degree of control
over such matters.

The state mandates local land use permitting agencies to have general plans (Government
Code §65000 et seq.). The general plan has been likened to a “constitution,” governing
development in the jurisdiction. There are few regional requirements for plan consistency
between counties and cities. The general plan land use element delineates the general
distribution, location, and extent of local development patterns and land use. See discussion of
the City of Oakland’s jurisdiction, below.

Section 4.1: Consistency with Plans and Policies, describes the land use authority of two state
agencies, BCDC and the California SLC, in the study area.
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Airport Land Use Commission of Alameda County. The ALUC exerts authority over in-
county development to ensure its compatibility with existing and planned air transportation
operations. In December 1999, the ALUC amended the Airport Land Use Policy Plan via
resolution to remove reference to the nearby former Naval Air Station (NAS) Alameda (ALUC
1999; Alameda County 2001). See Section 4.1: Consistency with Plans and Policies, for full
discussion of the Airport Land Use Policy Plan.

The East Bay Regional Park District. The EBRPD is charged with developing and operating a
regional recreation/park/public access system for the East Bay. The EBRPD’s Master Plan
(1996) does not identify proposed regional parks in the project area. However, EBRPD has
requested land located at the westernmost tip of the Bay Bridge touchdown peninsula for use as
a public park. See Section 4.1: Consistency with Plans and Policies, for full discussion of
EBRPD’s Master Plan.

Local

The OARB, entirely located within the project area, is currently under concurrent federal (U.S.
Army) and City jurisdiction. A portion of the project area is located within the current Port of
Oakland area boundary, and as such, is not subject to City of Oakland zoning under the City
Charter; however, activities on Port land within the City of Oakland must demonstrate
conformance with the City’s General Plan.

City of Oakland. The most relevant local land use document is the City of Oakland’s General
Plan—in particular, the Land Use and Transportation Element (1998a) (LUTE). The project area
is located entirely within the West Oakland Planning Area of the LUTE. The project area is
identified as an area slated for growth and change; with reuse of OARB and the Amtrak
(formerly Southern Pacific Railroad [SPRR]) station site and key elements of the overall West
Oakland improvement strategy (City of Oakland 1998a).

The LUTE further describes the structure of Oakland as follows:

Five distinct “Showcase Districts” represent the major regional economic generators located
within the City.

Major “City Corridors” are thoroughfares whose original purpose was to link areas of the
City, prior to establishment of the regional freeway system.

Numerous “Neighborhoods and Activity Centers” are the focus of commerce, civic activity,
and community identity throughout the City.

Nine “Transit Oriented Districts” are intended to take advantage of major region-serving
public transportation hubs—the eight Oakland Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) stations and
the Eastmont Town Center Alameda County Transit (AC Transit) hub.
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4.2.3

A portion of the project area is located within the Seaport Showcase District. A relatively short
segment of West Grand Avenue, an east-west trending City Corridor, traverses the northern
portion of the project area. The West Oakland Prescott Neighborhood is adjacent to the
16"/Wood sub-district. The West Oakland BART station, a Transit-Oriented District, is located
north of the southern portion of the project area; the City is planning a transit village for that
area.

A key portion of the LUTE is the land use diagram that illustrates potential future development in
Oakland. The land use diagram depicts 15 different land use classifications that represent the
type and intensity of allowable future development. Each classification establishes allowable
intensity and/or density maximums, and each is additionally described in terms of intent, as well
as desired character and uses.

The Oakland Planning Code (Title 17 of the Oakland Municipal Code) identifies 37 different
zones and associated regulations that define all or some of the following for each zone:

permitted, conditionally permitted, and prohibited activities and facilities;
design review for specific facilities;

special regulations or performance standards for specific facilities or activities;
parameters for signs, frontage, building height, and yard size;

buffering and landscaping requirements; and

other miscellaneous provisions.

The Planning Code also identifies 10 “combining” zones. These zones are intended to address
specific issues €.g., preserving valuable resources; ensuring adequate transitions between
adjacent residential and industrial zones, etc.), and which, as the name implies, are combined
with existing zoning to impose additional requirements in specific areas of the City.

Regional Setting

The region under consideration is the 3,825-acre West Oakland Planning Area of the Oakland
General Plan. The approximately 3,800-acre region of interest, including the project area, is
located in western Alameda County, within and along the shoreline of San Francisco Bay, in the
northwestern portion of the City of Oakland. The region is bounded by F580 to the north, the
Oakland Estuary to the south, F980 and approximately Martin Luther King Way to the east, and
San Francisco Bay to the west.

Existing Land Uses

The entire region under consideration is urbanized, and although specific parcels may be vacant
or underdeveloped, they are surrounded by urban development. Land uses of the region reflect
its proximity to the waterfront, and historically included ship-building and associated worker
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424

residences and industrial support, and rail yards, as well as substantial acreage dedicated to
waterfront military and port facilities. Currently, light industrial, industrial, transportation, and
other non-residential uses intermix with older residential uses. Many areas are blighted where
older housing intermixes with or is adjacent to historically industrial uses (Hausrath Economics
Group [HEG] 2000).

Planned Land Uses
Estimated acreages of planned land uses in the year 2015 are presented in Table 4.2-1.
Planned land use in the region of

consideration is predominately
General Industry/Transportation, and

Table 4.2-1
Projected 2015 Regional Land Uses

Business Mix, with substantial Mixed . E?rceA”tOf
. . . an Area
Housing Residential. Note that the Le_md Use ‘?'ass'f'Fat'?” Acreage
. Mixed Housing Residential 590 15.4
vast majority of planned General : :
Industry/Transportation uses within the Urban Residential 170 a4
) Y P ) . Neighborhood Center Mixed Use 50 1.3
region under consideration are located . .
thin th Community Commercial 95 2.5
within the study area. Housing and Business Mix 40 1.1
Regional Commercial 70 1.8
Local Setting Business Mix 795 20.8
General Industry/Transportation 1,655 43.3

Existing Land Uses Institutional 40 1.1

Figures 4.11-3a through 4.11-3d Resource Conservation 140 3.7
(Section 4.11: Aesthetics) primarily  Parks & Urban Open Space 180 4.6
document typical study area visual Total 3,825 100.0
conditions, and also document land  Source: City of Oakland 1998a

Note:

uses. Land use across the StUdy area @ See Appendix 4.2 for a description of land use classifications

is oriented toward transportation
facilities, and industry that requires or
desires ready access to excellent transportation facilities. This includes the OARB, whose
proximity to the Bay was critical to its mission to transport troops and military provisions.
Compared to the region under consideration, study area land uses are overwhelmingly general
industry/transportation or uses supporting general industry/transportation. In addition, the study
area contains approximately seven acres of public park and open space, and another 30 acres
of park under construction. Other than the 20 Phoenix loft live/work units, which are considered
commercial uses under City of Oakland zoning, there are no residential uses in the study area.
The following description of land use in the study area is excerpted or modified from Report to
the City Council: Oakland Army Base Redevelopment Project (HEG 2000).

OARB Sub-District. As its name indicates, this sub-district generally comprises the OARB. An
irregularly shaped facility, OARB is roughly bounded by San Francisco Bay and the industrial
Port of Oakland to the west, I-80 and the industrial main East Bay Municipal Utility District
Waste Water Treatment Plant to the north, 1880 to the east, and 7" Street and industrial Port
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and Union Pacific facilities to the south. While some vacant or underdeveloped parcels exist—
most notably the Subaru lot, the Baldwin Yard, and the Gateway peninsula—the majority of the
OARSB is developed, with floor-area ratios exceeding 50 percent in some areas.

Formerly known as the Oakland Army Terminal, OARB was first commissioned in 1941 as a
port and trans-shipment facility. During World War I, it served as a major cargo port and
warehousing facility. Many existing improvements at OARB were originally constructed during
this period of intensive use. Currently, the OBRA operates an interim leasing program that
places tenants at the OARB during the interim base reuse planning period, when the Base is no
longer in use by the military, kut is not yet redeveloped for its permanent non-military uses.
Interim leases expire at various future dates. The Port is a major subleasor under this program.

Maritime Street, a wide boulevard that provides truck access to the freeway system, bisects the
OARB. Portions of the Base to the west of Maritime Street were developed for rail and marine
transportation (berthing, loading and unloading of cargo, storage), and continue to serve that
purpose under the interim leasing program. In addition, the main OARB administration building
(Building No. 1) is located west of Maritime Street; this facility is currently vacant. East of
Maritime Street, interim leasing uses include transportation (trucking, warehousing, etc.), office
(military, public, private), commercial (restaurant, health club, etc.), light industrial (woodworking
facility, mobile recycling, etc.), and community services. Community services include offices and
classrooms for the Head Start program, the Oakland Military Institute College Preparatory
Academy (currently, approximately 150 7" grade students); a church, office and/or warehouse
space for several community service groups, a seasonal (cold-weather) supplemental homeless
shelter, food bank, and two baseball fields used by local little league teams. There are no
occupied residences in the OARB sub-district.

This sub-district west of existing Maritime Street is currently subject to provisions of the Public
Trust, including land use authority of the SLC (see above, under Regulatory Setting). In
addition, the Baldwin Yard site and the Port development area are designated Port Priority Use
areas in the Bay and Seaport plans, and are subject to the limited land use authority of BCDC.

Maritime Sub-District. The Maritime sub-district encompasses much of the area to the west
and south of OARB. It includes 11 existing marine terminals and associated infrastructure—
large cargo cranes, administration facilities, truck entry/exit gates, and large areas for container
storage—along the Oakland Outer and Inner harbors. It also includes the approximately 4.5-
acre Port View Park located along the shoreline of Middle Harbor. Finally, this area includes the
Port of Oakland’'s new Vision 2000 Maritime improvements near the Inner and Middle harbors,
including approximately 270 acres of marine terminals and associated infrastructure, a 35 acre
waterfront park, the Joint Intermodal Terminal (JIT) railyard, and reconfigured area roadways
and bicycle/pedestrian facilities. The majority of this sub-district is highly industrialized. There

Several small buildings are located at the Gateway peninsula: a Caltrans building and an East Bay Municipal Utilities
District (EBMUD) structure, which houses a dechlorination station.
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are no residential communities in the Maritime sub-district, although the Phoenix Lofts, a 20-unit
development, is located at 2™ and Brush streets, just within the extreme southeast boundary of
this sub-district.

The industrial Amtrak maintenance facility is located on Bay Street on a triangular-shaped
parcel bounded by OARB to the northwest, 880 to the northeast, and 7" Street to the south.
The Davis substation, a major electric distribution facility, is located immediately north of 7"
street, and is bounded to the northwest by Maritime Street, and to the northeast by 7" Street
Extension.

This sub-district west of existing Maritime Street is currently subject to provisions of the Public
Trust, including land use authority of the SLC (see above, under Regulatory Setting). In
addition, nearly the entire sub-district is designated Port Priority Use in the Bay and Seaport
plans, subject to the limited land use authority of BCDC.

16"/Wood Sub-District. The 16"/Wood sub-district is located east of the eastern boundary of
the OARB. This long, narrow sub-district is adjacent to I-880. The historic industrial and
transportation hub of Oakland was located in the westernmost portion of the City, and this sub-
district represents the eastern portion of that hub. The relocation of 880 after the Loma Prieta
earthquake of 1989 isolated this “slice” of industrial and transportation uses east of the freeway
from the remainder of similar uses located west of the freeway. In addition to 880, existing
linear railroad tracks of the Desert railyard also separate the 16"/Wood sub-district from the
Maritime sub-district.

A large portion of the 16™/Wood sub-district, former rail and industrial use, is currently not in
use. This includes the Southern Pacific Railroad (Amtrak) station site, a historic landmark
located at 16™ and Wood streets. The Phoenix Ironworks site, a former manufacturing facility
located in the southern portion of the sub-district, is now vacant. Some industrial and
transportation uses remain in portions of the sub-district, including recycling, container storage,
warehousing and distribution, and other miscellaneous business and light industrial uses. No
residential communities or occupied residences are located in the 16"/Wood sub-district.
Residences are located directly adjacent to and across Wood Street from the southern portion
of the vacant Phoenix Ironworks site.

Planned Land Uses of the Oakland General Plan

The current LUTE identifies planned land uses for the study area as depicted on Figure 3-6a
(Chapter 3: Description). As illustrated, the majority of the study area is classified General
Industry and Transportation, generally related to Port operations. The OARB east of existing
Maritime Street and the Subaru site, as well as the entire 16"/Wood sub-district, are designated
Business Mix. The tip of the Gateway peninsula and Middle Harbor shoreline are designated
Park & Urban Open Space.
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4.2.6

Zoning

Although those portions of the study area within the Port Area line are not subject to zoning
under the City Charter, City zoning maps nevertheless include these areas as indicated. The
entire study area is zoned industrial—M-20 (Light Industrial), M-30 (General Industrial), or M40
(Heavy Industrial). From 20" Street to 8" Street, the majority of the 16"/Wood sub-district is
additionally classified as S-16 (Industrial-Residential Transition Combining zone). Regulations of
the S-16 combining zone restrict industrial densities, activities, and facilities to reduce effects of
industrial land uses on abutting or nearby residential uses. Depending on the underlying
General Plan land use classification, S-16 zoning may allow live-work land uses.

Impact Analysis Methodology

Impact analysis related to land use is straightforward, and limited to the criteria described below.

Significance Criteria

Redevelopment would have a significant impact on the environment if it would:

Physically divide an established community; or
Result in a fundamental conflict between adjacent or nearby land uses.

Not all criteria above apply to redevelopment as proposed. A small permanent residential
population is located on the boundary of the Maritime sub-district. Redevelopment would not
divide or otherwise affect that population. No substantial permanent population exists that could
be directly divided by development.

Impacts

As part of proposed redevelopment, the SLC is expected to transfer the obligations of the Public
(Tidelands) Trust from the Gateway development area to the Port development area. This would
allow the City to develop the Gateway area in non-Trust uses as set forth in the Reuse Plan,
and would obligate the Port to develop the Port development area in land uses consistent with
the Trust and with Port operations.

With transfer of property to the Port from the ORA, the Port and City would adjust the Port Area
boundary line. The Port Area line delineates those lands under Port land use control.

Benefits

Redevelopment is intended to result in more vibrant and logical land uses in the study area, and
to eliminate current land use conflicts. This would be a substantial benefit to the local area, as
well as to the entire City of Oakland.

Redevelopment proposes the land use classifications and zoning designations described in
Chapter 3: Description, and illustrated by Figure 3-6b. The majority of the Gateway development
area would be classified Business Mix, with some Park & Urban Open Space. This would result
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in a vibrant business/commercial mixed use, as well as opportunities for waterfront public
access consistent with district-wide redevelopment. The Port development area and the entire
Maritime sub-district would be classified General Industrial/Transportation and zoned industrial,
consistent with the industrial Oakland waterfront, BCDC Port Priority Use designation, and SLC
public trust obligations. The 16"/Wood sub-district would be classified Business Mix. It would be
zoned as appropriate, at the time the City undertakes City-wide revision of its zoning
regulations. The majority of the sub-district is zoned with the S16 combining overlay. This
combining zoning classification is intended to create a transition between non-residential and
residential uses.

Impacts

Impact 4.2-1: Under proposed redevelopment, dissimilar land uses may be located
proximate to one another.

Significance: Potentially significant (Gateway and Port development areas)
Less than significant (16"/Wood Sub-district)

Mitigation 4.2-1: The City shall ensure that Gateway development area redevelopment
activities adjacent to Port of Oakland industrial maritime facilities are
designed to minimize any land use incompatibilities to the extent
feasible.

Mitigation 4.2-2: If any land use incompatibility is subsequently identified, the Port of
Oakland shall use its best efforts, consistent with meeting cargo
throughput demand, to locate maritime activities that could result in
land use incompatibilities as far away from the property boundary as
feasible.

Mitigation 4.2-3: The City and Port shall coordinate to implement Mitigation Measures
42-1 and 4.2-2; if despite these efforts, subsequent land use
incompatibilities are identified, the Port and City shall jointly develop,
implement, and fund on a fair share basis additional strategies to
reduce incompatibilities.

Residual Significance: Less than significant

The Gateway development area is entirely separated from incompatible residential land uses
located to the southeast by the elevated 880 freeway. Due to its industrial nature and potential
for odors, the EBMUD Main WWTP, located east of the Gateway development area, represents
a potential incompatibility with people-attracting land uses. That portion of the Gateway
development area slated for the greatest people-attracting uses (Office, R&D, the Gateway
Park) is separated from the WWTP by elevated West Grand Avenue. The portion of the
Gateway development area above Grand Avenue nearest the EBMUD WWTP would include
industrial-type land uses such as Ancillary Maritime Support at the Baldwin Yard, and
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Warehouse/Distribution or Light Industrial at the Subaru site. These land uses are more
industrial in nature and less people-attracting than those proposed for the Gateway
development area below West Grand Avenue. In addition, due to their industrial nature, the
sensitivity of these uses to potential occasional odor events is low. Based on prevailing wind
patterns, the Gateway development area is located upwind from the WWTP. While odor
incidents may occasionally occur at the Gateway development area, such incidents are not
expected to occur with such frequency that odors would result in a fundamental land use
incompatibility, and the impact is considered less than significant. See Section 4.3: Air Quality,
regarding impacts to air quality related to odors.

Under redevelopment, the Port development area would include a railyard on the site of the
existing, but non-operating Knight railyard, as well as on the site of former Army warehouses.
The Port’s new railyard would be larger and more active than the former Knight railyard. This
new railyard, an industrial use, would be separated from incompatible residential uses located in
West Oakland to the east and southeast by the elevated F880 freeway and existing rail uses.
The new railyard is not expected to result in a fundamental land use incompatibility, and the
impact is considered less than significant. The southeasternmost portion of the Maritime sub-
district includes and is adjacent to non-industrial uses; however, this portion of the sub-district is
built out, and redevelopment is not expected to result in substantial changes to land use. The
northeasternmost portion of the Maritime sub-district is expected to be developed as maritime-
related industrial. This land use is in keeping with the current industrial nature of development
located immediately above West Grand Avenue and adjacent to -880.

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

The 16"/Wood sub-district may include new light industrial, office, some commercial, and live-
work land uses proximate to existing residential land uses. This area is and is expected to
remain zoned S16, or an equivalent classification specifically intended to provide appropriate
transitions between non-residential and nearby residential land uses. Therefore, redevelopment
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4.2.7

of this sub-district is not expected to result in fundamental land use incompatibilities, and the
impact is considered less than significant.

In addition to the impacts discussed above, impacts related to nuisances that could contribute to
land use incompatibilities are also discussed in Section 4.4: Air Quality, and Section 4.5: Noise.

7 /7 K/
0‘0 0‘0 0‘0

Mitigation
Implementation of the following mitigation measures will avoid, minimize, reduce, rectify, or
compensate for significant impacts of redevelopment. Both measures described below require

the City and Port to work cooperatively at the boundary of their jurisdictions to achieve a
satisfactory outcome.

Mitigation 4.2-1: The City shall ensure that Gateway development area redevelopment
activities adjacent to Port of Oakland industrial maritime facilities are designed to minimize any
land use incompatibilities to the extent feasible.

This measure applies to Impact 4.2-1.

Design of Gateway development area activities adjacent to Port activities at New Berth 21 shall
be designed to avoid or minimize land use incompatibilities through such measures as, the
placement of least sensitive elements (such as parking, waste collection, storage, etc.) toward
Port facilities. The City shall take compatibility of uses into consideration during planning and
design review.

000

Mitigation 4.2-2: If any land use incompatibility is subsequently identified, the Port of Oakland
shall use its best efforts, consistent with meeting cargo throughput demand, to locate maritime
activities that could result in land use incompatibilities as far away from the property boundary
as feasible.

This measure applies to Impact 4.2-1.

The Port of Oakland shall design its New Berth 21 facility to avoid or minimize land use
incompatibilities by locating to the extent feasible the most noisy, most polluting, and least
attractive of its elements away from the Gateway/Port development area boundary.

X4

DO

%t %t %

*

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

This measure applies to Impact 4.2-1.

Strategies to reduce incompatibility may include and are not limited to the following:
setbacks from the property line;
landscape buffering; and

fencing or walls.

3
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4.3.2

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

Redevelopment, which includes the realignment and extension of Maritime Street, including the
Loop Road, would provide benefits, including reducing hazards to bicyclists and pedestrians,
providing 105 acres of ancillary maritime support to relieve nearby communities from truck traffic
and parking, and reducing delays on Maritime Street south of 7" Street due to the removal of
two railroad/highway grade crossings.

Redevelopment would also result in less than significant, potentially significant, and significant
impacts to the transportation system. With the implementation of measures recommended in
this section, most of the potentially significant and significant impacts would be mitigated to a
level that is less than significant. No feasible mitigation measures have been identified that
would reduce freeway impacts to a level that is less than significant.

Study Area

The redevelopment project area is located near the hub of the Bay Area freeway system, is well
served by local roadways, and has access to public transit and rail service. The project area is
located within an important recreation and commercial shipping area.

Figure 4.3-1 depicts the study area for the transportation analysis. This area was selected to
encompass areas within the regional transportation network that could be potentially affected by
traffic generated by redevelopment. The study area also includes local access routes expected
to serve at least fifty peak hour trips generated by redevelopment during peak commute hours.
The local study area includes freeways, major city arterial roads and local access routes within
the cities of Oakland, Emeryville, Berkeley, and Alameda. The study area includes freeways in
the East Bay from the Alameda/Contra Costa County line in the north to San Lorenzo and
Castro Valley. Those freeways are 1-880, I-80, I-580, I-980, I-238, and State Route (SR) 24.

Regulatory Setting
Federal

The Federal Highway Administration. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is the
agency of the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) responsible for the federally-funded
roadway system, including the interstate highway network and portions of the primary state
highway network. FHWA funding is provided through the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st
Century (TEA-21 Public Law 105-178, as amended by Title IX of Public Law 105-206). This act
can be used to fund local transportation improvement projects, such as projects to improve the
efficiency of existing roadways, traffic signal coordination, bikeways, and transit system
upgrades.
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Figure 4.3-1 Average Weekday Study Area Traffic
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U.S. Coast Guard. The Ports and Waterways Safety Act of 1972 (33 USC 88 1221 et seq.)
authorizes the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) to establish, operate, and maintain vessel traffic
services for ports, harbors, and other waters subject to congested vessel traffic. As a result, in
1972 the Coast Guard established the Vessel Transportation Service (VTS) for San Francisco
Bay and designated traffic lanes for inbound and outbound vessel traffic, specified separation
zones between vessel traffic lanes, and set up rules to govern vessels entering and leaving
ports. The VTS, which is located on Yerba Buena Island, controls marine traffic throughout the
Bay Area. Although some small and private vessels are not required to coordinate their
movements by contacting the VTS, the Coast Guard monitors all commercial, Navy, and private
marine traffic within San Francisco Bay and local coastal waters.

State/Regional

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

The California Public Utilities Commission. The California Public Utilities Commission (PUC)
is responsible for regulating train operations, and has jurisdiction over operations at
railroad/highway crossings.

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

The Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) is the bcus of MTC's regional transportation
planning, management and investment decisions. The MTS is the multi-modal transportation
system of regional importance — those facilities that are crucial to the freight and passenger
mobility needs of the nine county San Francisco Bay Area. The MTS was first defined in the
1991 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), and was updated in 1994, 1998, and 2001.

Definition of the MTS hinges on a functional rather than a purely geographic definition of
regional significance. For the MTS, a facility is considered important if it improves access to
activities crucial to mobility as well as the social or economic health of the Bay Area. Therefore,
links that weave parts of the Bay Area together by crossing county or city lines are critical to the
MTS concept. In addition, any link that accesses major Bay Area activity centers, regardless of
the trip's length or origin, is also important to the region as a whole, and is included in the MTS.

Public Review Draft Page 4.3-3 April 2002



© 00 ~NO O~ WN PP

10

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

21

22
23

24

25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

33
34
35
36
37

38

OARB Area Redevelopment EIR

4.3.3

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

Local

The City of Oakland. The City has designated certain streets near the Port as truck routes and
container routes. Fully loaded containers on specialized chassis, with axle weights higher than
typically allowed on other public streets, are allowed to operate with special permits along
container routes. Container routes include certain harbor area and industrial area streets. The
City of Oakland has also developed a plan for truck prohibitions in West Oakland, as depicted
by Figure 4.3-2. Under a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the City of Oakland
and the Port of Oakland, executed July 1, 1993, the City is responsible for enforcement of traffic
laws in the vicinity of the Port, including truck route compliance and parking restrictions (City of
Oakland and Port of Oakland 1993). The Port funds two police officer positions to enforce these
laws in the West Oakland neighborhood.

Regional Setting

This section describes the regional transportation setting for ground transportation and vessel
transportation.

Ground Transportation

The Regional Highway System. I-880 is an eight-lane freeway that serves West Alameda
County, the South Bay and southern peninsula, and San Jose. Access from the redevelopment
project area to |-880 is provided from ramps at Oak, Broadway, and Jackson Streets. The
portion of 880 that formerly served the redevelopment project area collapsed during the 1989
Loma Prieta earthquake. A new six-lane 880 connection from 980 to F80 was completed in
1998. 880 connects to west 80 at the Bay Bridge Toll Plaza. Interchange ramps connect
880 to Maritime, 7", Union, Adeline, and Market streets. A connection to F80 east is provided at
the north end of a frontage road that extends from 7" Street to West Grand Avenue.

I-80 is an eight- to ten-lane freeway serving San Francisco and the West Bay as well as East
Bay destinations in West Contra Costa County, Sacramento, and points north and east. 80 is
connected to the redevelopment project area by freeway ramps that terminate at the West
Grand Avenue/l-880 Frontage Road intersection. I-80 east has recently been widened to
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Figure 4.3-2  Truck Routes and Prohibitions
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provide High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes and improved ramp connections to F580 and the
Bay Bridge. I-80, north of the OARB, carries approximately 260,000 vehicles daily to San
Francisco.

I-580 is an eight-lane freeway serving Northern Alameda County, Livermore, Stockton, Marin
County north and 5 south. Access to the redevelopment project area is provided via the West
Grand Avenue/l-80 ramps. The City of Oakland has placed a heavy truck (over 4.5 tons)
restriction on 580 between Grand and 106" avenues. Truck traffic to and from the
redevelopment project area must use alternative roadways. |-580 carries approximately 194,000
vehicles daily east of I-980. East of I-238, I-580 carries approximately 158,000 vehicles daily.

I-980 provides access to the Oakland downtown area. 1980 has six to eight lanes and an
average daily traffic volume of 191,000 vehicles. F980 becomes State Route 24 (SR-24) at the
northern end, providing access to Contra Costa County via the Caldecott Tunnel, and provides
a direct connection between I-580 and I-880.

I-238 is a four-lane freeway that connects 580 to F880 through unincorporated San Lorenzo. |-
238 provides the primary truck link between the redevelopment project area and 580 east to
the Tri-Valley and Central Valley and carries approximately 118,000 vehicles daily. 1-238 is
planned to be widened to eight lanes.

SR-24 is an eight-lane freeway that connects the East Bay area with central and east Contra
Costa County. SR-24 extends from 4980 to 680 through the Caldecott tunnel and carries
approximately 150,000 vehicles daily just west of the Caldecott Tunnel.

The following discussion of regional freeway conditions was taken from the 2000 Level of
Service Monitoring Report prepared by the CMA (2000). The CMA monitors congestion on
freeways in the region by measuring the average travel speed during the p.m. peak period (4:00
to 6:00 p.m.). Freeway traffic conditions are then described in terms of level of service (LOS), a
standard measure for traffic operations defined by the average number of seconds of delay per
vehicle, with LOS A representing free-flow conditions and LOS F representing gridlocked
conditions.!

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

As shown on Table 4.3-1, in 2000 during the p.m. peak, traffic congestion occurs on most routes
leading away from major employment centers in the study area. I-80 operates at LOS F
eastbound from the Bay Bridge to the F80/I-580 split, and is congested westbound approaching

1

Appendix 4.3 includes definitions of LOS.
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the F80/I-580 split. 880 northbound is congested south of F238, and 238 is congested in the
westbound direction from [-580 to 1-880. 580 eastbound is congested east of |-238, but
operates well between 180 and $238. 1980 operates at LOS D or better. Eastbound SR-24
operates at LOS E from I-580 to the Caldecott Tunnel.

Table 4.3-1
Freeway Operations In 2000

A .M. Peak Hour?

P.M. Peak Hour

Freeway Segment LOS Speed (mph) LOS Speed (mph)

I-80 at the Bay Bridge

Eastbound - - F 221

Westbound F 4.7 F 26.3
I-80 between 1-880 and I-580

Eastbound - - F 23.0

Westbound F 16.1 F 99
I-80 East of 1-80/1-580 Split

Eastbound - - E 37.0

Westbound F 24 D 43.4
1-880 South of 1-980

Northbound - - C 49.3

Southbound - - E 40.3
1-880 North of 1-238

Northbound - - B 55.6

Southbound - - D 44.0
I-880 South of 1-238

Northbound - - B 56.5

Southbound F 15.9 F 24.0
1-238

Eastbound - - C 48.9

Westbound F 18.0 F 24.4
I-580 East of 1-238

Eastbound - - D 47.4

Westbound - - F 24.0
I-580 West of I-238

Eastbound - - A 64.1

Westbound - - A 69.3
I-580 East of 1-980/SR-24

Eastbound - - C 54,5

Westbound - - C 53.9
I-580 West of I-980/SR-24

Eastbound - - A 64.0

Westbound - - B 58.7
1-980

Northbound - - C 52.1

Southbound - - D 477
SR-24 East of I-580

Eastbound - - E 33.4

Westbound - - B 57.2

Source: ACCMA 2000 LOS Monitoring Report.
Note: *Missing values (designated with a dash “-") were not reported in the reference document.

During the a.m. peak period (7:00 to 9:00 a.m.), bottlenecks occur on many of the freeways
leading to the major employment centers in and near the transportation study area. SR-24 is
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congested at its southbound connection to F580. Congestion regularly occurs on westbound F
80 at the I-580 split and on the approach to the Bay Bridge toll plaza. +238 is congested
westbound from 580 to F880. On 580, slowing occurs regularly in both directions between F
80 and +980. 980 is congested southbound from the 12" Street off-ramps to 880 (Caltrans
1993).

Vessel Transportation

The vessel transportation analysis focuses on commercial vessels.

West of the Golden Gate Bridge in the Gulf of the Farallones, vessel approach lanes to the
entrance of San Francisco Bay have been established from the north, west, and south. Each
approach lane is composed of a one-mile-wide inbound traffic lane and a one-mile-wide
outbound traffic lane with a one-mile-wide separation between the traffic lanes. Outside these
lanes, the U.S. Navy designated areas for submarine operations within which barge operations
are precluded. The approach lanes lead to an offshore light station with a rotating beacon that
marks the beginning of the main channel to the Golden Gate Bridge. The beacon, which is
located 10 miles west of Point Bonita, is in the center of a precautionary area where all ships
leaving and entering the port converge. This is the area where many ships take on or discharge
San Francisco Bar Pilots.

Piloting in and out of the Bay and adjacent waterways is compulsory for all vessels of foreign
registry and U.S. vessels under enroliment not having a federally licensed pilot on board. San
Francisco Bar Pilots provide these services for vessel movements to and from all terminals in
the Bay and tributaries to the Bay, including the Carquinez Strait.

Within San Francisco Bay, the USCG has established Regulated Navigation Areas (RNAS),
which increase navigational safety by organizing traffic flow patterns; reducing meeting,
crossing, and overtaking situations between large vessels in constricted channels; and limiting
vessel speed. The RNAs, which were established in 1993 with input from the Harbor Safety
Committee, modified the previous voluntary traffic routing measures to better conform to
International Maritime Organization (IMO) traffic routing standards. The 1993 modifications
added a Golden Gate precautionary area, a deep water traffic lane separation zone north of
Harding Rock, and an expanded Central Bay precautionary area. It also eliminated the former
traffic lanes in the North Ship Channel and the San Pablo Strait.

RNAs apply to "large vessels" (defined as power-driven vessels of 1,600 or more gross tons, or
tugs with a tow of 1,600 or more gross tons). When navigating within the RNAs, large vessels
follow specific guidelines. They must have their engines ready for immediate maneuver, must
operate their engines in a control mode and on fuel that allows for an immediate response to
any engine order, and must not exceed a speed of 15 knots through the water.
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According to records of the Marine Exchange, (ME), approximately 1,810 vessels called at Port
of Oakland facilities in 2000 to 2001. Of these, approximately 1,735 were container vessels, and
the remainder bulk and auto carriers, or unclassified vessels (Marine Exchange 2001).

Local Setting

This section describes the local transportation setting for ground transportation and vessel
transportation.

Ground Transportation

The Local Roadway System. Local vehicular access to the project area is provided by West
Grand Avenue, Maritime Street, Middle Harbor Road, and 7' Street, and Wood Street, as
depicted in Figure 4.3-3. West Grand Avenue is a six-lane arterial with a raised center median
and numerous signalized intersections from Mandela Parkway in West Oakland to the Oakland
north-central business district. West Grand Avenue has recently been re-connected to the
Cypress Freeway system at Maritime Street and at a new elevated intersection with the Cypress
Freeway frontage road. Access to 80 west and 580 east is provided at the Maritime Street
intersection and access to I-80 east and I-580 west is provided at the frontage road.

Maritime Street is a four-lane arterial with a center two-way left-turn lane. It is heavily used by
trucks and other traffic accessing the OARB, the Port’s Outer Harbor terminal, and the Union
Pacific (UP) railyard. It is a primary access route to the Port of Oakland. On its north end
Maritime Street is connected to the Cypress Freeway system at its intersection with West Grand
Avenue, where freeway ramps provide access to I-80 west and I-580 east. On its south end, the
rail tracks leading to the Joint Intermodal Terminal (JIT) cross Maritime Street just south of 7"
Street and just north of Middle Harbor Road. This portion of Maritime Street is subject to train
blockages when trains enter or exit the JIT.

Middle Harbor Road, an extension of Adeline Street, is a four-lane arterial with a center two-
way left-turn lane. At its eastern end, a bridge structure, known as the Adeline Street Overpass,
carries the roadway across the UP railroad tracks. From Adeline Street to Maritime Street,
Middle Harbor Road is a dedicated City street. From Maritime Street to 7" Street, Middle Harbor
Road passes between Berths 55-59 and the JIT, and provides an alternate route around the
segment of Maritime Street that is subject to train blockages. Middle Harbor Road is heavily
used by trucks and other traffic accessing the Port of Oakland. It provides the primary access to
I-880 and -980 from the Port.

7" Street is a public four-lane arterial that provides access to the Matson and Trapac marine
terminals, Port View Park, and the new MHSP. 7" Street also serves local and cross-town traffic
for West Oakland between Middle Harbor Road and F980/I-880. 7" Street passes beneath I-880
and then parallels the UP railroad tracks. Freeway ramps connect 7" Street to 880 south. A
frontage road connects 7" Street to points north.
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Wood Street is a two lane residential street at the eastern border of the redevelopment project
area. Wood Street provides a connection from 7" Street to the 16"/Wood sub-district through a
residential area of West Oakland. Through truck traffic is prohibited on the southern portion of
Wood Street, and speed bumps have been installed to control speeds. North of the 16"/Wood
sub-district, Wood Street passes under the elevated portion of West Grand Avenue.

Level of Service (LOS) Analysis. The efficiency of traffic operations at study area intersections
was evaluated for existing and baseline conditions. Forty-five intersections, identified as having
the greatest potential for redevelopment traffic impacts, were selected for study (Figure 4.3-3).
LOS at study area intersections was analyzed for the a.m. and p.m. peak hours, using
methodologies described in the Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board
1998).> The LOS for signalized and unsignalized intersections is defined in terms of delay,
which is a measure of driver discomfort, frustration, and lost travel time.

Delay is a complex measure and is dependent upon a number of variables, including the
number of vehicles in the traffic stream. For signalized intersections, delay is also dependent on
the quality of signal progression, the signal cycle length, and the “green” ratio for each approach
or lane group. For intersections with one or two stop signs, delay is dependent on the number of
gaps available in the uncontrolled traffic stream.

All the intersections, except two are controlled by traffic signals. The 3“/Adeline Street
intersection has a traffic signal that displays flashing red signal indications in all directions. This
intersection functions as an all-way stop controlled intersection. The 3“/Market Street
intersection is controlled by stop signs facing Market Street traffic.

Existing a.m. and p.m. peak-hour traffic turning movement counts were collected at almost all of
the study intersections within the last three years (the a.m. peak hour turning movement count
at the Constitution Way/Atlantic Avenue intersection was counted in 1998). Turning movement
data in the study area were collected from the Fall of 2000 through Spring of 2001.

Traffic Conditions, Setting. The existing levels of service at local study area intersections
were determined for the a.m. and p.m. peak hours and are provided in Table 4.3-2. Detailed
LOS calculation worksheets are available a file with the City of Oakland. All intersections
operate at or better than the City of Oakland’'s LOS standard (LOS D outside of downtown and
LOS E within downtown).®

3

This version of the Highway Capacity Manual was prepared in 1997 and is commonly referred to as the 1997
Highway Capacity Manual.

Worksheets are available for review at 250 Frank Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3330, during normal business hours.
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Figure 4.3-3  Traffic Study Intersections
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Traffic Conditions, Alternative Baseline. A traffic operations analysis was performed to
establish a baseline for the analysis of transportation impacts. Baseline conditions were
developed to assess the level of service at study area intersections if OARB were siill
functioning at its 1995 level of operations, before the Base was slated for closure.

Table 4.3-2
Existing Intersection Operations, 2001
A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour

Intersection LOS Delay * LOS Delay *
West Grand Avenue/Maritime Street C 34.0 C 29.6
West Grand Avenue/l-880 Frontage Road C 30.3 D 354
West Grand Avenue/Mandela Parkway A 9.6 B 10.7
West Grand Avenue/Adeline Street B 11.1 B 10.3
West Grand Avenue/Market Street A 10.0 B 10.6
West Grand Avenue/San Pablo Avenue B 11.4 B 11.6
West Grand Avenue/MLK Jr. Way ° B 13.7 B 17.0
West Grand Avenue/Northgate Avenue o C 23.8 C 21.8
West Grand Avenue/Harrison Street ° C 24.2 C 23.2
7" Street/Maritime Street C 29.7 C 33.3
7" Street/I-880 Southbound Ramp A 5.2 A 7.8
7" Street/I-880 Northbound Ramp C 29.2 C 30.5
7™ Street/Peralta Street A 8.6 A 8.7
7" Street/Mandela Parkway B 14.8 B 16.7
7™ Street/Union Street A 9.0 B 11.9
7" Street/Adeline Street B 10.7 A 9.5
7" Street/Market Street B 15.0 C 20.8
7" Street/Harrison Street ° B 10.5 B 10.8
7™ Street/Jackson Street ° C 32.6 C 21.1
6" Street/Jackson Street ° B 10.4 B 11.7
5™ Street/Union Street/I-880 Ramps C 31.5 C 27.1
5™ Street/Adeline Street C 30.4 C 29.1
[-880 Off Ramp/Market Street B 19.5 C 22.8
5" Street/Broadway P C 20.9 C 29.3
3" Street/Adeline Street B 11.3 B 11.8
3" Street/Market Street B 13.9 B 13.3
14" Street/Mandela Parkway A 8.5 A 8.4
12" Street/Brush Street C 30.4 C 22.4
12" Street/Castro Street ” B 15.5 B 19.1
27" Street/SR 24-580 SB Off-Ramp B 11.8 B 15.9
27" Street/SR 24-580 NB On-Ramp A 9.5 C 20.4
West MacArthur Blvd/Adeline Street B 18.3 B 19.8
West MacArthur Blvd/Market Street B 15.8 B 17.3
Powell Street/I-80 Frontage Road C 21.3 C 22.4
Powell Street/I-80 NB Ramps C 25.2 D 43.9
Powell Street/Christie Street C 29.9 C 30.5
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Table 4.3-2
Existing Intersection Operations, 2001
A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour
Intersection LOS Delay * LOS Delay *
Powell Street/Hollis Street C 22.7 C 31.1
Powell Street/San Pablo Avenue C 31.8 C 34.3
Stanford Avenue/Market Street C 28.6 C 31.6
Stanford Avenue/MLK Jr. Way B 12.5 D 46.4
Ashby Avenue/7" Street C 33.7 D 48.6
Ashby Avenue/San Pablo Avenue C 29.8 C 32.2
Marina Village/Constitution Way C 20.6 C 22.0
Atlantic Avenue/Webster Street C 315 C 28.6
Atlantic Avenue/Constitution Way C 22.3 C 20.7

Source: Dowling Associates 2002.

Notes: ®Delay in seconds per vehicle.
® Defined as a downtown intersection.

In 1995, there were 2,044 employees at the OARB (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers [Corps]
2001), 714 more than the 1,330 employees at the end of 2000 (OBRA 2001). The traffic
generated by these 714 additional employees were added to existing traffic volumes to develop
the alternative baseline for the transportation impact analysis. Additional trips generated by
OARB employees in 1995 are shown in Table 4.3-3.

Table 4.3-3
OARB Trip Generation, 1995 and 2001

Trips Generated

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Year Land Use Category Employees Daily In Out Total In Out Total
1995 Warehousing 2,044 5,378 590 229 819 334 620 954
2001 Warehousing 1,330 3,896 397 155 552 224 417 641
Difference between 1995 and 2001 714 1,482 192 75 267 109 203 313

10
11
12
13
14
15
16

Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers 1997.

The additional trips generated by employees that were on the base in 1995 were added to
existing traffic volumes based on the distribution of traffic derived from the Alameda County
Congestion Management Agency Countywide Transportation Model. The Countywide Model
incorporates a representation of land use and demographic characteristics of the nine-county
Bay Area, which allows it to produce travel demand forecasts that incorporate influences of
regional ravel demand on the transportation network in Alameda County. The distribution of
OARSB trips is shown in Table 4.3-4. The analysis showed that about half of the trips attributed
to the OARB alternative baseline would be to or from the area outside the local study area and
half would be within the local study area.
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The additional trips generated by OARB employees in 1995 were added to existing traffic
volumes using the TRAFFIX impact analysis software package. Levels of service for study area
intersections for baseline conditions were determined for the a.m. and p.m. peak hours, and are
provided in Table 4.3-5. For baseline conditions, all intersections operate at or above the LOS D
standard as do the intersections for existing conditions.

Table 4.3-4
OARB Trip Distribution, 2001

Route Trip Distribution
Outside Local Study Area

I-80 West 10%

I-80 East 14%

SR 24 9%

I-580 East 7%

I-880 South 11%

Within Local Study Area
Oakland/San Leandro

SR 24 3%
I-580 East 13%
I-880 South 4%
Grand E. of I-80 17%
7th Street 1%
MacArthur Blvd 3%
Emeryville/Berkeley
I-80 Frontage Road 1%
San Pablo Avenue 1%
Ashby Avenue 1%
Powell Street 1%
Alameda
Constitution Way 2%
Webster Street 2%
Total 100.0%

Source: Alameda Countywide Model 2002.

Table 4.3-5
Intersection Operations for Baseline Conditions® 1995
A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour

Intersection LOS Delay " LOS Delay "
West Grand Avenue/Maritime Street D 37.1 C 32.6
West Grand Avenue/I-880 Frontage Road C 30.7 D 37.3
West Grand Avenue/Mandela Parkway A 9.6 B 10.6
West Grand Avenue/Adeline Street B 11.5 B 10.6
West Grand Avenue/Market Street A 9.9 B 10.6
West Grand Avenue/San Pablo Avenue B 11.5 B 11.6
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Table 4.3-5
Intersection Operations for Baseline Conditions® 1995
A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour

Intersection LOS Delay " LOS Delay "
West Grand Avenue/MLK Jr. Way © B 13.7 B 16.9
West Grand Avenue/Northgate Avenue * C 23.9 C 21.8
West Grand Avenue/Harrison Street © C 24.2 C 23.3
7" Street/Maritime Street C 30.4 C 33.6
7" Street/I-880 Southbound Ramp A 5.2 A 7.5
7" Street/I-880 Northbound Ramp C 29.3 C 30.6
7" Street/Peralta Street A 8.5 A 8.7
7" Street/Mandela Parkway B 14.8 B 16.7
7" Street/Union Street A 9.0 B 11.9
7" Street/Adeline Street B 10.7 A 9.5
7" Street/Market Street B 15.0 C 20.8
7™ Street/Harrison Street © B 10.5 B 10.8
7" Street/Jackson Street °© C 33.6 C 21.3
6 Street/Jackson Street B 10.4 B 11.7
5" Street/Union Street/I-880 Ramps C 31.5 C 27.2
5" Street/Adeline Street C 30.4 C 29.1
I-880 Off Ramp/Market Street B 19.5 C 22.8
5" Street/Broadway © C 20.9 C 29.4
3" Street/Adeline Street B 11.3 B 11.8
3" Street/Market Street B 13.9 B 13.3
14" Street/Mandela Parkway A 8.5 A 8.4
12" Street/Crush Street © C 30.4 C 22.4
12" Street/Castro Street © B 15.5 B 19.1
27" Street/SR 24-580 SB Off-Ramp B 11.8 B 15.9
27" Street/SR 24-580 NB On-Ramp A 9.5 C 20.5
West MacArthur Blvd/Adeline Street B 18.4 B 19.9
West MacArthur Blvd/Market Street B 15.8 B 17.3
Powell Street/I-80 Frontage Road C 21.3 C 22.4
Powell Street/I-80 NB Ramps C 25.2 D 44.1
Powell Street/Christie Street C 29.9 C 30.5
Powell Street/Hollis Street C 22.7 C 31.1
Powell Street/San Pablo Avenue C 31.8 C 34.4
Stanford Avenue/Market St C 28.6 C 31.6
Stanford Avenue/MLK Jr. Way B 12.5 D 46.4
Ashby Avenue/7" Street C 33.7 D 48.6
Ashby Avenue/San Pablo Avenue C 29.8 C 32.3
Marina Village/Constitution Way C 20.6 C 21.9
Atlantic Avenue/Webster Street C 31.5 C 28.6
Atlantic Avenue/Constitution Way C 22.3 C 20.7

Source: Dowling Associates 2002.
Notes: * Baseline conditions reflect 2001 traffic levels, adjusted to account for 1995 Traffic Generation at
the OARB.

® Delay in seconds per vehicle
¢ Defined as a downtown intersection.
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Vehicle Types. Traffic in and near the project area consists of two primary components:
passenger car traffic generated by commuters and local residents, and heavy trucks. Heavy
trucks have a substantially greater proportional influence on traffic operations than passenger
cars. To determine the relative number of passenger cars and trucks in the redevelopment
project area, vehicle classification counts were conducted at three locations:

Maritime Street south of West Grand Avenue;
7™ Street west of 1-880; and
Middle Harbor Road south of 3™ Street.

These locations show traffic conditions, respectively, at the northern, central, and southern
areas of the Port. Variations in auto, truck, and total traffic volumes throughout the weekday for
the three locations listed above are shown in Figure 4.3-4. The figure shows that automobile
traffic in the redevelopment project area peaks between 7:00 and 8:00 a.m., at the noon hour,
and between 3:00 and 4:00 p.m. Truck traffic peaks between 11:00 a.m. and 12:00 noon.

Railroads. Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) has its major Northern California railyard in
Richmond but also has rail access to the Oakland Outer Harbor area. BNSF has an agreement
to use the UP rail line between Richmond and Oakland, where BNSF maintains a small yard
facility near 34™ and Wood streets. Oversize and heavy loads (like earthmoving equipment on
railroad flatcars) can be routed from Richmond to the Wood Street Yard via the UP mainline and
then interchanged with the Oakland Terminal Railroad (OTR) for the final movement to marine
terminals in the Port. The JIT was recently constructed by the Port in the area bounded by 7"
Street, Maritime Street, and Middle Harbor Road in order to expand the existing intermodal
cargo handling capabilities at the Port and to allow the BNSF to operate effectively at the Port.
From the Bay Area, most of BNSF’s priority freight is shipped east to other points in the United
States via Stockton, California, and Flagstaff, Arizona.

UP serves the Bay Area on trackage to the east via Stockton and the Sierra Nevada to Salt
Lake City, Utah, and points east. UP currently operates an intermodal terminal along Inner
Harbor, providing a direct transfer point for containers moving between ships and trains.
Currently, most of the Oakland-related UP train traffic travels via Salt Lake City, where UP’s
primary lines to Southern California, the Pacific Northwest, and the Midwest converge. In 1996,
UP purchased SP. In this acquisition, UP acquired three routes for moving freight to and from
the Bay Area and the former SP West Oakland Intermodal Railyard on the northeastern side of
the Port. The northern route has two tracks and crosses the Carquinez Strait at Benicia en route
to the Sacramento area for connections to the Pacific Northwest, Midwest, and Gulf of Mexico.

OTR is an offshoot of the East Bay’'s former interurban Key Line Transit system that is jointly
owned by UP and BNSF. OTR is a local switching railroad that shuttles rail cars between the
UP, BNSF, and the Port of Oakland marine terminals. In addition to these interchange
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Figure 4.3-4  Traffic Volumes at Harbor Area Access Points
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movements, OTR also serves a few industries located along its street trackage through West
Oakland. OTR operates on segments of tracks that pass through the OARB. OTR typically
operates in the evening, but crews and trains can operate at any time, depending on demand.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities. Bicycle and pedestrian access through the redevelopment
project area, particularly to the waterfront, has recently been improved. The Bay Trail has been
extended to the east as part of the Port’s Vision 2000 Maritime Development Program. Caltrans
is required to construct a portion of the Bay Trail between Shellmound Street in Emeryville and
the Bay Bridge as mitigation for its 880 relocation project. The remainder of the Bay Trail
through the redevelopment project area will be constructed as part of redevelopment. Sidewalks
and pedestrian signals have been installed and provide adequate pedestrian access through
most of the redevelopment area that is open to the public. The public access facilities in the
redevelopment project area are discussed in detail in Section 4.10, Recreation and Public
Access.

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

AC Transit provides bus service b residents and visitors along the east shore of the San
Francisco Bay Area with an extensive network of local transit lines (Dowling Associates and
GBA 1998). AC Transit Route 13 provides local service between the Oakland-Piedmont City
Limits, Lake Merritt and OARB through downtown Oakland. The route generally follows
Lakeshore, 14™, Mandela, 7", and Maritime Streets. Weekday service is provided about every
15 minutes during peak periods and 30 minutes other times from 5:30 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. There is
no weekend service.

Route 62 connects West Oakland with Fruitvale BART via downtown Oakland. The route
alignment generally follows Wood, Peralta, 7", 12" 8" 31%, 23" and East 14" streets.
Weekday service is provided about every 15 minutes during peak and midday periods, and
every 30 minutes after 7:00 p.m. On weekends, buses operate every 20 to 30 minutes between
5:30 a.m. and midnight.

Route B provides Transbay service for the redevelopment project area with a bus stop on West
Grand Avenue at Mandela Parkway. Westbound service is provided in the morning and
eastbound service is provided during the evening peak commute period. No service is provided
in the off-peak direction.

The BART system provides the West Oakland area with direct links to San Francisco and the
metropolitan areas of Contra Costa and Alameda counties. BART operates between 4:00 a.m.
and 1:30 a.m. Monday through Friday; 6:00 a.m. to 1:30 a.m. on Saturdays; and 8:00 a.m. to
1:30 a.m. on Sundays and major holidays. The West Oakland and 12" Street BART stations are
the two BART stations closest to the project area. The West Oakland BART station is located
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4.3.5

approximately 2 miles east of the Port’'s maritime area at the intersection of Mandela Parkway
and 7" Street (Dowling Associates and GBA 1998).

The Oakland-Alameda Ferry provides ferry service between Oakland and San Francisco. This
service was initiated in October of 1989 after the Loma Prieta earthquake damaged the Bay
Bridge. During the 1997 BART strike, the ferry served as a reliever for displaced transit riders.
The MTC, the City of Alameda, and the Port of Oakland continue to plan routes for and fund the
ferry service. Three of the five ferry boats in service are 28 knot, high speed catamarans. The
other two are 693-passenger boats that travel at roughly 16 knots.

Ferry terminals are located along the Inner Harbor. On weekdays, the four ferries currently
make 15 trips between Oakland, Alameda, and San Francisco. Westbound, the ferries operate
between 6:00 a.m. and 8:55 p.m. Eastbound, the service runs between 6:30 a.m. and 8:55 p.m.
Additional service from Oakland and Alameda is provided for Giants games during the baseball
season. For weekday night and weekend games, these ferries go directly to PacBell Park. For
weekday games, the ferries go to the Ferry Building on the San Francisco side, and passengers
transfer to the streetcar for access to the park.

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

Parking. The Port provides subsidized parking to independent truck owner/operators within the
Port area at the former UP roundhouse site. The purpose of this parking area is to reduce
tractor and trailer parking in West Oakland. Truck parking space is leased at a cost of $50 per
chassis and $75 per truck-trailer combination per month.

Impact Analysis Methodology

For the analysis of transportation impacts, the following sub-areas of the redevelopment project
area were considered:

The Gateway development area — the City of Oakland’s northern portion of the OARB sub-
district;

The Port area — the Port of Oakland’s southern portion of the OARB sub-district plus the
Maritime sub-district; and

The 16"/ Wood area — the 16"/Wood sub-district.

The methodology for determining the impacts of redevelopment was based on the analytical
procedures described in the previous section. The analysis of traffic operations at intersections
was performed using the 1997 Highway Capacity Manual methodologies. For freeways, the

Public Review Draft Page 4.3-19 April 2002



N

0 NO Ol W

10
11
12
13
14
15

OARB Area Redevelopment EIR

analysis was performed using the methodologies described in the 1984 Highway Capacity
Manual, as required by the Alameda County CMA.

The traffic impacts of redevelopment were determined by comparing existing plus
redevelopment traffic conditions against alternative baseline traffic conditions for the OARB
only. Existing plus redevelopment traffic conditions were established by adding redevelopment
traffic volumes to existing traffic volumes. Alternative baseline traffic conditions were established
by adding traffic generated by the difference between the number of employees on the OARB in
1995 and the number of employees currently on the base, as previously described.

Trip Generation

Trip generation for redevelopment is based upon information in Trip Generation, Sixth Edition
(Institute of Transportation Engineers 1997). The trip generation for redevelopment is shown in
Table 4.3-6. Redevelopment would generate approximately 45,600 daily automobile trips. The
Gateway development area would generate 45 percent, the Port development area would
generate 23 percent, and the 16"/Wood area would generate 32 percent of the total daily
redevelopment project area trips.

Table 4.3-6
Redevelopment Project Area Trip Generation When Completed

Trips Generated

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Land Use Amount? Daily In Out Total In Out Total
Gateway Development Area
Office, R&D" 376 KSF 3,670 472 64 536 85 416 501
Office, R&D® 577 KSF 5,099 663 90 754 123 603 726
Light Industrial 444 KSF 3,214 384 52 436 57 416 473
Community/Civic (JATC)d 50 KSF 349 40 6 46 6 43 49
Office 600 KSF 5,255 684 93 778 128 624 752
Park 29 Acres 232 7 2 9 8 11 19
Maritime Support (with trucks) 15 Acres 561 21 31 52 21 23 44
Warehouse and Distribution 300 KSF 1,453 146 32 178 40 128 168
Subtotal Gateway Development Area 19,832° 2,417 371 2,789 468 2,264 2,732
Port Area
Marine Terminals
Proposed Employment 2,599 Emp. 10,630 894 146 1,040 192 769 962
Approved Employment 2,047 Emp. 8,372 704 115 819 151 606 757
New Employment 552 Emp. 2,258 190 31 221 41 163 204
New Intermodal Trucks' 202 Acres 3,182 153 163 316 34 79 113
New Off-site Trucks' 202 Acres 2,876 138 147 285 31 71 102
Rail Terminal®
Proposed New Intermodal Facility 188 Emp. 867 70 11 81 14 54 68

4

All trips discussed in this document are reported as the equivalent number of passenger car trips. Each truck trip
generated by redevelopment is considered as the equivalent of two passenger car trips. The total number of daily
truck trips generated by redevelopment would be 3,029 — the equivalent of 6,058 automobile trips.
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Table 4.3-6
Redevelopment Project Area Trip Generation When Completed

Trips Generated

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Land Use Amount®  Daily In Out Total In Out Total
Approved JIT 208 Emp. 959 77 13 89 15 60 75
Change in Employment -20  Emp. -92 -7 -1 -9 -1 -6 -7
Maritime Support
Maritime Support Center 75 Acres 1,383 52 77 129 51 57 108
North of West Grand (with trucks)f 15 Acres 561 21 31 52 21 23 44
Subtotal Port Area 10,168 546 449 995 176 388 564
16"/Wood Area
North Subarea”
Office® 1,426 KSF 10,216 1,364 186 1,550 285 1,393 1,678
Live Work 252 Units 1,428 18 88 106 88 44 132
Light Industrial 120 KSF 836 97 13 110 14 103 118
Park 1 Acre 8 0 0 0 0 1 1
South Subarea
Live/Work 123  Units 776 10 50 60 49 24 73
Light Industrial 185 KSF 1,289 150 20 170 22 160 181
Subtotal 16™/Wood Area 14,554 1,640 358 1,998 459 1,724 2,182
Total 44,554 4603 1,178 5,781 1,102 4,376 5,478
Sources: Institute of Transportation Engineers 1997 and Port of Oakland 1998
Notes:

& KSF = thousand square feet; Emp. = employees

Office, R&D was treated as general office for the purpose of trip generation.

Office supporting ancillary retail space was included as office space.

JATC was treated as light industrial space for the purpose of trip generation.

In addition to the trucks associated with Maritime Support, the trip generation rates for Gateway development area and
16"/Wood area include an approximately 1% and 0.6% component of heavy duty trucks, respectively, as assumed in the
traffic model.

Truck trips are reported as the equivalent number of passenger cars (1 truck = 2 cars).

¥ No new non-intermodal traffic would be generated due to changes in the size of rail terminal facilities.

Negligible peak hour traffic is expected to result from development of 11,000 sg. ft. of event and common space at the
Amtrak Station, and that space is not included in the 16"Wood land use amounts.

Separate components of redevelopment were treated as separate land uses for the purpose of trip generation.

b
c

d

=

For the purpose of determining the number of trips that would be generated by redevelopment,
the office/R&D land use category described for the Gateway development area was considered
as office space. Office development typically generates a slightly higher number of trips than
R&D development, so the treatment of the combined category as office space would result in a
conservative assessment o traffic impacts. The ancillary retail spaces located in the Gateway
development area and the 16"/Wood area were treated as office space because the retail
would serve the offices. The ITE trip generation rates for offices include office buildings with a
variety of tenant services including service retail facilities.
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The community service (JATC) function contained in the Gateway development area was
treated as light industrial development for the purpose of determining the number of trips that
would be generated. JATC provides job training in the building trades.

The number of trips generated in the Port area was determined based on the difference
between the trips that would be generated by previously approved Port development and the
trips that would be generated after redevelopment. Truck trips for the Port area are reported in
terms of the equivalent number of passenger cars. One truck was considered the equivalent of
two passenger cars as recommended in the Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation
Research Board 1995 and 1998). The conversion of truck trips to passenger car equivalents
was performed to represent the relative amount of roadway capacity consumed by heavy trucks
relative to cars.

New intermodal truck trips travel between the marine terminals and the rail terminals and remain
entirely within the Port area. Intermodal truck trips generated by redevelopment would comprise
7 percent of the total redevelopment trips and 31 percent of Port area trips (in terms of
passenger car equivalents). New Port area truck trips to and from locations outside the
redevelopment project area would constitute 6 percent of total redevelopment trips and 28
percent of total Port area trips in terms of passenger car equivalents.

The number of rail terminal trips is a function of the length of loading track. The New Intermodal
Facility would have slightly less loading track than the JIT, resulting in a slight relative reduction
of employee related traffic. The changes proposed in the rail facilities would not affect the
number of truck trips associated with the railyards. The intermodal traffic at the railyards would
be a function of the amount of marine terminal capacity as long as there is enough capacity at
the rail terminals to accommodate the demand. Likewise, the amount of non-intermodal truck
traffic at the rail yards is a function of local market demand and would not change as long as
there is sufficient railyard capacity. The New Intermodal Facility, in combination with the UP
West Oakland intermodal railyard, would provide adequate railyard capacity to accommodate
expected demand for the foreseeable future.

Trip Distribution

The distribution of redevelopment project area trips was performed separately for each of the
redevelopment sub-areas based on the distribution of traffic derived from the Alameda County
Congestion Management Agency Countywide Transportation Model. The distribution of truck
traffic at the Port area marine terminals and railyards was derived from a 1993 truck survey
conducted by the Port of Oakland (Port of Oakland 1993). The distribution of redevelopment
traffic is shown in Table 4.3-7 and Figures 4.3-5 and 4.3-6. Less than one percent of Port area
truck traffic is expected to use the portion of I-580 with heavy truck restrictions, and local
roadways in Emeryville, Berkeley, and Alameda.
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Table 4.3-7
Distribution of Redevelopment Trips
Gateway
Development Port Area 16"/Wood
Route Area Employees Trucks Area
Origin or Destination Outside Local Study Area
[-80 West 10% 10% 9% 9%
I-80 East 14% 14% 20% 16%
SR 24 9% 11% 2% 8%
I-580 East 7% 5% 20% 5%
[-880 South 11% 21% 24% 13%
Origin or Destination Within Local Study Area
Oakland/San Leandro
SR 24 3% 5% 2% 3%
I-580 East 13% 8% 6%
[-880 South 4% 6% 8% 5%
Grand E. of I-80 17% 6% 10% 16%
7" Street 1% 4% 3% 9%
MacArthur Blvd 3% 2% 2% 2%
Emeryville/Berkeley
I-80 Frontage Road 1% 1% 1%
San Pablo Avenue 1% 1% 1%
Ashby Avenue 1% 1% 1%
Powell Street 1% 1% 1%
Alameda
Constitution Way 2% 2% 2%
Webster Street 2% 2% 2%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

Sources: Alameda Countywide Model 2002.
Port of Oakland 1993.

Significance Criteria

Redevelopment would have a significant effect on the environment if it would:

Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing or future baseline
traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either
the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections), or change the condition of an existing street (i.e., street closures, changing
direction of travel) in a manner that would substantially impact access or traffic load and
capacity of the street system. Specifically, redevelopment would have a significant effect on
the environment if it would:
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Figure 4.3-5 Redevelopment Trip Distribution (Outside the Local Study Area)
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Figure 4.3-6 Redevelopment Trip Distribution (Within the Local Study Area)
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- Cause the existing or future baseline LOS to degrade to worse than LOS D (i.e., E) ata
signalized intersection which is located outside the Downtown® area;

- Cause the existing or future baseline LOS to degrade to worse than LOS E (.e., F) ata
signalized intersection which is located within the Downtown area;

- Cause the total intersection average vehicle delay to increase by four (4) or more
seconds, or degrade to worse than LOS E (.e., F) at a signalized intersection outside
the Downtown area where the existing or future baseline level of service is LOS E;

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

- At a signalized intersection for all areas where the existing or future baseline LOS is F,
cause:

(a) The total intersection average vehicle delay to increase by two (2) or more seconds,

(b) An increase in average delay for any of the critical movements of four (4) seconds or
more, or

(c) The volume-to-capacity (“V/C”) ratio exceeds three (3) percent (but only if the delay
values cannot be measured accurately);

- Add ten (10) or more vehicles and after project completion satisfy the Caltrans peak hour
volume warrant at an unsignalized intersection for all areas;

- Make a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts (a project’s contribution to
cumulative impacts is considered “considerable” when redevelopment contributes five
(5) percent or more of the cumulative traffic increase as measured by the difference
between existing and cumulative [with project] conditions.) See Chapter 5: Cumulative
Impacts.

Cause a roadway segment on the Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) to operate at
LOS F or increase the V/C ratio by more than three (3) percent for a roadway segment that
would operate at LOS F without redevelopment®;

Downtown is defined in the Land Use Transportation Element of the General Plan (page 67) as the area generally
bounded by West Grand Avenue to the north, Lake Merritt and Channel Park to the east, the Oakland Estuary to the
south and 1-980/Brush Street to the west.

LOS and delay are based on the Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, National Research
Council, 1985, as required by the Alameda County CMA.
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Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that results in substantial safety risks;

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

Result in less than two emergency access routes for streets exceeding 1,000 feet in length;

Result in inadequate parking capacity or increase the number and incidence of large
vehicles parking within surrounding communities or on streets not designated for such uses.
Inadequate parking capacity would result in a parking demand (both project-generated and
project-displaced) that would not be met by the project’s proposed parking supply or by the
existing parking supply within a reasonable walking distance of the project site. Project-
displaced parking results from the project's removal of standard on-street parking and legally
required off-street parking (non-public parking which is legally required);

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

Generate added transit ridership that would:

- Increase the average ridership on AC Transit lines by three (3) percent or more where
the average load factor with the project in place would exceed 125 percent over a peak
thirty minute period;

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

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

Cause unreasonable delays to commercial vessels plying their trade.

Not all criteria listed above apply to proposed redevelopment. Redevelopment would not result
in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks.

Impacts
Benefits

Redevelopment would substantially reduce hazards to bicyclists and pedestrians in the
redevelopment project area. Redevelopment and implementation of Caltrans public access
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commitments would include a Class | multi-use trail within the right-of-way of the Gateway
development area access road, connecting Maritime Street to the spur trail Caltrans has
committed to fund from the vicinity of the MacArthur Maze to the Gateway peninsula. As part of
the realignment of Maritime Street, the Class | spine trail would be extended southward from the
new access road to the existing Bay Trial spur along 7th Street.

Redevelopment would provide 105 acres of ancillary maritime support within the redevelopment
project area. Ancillary maritime support may include truck parking, container freight stations,
container storage, repair and related activities, customs, and agricultural inspection facilities, or
other uses. To the extent that truck parking, container freight handling, and container storage
would be accommodated near the Port, relief from truck taffic and parking would be provided
for nearby areas with incompatible land uses.

Redevelopment would reduce delays on Maritime Street caused by trains entering and leaving
the JIT. The replacement of the JIT with the New Intermodal Facility would result in the removal
of two gate controlled railroad/highway crossings on Maritime Street. Rail access to the New
Intermodal Facility would be via a grade separation across 7" Street, which would not impede
motor vehicle traffic.

Impact 4.3-1: Redevelopment would cause the level of service to degrade to worse
than LOS D at three intersections located outside the Downtown area:

West Grand Avenue/Maritime Street
West Grand Avenue/I-880 Frontage Road
7"/Maritime Street

Significance: Significant

Mitigation 4.3-1: West Grand Avenue/Maritime Street. As part of the design for the
realignment of Maritime Street, the Port shall also provide
modifications to the West Grand Avenue/Maritime Street intersection.

Mitigation 4.3-2: West Grand Avenue/l-880 Frontage Road. Project area developers
shall fund, on a fair-share basis, modifications to the West Grand
Avenue/l-880 Frontage Road intersection.

Mitigation 4.3-3: 7"/Maritime Street. As part of the design for the realignment of
Maritime Street, the Port shall also provide modifications to the
7""/Maritime Street intersection.

Residual Significance: Less than significant

Redevelopment would generate 5,800 trips during the a.m. peak hour and 5,500 trips during the
p.m. peak hour. Redevelopment traffic would cause the level of service to degrade to worse

Public Review Draft Page 4.3-28 April 2002



Transportation and Traffic

N

than LOS D at the three intersections listed above. The impact is considered to be significant.
With implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3-1, 4.3-2, and 4.3-3 the impact would be
substantially reduced, and the residual impact would be less than significant.

The impact of redevelopment on study area intersections is summarized in Table 4.3-8. The
reduction of those impacts by the proposed mitigation measures is shown in Table 4.3-9.

Table 4.3-8
Intersections Operations for Redevelopment

Existing Plus Redevelopment,

1995 Baseline Peak Hour 2025 Peak Hour
A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M.
Intersection LOS Delay® LOS Delay? LOS Delay? LOS Delay?
West Grand Avenue/Maritime Street D 37.1 C 32.6 F 298.1 F 262.6
West Grand Avenue/I-880 Frontage Road C 307 D 37.3 E 79.6 F 1711
West Grand Avenue/Mandela Parkway A 9.6 B 10.6 B 174 C 31.3
West Grand Avenue/Adeline Street B 11.5 B 10.6 B 13.9 B 15.4
West Grand Avenue/Market Street A 9.9 B 10.6 B 10.4 A 10.0
West Grand Avenue/San Pablo Av B 11.5 B 11.6 B 125 B 12.5
West Grand Avenue/MLK Jr. Way " B 13.7 B 16.9 B 117 B 15.0
West Grand Avenue/Northgate Avenue ° C 239 C 218 C 252 C 25.0
West Grand Avenue/Harrison Street C 24.2 C 23.3 C 259 C 24.7
7" Street/Maritime Street C 304 C 336 F 1268 E 785
7™ Street/I-880 Southbound Ramp A 52 A 75 A 53 B 14.0
7" Street/I-880 Northbound Ramp C 293 C 306 D 431 C 33.0
7" Street/Peralta Street A 85 A 87 A 79 A 7.8
7" Street/Mandela Parkway B 148 B 167 B 145 B 15.6
7™ Street/Union Street A 90 B 119 A 86 B 11.2
7™ Street/Adeline Street B 107 A 95 B 107 B 12.0
7" Street/Market Street B 150 C 208 C 207 C 20.6
7" Street/Harrison Street B 105 B 108 B 108 B 10.9
7" Street/Jackson Street ” C 336 C 213 E 615 C 23.8
6" Street/Jackson Street ” B 104 B 117 B 104 B 117
5™ Street/Union Street/I-880 Ramps C 315 C 272 C 330 C 27.2
5™ Street/Adeline Street [ 304 C 291 C 328 C 30.8
I-880 Off Ramp/Market Street B 195 C 228 C 203 C 22.6
5™ Street/Broadway " C 209 C 294 C 212 C 34.4
3" Street/Adeline Street (unsignalized) © B 11.3 B 118 B 133 B 131
3" Street/Market Street(unsignalized) © B 13.9 B 133 C 158 B 14.1
14" Street/Mandela Parkway A 85 A 84 A 94 A 8.2
12" Street/Brush Street c 304 C 224 C 319 C 224
12" Street/Castro Street B 155 B 191 B 155 B 19.1
27" Street/SR 24-580 SB Off-Ramp B 118 B 159 B 115 B 16.3
27" Street/SR 24-580 NB On-Ramp A 9.5 C 20.5 B 10.1 C 26.1
West MacArthur Blvd/Adeline Street B 18.4 B 19.9 C 21.0 C 231
West MacArthur Blvd/Market Street B 15.8 B 17.3 B 15.9 B 171
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Table 4.3-8
Intersections Operations for Redevelopment

Existing Plus Redevelopment,

1995 Baseline Peak Hour 2025 Peak Hour
A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M.
Intersection LOS Delay? LOS Delay? LOS Delay? LOS Delay?

Powell Street/I-80 Frontage Road C 213 C 224 C 213 C 22.4
Powell Street/I-80 NB Ramps C 25.2 D 441 C 25.5 D 48.4
Powell Street/Christie Street C 299 C 305 C 299 C 30.5
Powell Street/Hollis Street C 227 C 311 C 226 C 31.6
Powell Street/San Pablo Av C 318 C 344 C 325 C 34.9
Stanford Avenue/Market Street C 28.6 C 31.6 C 28.7 C 32.4
Stanford Avenue/MLK Jr. Way B 125 D 464 B 125 D 46.4
Ashby Avenue/7™ Street C 337 D 486 C 345 D 49.5
Ashby Avenue/San Pablo Av C 298 C 323 C 308 C 33.7
Marina Village/Constitution Way C 206 C 219 C 203 C 26.6
Atlantic Avenue/Webster Street C 315 C 286 C 325 C 28.7
Atlantic Avenue/Constitution Way C 223 C 207 C 218 C 20.3

- - - - B 18.1 C 21.4

Loop Road/GDA Spine Road

Source: Dowling Associates 2002.

Notes: Significant impacts of redevelopment are shown in Boldface Italics.
Delay in seconds per vehicle.
® Defined as a downtown intersection.

Table 4.3-9
Operations at Impacted Intersections After Mitigation

Existing Plus Redevelopment Redevelopment with Mitigation

Peak Hour Peak Hour
A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M.
Intersection LOS Delay LOS Delay> LOS Delay LOS Delay®
West Grand Avenue/Maritime Street F 298.1 F 262.6 D 54.4 D 415
West Grand Avenue/I-880 Frontage Road E 79.6 F 1711 D 45.8 D 52.3
7" Street/Maritime Street F 1268 E 78.5 D 53.1 C 31.9

Source: Dowling Associates 2002.

Notes: Significant impacts of redevelopment are shown in Boldface Italics.

2 Delay in seconds per vehicle.

® Defined as a downtown intersection.

¢ Significant impacts at unsignalized intersections are based on signal warrants — not delay.

000

Impact 4.3-2: Redevelopment would cause some roadway segments on the MTS to
operate at LOS F and increase the V/C ratio by more than three
percent on segments that would operate at LOS F without
redevelopment.

Significance: Significant
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Transportation and Traffic

Mitigation 4.3-4: The City and Port shall jointly create and maintain a transit access
plan(s) for the redevelopment project area designed to reduce
demand for single-occupant, peak hour trips, and to increase access
to transit opportunities. Major project area developers’ shall fund on a
fair share basis the plan(s).

Residual Significance: Significant and unavoidable

Redevelopment would add substantial traffic to roadway segments on the MTS. Redevelopment
would cause the following freeway segments on the MTS to operate at LOS F or increase the
V/C ratio by more than three (3) percent for segments that would operate at LOS F without
redevelopment:

I-80 east of the I-80/I-580 split

I-880 connector to |-80 east

I-880 from 7™ Street to the segment south of -238
I-580 east and west of -980/SR-24

SR-24 east of I-580

The impact is considered significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-4 would reduce
traffic demand on the MTS, but the residual impact to existing congested freeway segments
would remain significant, and the impact is considered unavoidable. Mitigation Measure 4.4-5,
intended to primarily mitigate air quality impacts, would also reduce traffic impacts, but not to a
level that is less than significant. No feasible mitigation measures have been identified that
would reduce freeway impacts to a level that is less than significant. Increasing freeway
capacity by adding lanes would not be feasible because of high cost, negative impacts to air
quality, and other factors. Moreover, adding lanes is inconsistent with the policies of the
responsible regional agencies.

Other roadway segments on the MTS were evaluated as part of the CMP analysis prepared to
satisfy requirements of the Alameda County CMA. No roadway segments were shown to be
significantly impacted in that analysis. The CMP analysis showed that the Posey-Webster
Tubes would operate at LOS F during the am. and p.m. peak hours with or without
redevelopment. Traffic from redevelopment would represent 1.1 percent of total traffic at the
Posey-Webster Tubes during the a.m. peak hour and less than 1 percent during the p.m. peak
hour.

Analysis tables for freeway segments and the CMP analysis are included in Appendix 4.3.

000

A “major” developer is defined as a City, Port, or private developer of more than 20,000 square feet of employment-
generating space, or facilities generating more than 100 jobs.
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Impact 4.3-3:

Significance:

Mitigation 4.3-5:

Mitigation 4.3-6:

Mitigation 4.3-7:

Residual Significance:

Redevelopment could result in traffic hazards to motor vehicles,
bicycles, or pedestrians due to inadequate design features or
incompatible uses.

Potentially significant

Redevelopment elements shall be designed in accordance with
standard design practice and shall be subject to review and approval
of the City or Port design engineer.

The Port shall fund signage designating through transport truck
prohibitions through the interior of the Gateway development area.

The City and the Port shall continue to work together and shall create
a truck management plan designed to reduce the effects of transport
trucks on local streets. The City and Port shall fund on a fair share
basis implementation of this plan.

Less than significant

The redevelopment project area will have a variety of land uses that would attract a range of
travelers, including bicyclists and pedestrians accessing the park land along the waterfront,
commuter vehicles traveling to and from employment centers within the project area, and Port-
related trucks. This mix of unlike travel modes combined with increased traffic could increase
hazards. Because occurrence of this impact depends on site-specific design not currently
defined, the impact is considered potentially significant. With implementation of Mitigation
Measures 4.3-5, 4.3-6, and 4.3-7, the impact would be minimized, and the residual impact
would be less than significant.

Impact 4.3-4.

Significance:

Mitigation 4.3-8:

Residual Significance:

00O

Due to site constraints, it may not be possible to provide two

emergency access routes to the western portion of the Gateway
development area, which would be in excess of 1,000 feet from the
nearest major arterial.

Potentially significant

Construct an emergency vehicle access to the western portion of the
Gateway development area or provide an emergency service program
and emergency evacuation plan using waterborne vessels.

Less than significant
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Final site plans for the Gateway development area have not been developed, and it is not
currently known if a second access to the western portion of that aea would be provided.
Because occurrence of this impact depends on site-specific design not currently defined, the
impact is considered potentially significant. With implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-8,
the impact would be minimized, and the residual impact would be less than significant.

00O

Impact 4.3-5: Redevelopment could fundamentally conflict with adopted policies,
plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus
turnouts, bicycle racks).

Significance: Potentially significant

Mitigation 4.3-9: Redevelopment plans shall conform to City of Oakland or Port
development standards with facilities that support transportation
alternatives to the single-occupant automobile.

Mitigation: Measure 4.3-4, described above.
Residual Significance: Less than significant

Final site plans for the redevelopment project area have not been developed, and it is not
known if redevelopment would conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting
alternative transportation. Because occurrence of this impact depends on site-specific designs
not currently defined, the impact is considered potentially significant. With implementation of
Mitigation Measures 4.3-4 and 4.3-9, the impact would be minimized, and the residual impact
would be less than significant.

000

Impact 4.3-6: Redevelopment could result in an inadequate parking supply at the
Gateway development area, the 16"/Wood sub-district, or for trucks
serving the Port of Oakland.

Significance: Potentially significant

Mitigation 4.3-10: The number of parking spaces provided in the project area shall
comply with City code or Port requirements and/or with
recommendations of a developer funded parking demand analysis.

Mitigation 4.3-11: During both construction and operation, the Port shall provide truck
parking within the Port development area or Maritime sub-district, at a
reasonable cost to truck operators and provide advance information to
operators where the parking is located.
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Residual Significance: Less than significant

Subsequent redevelopment activities have not been designed. Because occurrence of this
impact depends on site-specific design not currently defined, the impact is considered
potentially significant. With implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3-10 and 4.3-11, the impact
would be avoided or minimized, and the residual impact would be less than significant.

00O

Impact 4.3-7: Redevelopment would increase the average ridership on AC Transit
lines by more than 3 percent on transit lines serving the
redevelopment project area, but the average load factor with the
project in place would not exceed 125 percent over a peak 30-minute

period.
Significance: Less than significant
Mitigation: Mitigation is not warranted.

Redevelopment would increase transit ridership on existing AC transit routes serving the
redevelopment project area. The demand for transit service would be highly directional —
predominantly toward the redevelopment project area during the morning peak hour and away
from the development project area during the evening peak hour. A summary of transit ridership
is shown in Table 4.3-10. Although redevelopment would essentially double the AC Transit
ridership between the redevelopment project area and downtown, there is enough capacity on
the AC Transit routes to accommodate the additional demand. Because the average load factor
with redevelopment in place would not exceed 125 percent over a 30-minute period, the impact
is considered less than significant.

Table 4.3-10
AC Transit Riders

Redevelopmeng Total with Load Factor with
Existing (New Riders)*”Redevelopment Redevelopment

Route Direction Capacity AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM
13 Eastbound 94 47 18 9 54 56 72 60% 77%
13 Westbound 94 27 40 58 11 85 51 91% 55%
62 Northbound 94 19 21 37 10 56 31 59% 33%
62 Southbound 94 15 37 8 39 23 76 24% 80%

Sources: AC Transit 1998 Boarding & Alighting Survey 1998 and Alameda Countywide Model 2002.

Notes:

% The table includes AC Transit riders between the redevelopment project area and downtown during peak 30-
minute periods.

b Approximately 4.5 percent of redevelopment trips would use AC Transit.

000
-3
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Impact 4.3-8: Redevelopment would increase passenger volume exceeding the
standing capacity of BART trains, but would not increase peak hour
average ridership 3 percent.

Significance: Less than significant
Mitigation: Mitigation is not warranted.

The number of BART riders during both the morning and evening peak commute hour is
approximately 19,500 at the West Oakland BART station. Redevelopment would add about 410
peak hour tips to BART during the peak hours — 2.1 percent of existing ridership. BART is
currently studying system-wide capacity issues and will be adjusting service to match demand.
A preliminary assessment by BART staff suggests that the capacity impact of redevelopment
would be minimal (BART 2002). Because redevelopment would not increase peak hour average
ridership three percent on BART, the impact is considered less than significant.

000

Impact 4.3-9: Redevelopment would increase the peak hour average ridership at
the West Oakland BART station by 3 percent where average waiting
time at fare gates could exceed 1 minute.

Significance: Potentially significant

Mitigation 4.3-12: The City and Port shall provide detailed information regarding
redevelopment to BART to enable BART to conduct a comprehensive
fare gate capacity assessment at the West Oakland BART station.
Pending the results of this assessment, the City and the Port may
need to participate in funding the cost of adding one or more fare
gates at the West Oakland BART station.

Residual Significance: Less than significant

Approximately 1,010 BART riders enter or exit the West Oakland BART station during both the
morning and evening peak commute hour. Redevelopment would add about 410 peak hour
riders to the West Oakland BART station during the peak hours — 41 percent of existing
ridership. Most of the BART users added by redevelopment would exit the station during the
morning peak and enter the station during the evening peak commuter period — in the opposite
direction of the current peak demand, as shown in Table 4.3-11. There are five fare gates at the
station — two for entering, two for exiting passengers, and one reversible gate that serves the
peak direction of passenger flow. BART staff has indicated that delays are sometimes a
problem for the peak direction at the station. Redevelopment would increase demand for the
peak direction of flow at the fare gates by about seven percent. Because it is possible
redevelopment could result in an average waiting time exceeding one minute at the West
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Oakland BART station fare gates, the impact would be considered potentially significant. With
the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-13, the impact would be minimized, and the
residual impact is considered less than significant.

Table 4.3-11
BART Riders at the West Oakland Station
Redevelopment Total
Existing (New Riders)® with Redevelopment
Direction AM PM AM PM AM PM
Boarding 914 209 61 333 975 542
Leaving 99 805 340 77 439 882
Total 1,013 1,014 401 410 1,414 1,424

Source: BART Data Acquisition System 2002.
Note: * Approximately 8 percent of redevelopment trips would use BART.

000

Impact 4.3-10: Construction of New Berth 21 could cause minor delays to
commercial vessels plying their trade.

Significance: Less than significant

Mitigation: Mitigation is not warranted.

Dredging equipment would be present in Outer Harbor for a short period of time. The equipment
would operate along the east bank of the Outer Harbor channel at its far end out of the way of
most vessel traffic. Dredging equipment would be highly visible, and would be well marked in
accordance with U.S. Coast Guard regulations. It is estimated that the vast majority of the fill
material required for construction of New Berth 21 would arrive by barge, probably from
maintenance dredging or from the Bay Bridge reconstruction project. There is a potential for
very minor delays to commercial vessels because ferries, work-boats, and other vessels
generating powerful wakes would have to slow when passing barges or dredges being
transported to and from the work site. However, the delays would not be frequent and would be
within normally accepted practices for a busy port complex. The construction of New Berth 21
would not cause unreasonable delays to commercial vehicles plying their trade, and the impact
would be less than significant.

000

Impact 4.3-11: Remediation, demolition/deconstruction, and construction activities
within the redevelopment project area would utilize a significant
number of trucks and could cause significant circulation impacts on
the street system.
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4.3.7

Significance: Potentially significant

Mitigation 4.3-13: Prior to commencing hazardous materials or hazardous waste
remediation, demolition, or construction activities, a Traffic Control
Plan (TCP) shall be implemented to control peak hours trips to the
extent feasible, assure the safety on the street system and assure that
transportation activities are protective of human health, safety, and
the environment.

Residual Significance:  Less than significant

Construction and/or remediation would generate haul, delivery, and employee trips.
Construction and remediation generally involve large diesel transport trucks. For traffic impacts,
transport trucks are considered equivalent to two passenger cars. Remediation vehicles include
those transporting both hazardous materials and hazardous waste. These trips may
substantially degrade LOS on area roadways and the impact is considered potentially
significant. Because occurrence of this impact depends on details of construction/remediation
timing and the exact amount and location of related traffic not currently developed, the impact is
considered potentially significant. With implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-13, the impact
would be substantially reduced, and the residual impact would be less than significant.

00O

Mitigation
Implementation of the following mitigation measures will avoid, minimize, reduce, rectify, or
compensate for significant impacts of redevelopment.

Mitigation 4.3-1: West Grand Avenue/Maritime Street. As part of the design for the
realignment of Maritime Street, the Port shall also provide modifications to the West Grand
Avenue/Maritime Street intersection.

W. Grand Avenue / Maritime Street

This measure applies to Impact 4.3-1 and

Cumulative Impact 5.3-1. SpitPhase SpliRnase
GrandAvd 2 4 W. Grand Aveg
The following modifications shall be made at —/_> <LE %gg—/ L =3
the West Grand Avenue/Maritime Street \ﬁ " E‘é%—’ ?/‘ va
2 ¥

.d

intersection: \-ﬁ T/

Split Phase

Maritime St

I Split Phase
Qv

Provide 124 second cycle length

1. Revise northbound Maritime Street lanes

to pI’OVIde: Before Mitigation After Mitigation

a. 1lleftturnlane
b. 1 combination left-through lane
c. 2right turn lanes with overlap signal phasing (green arrow)
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2. Revise southbound Maritime Street (formerly Wake Avenue) lanes to provide:

a. 1leftturnlane
b. 1 combination through-right lane
c. 1right-turn lane

3. Revise eastbound West Grand Avenue exit ramp to provide:

a. 1leftturnlane
b. 2 through lanes

c. 1 right turn Bne with a receiving third southbound lane south of the intersection (free

right)

4. Revise westbound West Grand Avenue to provide:

a. 1leftturnlane
b. 1 combination left-through lane
c. 1 combination through-right lane

5. Provide split signal phasing for east and westbound traffic movements on West Grand

Avenue

6. Increase the traffic signal cycle length to 124 seconds.

00O

Mitigation 4.3-2: West Grand Avenue/l-880
Frontage Road. Project area developers shall
fund, on a fair share basis, modifications to the

W. Grand Avenue / I-880 Frontage Road

ps

» Overlap Rt.

% Split Phase g Spit Phase
West Grand Avenue/l-880 Frontage Road ;4&\& i ) $ L
|nte I’SGCtIOﬂ ) j ‘g.irand Ave j Erand Ave
A =/ =
This measure applies to Impact 4.3-1 and \ e l‘;—
Cumulative Impact 5.3-1. M T%O N ‘M,D 7
Split Phase § *g g Split Phase % g
The following modifications shall be made at the Provide 124 second cycle length
West Grand Avenue/l-880 Frontage Road Before Mitigation (Existing) After Mitigation
intersection:
1. Revise the northbound Frontage Road lanes to provide:
a. 1left-turn lane
b. 1 combination left-through lane
c. 1 combination through-right lane
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d. 1right-turn lane

2. Revise the southbound I-80 East Ramp lanes to provide:

a. 1 left-turn lane
b. 1 through lane
c. 1right-turn lane with overlap signal phasing (green arrow)

3. Revise the eastbound West Grand Avenue lanes to provide:

a. 2 left-turn lanes
b. 1 through lane
c. 1 combination through-right lane

4. Revise the westbound West Grand Avenue lanes to provide:

2 left-through lanes

1 through lane

1 combination through-right lane
1 right-turn lane

a0 o

5. Increase the traffic signal cycle length to 124 seconds.

000

Mitigation 4.3-3: 7"/Maritime Street. As part of the design for realignment of Maritime Street,

the Port shall also provide modifications to the 7"/Maritime Street intersection.
This measure applies to Impact 4.3-1 and Cumulative Impact 5.3-1.

The following modifications shall be made at the

th .. . . .
7" IMaritime Street intersection: 7th Street / Maritime Street

1. Revise the southbound Maritime Street lanes g
to provide: 7 \
<

2 <

a. 1 left-turn lane ? M/J{_

b. 1 combination left-through lane M
c. 1 combination through-right lane

t

Maritime Si

Split Phase

S

Maritime St‘

=
-

Split Phase

Before Mitigation (Existing)

After Mitigation

2. Revise the westbound 7" Street lanes to
provide:

a. 2 left-turn lanes
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b. 2 through lanes
c. 1right-turn lane with overlap signal phasing (green arrow)

3. Provide split signal phasing for the north and southbound traffic movements on Middle
Harbor Road.
00O

Mitigation 4.3-4: The City and Port shall jointly create and maintain a transit access plan(s) for
the redevelopment project area designed to reduce demand for single-occupant, peak hour
trips, and to increase access to transit opportunities. Major project area developers shall fund on
a fair share basis the plan(s).

This measure applies to Impact 4.3-2 and Cumulative Impact 5.3-2.

The Transit Access Plan shall be funded on a fair-share basis by major project area developers,
defined as developers of more than 20,000 square feet of employment-generating space, or
developers who would generate more than 100 job opportunities.

The City shall establish a Transportation Enhancement Association or other similar funding
mechanism whereby developers will contribute their fair share to the Transit Access Plan. The
plan shall include transportation demand management strategies designed to reduce peak hour
trip generation, including but not limited to the following:

Fund a transit coordinator to assist employers and employees in the project area;
Transit user subsidies including the bulk purchase of transit passes;

Implementation of a parking cash-out program. A parking cash-out program is an employer-
funded program in which an employer offers to provide a cash allowance to an employee
equivalent to the parking subsidy that the employer would otherwise pay to provide the
employee with a parking space. The ACCMA estimates that such programs reduce
employee commute traffic by five percent from previous non-monetary incentive-based
programs and reduced parking utilization by an estimated three percent;

Flex-time schedules;

Telecommuting;

Utilization of site design standards that would benefit transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists;
Preferential parking for carpools and vanpools;

Rideshare matching programs;
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Guaranteed Ride Home program (provides carpool and vanpool participants with a vehicle
in an emergency or if they cannot leave at their usual times; and

Funding for City and/or Port monitoring of the programs.

The plan shall include strategies designed to promote transit use and increase availability of
transit opportunities within the project area, including, but not limited to the following:

Coordination with AC Transit to provide expanded bus service with no greater than 30
minute peak commute hour headways to major employment centers.

Coordination with BART to provide shuttle service with no greater than 15 minute peak
commute hour headways between the West Oakland BART station and major employment
centers

Provision of employer incentives to use alternative transit modes, such as “Flash” passes or
transit reimbursements

These measures shall be coordinated with BAAQMD and CAP Transportation Control Measures
(TCMs) implemented under Mitigation Measure 4.4-5.

The Transit Access Plan shall be funded at a level that would enable the goal of a 15 percent
reduction in single-occupancy, peak hour ridership.

000

Mitigation 4.3-5: Redevelopment elements shall be designed in accordance with standard
design practice and shall be subject to review and approval of the City or Port design engineer.

This measure applies to Impact 4.3-3 and Cumulative Impact 5.3-3.

Through design review, the City and/or Port, as applicable, shall ensure the design of roadways,
bicycle and pedestrian facilities, parking lots, and other transportation features comply with
design standards and disallow design proposals that likely to result in traffic hazards. Any
mitigation or redevelopment features that may directly affect Caltrans facilities shall be
submitted for review by that agency.

00O

Mitigation 4.3-6: The Port shall fund signage designating through transport truck prohibitions
through the interior of the Gateway development area.

This measure applies to Impact 4.3-3.
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Realigned Maritime Street (the “loop road”) would be designed and constructed for use by
heavy trucks destined to and from the Port area. An internal Gateway development area access
road will connect realigned Maritime Street to existing Maritime Street and could potentially
provide a shortcut to West Grand Avenue for truck operators. To reduce the use of this road as
a shortcut, the Port shall fund signage that shall be installed to clearly notify truck operators that
through traffic is prohibited along the access road and existing Maritime Street. Should truck
operators not comply, the Port shall continue to fund, and may also increase funding for an
enforcement program to ensure compliance, particularly after the new streets are opened to
traffic.
00O

Mitigation 4.3-7: The City and the Port shall continue to work together to create a truck
management plan designed to reduce the effects of transport trucks on local streets. The City
and Port shall fund on a fair share basis, implementation of this plan.

This measure applies to Impact 4.3-3.
The truck management plan may include, and is not limited to, the following elements:

Analyze truck traffic in West Oakland;

Traffic calming strategies on streets not designated as truck routes designed to discourage
truck through travel,

Truck driver education programs;

Expanded signage, including truck prohibitions on streets not designated as truck routes;
Traffic signal timing improvements;

Explore the feasibility of truck access to Frontage Road;

Roadway and terminal gate design elements to prevent truck queues from impeding the flow
of traffic on public streets; and

Continue Port funding of two police officers to enforce truck traffic prohibitions on local
streets.

000

Mitigation 4.3-8: Construct an emergency vehicle access to the western portion of the Gateway
development area, or provide an emergency service program and emergency evacuation
program using waterborne vessels.

This measure applies to Impact 4.3-4 and Cumulative Impact 5.3-4.

Should a second emergency access by land not be possible to the western portion of the
Gateway development area, the City shall provide redundant emergency access to this area by
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vessel. The area is currently served by fire boat out of the Jack London Square Fire Station.
The City may elect to equip that fire boat with first response medical emergency personnel as
well as limited hazardous materials response personnel and equipment (see also Mitigation
Measure 4.9-1). Major developers shall fund these improvements on a fair share basis.

000

Mitigation 4.3-9: Redevelopment plans shall conform to City of Oakland or Port development
standards with facilities that support transportation alternatives to the single-occupant
automobile.

This measure applies to Impact 4.3-5.

Facilities that support transportation alternatives to the single-occupant automobile may include,
and are not limited to, bus turnouts, bicycle racks, on-site showers, on-site lockers, and
pedestrian and bicycle ways.

000

Mitigation 4.3-10: The number of parking spaces provided in the project area shall comply with
City Code or Port requirements, and/or with recommendations of a parking demand analysis.

This measure applies to Impact 4.3-6 and Cumulative Impact 5.3-5.

Through project review, the City and/or Port shall ensure an adequate supply of parking spaces
will be provided. Major redevelopment project area developers shall fund on a fair share basis a
project area-wide, or potentially a sub-area specific parking demand study that shall take into
consideration the TDM programs and policies developed through Mitigation Measure 4.3-4.

00O

Mitigation 4.3-11: During both construction and operation, the Port shall provide truck parking
within the Port development area or Maritime sub-district, at a reasonable cost to truck
operators and provide advance information to truck operators where the parking is located.

This measure applies to Impact 4.3-6 and Cumulative Impact 5.3-5.

The Port shall continue its current program of providing sufficient facilities for independent truck
operators parking outside the marine terminal gates and outside the West Oakland community.
It is important to maintain accessible areas for use by truckers at the Port during construction as
well as after redevelopment to minimize impacts on adjacent neighborhoods.

The Port currently provides subsidized parking to independent truck owner/operators to reduce
tractor and trailer parking in West Oakland. Truck parking space is leased at a cost of $50 per
chassis and $75 per truck-trailer combination per month. The Port also provides advance
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information to truck operators regarding locations available for independent truck operator
parking during development of permanent ancillary maritime support facilities. This measure
requires the Port maintain such programs at a reasonable cost to independent truck operators
so they will be encouraged to use on-site Port-area parking facilities.

000

Mitigation 4.3-12: The City and Port shall provide detailed information regarding redevelopment
to BART to enable BART to conduct a comprehensive fare gate capacity assessment at the
West Oakland BART station. Pending the results of this assessment, the City and the Port may
need to participate in funding the cost of adding one or more fare gates at the West Oakland
BART station.

This measure applies to Impact 4.3-9 and Cumulative Impacts 5.3-6 and 5.3-8.

BART staff's preliminary assessment is that no new fare gates would be required, but the City
and Port should coordinate with BART to confirm this is the case. Uncongested fare gates are
required to encourage BART ridership.

000

Mitigation 4.3-13: Prior to commencing hazardous materials or hazardous waste remediation,
demolition, or construction activities, a Traffic Control Plan (TCP) shall be implemented to
control peak hours trips to the extent feasible, assure the safety on the street system and
assure that transportation activities are protective of human health, safety, and the environment.

This measure applies to Impact 4.3-11.

Construction and remediation TCPs shall be designed and implemented to reduce to the
maximum feasible extent traffic and safety impacts to regional and local roadways.

The TCP shall address items including but not limited to: truck routes, street closures, parking
for workers and staff, access to the project area and land closures or parking restrictions that
may require coordination with and/or approval by the City, the Port and/or Caltrans. The TCP
shall be submitted to the City Traffic Engineering and Planning divisions or the Port, as
appropriate, for review and approval prior to the issuance of any building, demolition or grading
permits. The City and the Port shall coordinate their respective approvals to maximize the
effectiveness of the TCP measures. DTSC would have ongoing authority under its Remedial
Action Plan/Remedial Monitoring Plan oversight and the Hazardous Substances Account Act to
regulate remediation transportation activities, which must be protective of human health, safety
and the environment.

Remediation and demolition/construction traffic shall be restricted to designated truck routes
within the City, and the TCP shall include a signage program for all truck routes serving the site
during remediation or demolition/construction. A signage program details the location and type
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of truck route signs that would be installed during remediation and demolition/construction to
direct trucks to and from the project area. Truck access points for entry and exit should be
included in the TCP. In addition, as determined by City of Port staff, the developer shall be
responsible for repairing any damage to the pavement that is caused by remediation or
demolition/construction vehicles for restoring pavement to pre-construction conditions.

Remediation and demolition/construction-related trips will be restricted to daytime hours, unless
expressly permitted by the City or the Port, and to the extent feasible, trips will be minimized
during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours.

The TCP shall identify locations for construction/remediation staging. Remediation staging
areas are anticipated to be located near construction areas, since remediation will be largely
coordinated with redevelopment. In addition, the TCP shall identify and provide off-street
parking for remediation and demolition/construction staff to the extent possible throughout all
phases of redevelopment. If there is insufficient parking available within walking distance of the
site for workers, the developer shall provide a shuttle bus or other appropriate system to transfer
workers between the satellite parking areas and remediation or demolition/construction site.

The TCP shall also include measures to control dust, requirements to cover all loads to control
odors, and provisions for emergency response procedures, health and safety driver education,
and accident notification.

(@]
o O
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4.4

441

4.4.2

AIR QUALITY

Redevelopment would result in less than significant, potentially significant, and significant
impacts to air quality. With implementation of measures recommended in this section, some of
the potentially significant impacts would be mitigated to a level that is less than significant. Other
potentially significant impacts would be reduced, but not to a level that is less than significant.
These impacts are considered adverse and unavoidable.

Study Area

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

Regulatory Setting
Federal

The study area is subject to major air quality planning programs required by the federal Clean
Air Act (CAA), last amended in 1990 (42 United States Code [USC] 7401 et seq.). The CAA
provides for ambient air quality standards to protect public health (see discussion regarding
national and state standards, below), timetables for progressing toward achieving and
maintaining ambient standards, and the development of an implementation plan to guide air
quality improvement efforts of state and local agencies. The plan, which is referred to as the
State Implementation Plan (SIP), must contain control strategies that demonstrate attainment
with national ambient air quality standards by deadlines established in the federal CAA.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency oversees state and local implementation of federal
CAA requirements. In addition, the EPA sets emission standards for many mobile sources, such
as new on-road motor vehicles, including transport trucks, that are sold outside California. The
EPA also sets emission standards for various classes of new off-road mobile sources, including
locomotives, that are sold throughout the country. The EPA is also working with the International
Maritime Organization to initiate the process of setting international standards to lower
emissions from new marine vessels that operate under that organization’s protocol. Finally, the
EPA is working with the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to set standards for new marine
engines used in vessels operating solely in California coastal waters.

State and Regional

Similar to the CAA, the California Clean Air Act (CCAA) of 1988 (California Health and Safety
Code 839600 et seq.) promulgates health-protective ambient air quality standards, and
establishes a plan-based program intended to achieve and maintain those standards. The state
plan is called the Clean Air Plan (CAP). The CAP must show satisfactory progress in attaining
state ambient air quality standards. Deadlines are not fixed for attaining state standards.
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Both the federal SIP and the state CAP rely on the combined emission control programs of the
EPA, CARB, and the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD).

Under California law, the responsibility to carry out air pollution control programs is split
between the CARB and local or regional air pollution control agencies. In the study area, the
BAAQMD regulates stationary sources, and can require stationary sources to obtain permits,
and can impose emission limits, set fuel or material specifications, or establish operational limits
to reduce air emissions.

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

Federal, state, and regional control programs above are directed primarily toward criteria
pollutants—the pollutants for which ambient air quality standards exist. Programs are also in
place to reduce public exposure to other pollutants, such as those that present a potential
hazard to public health. These are termed “hazardous air pollutants” (HAPs) in federal law and
“toxic air contaminants” (TACs) in California law. TACs are pollutants “. . . which may cause or
contribute to an increase in mortality or in serious illness, or which may pose a present or
potential hazard to human health” (BAAQMD 1997). Federal and state programs are currently
directed toward reducing TAC emissions from stationary sources. Unlike criteria pollutants,
TACs do not have ambient standards; however, BAAQMD regulates new or expanding
stationary sources of TACs.

National and State Ambient Air Quality Standards. The CAA and CCAA promulgate,
respectively, national and state ambient air quality standards for carbon monoxide (CO), ozone
(O3), nitrogen dioxide (NO,), sulfur dioxide (SO,), particulate matter 10 microns or less in
diameter (PM,o), and (federal standard only) particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter
(PM,.5)." Ambient standards specify the concentration of pollutants to which the public may be
exposed without adverse health effects. Individuals vary widely in their sensitivity to air

Other pollutants (e.qg., lead) also have ambient standards, but they are not discussed in this document because emissions
of these pollutants from redevelopment are expected to be minimal.
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Table 4.4-1
State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards
California Bay Area Bay Area

Averaging Standards® National Standards” Stgte Status/ Na%/ional Status/
Pollutant Time Concentrations® Primary®? Secondary™® Classification Classification’
Photochemical 8-hour -- 0.08 ppm Same as Nonattainment Not Designated/
Oxidants? 1-hour” 0.09 ppm 0.12 ppm Primary None
Carbon Monoxide 8-hour 9.0 ppm 9 ppm Same as Attainment/None  Attainment/
(CO) 1-hour 20.0 ppm 35 ppm Primary Maintenance
Nitrogen Dioxide Annual Mean - 0.053 ppm  Same as Attainment/None  Attainment/None
(NO2) 1-hour 0.25 ppm -- Primary
Sulfur Dioxide Annual Mean  -- 0.03 ppm -- Attainment/None  Attainment/None
(SO2) 24-hour 0.04 ppm 0.14 ppm --

3-hour -- -- 0.5 ppm

1-hour 0.25 ppm -- --
Particulate Matter Annual Mean  -- 50 ng/m® Same as Nonattainment/ Attainment/None
(PM10) Annual Primary None

Geometric 30 ny/m® - -

Mean

24-hour 50 ny/m® 150 ng/m®>  Same as

Primary

Fine Particulate Annual Mean  -- 15 ng/m’ Same as Not Designated/  Not Designated/
Matter (PM..s) 24-hour -- 65 ny/nm? Primary None None

Source: BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines 1996, with updated information on pollutant attainment status from the Internet site
ww w\BAAQMD.Gov\planning\resmod\baas.htm.

Notes: ppm = parts per million, ng/m® = micrograms per cubic meter; ---- = Not applicable

a

California standards, other than CO, SO: (1-hour), and PM. s, are values that are not to be equaled or violated. The CO, SO, (1-
hour), and PM. s standards are not to be violated.

National standards, other than Os, the 24-hour PM, 5, the PM;o, and those standards based on annual averages, are not to be
exceeded more than once a year. The 1-hour O3 standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with
maximum hourly average concentrations above the standard is equal to or less than one. The 8-hour Os standard is attained when
the 3-year average of the annual fourth highest daily maximum concentration is less than 0.08 ppm. The 24-hour PMy, standard is
attained when the 99" percentile of 24-hour PM;o concentrations in a year, averaged over 3 years, at the population-oriented
monitoring site with the highest measured values in the area, is below 150 ng/m®. The 24-hour PM; 5 standard is attained when the
98™ percentile of 24-hour PM, s concentrations in a year, averaged over 3 years, at the population-oriented monitoring site with the
highest measured values in the area, is below 65 ng/m®. The annual average PM2 s standard is attained when the 3-year average
of the agnual arithmetic mean PM; s concentrations, from single- or multiple-community—oriented monitors is less than or equal to
15 nmg/m.

All measurements of air quality are to be corrected to a reference temperature of 25° C and a reference pressure of 760 mm of
mercury (Hg) (1013.2 millibar); ppm in this table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of pollutant per mole of gas.

National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality deemed necessary by the federal government, with an adequate margin of
safety, to protect the public health.

National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality deemed necessary by the federal government, to protect the public
welfare from any known or anticipated adverse effects to a pollutant.

The Bay Area attained the national Q standard 5 consecutive years in the early 1990s and was re-designated to
Attainment/Maintenance status. However, in 1995 and 1996 the Os standard was exceeded, and the EPA begin to reconsider its
decision. Although the standard was once again attained in 1997, in June 1998, the EPA announced its decision to re-designate
the Bay Area back to nonattainment. Due to “special circumstances,” the EPA decided to apply no classification. The national
standard was exceeded again in 1998.

<)

Measured as Os.
The 1-hour O3 standard will be replaced by the 8-hour standard on an area-by-area basis when the area has achieved 3
consecutive years of air quality data meeting the 1-hour standard.

=
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pollutants, and standards are set to protect more pollution-sensitive populations (e.g., children
and the elderly). National and state standards are reviewed and updated periodically based on
new health studies. California ambient standards tend to be at least as protective as national
ambient standards and are often more stringent. National and state ambient air quality
standards are presented in Table 4.4-1. The so-called criteria pollutants and associated adverse
health effects are described below.

For planning purposes, regions like the San Francisco Bay Area are given an air quality status
designation by the federal and state regulatory agencies. Areas with monitored pollutant
concentrations that are lower than ambient air quality standards are designated “attainment” on
a pollutant-by-pollutant basis. When monitored concentrations exceed ambient standards within
an air basin, it is designated “nonattainment” for that pollutant. An area that recently exceeded
ambient standards, but is now in attainment, is designated “maintenance.” Nonattainment areas
are further classified, based on the severity and persistence of the air quality problem, as
"moderate,” “severe,” or “serious.” Attainment classifications determine the applicability and
minimum stringency of pollution control requirements. In general, the more serious the air
quality classification, the more stringent the control requirements that must be contained in the
regional air quality plans (the SIP and CAP, described above). A description of criteria pollutants
follows.

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

Ozone. While O; serves a beneficial purpose in the upper atmosphere (stratosphere) by
reducing ultraviolet radiation potentially harmful to humans, when it reaches elevated
concentrations in the lower atmosphere it can be harmful to the human respiratory system and
to sensitive species of plants. O; concentrations build to peak levels during periods of light
winds, bright sunshine, and high temperatures. Short-term O; exposure can reduce lung
function in children, make persons susceptible to respiratory infection, and produce symptoms
that cause people to seek medical treatment for respiratory distress. Long-term exposure can
impair lung defense mechanisms and lead to emphysema and chronic bronchitis. Sensitivity to
O; varies among individuals, but about 20 percent of the population is sensitive to O, with
exercising children being particularly vulnerable. O; is formed in the atmosphere by a complex
series of photochemical reactions that involve “ozone precursors” that are two large families of
pollutants: oxides of nitrogen (NO,) and reactive organic gases (ROG). NO, and ROG are
emitted from a variety of stationary and mobile sources. While NO, is another criteria pollutant
itself, ROGs are not in that category, but are included in this discussion as O precursors.

Nitrogen Dioxide. The major health effect from exposure to high levels of NO, is the risk of
acute and chronic respiratory disease. NO, is a combustion by-product, but it can also form in
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the atmosphere by chemical reaction. NO, is a reddish-brown colored gas often observed
during the same conditions that produce high levels of Os;. NO, is a precursor to Os.

Sulfur Dioxide. The major health effect from exposure to SO, is acute and chronic respiratory
disease. Asthmatics are particularly sensitive. SO, can also react with water in the atmosphere
to form acids (or so-called “acid rain”), which can cause damage to vegetation and man-made
materials. The main source of SO, is the combustion of fuels containing sulfur — chiefly coal
and fuel oil. California has very low levels of SO, because most large combustion sources burn
natural gas, which contains only trace quantities of sulfur. California regulations also limit the
sulfur content of gasoline and diesel fuel.

Particulate Matter. Particulate matter is regulated as PM,,. More recently, it has been
subdivided into coarse and fine fractions, with particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in
diameter (PM, ) constituting the fine fraction. The health effects from long-term exposure to
high concentrations of particulate matter are increased risk of chronic respiratory disease like
asthma, and altered lung function in children. Short-term exposure to high levels of particulate
matter has been shown to increase the number of people seeking medical treatment for
respiratory distress, and to increase mortality among those with severe respiratory problems.
Particulate matter also results in reduced visibility. Ambient particulate matter has many
sources. It is emitted directly by combustion sources like motor vehicles, industrial facilities, and
residential wood burning, and in the form of dust from ground-disturbing activities such as
construction and farming. It also forms in the atmosphere from the chemical reaction of
precursor gases.

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

In 1998, the CARB formally identified particulate matter emitted by diesel-fueled engines as a
TAC. Diesel engines emit TACs in both gaseous and particulate forms. The particles emitted by
diesel engines are coated with chemicals, many of which have been identified by the EPA as
HAPs, and by the CARB as TACs. The vast majority of diesel exhaust particles are very small
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4.4.3

(94 percent of their combined mass consists of particles less than 2.5 microns in diameter), both
the particles and their coating of TACs can be inhaled into the lungs. While the gaseous portion
of diesel exhaust also contains TACs, the CARB’s action was specific to diesel particulate
emissions which, according to supporting CARB studies, represent 50 to 90 percent of the
mutagenicity of diesel exhaust (CARB 1998).

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

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

Odors. BAAQMD Regulation 7, and Regulation 9, Rules 1 and 2, place limitations on odorous
substances and specific limitations on certain odorous compounds including dimethylsulfide,
ammonia, methylmercaptan, phenol, trimethylamine, sulfur dioxide, and hydrogen sulfide.
Regulation 9, Rule 1, places emission limits for sulfur dioxide from all sources and Regulation 9,
Rule 2, limits the ground level concentrations of hydrogen sulfide to 0.06 ppm for a three-minute
average or 0.03 ppm for a six-minute average.

Regional Setting

The region under consideration is the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. Several large-scale
transportation projects are planned that could affect long-term regional air quality, including the
San Francisco International Airport Expansion Project and the metropolitan Oakland
International Airport Development Program. In addition to the construction and operation of
these airport projects, several major construction projects located near the redevelopment
project area with long-term schedules could also have an effect on ambient air quality, including
the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project’, and the Oakland
Harbor Navigation Improvement Project (the “-50-Foot Project”).

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

The environmental review document for this project concludes there would be no significant long-term impacts to air
quality from project operation..
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Meteorology and Climatology

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

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

In the immediate study area, the flow of marine air traveling through the Golden Gate, across
San Francisco and through the San Bruno Gap is the dominant weather factor. Prevailing winds
are from the west (CARB 1984). Air pollution potential in Northern Alameda County is lowest
close to the Bay where the study area is located, due largely to two factors: good ventilation
from winds that are frequently brisk, and a relatively low flux of pollutants from upwind areas.
The occurrence of light winds in the early morning and late evening occasionally cause elevated
levels of pollutants (BAAQMD 1996).

Emission Inventory

Table 4.4-2 presents the BAAQMD inventory of emissions of CO, ROGs, NO,, SO,, and PM,,
for the Bay Area and for Alameda County. Projections of expected future emission levels are
based on expected growth rates in population, employment, industrial/commercial activity,
travel, and energy use, and consider the effects of control measures already adopted by the
EPA, CARB, and BAAQMD, and some proposed measures as well (BAAQMD 1997 Clean Air
Plan). PM,s is not included in this inventory because the federal PM, s standard was only
recently upheld, and Bay Area-wide PM, 5 emissions and monitoring data are not yet available.

Inventory information presented in Table 4.4-2 indicates that within the region, the BAAQMD
expects total annual tons of CO, ROGs, and NO, to decrease over time, and total annual tons of
SO, and PMy, to increase.
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Table 4.4-2
Bay Area Emission Inventory Summary and Projections (1994 to 2010)?
1994 2000 2010
Alameda Alameda Alameda

Bay Area County’s Bay Area County’s Bay Area County’s
Pollutant (tons/day) Share® (tons/day) Share” (tons/day) Share®
(6{0) 2,425 22% 1,963 21% 1,600 21%
ROGs 572 22% 446 22% 359 22%
NO, © 692 20% 555 20% 451 20%
SO, 102 12% 107 12% 115 12%
PMio" 187 19% 209 19% 230 19%
Source: BAAQMD 1996.
aNotes:

Data are estimates for 1995 and were taken from BAAQMD (1996) CEQA Guidelines.
Percent of Bay Area emissions attributable to Alameda County sources.
Average summer day emissions.

b
[
d Average winter day emissions.

Pollutant Monitoring

The BAAQMD operates a regional air quality monitoring network for G;, CO, NO,, SO,, and
PMyo. Monitoring data from the BAAQMD network are used by the EPA and CARB to designate
the attainment status of the region and to classify the severity of nonattainment conditions (see
discussion of planning requirements, above). Table 4.4-1 describes the attainment status of the
Bay Area region relevant to federal and state ambient air quality standards. The large number of
“attainment” designations shown in Table 4.4-1 indicates that the Bay Area experiences low
concentrations of most pollutants, the exceptions being O; and particulate matter, for which
standards are exceeded periodically.

In addition to criteria pollutants, both the BAAQMD and the CARB operate TAC monitoring
networks in the San Francisco Bay Area. These stations measure 10 to 15 TACs, depending on
the specific station. The TACs selected for monitoring are those that have traditionally been
found in the highest concentrations in ambient air, and therefore tend to produce the most
significant risk. The BAAQMD operates an ambient TAC monitoring station at Davie Stadium at
198 Oak Road in Oakland, about 2.5 miles to the east of the study area. The estimated average
lifetime cancer risk resulting from exposure to TAC concentrations monitored at this station in
1999 (the latest year for which data are available) is 170 in one million (BAAQMD 2000). This
risk level is close to the Bay Area average for estimated average lifetime cancer risk, 186 in one
million for all Bay Area TAC monitoring stations (BAAQMD 2000). These levels can be
compared to a background cancer incidence rate in the United States from all causes that is
about 1 in 4, or 250,000 in one million*.

It is generally believed that a large portion of the total background cancer risk in the United States comes from
smoking and other personal habits, genetic susceptibilities, diet, natural radiation including radon, and other lifestyle
factors.
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4.4.4

There is also growing evidence that exposure to emissions from diesel-fired engines (about 95
percent of which come from mobile sources) may result in cancer risks that exceed those
attributed to the measured TACs. In 1998, the State of California identified diesel particulate
matter (PM) as a TAC and issued a health risk assessment that included estimates of cancer
potency of diesel PM. Because diesel PM cannot be monitored directly in the ambient air,
cancer risk is estimated using indirect methods based on measurement of surrogate
compounds. The BAAQMD has estimated the average cancer risk associated with diesel
particulate exposure in the Bay Area, based on CARB estimates of population-weighted
average ambient diesel PM concentrations for the Bay Area in the year 2000, to be about 450 in
one million (BAAQMD 2000).

Local Setting

For air quality, the current environmental setting, and the alternative baseline in 1995 for the
OARB are described. As allowed by CEQA, where relevant, the analysis of air quality impacts of
a military base reuse may be based on environmental conditions that existed at the time the
federal government made the decision to close the base, rather than current existing conditions.
For the OARB, the government made this decision in 1995. The analysis of impacts to air
guality use an alternative baseline for only the OARB portion of the redevelopment project area.

Emission Inventory. As presented in Table 4.4-2, Alameda County’s contribution to regional
emissions is consistent over time, between 12 to 22 percent per year, depending on pollutant.
The District expects the percentage of Alameda County’s contribution to basin-wide emissions
would remain approximately the same per pollutant, except the County’s relative contribution to
CO is expected to slightly decrease.

Setting

Pollutant Monitoring, Attainment Status. The BAAQMD monitoring stations nearest to the
redevelopment project area are as follows:

Alice Street, Oakland (monitors O; and CO)

San Leandro Hospital (monitors Oz and PMy)

7" Street, Richmond (monitors SO,)

Table 4.4-3 summarizes three years of ambient air quality data measured at these stations. No
BAAQMD monitoring gation representative of the project area monitors NO,. Monitoring data
from stations closest to the project area generally reflect the regional pattern; only the state Os
standard is occasionally exceeded.
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Table 4.4-3
Summary of Criteria Air Pollutant Monitoring Data

Monitoring

Station Air Quality Indicator 1998 1999 2000

Ozone (O3)

Alice Street Peak 1-hour concentration (ppm) 0.056 0.081 0.072

(Oakland) Days above federal standard 0 0 0
Days above state standard 1 0 1

San Leandro Peak 1-hour concentration (ppm) 0.111 0.113 0.098

County Hospital Days above federal standard 0 0 0
Days above state standard 2 3 1

Carbon Monoxide (CO)

Alice Street® Peak 1-hour concentration (ppm) 4.58 5.23 2.69%

(Oakland) Days above federal standard 0 0 0
Days above state standard 0 0 0
Peak 8-hour concentration (ppm) 3.9 3.9 3.6
Days above federal standard 0 0 0
Days above state standard 0 0 0

PM 14

San Leandro” Peak 24-hour concentration (my/m"®) 32°% - -

County Hospital  Days above federal standard 0 -- --
Days above state standard 0 -- --
Annual geometric mean (rrg/m3) 13.2 -- --
Exceedance of state standard no -- --
Annual arithmetic mean (rrg/mS) 14.0 -- --
Exceedance of federal standard no -- --

Sulfur Dioxide (SO5,)

7" Street Peak 24-hour 0.010 0.008 0.008

(Richmond) Days above state or federal standards 0 0 0

Source: CARB 1998, 1999, and 2000, Internet Air Quality Data Summaries.

Notes:

-- Data not available

& The carbon monoxide values for 2000 are based on 46 percent of the annual data for that year.
The PMy values for 1998 are based on 41 percent of the annual data for that year. No PMyo data are
available for 1999 and 2000. For monitored PMo data closest to the study area, see Table 4.4-4.

To increase knowledge of particulate exposure at and near the Port of Oakland, in April 1997,
the Port of Oakland initiated a monitoring program to measure PM,, and PM, 5 at two locations.
One PM monitoring station is located on Port property near the intersection of 7" Street and
Middle Harbor Road. The second monitoring station is located near the intersection of Filbert
and 24™ streets in a residential area of West Oakland. The monitoring program is being
coordinated with the BAAQMD.
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Data have been reported for the years 1997 through August 2001 and are summarized in Table
4.4-4 (GAIA 2001). During this sampling period, the highest annual average PM;, concentration
in the project area was 30.7 ng/m? slightly above the annual average state standard of 30
nmy/m®. The peak 24-hour concentration was 83 ng/m?®, above the 24-hour state standard of 50
nmy/m®. The maximum 24-hour PM, s concentration was 59 ng/m®, below the 24-hour federal
standard of 65 ng/m®. The maximum annual average PM, s concentration was 12.6 ng/m?; there

is not an annual average PM, s standard.

Pollution-sensitive receptors (e.g., residences, schools, hospitals, etc.) are located within and
near the study area. The Oakland Military Institute College Preparatory Academy and Head
Start classrooms are interim uses at the OARB. Residences are located adjacent to and near
the 16"/Wood sub-district, and the Phoenix Lofts are located within the Maritime sub-district.
The intervening UP West Oakland and Desert railyards and elevated 880 freeway separate
most West Oakland residential receptors from the majority of the OARB and Maritime sub-
districts. Near Martin Luther King, Jr. Way, receptors are separated from the project area by

Table 4.4-4
PM,sand PM,Concentrations®, 1997 to 2000
24-Hour Annual Days Above
Maximum Average National/State
Concentration® Concentration Standard
PM>s PMyg PMzs PMyg
National Standard: 65 150 15 50
State Standard: -- 50 -- 30 PM>5 5 PM 1o

Monitoring Site

Port of Oakland Site (7"/Middle Harbor Road)

1997° 53 83  10.6 25.5 0/-- 0/2
1998 58 76 10.8 26.5 0/-- 0/6
1999 53 72 12.6 34.6 0/-- 0/14
2000 32 60 11.0 30.6 0/-- 0/2
2001° 44.6 68.1 11.6 33.4 0/-- 0/7
West Oakland (Filbert/24" Street)
1997°¢ 51 77 9.6 23.6 0/-- 0/1
1998 59 65 9.9 22.2 0/-- 0/1
1999 49 81 11.8 25.5 0/-- 0/4
2000 35 59 11.2 25.0 0/-- 0/2
2001° 44.6 83 10.6 26.8 0/-- 0/3
Source: GAIA 2001.

Notes:
a All concentrations in ug/m3 (micrograms per cubic meter).
b Highest 24-hour concentration in a 12-month period.

¢ April 1997 — December 1997.

d January 2001 — August 2001.

-- = Not applicable (no standard).
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intervening land uses that include commercial and industrial facilities, although some live/work
units are located intermittently throughout this area. The closest public schools to the project
area are McLymonds High on Myrtle Street and Prescott Elementary on Campbell Street.

The East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) Main Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) is
located immediately north of the Baldwin Yard and Subaru site, at the F80/1-880 interchange.
This existing facility does not present a new odor source to the surrounding community. The
former Knight railyard and the Desert railyard are located immediately west of I-880, with
potential odor-sensitive West Oakland residential areas located on the east side of that freeway.

Alternative Baseline 1995

This alternative baseline provides information on the level of activity and air pollutant emissions
at the OARB in 1995, at the time of the OARB closure. The purpose of the information is to
compare the projected levels of activity and air pollutant emissions associated with
redevelopment to those of the Base when it was still operating in 1995.

OARB Pollutant Emissions. In 1995, the OARB operated a number of air pollutant-emitting
sources. These included natural gas-fired boilers, emergency diesel-fired engine generators,
underground and three above-ground petroleum storage tanks, a diesel-powered crane, two
woodworking shops, a photographic lab, solvent washing units, multiple metal welding
operations, and multiple touch-up coating operations. 1994 emission estimates for these
stationary sources are presented below. As noted by the Army in their environmental analysis of
Base closure and reuse, estimates for

1994 were used due to lack of data for 1994 OARB Stationary Source Emissions

the year 1995 (Corps 2001). Pollutant CO ROG NOx SOx PMy
Pounds/day 10.7 3.87 33.1 0.557 6.53

The majority of emissions associated 6

with operations at OARB resulted from  Tons/year 1.4 0.5 43 0.07 0.8

employee commute trips and other _Source:Corps 2001.

vehicular traffic associated with the installation (Corps 2001). Mobile source emissions were
calculated following methodology from the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996, revised 1999).
This methodology uses average trip generation rates for specific land uses, average trip
lengths, and composite emission factors for estimating mobile source emissions. Emission
factors from the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines are as follows:

1995 BAAQMD Mobile Source Emission Factors

Cco Hot Soak ROG ROG NOy SOy PM 10
(Ibs/mile) (Ibs/trip) (Ibs/mile) (Ibs/mile) (Ibs/mile) (Ibs/mile)
0.0233 0.0019 0.0018 0.0026 0.00013 0.0019

Source: BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines as revised through 1999.
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4.4.5

Following are estimates of mobile source emissions at the OARB in 1995.

1995 Mobile Source Emissions at the OARB

Pollutant Cco ROG NOy SOy PM 10
Pounds/day 4247 377 473 24 349
Tons/year 552 49 61 3 45

Source: Corps 2001.

Notes: Average trip length assumed to be 7.9 miles.
Average daily trips = 23,027 for the year 1995.

Impact Assessment Methodology

Potential air quality impacts from redevelopment are discussed qualitatively, in terms of the
likely emissions that would occur with each activity involved. Specific information about sources
of air emissions, and their locations is required to perform a meaningful dispersion modeling
analysis. Such information is not currently defined for the redevelopment program at this time.
Rather, this analysis takes a conservative approach (of estimated gross emissions) to impact
significance, and a solution-oriented approach to potential impacts.

Emissions from vehicular sources (transport trucks and passenger cars) were quantified based
on the traffic analysis conducted for this EIR. This analysis examined the potential traffic
associated with year 2020 buildout. Emissions were calculated using emission factors from the
EMFAC2000 model, which is the latest CARB emissions model for on-road vehicles.

Emissions from cargo-handling equipment at Port of Oakland terminals, railyard equipment, and
switch engines at the New Intermodal Facility were estimated using existing information about
emissions from these sources located on the Berths 55-58 Project EIR (Port of Oakland 1998)
and the JIT Project EIR (Port of Oakland 1999) as well as cargo throughput for the year 2020.
Emissions from line haul trains using the New Intermodal Facility were estimated using
information provided in the transportation analysis (Dowling Associates 2002). Finally, ship and
tugboat emissions were estimated using ship call information provided by the Port of Oakland.

Emission factors for diesel combustion were available for particulate matter of 10 microns or
less in aerodynamic diameter (PM,o), which is the mass fraction of all particulate matter
emissions comprising particles of 10 microns or less in diameter. These estimated PM
emissions were used to characterize all diesel particulate matter (PM) emissions. It is well
documented that the great majority of diesel PM emissions comprise particles less than 10
microns in aerodynamic diameter. According to one recent critical review paper on diesel engine
emissions (Lloyd and Cackette 2001), more than 90 percent of diesel exhaust-derived PM is
smaller than one micron in diameter. This is supported by the Staff Report prepared by CARB in
1998 in support of CARB’s listing of diesel PM as a TAC (CARB 1998), which states:
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Approximately 98 percent of the mass of these particles are 10 microns or less in
diameter, 94 percent less than 2.5 microns in diameter, and 92 percent less than
one micron in diameter.

Therefore, the use of PM,, emission factors for diesel PM is representative of total diesel PM in
terms of characterizing potential health effect. In addition, most of the mass of these diesel PMy,
emissions is in the size range of 2.5 microns or less in aerodynamic diameter (PM, s). Assuming
the estimates in the 1998 CARB Staff Report, about 96 percent of the mass of PM,, in diesel
exhaust comprises particles with diameters of 2.5 microns or less. Therefore, PM,, emission
estimates for diesel combustion essentially represent PM,s emission estimates, and on
balance, provide a slightly conservative estimate of PM , 5 emissions.

Emissions calculations for this analysis incorporate anticipated future truck and passenger
vehicle emissions reductions due to improved fuel and vehicle engine technology. This
reduction in emissions is reflected in the EMFAC2000 model for future years. In addition, diesel
emissions calculations incorporate currently legislated emission reduction requirements by EPA.

Project emissions calculated for impacts in this analysis do not include projected mitigated
emissions for major projects located within the redevelopment area previously disclosed in
publicly reviewed and certified environmental review documents (the Berths 55-58 EIR and the
JIT Project EIR, Port of Oakland 1998 and 1999, respectively) as further discussed under
Section 4.4.6 below. Neither do they include emissions associated with operation of the OARB
in 1995, the alternative baseline year.

Significance Criteria

Redevelopment would have a significant impact on the environment if it would:

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan;

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

Expose pollution-sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations;

Contribute to CO concentrations exceeding the state ambient air quality standards of 9 ppm
averaged over 8 hours and 20 ppm for 1 hour;

Result in total emissions of ROG, NO,, or PM,, of 15 tons per year or greater, or 80 pounds
(36 kilograms) per day or greater (there is currently no quantitative significance threshold for
PM; s);

Result in a substantial increase in diesel emissions; or
Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

Discussion of impacts with respect to consistency with the Clean Air Plan is located in Chapter
5: Cumulative Impacts.
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4.4.6

Impacts

In general, redevelopment would involve activities that produce pollutant emissions. These
activities include construction/remediation, vessel movement, cargo handling and transport,
passenger car travel, and operation and maintenance of commercial development. Both criteria
and toxic pollutants would be emitted in all sub-districts. TACs would be emitted in the form of
particulate matter from diesel fuel exhaust. Construction/remediation emissions consist of
fugitive dust from earth-disturbing activities and equipment exhaust from combustion of gasoline
and diesel fuel. Cargo ships, tugboats, on-dock equipment, and trains in the Maritime sub-
district and Port development area would emit pollutants in the exhaust, as would trucks and
vehicles traveling to all three sub-districts. Finally, buildings, warehouses, offices, and
residences would also be sources of emissions from combustion of natural gas for space and
water heating, exhaust emissions from landscaping equipment, and volatile organic compound
emissions from miscellaneous consumer products, solvents, and cleaners as would emissions
from trucks and vehicles from all sub-districts within the project area. The specific activities that
would generate air pollutants are discussed below.

Emissions of criteria pollutants (ROG, NO,, CO, and PM) are associated with each activity. In
addition, activities such as construction/remediation involving diesel-fueled engines would emit
toxic air contaminants from the diesel exhaust in the form of PM, s.

Construction/remediation activities would generate fugitive dust PM,, emissions and exhaust
emissions of NO,, ROG, and CO that could violate the ambient air quality standards and expose
pollution-sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations for the duration of
construction/remediation. This would result in a potentially significant impact. In addition,
particulate matter from diesel-fueled equipment exhaust could be emitted in a significant
amount. This would also result in a potentially significant impact. Construction/remediation
emissions were not quantified for this analysis because the specific size, location, and timing of
construction activities are not defined at this time.

The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines include numerous measures for controlling fugitive dust as PM
from construction activities. The BAAQMD normally allows a presumption of impact
insignificance with implementation of these control measures, and does not require
guantification of construction emissions.

Estimated emissions resulting from year 1995 operations at the OARB (the alternative baseline
year are as follows:
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OARB Alternative Baseline (1995) Estimated Emissions
1994 Stationary Source Emissions

Pollutant (610) ROG NOy SOy PM 10

Pounds/day 10.7 3.87 33.16 0.557 6.53

Tons/year 1.4 0.5 4.3 0.07 0.8
1995 Mobile Source Emissions

Pollutant Cco ROG NOy SOy PM 10

Pounds/day 4247 377 473 24 349

Tonsl/year 552 49 61 3 45

Source: Corps 2001.

Estimated mitigated emissions of the Berths 55-58 and JIT Projects , as reported in the Berths
55-58 Project EIR are:

Berths 55-58 and JIT Projects
Mitigated Emissions in 2010 (tons/year)
ROG NOy PM

66 454 40
Source: Port of Oakland 1998.

Estimated emissions from the increment of cargo operations (ships, tugs, cargo handling
equipment, locomotives), transport trucks, and passenger vehicles (including delivery trucks)
associated with proposed redevelopment are shown in Table 4.4-5. This table shows the
resulting emissions after those already disclosed in other approved EIRs (Berths 55-58, JIT)
and the 1995 OARB baseline were subtracted out. All emissions except for passenger
cars/delivery trucks are associated with either the Port development area or Maritime sub-
district.

Area source emissions (business and residential) from natural gas combustion for space and
water heating, consumer product use, and landscaping could expose pollution-sensitive
receptors to elevated levels of NO,, ROG, CO, and PMy,. These emissions were qualitatively
assessed. Passenger cars/delivery trucks traveling to all sub-districts within the area could lead
to violations of the CO standard at congested intersections.

Finally, the development of the OARB sub-district near the EBMUD wastewater treatment plant
would place individuals near an existing source of odorous emissions. Relocation of JIT
functions to the New Intermodal Facility could expose receptors to odors associated with diesel
fuel combustion. However, the likelihood of an odor impact is extremely low due to
meteorological conditions and distance from the community.
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Table 4.4-5
Redevelopment Program Year 2020 Estimated Emissions from Operations (tons/year)
NOx ROG co SO, PM "
Port Development Area/Maritime Sub-District
Marine Cargo Equipment 37 5 14 2 2
Ships 1,065 65 101 580 79
Tugs 33 1 5 6 1
Trains 29 2 7 5 1
Rail Cargo Equipment 8 1 2 Negligible Negligible
Transport Trucks 402 67 625 Negligible 19
Cars/Delivery Trucks 9 16 94 Negligible 1
Total Gross Emissions, Port Activities: 1,583 157 848 593 103
Gateway Development Area
Cars/Delivery Trucks 50 91 519 Negligible 8
Transport Trucks 54 9 85 Negligible 3
Total Gross Emissions, Gateway: 104 100 604 Negligible 11
16""/Wood Sub-District
Cars/Delivery Trucks 37 67 382 Negligible 6
Transport Trucks 24 4 37 Negligible 1
Total Gross Emissions, 16" /Wood: 61 71 419 Negligible 7
Redevelopment Program Gross Emissions: 1,748 328 1,871 593 121
Less Berths 55-58 and JIT Mitigated Emissions 454 68 0 0 40
Less 1995 Alternative Baseline Emissions 65 50 553 3 46
Redevelopment Program Net Total 1,229 210 1,318 590 35

Sources: Marine cargo equipment emissions and mitigated Port emissions from Berths 55-58 Project EIR (Port of
Oakland 1998); Railyard cargo equipment and train emissions from JIT Project EIR (Port of Oakland 1999);
transport trucks and passenger and delivery vehicle emissions from traffic analysis by Dowling Associates for this
EIR (2002); alternative baseline emissions from Army EIS for disposal and reuse of the OARB (Corps 2001).
Note:

& Considered a TAC from diesel fuel combustion.

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

Significance: Potentially significant

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

Residual Significance: Less than significant

Construction/remediation activities would produce PM as fugitive dust. Such activities would
include, and are not limited to, demolition/de-construction of buildings and structures; removal
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and recycling of paving and concrete; excavation and fill, and hauling of excavated and fill
materials; removal of surface and subsurface contaminants; grade correction, and other site
preparation. Other dust-producing construction activities would include construction of
infrastructure, including realignment of Maritime Street and installation of utilities.

These emissions would be short-term, for the duration of specific construction/remediation
activities. Because the level of emissions depend on details of construction not yet completely
defined, the impact is considered potentially significant. With implementation of Mitigation
Measure 4.4-1, the BAAQMD allows a presumption of impact insignificance in the absence of
quantitative analysis (BAAQMD 1996, revised 1999),and the residual impact is considered less
than significant.

000

Impact 4.4-2: Construction equipment exhaust could increase levels of NO,, ROG,
CO, and PMy, (the latter primarily as diesel PM) that could exceed 15
tons per year, or result in substantial increase in diesel emissions.

Significance: Potentially significant

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

Residual Significance: Significant and unavoidable

All construction/remediation equipment would emit criteria pollutants, particularly ROG, NO, CO,
and PM. Most heavy equipment, and some support equipment, is likely to be diesel-fueled, and
would emit diesel exhaust. These emissions would be relatively short-term, and quantities would
depend on the amount of equipment, as well as its frequency and duration of use.

The BAAQMD provides that impacts to air quality from construction emissions of CO, NO,, and
ROG are included in the emission inventory that is the basis of regional air quality plans and as
such are not expected to impact attainment or maintenance of O; and CO standards in the Bay
Area. However, the proposed redevelopment is unusual for several reasons:

construction/remediation activity may take place throughout the entire 1,800 acre project
area;

at a minimum, approximately 370 acres of the OARB will be deconstructed, regraded and
redeveloped,

numerous construction activities may take place in the same general vicinity and at the
same time; and
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portions of the redevelopment project area are located within different jurisdictional
boundaries, generally preventing a coordinated timing or phasing of construction activities.

For these reasons and in the interest of being conservative, the emission of
construction/remediation equipment exhaust is considered to be a potentially significant effect of
redevelopment.

PM,, emissions from diesel-fueled equipment exhaust are considered by the CARB to be a
TAC. The majority of diesel PMy, is in the fine fraction (less than 2.5 microns in diameter, or
PM,s) and can remain airborne for several days. The area of impact would depend on
meteorological conditions. On most days, when at least light wind conditions prevail in the study
area, construction-related diesel particulate is likely to be dispersed widely and have its impact
on a regional scale. During periods of very light wind speeds, low inversion heights, and
atmospheric stability, diesel particulate may remain in the study area and have more local
impact. Because health risks relate to long-term, lifetime exposure, it is long-term average
exposure to diesel particulate that is of most concern. Due to the prevailing meteorological
conditions in the redevelopment project area and the distance of the closest residential areas
from the emissions sources, levels of diesel particulate in the area of local impact are expected
to be well dispersed. Increased levels of PM would be short-term, for the duration of those
construction activities that generate such emissions.

It is assumed that most trucks associated with hazardous remediation (including hauling off site)
and other trucks used to haul demolition and construction debris would be diesel-fueled. The
amount of emitted pollutants would depend on the frequency of truck trips, the speed and idling
time, and the distance traveled by the trucks. This impact would occur near the OARB,
Maritime, and 16"/Wood sub-districts and also throughout the air basin, depending on where
the trucks deliver the off-hauled material.

Construction and remediation-related generation of criteria pollutants and diesel exhaust would
be short-term, and, given meteorological conditions, pollutants are expected to be dispersed.
However, because details of construction are not yet completely defined, the impact is
considered potentially significant. With implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-2, the impact
would be reduced, but not to a level that is less than significant, and the residual impact is
considered significant and unavoidable.

(0]
(0]
(0]

Maritime and Rail Operations

Maritime and rail transportation operations utilize a variety of gasoline-, diesel-, and
alternatively-fueled equipment. Air pollutants would be emitted from ships, trains, trucks, and
cargo equipment working at or supporting New Berth 21, as well as the increment of other
additional maritime and rail operations needed to meet year 2020 throughput projections.
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Impact 4.4-3: Increased Port maritime and rail operations, as well as trucking
activities associated with all redevelopment operations would emit
NOy, ROG, and PMy, in excess of 15 tons per year or 80 pounds per
day, substantially increase diesel emissions, and potentially expose
pollution-sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

Significance: Significant

Mitigation 4.4-3: The Port shall develop and implement a criteria pollutant reduction
program aimed at reducing or off-setting Port-related emissions in
West Oakland from its maritime and rail operations. The program shall
be sufficiently funded to reduce and/or off-set redevelopment related
contributions to local West Oakland air quality to the maximum extent
feasible.

Mitigation 4.4-4: The City and the Port shall jointly create, maintain, and fund on a fair
share basis, a truck diesel emission reduction program. The program
shall be sufficiently funded to reduce and/or off-set redevelopment
related contributions to local West Oakland diesel emissions to the
maximum extent feasible.

Residual Significance: Significant and unavoidable

Maritime and rail operations are anticipated to generate net quantities of pollutants due to
redevelopment in 2020 as indicated on Table 4.4-5.

Ships and Tugs. Ships produce air emissions when burning fuel for propulsion or for electrical
or steam generation. Three modes of ship operations occur in the Bay Area air basin: cruising,
maneuvering, and hoteling. The first mode of operation is the “straight line” movement of the
ships toward the Port in the ocean-shipping lane. The second mode is the maneuvering of the
ship once it is in the San Francisco Bay. The last mode is the operation of auxiliary boilers or
generators to supply power, etc., to the ship while it is berthed. Tugboats are diesel-fueled and
emit criteria and TAC emissions while in transit and while maneuvering ships to Port facilities.

Emissions from ships transiting the Port would change as a result of construction of New Berth
21 as well as from other anticipated changes within the maritime sub-district. Those emissions
would also change from the present through the build-out year of 2020. Ship calls for year
2000/2001 totaled 1,810 (Marine Exchange 2001), while ship calls in 2020, are projected to be
2,455 (Port of Oakland 2002). It should be noted that while ships contribute to local air pollution,
nearly all ships that call at the Port of Oakland are under foreign registry, and not subject to U.S.
environmental regulations. Appendix 4.4 contains additional information about the air quality
impacts of marine operations.
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Marine Terminal Cargo Equipment. Cargo handling or “yard” equipment would emit criteria
and toxic pollutants from combustion of diesel fuel. Yard equipment transports cargo between
the ship to an over-the-road truck, and intermodal truck, or to a storage area in the marine
terminal yard. Yard equipment generally does not leave the terminal area. Types of marine
terminal cargo equipment include transtainers (also known as rubber-tired gantries), top picks,
reach stackers, yard hustlers (“hostlers”), side picks, and forklifts. Emissions from these sources
were estimated taking into account emission estimates for the year 2010, and the predicted
cargo throughput for the year 2020.

Rail Terminal Cargo Equipment and Locomotives. Rail use is proposed for the Port
development area of the OARB sub-district and the Maritime sub-district. Rail development
involves the movement of cargo between trains, to ships and trucks. Train engines would emit
air pollutants from combustion of diesel fuel. Switch locomotives, or “yard engines” are used in
rail terminal for connecting and disconnecting long haul trains. Switch locomotives have longer
idle times and vary their running speed often while performing operations. Yard equipment used
to handle the transfer and storage of cargo would emit air pollutants from the combustion of
diesel fuel.

Trains that transport cargo to and from other areas of the state and country (line haul) would be
sources of air pollutants, but the majority of their emissions would occur outside the study area.
Emissions from line haul trains were calculated for mileage within the Bay Area air basin only.

Transport Trucks. Both “intermodal” and “over-the-road” transport trucks would emit criteria
and toxic pollutants in the exhaust. Intermodal trucks transport cargo between Port terminals
(marine to ril or rail to marine). Over-the-road trucks transport cargo between the Port, the
Gateway development area, or the 16"/Wood sub-district, and locations outside the project
area. Over-the-road truck emissions were calculated using mileage within the Bay Aea air
basin. Over-the-road trucks traveling south through southern Santa Clara county would travel
approximately 80 miles within the air basin. Trucks traveling east towards Tracy would travel
approximately 45 miles within the air basin. The average of these distances was used to
calculate emissions from over-the-road trucks.

Combined Diesel Emissions. The analysis in this document is an assessment of the
incremental increase in train and rail yard activity associated with the redevelopment program
only, and takes into account emissions disclosed in a previously certified and publicly reviewed
EIR (EIR for the Joint Intermodal Terminal, Port of Oakland 1999). This EIR also considers the
effect of additional cargo handling equipment at the marine terminals and the rail terminal, as
well as increased truck transport activity, and relocating the functions of the JIT to the New
Intermodal Facility. Taken together, these activities could increase exposure of pollutant-
sensitive receptors in the West Oakland community to increased diesel emissions.

The total increase in emissions combined with the relocation of the railyard emissions source
nearer the West Oakland community are considered a significant impact. With implementation
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of Mitigation Measures 4.3-3 and 4.3-4 , the impact would be substantially reduced, but it is not
likely it would be reduced to a level that is less than significant, and the residual impact would
be significant and unavoidable.

00O

Impact 4.4-4: Passenger vehicles and delivery trucks associated with
redevelopment would emit NO,, ROG, CO, and PM in excess of 15
tons per year or 80 pounds per day.

Significance: Significant

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

identified as appropriate for local implementation.
Residual Significance: Significant and unavoidable

Passenger car and delivery truck traffic would be generated by redevelopment in all sub-
districts, and exhaust from this traffic would emit criteria pollutants as follows:

2020 Emissions of Criteria Pollutants from Passenger and Delivery
Vehicles (tons/year)

Port Development

Area, Maritime Gateway 16"/Wood
Pollutant Sub-District Development Area Sub-District
NO 9 50 37
ROG 16 91 67
(6f0) 94 519 382
SO, Negligible Negligible Negligible
PMig 1 8 6

Source: Table 4.4-5.

Emissions of all criteria pollutants would exceed significance criteria, and the impact is
considered significant. With implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-5, the impact would be
substantially reduced, but may not be reduced to a level that is less than significant, and the
residual impact is considered significant and unavoidable. In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.3-4,
comprising traffic demand management (TDM) measures intended primarily to address traffic
impacts, would also reduce air emissions, but not to a level that is less than significant.

000

Defined as City, Port, and private developers whose subsequent redevelopment activity would generate more than
20,000 square feet of employment-generating land uses, or that would generate 100 or greater local jobs.
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Impact 4.4-5: Space and water heating as well as routine maintenance of office
buildings, warehouses, retail stores, and live-work space, could emit
NOy, ROG, CO, and PMy, in quantities that could exceed thresholds.

Significance: Potentially significant

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

Residual Significance: Less than significant

Land uses proposed for the OARB and 16"/Wood sub-districts include light industrial, office,
research and development, retail, warehouse/distribution, and live/work. Air pollutants emitted
from stationary sources at these types of land uses include combustion emissions from space
and water heating and industrial sources. These area emission sources would also be present
in the Maritime sub-district in the administration building and miscellaneous one-story buildings
(e.g., repair shop, storage, etc.) at the Port terminal and at the rail terminal. Emissions of these
types could result in quantities of emissions that exceed significance criteria. Because
occurrence of this impact depends on site-specific design not currently defined, the impact is
considered potentially significant. With implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-6, the impact
would be minimized, and the residual impact would be less than significant. Mitigation Measures
4.11-4 and 4.11-5, intended primarily to mitigate impacts to aesthetic resources, would partially
mitigate impacts to air quality resources as well.

00O

Impact 4.4-6: Proximity of the New Intermodal Facility to West Oakland, and of the

EBMUD Main WWTP to the OARB sub-district, could expose
individuals to odorous emissions.

Significance: Less than significant
Mitigation: Mitigation is not warranted.

Examination of the annual wind directions shown in Figure D-1 of the BAAQMD CEQA
Guidelines (1996, revised 1999) illustrates that the prevailing wind direction in the area is from
the west and west-northwest most of the year. Winds sometimes blow from the southwest to
southeast, in part due to passing frontal systems. Winds seldom blow from the northeast
guadrant. The wind directions shown for the area were developed from data collected at the
EBMUD Main WWTP.
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447

The EBMUD Main WWTP is located northeast of the OARB sub-district. Odor thresholds of
airborne compounds from WWTPs are very low (primarily hydrogen sulfide, with a characteristic
“rotten egg” odor). Because of this, there is a possibility that new employee population at the
OARB sub-district could experience odor events. Because the wind is seldom from the
northeast, the likelihood odor events at the OARB is low, although such events would be
possible under stable, calm air conditions. Because the expected frequency of odor events at
the OARB sub-district is low, the impact is considered less than significant.

The New Intermodal Facility would be generally located at the former Knight railyard. This would
place the railyard in the prevailing upwind direction from the West Oakland community,
however, odor thresholds for compounds in diesel exhaust are relatively high compared to many
other types of odorous compounds, and these odors would be expected to dissipate quickly.
Therefore, the expected likelihood of an odor impact is extremely low, given the distance of the
New Intermodal Facility to the West Oakland community and the intervening freeway and rail
land uses. The impact is considered less than significant. Should odor complaints regarding that
facility be registered with the BAAQMD, that agency would investigate these complaints.

Discussion of odors and land use compatibility can be found in Section 4.2: Land Use.
00O
Mitigation

Implementation of the following mitigation measures will avoid, minimize, reduce, rectify, or
compensate for significant impacts of redevelopment.®

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

This measure applies to Impact 4.4-1 and Cumulative Impact 5.4-1.

The following BAAQMD fugitive dust control measures shall be implemented as indicated at
construction sites, and shall be enforced through contract specifications.

An extensive evaluation of potential air quality mitigation measures was conducted as part of the Berths 55-58 EIR
(Port of Oakland 1998). Mitigation measures found feasible in that study, and for which some cost-benefit remains
are included in the following recommendations for mitigating maritime-related impacts.
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BAAQMD Fugitive Dust Control Measures

Emission
Control BAAQMD Source
Measure Category Controlled Measure
. Water all active construction areas at least twice
1 Basic Land .
daily
Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other
2 Basic Trucks loose materials or require all trucks to maintain at
least 2 feet of freeboard.
Pave, apply water 3 times daily, or apply
. nontoxic) soil stabilizers on all unpaved access
3 Basic Land ( ) P

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

4 Basic Land access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at
construction sites.
Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if

5 Basic Streets visible soil material is carried onto adjacent public
streets.
Hydroseed or apply (nontoxic) soil stabilizers to
6 Enhanced Land inactive construction areas (previously graded

areas inactive for 10 days or more).
Enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply

7 Enhanced Stockpiles (nontoxic) soil binders to exposed stockpiles (dirt,
sand, etc.)
8 Enhanced Streets Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph.
Install sandbags or other erosion control
9 Enhanced Land g . .
measures to prevent silt runoff to public roadways.
Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickl
10 Enhanced Land P . g a y
as possible.
. Limit the area subject to excavation, grading, and
11 Optional Land ) ) o 9 ) g
other construction activity at any one time.
. Suspend excavation and grading activity when
12 Optional Land P g 9 y

sustained® wind speeds exceed 25 mph.
Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or
13 Optional Trucks wash off the tires or tracks of all trucks and
equipment leaving the site.

Source: BAAQMD, 1996 as revised through 1999. Table 2.
Note: ®Modified as per the Berths 55-58 EIR.

000

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

This measure applies to Impact 4.4-2 and Cumulative Impact 5.4-1.
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Exhaust control measures shall be implemented where feasible at each construction site, and
may include, but not be limited to the following:

Exhaust Control Measures

Control
Measure Measure
1 Prohibit truck idling in excess of 2 minutes
2 Use electricity from power poles rather than generators
3 Limit the size of construction equipment engines to the minimum practical size
4 Configure construction equipment with two to four degree engine timing retard or

pre-combustion chamber engines

Install high pressure injectors on diesel construction equipment

Install soot traps

5

6

7 Install catalytic oxidizers

8 Minimize concurrent operation of vehicles

If they are available in the air basin, purchase emission offsets if ROG or NOy
emissions from construction where emissions exceed 6 tons/quarter

000

Mitigation 4.4-3: The Port shall develop and implement a criteria pollutant reduction program
aimed at reducing or off-setting Port-related emissions in West Oakland from its maritime and
rail operations. The program shall be sufficiently funded to reduce and/or off-set redevelopment
related contributions to local West Oakland air quality to the maximum extent feasible.

This measure applies to Impact 4.4-3 and Cumulative Impact 5.4-1.

This program shall be periodically reviewed and updated every one to three years,
corresponding to regular updates of the Clean Air Plan. The review and update shall include a
reassessment of funding requirements, technical feasibility, cost benefit assumptions and other
factors. The periodic updates shall be submitted to the City/Port Liaison Committee or its
eguivalent.

The pollutant reduction program shall give priority to emission reduction strategies that address
PM,o emissions, but shall also provide for reductions in NO, and ROG emissions. The emission
reduction program shall include a list of potential emission reduction strategies. Strategies that
shall be included in the program and implemented over the buildout period include:

The Port shall expand its existing cargo handling equipment re-powering and retrofitting
program (part of the Berths 55-58 Project air quality mitigation program) to include marine
and rail terminal yard equipment added or relocated as part of redevelopment build-out.
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The Port shall extend its grant program (part of the Berths 55-58 Project air quality mitigation
program) to provide financial incentives to tugboat operators at New Berth 21 and other Port
facilities to implement emission reduction control measures or to replace tugboat engines to
low NO, technology.

The Port shall require rail terminal operators to use switch engines at the New Intermodal
Facility that comply with federal air emission regulations for diesel operated locomotives as
set forth in federal air regulations. In addition, the rail terminal operator and the Port are to
exchange information with the goal of investigating options to accelerate compliance with
Tier 0, 1 and 2 requirements of the federal regulations.

The Port shall not preclude in its design of the New Intermodal Facility the installation of an
alternative fueling station and shall to the extent feasible accommodate such a fueling
station.

The Port shall encourage ships to implement source control technologies when in the port
area (such as reduced hoteling).

Other strategies to be included in the Port criteria pollutant reduction program when technically
and economically feasible, include:

Inclusion of an alternative fueling facility at the New Intermodal Facility.
00O

Mitigation 4.4-4: The City and the Port shall jointly create, maintain and fund on a fair share
basis, a truck diesel emission reduction program. The program shall be sufficiently funded to
reduce and/or off-set redevelopment related contributions to local West Oakland diesel
emissions to the maximum extent feasible.

This measure applies to Impact 4.4-3 and Cumulative Impact 5.4-1.

This program shall be periodically reviewed and updated every one to three years,
corresponding to regular updates of the CAP. The review and update shall include, and not be
limited to, a reassessment of funding requirements, technical feasibility, and cost benefit
assumptions. Periodic updates shall be submitted to the City/Port Liaison Committee or its
equivalent.

The diesel emissions reduction program shall include a list d potential emission reduction
strategies that shall include on-site Port improvements and/or practices; loan, grant or incentive-
based programs; and on-going studies.

Strategies that shall be included in the diesel emissions reduction program and implemented
over the build-out period include the following:
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1. On-site Port improvements.

Configure truck parking in the Port to minimize traffic interference and reduce idling
times.

Allow easy access to a truck parking facility at the Port 24-hours a day.

Synchronize traffic lights in the Port area to reduce congestion (requires coordination
with the City).

2. City/Port loan or grant/incentive programs for local businesses or entities.

Provide incentives for re-powering, retrofitting, electrifying, or switching to alternative
fuels to local businesses, franchises or truck fleets operating in West Oakland. Such
businesses may include, for example, locally owned and operated trucking
operations, refuse and recycling collection vehicles, school buses, Port and/or City
fleet vehicles, and US Mail trucks.

Other strategies to be included in the diesel emissions reduction program to be examined and
incorporate when technically and economically feasible, include the following:

1. On-site Port improvements.

Allow trucks using alternative fuels to the head of queues or have separate gate
entrances.

2. On-going studies.

Explore methods to minimize truck idling times at the Port.

Explore and encourage the use of alternative fuels for Port marine, rail and truck
operations.

Propose and fund a random roadside heavy duty diesel vehicle (HDDV) emissions
testing program and an HDDV repair subsidy program.

3. City/Port loan or grant/incentive programs for local businesses or entities.

Provide subsidies, training programs and/or voucher programs for local West
Oakland businesses to conduct timing retard, compressions changes and other
adjustments to diesel engines to reduce emissions.

Install oxidative catalyst and particulate traps on diesel engines with low NOX,
alternatively fueled or electrified engines.

~

000
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1 Mitigation 4.4-5: Major developers shall fund on a fair share basis BAAQMD -recommended
2 feasible Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) for reducing vehicle emissions from
3 commercial, institutional, and industrial operations, as well as all CAP TCMs the BAAQMD has
4 identified as appropriate for local implementation.
5 This measure applies to Impact 4.4-4 and Cumulative Impact 5.4-1.
Each major developer of a subsequent redevelopment activity shall fund its fair share toward
7 some or all of the following TCMs:
BAAQMD-Recommended Transportation Control Measure, Modified for this Action
Control
Measure Measure
1 Construct transit facilities such as bus turnouts/bus bulbs, benches, shelters, etc. Improve
transit bus service to the area.
5 Design and locate buildings to facilitate transit access, e.g., locate building entrances near
transit stops, eliminate building setbacks, etc.
3 Provide and make public transit convenient for 16" and Wood sub-district residents and
tenants
4 Encourage OARB sub-district tenants to use car pools, vanpools, and public transit by
providing incentives.
5 Provide a shuttle to and from the West Oakland BART station
6 Provide on-site shops and services for employees, such as cafeteria, bank, dry cleaners,
convenience market, etc.
7 Provide on-site child care, or contribute to off-site child care within walking distance.
8 Establish mid-day shuttle service from worksite to food service establishments/commercial
areas.
9 Provide preferential parking for carpool and vanpool vehicles
10 Implement parking fees for single occupancy vehicle commuters.
11 Provide secure, weather-protected bicycle parking for employees.
12 Provide safe, direct access for bicyclists to adjacent bicycle routes.
13 Provide showers and lockers for employees bicycling or walking to work.
14 Provide direct, safe, attractive pedestrian access from project to transit stops and adjacent
development.
15 Provide neighborhood-serving shops and services within or adjacent to the 16" and Wood
sub-district.
Source: BAAQMD 1996, as amended through 1999. Based on Table 15: “Mitigation Measures for Reducing Motor
Vehicle Emissions from Commercial, Institutional, and Industrial Projects.”
8
9 Each major developer of a subsequent redevelopment activity shall also fund its fair share of the
10 following CAP TCMs, which the BAAQMD has identified as appropriate for local implementation,
11 with redevelopment-specific modifications:
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CAP TCMs

Description

1. Support Voluntary
Employer-Based Trip
Reduction Programs

9. Improve Bicycle
Access and Facilities

12. Improve Arterial
Traffic Management

15. Local Clean Air plans,
Policies and Programs

17. Conduct
Demonstration Projects

19. Pedestrian Travel

20. Promote Traffic
Calming Measures

The City and Port will explore ways to promote transit use and support
employer-based trip reduction programs through development incentives
such as density bonuses, reduced parking requirements, incentives for
permanent bicycle facilities, etc.

The City will encourage development of transit transfer stations near
employment concentrations in the Gateway development area and
16""/Wood sub-district.

Redevelopment includes extensive multi-use trails serving as both “spine”
thoroughfares and “spurs” connecting main trails to the Oakland
waterfront.

The City and Port will encourage employers and developers to provide
permanent bicycle facilities.

Maritime Street and other roadways in the project area will include facilities
to encourage bicycling and walking.

Roadways and intersections will be designed to operate at City-standard
LOS, to facilitate traffic flow and avoid unnecessary queuing.
Redevelopment as presented in Chapter 3: Description, and including
mitigation measures described in Chapter 4: Setting and Baseline,
Impacts, and Mitigation, incorporates land uses such as live/work, and
measures intended to reduce the number and length of single-occupant
automobile trips.

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

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

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

Source: BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, revised 1999 Table 5.

These TCMs shall be coordinated with transportation demand management (TDM) measures
implemented under Mitigation Measure 4.3-4.

000

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

construction.

This measure applies to Impact 4.4-5.
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Implementation of UBC requirements would reduce the need for space and water heating that
would emit pollutants.

City and Port policies and strategies shall be conditioned for all new development within the
redevelopment project area. Specific examples may include, and are not limited to the following:

Wood fire heating shall be prohibited in new live/work development.

Where siting allows and where feasible, buildings shall be oriented to take advantage of
passive and active climate control designs.

To the maximum extent feasible, central water heating systems shall be installed.

000
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4.5

NOISE

Redevelopment would result in one potentially significant and one less than significant impact
regarding noise. With implementation of measures recommended in this section, the potentially
significant impact would be reduced to a level that is less than significant.

Discussion of Acoustical Terms

A discussion of sound properties and terms is informative to any discussion of sound and noise.
Sound levels are measured on a logarithmic scale in decibels (dB). The common measure for
environmental sound is the “A’-weighted sound level (dBA). “A” scale weighting is an
adjustment to measured sound that takes into account the way the human ear responds to
sound. “Noise” is typically defined as unwanted sound.

The ambient noise level comprises the sum of all noise sources, both near and far. It includes
indistinguishable noise from roads, machinery, aircraft, and other sources. The ambient level
varies slowly with time, as these sources increase or diminish.

Because noise by its nature varies with time, it is beneficial to define certain measurement
terms, also called “metrics descriptors,” used to characterize this fluctuation. The energy
average level over a specific period is defined as the equivalent sound level, or equivalent
energy noise level, abbreviated as L, For a given time interval, L, is a constant sound level
whose acoustic energy is the same as the acoustic energy of the (actual) time-varying sound
level. Thus, L, provides a measure of the true energy-average sound level in an area, and
includes the sound from all constant, sporadic, or transient events. L, is usually measured in
hourly intervals over long periods in order to develop 24-hour average noise levels. L is
generally used to describe levels of noise affecting sensitive receptors where the noise source
itself is not of special concern during evening and nighttime hours, or where the noise is only
generated during daytime hours such as with construction activities.

Other descriptors of noise are commonly used to predict noise/land use compatibility, as well as
community reaction to daytime and nighttime environmental noise. These descriptors include
the Day-Night Average Sound Level (abbreviated ly, or DNL), and California’s Community
Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). Each of these descriptors uses units of dBA. Both Ly, and
CNEL represent 24-hour periods, and both apply a penalty to noise events that occur during
evening and/or nighttime hours, when relaxation and sleep disturbance is usually of more
concern. In the case of CNEL, noise occurring during the daytime hours, between 7:00 a.m. and
7:00 p.m., receives no penalty. Noise occurring between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. (denoted
“evening”) is penalized by adding 5 dB to the measured noise level, while noise occurring from
10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (nighttime) is penalized by adding 10 dB to the measured level. Ly,
differs from CNEL by not adding a penalty in the evening period. Both CNEL and Ly, are the
predominant metrics used by local governments to describe noise environments within their
jurisdictions and for land use compatibility planning purposes. The U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) recommends their use.
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Other metrics presented in this report include Maximum Aweighted Sound Level (L, ) and
statistical sound levels such as Lo, Lso and Leo. L, _ is the A-weighted maximum instantaneous
sound level measured during the specified time interval or for an individual noise event. The
statistical sound level quantity, L (in dBA), also can represent the background sound level. L, is
the level that is exceeded “x” percent of the time during a given interval.

Two relevant characteristics of sound (or noise) behavior outdoors are propagation and
attenuation. Propagation refers to the manner in which sound energy travels outward from its
source. The pattern of propagation is related to the geometry of the sound source. One common
environmental noise source is described as a “point source.” Examples of point sources are a
single piece of construction equipment relatively close to a receptor or an entire construction
site that is relatively far away from a receptor. The noise from such a source propagates
(travels) outward in an ever-increasing spherical pattern. As the sound energy propagates and
the sphere becomes larger and larger, the sound energy at any given point on the surface of the
sphere becomes less and less. This reduction in noise level is described as geometric or
distance attenuation and is quantified in decibel units. The rate at which the sound from a point
source attenuates with distance is 6 decibels for every doubling of distance away from the
source, starting at 50 feet. A second common noise source geometry is a “line source,” such as
a very busy highway with vehicles close together, or a long train. Sound propagates away from
this type of source in the shape of a cylinder parallel to the source. As noise travels away from a
line source it also attenuates, but less rapidly than the noise from a point source. The rate of
attenuation from a line source is 3 decibels for every doubling of distance from the source. A
guasi-line source (e.g., automobiles spaced apart on a road) is between a point source and a
line source; noise from a quasiline source attenuates at the approximate rate of 4% decibels
for every doubling of distance from the source.

Factors other than distance cause additional sound attenuation. These include intervening
terrain or barriers between the source and the receptor that block the direct line-of-sight, for
distances greater than 1,000 feet, the atmosphere attenuates sound.

Human response to noise varies from individual to individual and is dependent upon the
ambient environment in which the noise is perceived. The same noise that would be highly
intrusive to a sleeping person or someone in a quiet park might be barely perceptible at an
athletic event or in the middle of the freeway at rush hour. Therefore, planning for an acceptable
noise exposure must take into account the types of activities and corresponding noise sensitivity
in a specified location for each particular set of land uses. Some general guidelines for noise
levels are: sleep disturbance may occur at an interior level above 35 dBA, interference with
human speech begins at around 52 dBA, and hearing damage will result from prolonged
exposure to noise levels in excess of 90 dBA. The state and City noise regulations and
guidelines cited in this EIR as bases for standards of significance of noise impacts take into
account the human response to noise and the noise sensitivity of various activities.
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452

Study Area

The study area consists of the redevelopment project area and adjacent areas that may be
affected by noise from redevelopment. An area of noise-sensitive receptors starts at Goss
Street, and extends northward toward West Grand Avenue. This noise-sensitive area is
bounded on the east by Mandela Parkway, and on the west by the eastern boundary of the
16"/Wood sub-district.

The study area also includes a small area north of the Howard Terminal that has noise-sensitive
receptors located near truck routes in the vicinity of 3¢ Street and Martin Luther King Jr. Way.
This area is predominantly industrial.

Regulatory Setting
Federal

The Noise Control Act of 1972. The Noise Control Act (42 USC Chapter 4901 et seq.) directs
the EPA to develop noise level guidelines that would protect the population from the adverse
effects of environmental noise. The EPA published a guideline (EPA Levels Document, Report
No. 556/9-74-664) containing recommendations for noise levels affecting residential land use
not to exceed 55 dBA Ly, outdoors and not to exceed 45 dBA Ly, for indoors. The agency is
careful to stress that these recommendations contain a factor of safety, and do not consider
technical or economic feasibility issues, and therefore should not be construed as standards or
regulations.

Noise Emission Standards for Transportation Equipment. Federal regulations establish
noise limits for medium and heavy trucks (more than 4.5 tons, gross vehicle weight rating) under
40 CFR, Part 205, Subpart B. The federal truck passby noise standard is 80 A-weighted
decibels (dBA) at 15 meters (approximately 50 feet) from the vehicle pathway centerline
(Crocker 1997). Vehicle noise limits are implemented through regulatory controls on vehicle
manufacturers.

The federal regulations for railroad noise are contained in 40 CFR, Part 201, and 49 CFR, Part
210. Noise limits for locomotives manufactured during or after 1980 are as follows: stationary
(idle throttle setting)—70 dBA at 15 meters from the track pathway centerline; stationary (all
other throttle settings)—87 dBA at 15 meters; and moving—90 dBA at 15 meters (Crocker
1997). These noise limits are implemented through regulatory controls on vehicle
manufacturers.

Department of Housing and Urban Development Standards. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) standards define Ly, below 65 dBA as acceptable for residential
use. Levels up to 75 dBA Ly, can be made acceptable through the use of insulation in buildings
(HUD 1985).
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State/Regional

Noise Insulation Standards. Relevant state regulations are contained in the California Code of
Regulations (CCR). Part 2 of Title 24 establishes the limit for interior community noise level for
multi-family dwellings, hotels, motels, dormitories and long-term care facilities of 45 dBA Lg,.
The state’s regulation may be extended by local legislative action to include single-family
dwellings.

California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research Guidelines. Section 65302(f) of the
CCR establishes the requirement that local land use planning jurisdictions prepare a General
Plan. In 1998, the Office of Planning and Research published the most recent edition of its
General Plan Guidelines (GPG). The GPG advises local jurisdictions in preparing their
comprehensive long-term general plans. The Noise Element is a mandatory component of the
General Plan and includes general community noise guidelines and specific planning guidelines
for noise/land use compatibility developed by the local jurisdiction.

The GPG guidelines are presented in Figure 4.5-1. Selected relevant levels are:

CNEL below 60 dBA—acceptable* for low-density residential use.
CNEL below 65 dBA—normally acceptable for high-density residential use.

CNEL of 60 to 70 dBA—conditionally acceptable for churches, and educational and medical
facilities.

CNEL below 70 dBA—normally acceptable for playgrounds and neighborhood parks.

Other. The State of California also establishes noise limits for vehicles licensed to operate on
public roads. For heavy trucks, the state passby noise standard is consistent with the federal
limit of 80 dBA. The state passby noise standard for light trucks and passenger cars (less than
4.5 tons, gross vehicle weight rating) is also 80 dBA at 15 meters from the centerline (California
Vehicle Code 8823130 and 23130.5; §27150 et seq.; 88 27204 and 27206). Vehicle noise
limits are implemented through regulatory controls on vehicle manufacturers and by legal
sanction of vehicle operators enforced by state and local peace officers.

The Alameda County Airport Land Use Policy Plan (ALUPP), adopted in 1986, contains policies
intended to provide guidance in determining whether proposed actions are compatible with
current and anticipated airport operations. One important concern regarding proposed actions is
exposure of persons on the ground to excessive noise from air operations. The ALUPP
identifies areas of concern regarding noise from air operations and land use compatibility as
noise impact zones. In general, noise impact zones reflect areas where the CNEL is greater
than 65 decibels or exceeds state standards due to air operations. The redevelopment project

See the figure for definition of “acceptable.”
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Figure 4.5-1 Guidelines for Noise-Compatible Land Use
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453

area is not located within a noise impact zone for the Oakland Airport, taking into account airport
expansion as proposed in the Airport Development Program, Metropolitan Oakland International
Airport EIR (Port of Oakland 1997). The redevelopment project area is not considered noise
sensitive relative to air operations.

Local

Regulatory noise standards generally fall into two categories: noise/land use compatibility
guidelines, and noise control ordinances.

Because local jurisdictions are preempted from regulating noise emissions from transportation
noise sources such as cars, trucks, trains, and airplanes, the City implements noise controls
through noise/land use compatibility guidelines referenced in the General Plan and the Noise
Ordinance. Noise/land use compatibility guidelines identify the range of noise levels with which
various land uses are deemed compatible. This permits local jurisdictions to achieve noise/land
use compatibility for the land uses exposed to noise, even if the noise sources themselves
cannot be regulated. In 1974, the City of Oakland published the Noise Element of the General
Plan. The Noise Element does not set forth specific guidelines for noise and land use planning.
HUD guidelines, described above, are incorporated into the Noise Element.

The City also passed a noise ordinance (Oakland Municipal Code [OMC], Title 17, Chapter
17.120.050). Tables 4.5-1 and 4.5-2 identify exterior noise standards according to the City's
Noise Ordinance for operational and construction noise, respectively. Table 4.5-2 applies to
construction noise except if an acoustical analysis is performed and all feasible mitigation
measures imposed, including standard noise measures adopted by the City Council in January
2001. Furthermore, construction or demolition noise received by any land use during the hours
of 7 p.m. to 7 a.m. on weekdays and 8 p.m. to 9 a.m. on weekends, and federal holidays, shall
not exceed the applicable nighttime operational noise level standard in Table 4.5-1. The City’'s
noise ordinance also contains nuisance laws regarding persistent construction-related noise
(Oakland Planning Code, § 8.18.020).

Regional Setting

The OARB is located west of 880 in West Oakland. Freeways in the vicinity include I-880, I-80,
I-580, and 1980. Active Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) rail lines pass through the area. The
primary sources of noise on the OARB area are freight trains operating in the Port of Oakland
area and trucks serving the Port. Rail operations include the Port’'s Joint Intermodal Terminal
(JIT), and Union Pacific’'s West Oakland and Desert rail yards. In addition, aircraft operating
to/from Oakland International and San Francisco International airports affect ambient noise.
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Table 4.5-1

City of Oakland Operational Noise Standards at Receiving Property Line, dBA®

Cumulative

Maximum Allowable
Noise Level (dBA)

Number of Minutesin a Daytime Nighttime
Receiving Land Use 1-Hour Period” 7a.m.-10p.m. 10 p.m.-7 a.m.
20 (Lz3) 60 45
10 (L16.7) 65 50
Residential and Civic® 5 (Lg.5) 70 55
1(L17) 75 60
0 (Lmax) 80 65
Anytime
20 (Ls3) 65
10 (L16.7) 70
Commercial 5 (Lg.3) 75
1(L17) 80
0 (Lmax) 85
20 (Ls3) 70
10 (L16.7) 75
Manufacturing, Mining, and Quarrying 5 (Lg.3) 80
1(L7) 85
0 (Lmax) 90

Source: Oakland Planning Code, Section 17.120.050.
Notes:

 These standards are reduced 5 dBA for simple tone noise, noise consisting primarily of speech or music, or
recurring impact noise. If the ambient level exceeds these standards, the standard shall be adjusted to equal the

ambient noise level.

P | «is the noise level exceeded x percent of a given period. Lmaxis the maximum instantaneous noise level.
¢ Legal residences, schools, childcare facilities, health care facilities, public open space, or similarly sensitive land

uses.
Table 4.5-2
City of Oakland Construction Noise Standards
at Receiving Property Line, dBA?
Maximum Allowable
Noise Level (dBA)
Weekdays Weekends
Receiving Land Use 7 a.m.—7 p.m. 9a.m.-8 p.m.
Less than 10 days
Residential 80 65
Commercial, Industrial 85 70
More than 10 Days
Residential 65 55
Commercial, Industrial 70 60
Source: Oakland Planning Code, Section 17.120.050.
Note: * If the ambient noise level exceeds these standards, the
standard shall be adjusted to equal the ambient noise level.
Public Review Draft Page 4.5-7 April 2002
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45.4 Local Setting

This section describes the current setting for ambient noise, identifies noise-sensitive receptors,
and describes the alternative noise baseline for year 1995 for the OARB.

Setting

Ambient Noise. To accurately describe the existing noise environment and assess potential
project noise impacts on the adjacent community, an ambient noise survey was conducted in
the local area Tuesday, April 17, 2001 through Wednesday, April 18, 2001. Noise levels were
found to be typical for an urban area that includes major transportation facilities.

The most significant consistent noise source in the area of West Oakland is from vehicle traffic
on [|-880. Noise from BART operations is a major contributor to the noise environment,
depending on proximity to the line. BART operations are audible at the intersection of 14" and
Wood streets, and are possibly audible farther away. Commercial aircraft are also a
considerable noise source in the area. Activities at nearby railyards are occasionally acoustically
perceptible, but are not the primary noise source. The railyard facilities do not constitute a major
noise source because of substantial distance, intervening structures, and existing ambient noise
levels. There are also minor noise sources from industrial facilities in the area, mostly involving
heavy trucks and forklifts.

Figure 4.5-2 depicts the short- and long-term sound measurement locations representing the
previously mentioned residential and recreational noise-sensitive receptors within the study
area. Eleven locations were surveyed immediately east of the 16"/Wood sub-district, two
locations were surveyed immediately north of the Howard Terminal and the Inner Harbor, and
one location was surveyed adjacent to Burma Road on the northern boundary of the OARB sub-
district. Two of the locations were used for unattended long-term monitoring of approximately 25
hours duration. The remaining 11 locations were used for 12 attended short-term monitoring
periods of approximately 15 minutes each.

The long-term measurements were made with Type 2, Metrosonics db308 community noise
analyzers. The short-term measurements were made with a tripod-mounted Type 1 Briel &
Kjeer Type 2231 Sound Level Meter (SLM) with statistical analyzer. To ensure accuracy,
laboratory calibration of the instruments was field checked before and after each measurement
period using an acoustical calibrator. The accuracy of the acoustical calibrator is maintained
through a program established by the manufacturer, and is traceable to the National Institute of
Standards and Technology. The sound measurement instruments meet the requirements of the
American National Standard S 1.4-1983 and the International Electrotechnical Commission
Publications 804 and 651. In all cases, the instruments were set on “slow” time response using
the A-weighted decibel (dBA) scale. The microphones were equipped with standard
windscreens and set at a height of 5 feet above the ground.
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Weather conditions during the survey period were mild, with clear or partly cloudy skies. Air
temperatures varied from 67 °F to 75 °F, with 35 to 40 percent relative humidity. Wind speed
varied from 0 to 7 miles per hour (mph) for most of the survey period, increasing at midday on
April 18 to speeds of 8 to 12 mph with gusts to 17 mph. The wind direction was generally from
the west. Apart from increased wind speeds for the last few measurements, weather conditions
were acoustically ideal and did not adversely affect the measurement accuracy.

The ambient survey included two long-term survey sites. The first was designated Long-Term 1
(LT-1), and the second Long-Term 2 (LT-2). Both monitors recorded noise data for
approximately 25 continuous hours. Relevant data are provided in Appendix 4.5.

LT-1 was located on a post in the marking lot of the Women’s Economic Agenda Project
(WEAP), located at Pine and Goss streets. Noise from I-880 and local traffic, BART, and aircraft
dominated the noise environment at LT-1. Hourly daytime and evening noise levels varied from
62 dBA Leq to 67 dBA Leg; nighttime hourly noise levels varied from 54 dBA L, to 64 dBA Leg.

The CNEL value for LT-1 was 68 dBA, which is Conditionally Acceptable for all residential
categories and Normally Acceptable for schools, libraries, churches, hospitals, nursing homes,
playgrounds, and neighborhood parks with respect to the OPR recommendations.

LT-2 was located in the front garden of 1109 Wood Street (between 11" and 12" streets). The
noise environment at LT-2 was dominated by traffic on adjacent streets, which included buses
and an occasional heavy truck, and was also affected by aircraft overflights. Traffic on 880
contributed to residual ambient noise. Daytime and evening hourly noise levels varied from 57
dBA L, to 68 dBA L4, nighttime hourly noise levels varied from 49 dBA L, to 57 dBA Leg.

The CNEL value for LT-2 was 64 dBA. According to OPR standards, this is Conditionally
Acceptable for residential low-density single-family, duplex, and mobile homes. The CNEL at
LT-2 is Normally Acceptable for multi-family residential, motels, hotels, schools, libraries,
churches, hospitals, nursing homes, playgrounds, and neighborhood parks according to OPR
standards.

A summary of short-term noise measurements is provided in Appendix 4.5. Short-term noise
measurements were conducted at 12 sites concurrent with the long-term sites. The short-term
locations in the community were selected to represent the nearest noise-sensitive receptors to
the east boundary of the redevelopment and the associated truck routes in the area. Measured
ambient noise levels (L) varied from 56 dBA L, at a residence on 17" Street to 71 dBA L at
a residence on Martin Luther King Jr. Way near 4" Street. The majority of the measurements
made in the area along Wood Street resulted in L, levels between 61 dBA and 63 dBA. This is
considered a reasonable range for daytime noise levels in a residential area that is close to a
major freeway. The measured daytime noise levels in area east of the 16™/Wood sub-district are
consistent with similar to the long-term CNELSs discussed above. The daytime measured noise
levels in the area of 3 Street were 67 dBA L., and 71 dBA L.,. Employing the OPR guidelines,
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these daytime levels would lead to CNEL values in the Normally Unacceptable range for
residential categories (70 to 75 dBA CNEL).

Noise Sensitive Receptors. The area southeast of the 16"/Wood sub-district is of generally
residential use at the southern end, transitioning to industrial land uses at the northern end. Two
parks are within the local aea: Raimondi and Willow. Raimondi Park is located at 18" and
Wood streets, and Willow Park is located at 14" and Willow streets. A park is proposed at the
Bay Bridge touchdown peninsula at the end of Burma Road. Several public and private schools
are located within the local area: Prescott Elementary, Prescott Development Center, St.
Martins Peporres, McClymonds High, Head Start, and the Oakland Military Institute College
Preparatory Academy. The nearest public medical facility to the local area is the West Oakland
Health Center (700 Adeline Street), about 0.8 mile from the OARB. There are also two churches
in the local area: Beth Eden Baptist Church (1183 Tenth Street), and St. Mary-St. Francis de
Sales (707 Jefferson Street).

Alternative Baseline, Ambient Noise

A literature search revealed no data to quantitatively describe the OARB ambient noise
environment in the 1995 alternative baseline year. However, two relevant documents provide
primarily qualitative characterizations of the noise environment—the Army’s EIS for the disposal
and reuse of the OARB (Corps 1999 and 2001) and the Berths 55-58 Project Draft EIR (Port of
Oakland 1998).

According to the Army’s EIS for disposal and reuse of the OARB, primary sources of noise from
the OARB (before it was closed in 1995) were trains on the Oakland Terminal Railway running
to Wharf 7 and diesel engines of trucks driving to and from Port of Oakland terminal areas
(Corps 1999 and 2001). The EIS states the single 100-ton wharf crane was a secondary, but
fairly minor, source of noise. The Base typically operated between the hours of 6 a.m. to 5 p.m.
When a ship was in port (once per month on average), loading and unloading operations usually
take place around the clock. Major noise sources, other than activities at the OARB, included
vehicle traffic on F80, West Grand Avenue, and Maritime Street; train traffic in the Union Pacific
(UP) West Oakland Railyard; and aircraft overflights from San Francisco International and
Oakland International airports. In 1995, the Cypress Freeway (I-880) was not completed or
operational near the study area. According to the Berths 55-58 Project Draft EIR, in 1992,
receptors on West Oakland streets near the Cypress Freeway corridor experienced noise levels
ranging from 61 to 74 dBA L., (time interval not specified) (Port of Oakland 1998).

The Berths 55-58 Project Draft EIR provides a qualitative description of existing noise sources
in the OARB EIR study area.” Primary noise sources included port-related maritime uses in the

The extent of the Berths Draft EIR noise study area in West Oakland is approximately the same as the study area of
the OARB Redevelopment EIR.
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4.5.5

Maritime sub-district (ships, trucks, and rail operations), truck traffic on local streets, BART,
Amtrak and other Union Pacific rail operations (Port of Oakland 1998).

Over the past four to ten years, circumstances in the study area have occurred that have both
lowered and increased local noise levels. Completion of F880 increased nearby vehicle traffic
volume, thus increasing noise. Reduced ship, train, and truck activity at the OARB (due to the
Base’s closure) decreased noise levels.

Although noise sources have changed, overall ambient noise levels in the local area have not
changed substantially since 1995. Therefore, a quantitative description of the 1995 noise
environment, with the exception of +880—generated noise, can be represented by use of the
current (2001) ambient noise environment, as described above.

Impact Analysis Methodology

As allowed by CEQA, where relevant, the analysis of impacts of community reuse of a military
facilty may be based on environmental conditions that existed at the time the federal
government made the decision to close the base, rather than current existing conditions. For the
OARB, the decision was made in 1995. As described above, appreciable differences in the
ambient noise environment between 1995 and 2001 have not occurred.

Noise impacts disclosed in this EIR do not include noise from sources previously disclosed and
for which mitigation was required in two publicly reviewed and certified environmental
documents (Port of Oakland 1998, and Port of Oakland 1999), or (as described above) from
those sources associated with operation of the OARB in 1995, the alternative baseline year.

The noise sources identified in the Berths 55-58 EIR were construction (excavation, dredging,
earthmoving), operational and maintenance, vehicle and vessel traffic and the fact that public
access areas would be developed adjacent to noise sources. All impacts, except construction,
were evaluated to be less than significant, not warranting mitigation. Mitigation for construction
noise impacts are similar, if not identical, to the mitigation presented in Section 4.5.7.

The noise sources identified in the JIT EIR were construction (grading, earthmoving, general
construction), operational (train movements, yard cargo-handling and trucks), increase rail
activity at the Knight Yard, and project-related noise increases at receptors near local rail lines.
All impacts, except construction, were evaluated to be less than significant, not warranting
mitigation. Mitigation for construction noise impacts is similar, if not identical, to the mitigation
presented in Section 4.5.7.

The noise analysis for this EIR is consistent with the level of detail currently available regarding
redevelopment, as presented in Chapter 3: Description.

Significance Criteria

Redevelopment would have a significant impact on the environment if it would:
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Expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the
Oakland General Plan or applicable standards of other agencies €.g., the Occupational
Health and Safety Administration);

Violate the City of Oakland Noise Ordinance (Oakland Planning Code § 17.120.050)
regarding operational and construction noise as presented in Tables 4.5-1 and 4.5-2,°

Violate the City of Oakland Noise Ordinance (Oakland Planning Code 8§ 8.18.020) regarding
nuisance of persistent construction-related noise;

Create a vibration that is perceptible without instruments by the average person at or
beyond any lot line containing vibration-causing activities not associated with motor
vehicles, trains, and temporary construction or demolition work, except activities located
within the (a) M40 zone or (b) M30 zone more than 400 feet from any legally occupied
residential property (Oakland Planning Code § 17.120.060);

Generate interior Ly, or CNEL greater than 45 dBA for multi-family dwellings, hotels, motels,
dormitories, or long-term care facilities (and if extended by local legislative action, single-
family dwellings) per California Noise Insulation Standards (CCR Part 2, Title 24);

Result in a 5 dBA permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity above levels
existing without redevelopment;

Conflict with state land use compatibility guidelines (OPR 1998) for all specified land uses
for determination of acceptability of noise levels as shown in Figure 4.5-1;

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

Be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, and would expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels.

Not all criteria above apply to redevelopment as proposed. While pile-driving during construction
in the 16™/Wood sub-district may result in vibration perceptible at residential receptors,
construction activity is an exception of that portion of the Oakland Planning Code that comprises
the significance criteria. The nearest redevelopment activity that could result in vibration due to
operations would be the New Intermodal Facility, located approximately 1,100 feet from the
nearest residential land use, with an existing intervening major freeway and rail facilities. Due to
the distance to residential receptors, vbration generated by operational activities at the New
Intermodal Facility are not expected to be perceptible at residential receptors. The interior CNEL
criterion does not apply to proposed redevelopment because no existing relevant noise-
sensitive land uses* are proximate to the project area. Subsequent redevelopment activities

Table 4.5-2 applies to construction noise, except if an acoustical analysis is performed and all feasible mitigation
measures imposed, including standard noise measures adopted by the City Council in January 2001.

Such land uses include multi-family dwellings, hotels, motels, dormitories, or long-term care facilities.
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4.5.6

would be required to comply with state laws and regulations, and impacts would be avoided.
Redevelopment would incorporate state land use compatibility guidelines promulgated by the
state for determination of acceptability of noise levels; as such, redevelopment would not
conflict with state guidelines, and no impact would occur. While the redevelopment project area
is located within the General Referral Area of the ALUPP, it is not located within a Noise or
Safety Referral Zone. The project area is not located within two miles of a public airport or
private airstrip.

Impacts

Impact 4.5-1: Construction could result in short-term noise levels in excess of
established standards, or that violate the City of Oakland Noise
Ordinance at and near the redevelopment project area, and along
construction haul routes.

Significance: Potentially significant

Mitigation 4.5-1: Developers and/or contractors shall develop and implement

redevelopment-specific noise reduction plans.

Residual Significance: Less than significant

Build-out is expected by 2020. Construction activities are expected to occur within all of the sub-
districts. The primary purpose of redevelopment is the elimination of blighting influences. In
general, this would involve demolition/deconstruction, selected remediation, grade correction
and site preparation, excavation and filling, and infrastructure installation. Specifically, it would
include realignment of Maritime Street and utilities located within that right-of-way, construction
of a new Maritime Street extension (the “loop road”), reconfiguration of the Outer Harbor
shoreline for New Berth 21, construction of the Gateway Park, construction of the New
Intermodal Facility, and creation of public access. In addition, subsequent redevelopment
activities would include construction of internal circulation, buildings, parking, landscaping, etc.

Noise levels would increase within the redevelopment project area and adjacent areas from
operation of construction equipment. In the OARB and Maritime sub-districts, pile driving would
be required for construction of wharves (installation of pilings and possibly sheet pile), as well as
buildings, which due to geotechnical conditions, are expected to be built on friction piles. Table
4.5-3 summarizes typical major noise source equipment expected to be used during
redevelopment construction activities.
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Table 4.5-3
Major Sources of Construction Noise

Typical Leq (dBA) at

Activity Source 50 Feet
Bulldozers, concrete crushers,
Demolition/deconstruction 80 to 91 dBA
backhoes, loaders, trucks
Site preparation, construction of Bulldozers, backhoes, scrapers,
prepar ! P 80 to 91 dBA
roads, utilities, parking areas compacters, trucks
67 dBA
. . . (dredge at 250 feet)
Shoreline reconfiguration Dredges, excavators, trucks
g g 80 to 91 dBA
(excavators and trucks)
101 dBA
Wharf construction, buildin . ) max i i
. g Pile drivers, trucks (Lmax for pile driver)
foundations 80 to 91 dBA

(Leq for trucks)

Source: Port of Oakland 1998, Table 3.4-3.

Details of redevelopment construction are not fully defined: equipment to be used, its proximity
to receptors, etc., is not yet known. Because occurrence of this impact relies on details of
construction not completely defined, the impact is considered potentially significant. With
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.5-1, compliance with the Noise Ordinance is considered
to be achieved, and the residual impact is considered less than significant.

000

Impact 4.5-2: Operation of redevelopment facilities could result in a long-term
increase in ambient noise levels.

Significance: Less than significant
Mitigation: Mitigation is not warranted.

The proposed land use classification for the majority of the Gateway development area is
Business Mix. Business Mix is intended to be a flexible classification, and allows a wide variety
of business and related commercial and industrial uses. The primary sources of noise stemming
from this activity would likely be low-speed vehicle traffic, including light- and medium-duty
trucks.

The Park & Urban Open Space classification proposed for the Gateway Park area and for the
gateway development area waterfront would be a place for recreation; as such, it would be
considered a receiver of noise, rather than a noise generator. However, community/civic events
at these spaces may generate off-peak noise-generating automobile traffic in the area.
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The proposed land use classification for the Port development area is General
Industrial/Transportation.  This classification allows heavy industrial uses, including
manufacturing, railyards, maritime operations, and other similar uses. Primary noise sources
would likely be heavy-duty trucks, trains, ships, cargo equipment, and other cargo operations.

The Maritime sub-district, with the largest acreage of all of the sub-districts, would support
ongoing and proposed Port of Oakland industrial maritime operations. Primary noise sources
would include ships (horn-blowing and docking procedures), cargo-handling operations,
trucking, and trains. Although these types of noise sources currently exist, cargo throughput is
expected to increase, and increased noise levels would result from related equipment, truck,
and rail activities.

A portion of the 16"/Wood sub-district is immediately west of existing residential land use in
West Oakland. The sub-district is currently classified as Business Mix, and is expected to
remain in that classification. It may contain as many as 375 live/work units in addition to
buildings for office, retail, and light industrial use. Primary sources of noise would likely be
automobile and light-duty truck traffic.

Because the primary noise sources would be vehicle traffic and rail operations, the focus of the
noise analysis for this impact was vehicle traffic and rail operations. Table 4.5-4 presents data
regarding freeway segment noise levels for the morning and afternoon peak traffic periods, and
Table 4.5-5 presents data for study area intersections (non-freeway roads) for the same
periods. As demonstrated by these data, no freeway segment or roadway intersection would
experience an increase in noise of 5 dBA or greater as a result of redevelopment, and the
impact is considered less than significant.

In terms of rail traffic, redevelopment is expected to increase the number of daily trains serving
the Port by two (from 23.4 to 25.4) over the daily number disclosed in previously certified and
publicly reviewed EIRs (Dowling Associates, Inc. 2002). The increase would be less than 10
percent over current train trips, and assuming the additional trains have the same operating
characteristics as those previously analyzed, average daily noise levels from the additional line
haul trains would increase by less than 1 dBA.

Table 4.5-4
Changes in Traffic Noise Along Freeway Segments
A.M. Peak P.M. Peak
Travel Baseline Program Increase| Baseline Program Increase
Freeway Segment Direction Traffic  Traffic® indB Traffic Traffic? indB
East 5,813 436 0.3 11,252 103 0
I-80 at the Bay Bridge
West 10,929 105 0 7,448 421 0.2
East 3,917 144 0.2 7,581 785 0.4
I-80 between [-880 and 1-580
West 7,364 823 0.5 5,019 174 0.1
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Table 4.5-4
Changes in Traffic Noise Along Freeway Segments
A.M. Peak P.M. Peak
Travel Baseline Program Increase| Baseline Program Increase
Freeway Segment Direction Traffic  Traffic® indB Traffic Traffic? indB
East 5,751 213 0.2 11,131 830 0.3
I-80 East of I-80/1-580 Split
West 10,813 855 0.3 7,369 204 0.1
North 2,837 213 0.3 3,131 831 1
I-880 Connector to 1-80 East
South 2,433 855 13 2,080 204 0.4
North 1,700 250 0.6 1,746 1,206 2.3
I-880 Connector to 1-80 West
South 1,074 1,258 34 1,801 277 0.6
North 2,849 16 0 3,844 18 0
[-880 North of 7th Street
South 2,513 25 0 4,056 7 0
North 4,679 898 0.8 4,203 231 0.2
I-880 South of 7th Street
South 2,715 277 0.4 4,797 860 0.7
North 4,846 882 0.7 3,805 213 0.2
[-880 North of 1-980
South 2,208 224 0.4 4,395 694 0.6
North 7,680 830 0.4 7,282 209 0.1
[-880 South of 1-980
South 4,967 293 0.2 6,618 784 0.5
North 7,295 620 0.4 8,120 157 0.1
I-880 North of I-238
South 7,856 232 0.1 7,380 582 0.3
North 6,842 580 0.4 8,185 145 0.1
[-880 South of 1-238
South 8,940 178 0.1 7,815 556 0.3
East 2,771 54 0.1 4,788 26 0
[-238
West 4,629 40 0 2,001 12 0
East 5,017 54 0 8,670 26 0
I-580 East of I-238
West 8,383 40 0 3,623 12 0
East 5,008 44 0 6,078 249 0.2
[-580 West of 1-238
West 5,458 256 0.2 5,422 56 0
East 6,091 124 0.1 8,482 671 0.3
I-580 East of I-980/SR-24
West 7,399 693 0.4 6,618 153 0.1
East 7,682 144 0.1 10,873 785 0.3
[-580 West of I-980/SR-24
West 10,373 822 0.3 9,027 174 0.1
East 2,792 15 0 5,866 26 0
1-980
West 5,792 30 0 2,834 11 0
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Table 4.5-4
Changes in Traffic Noise Along Freeway Segments
A.M. Peak P.M. Peak

Travel Baseline Program Increase| Baseline Program Increase
Freeway Segment Direction Traffic  Traffic® indB Traffic Traffic? indB

East 2,758 118 0.2 7,184 515 0.3
SR-24 East of I-580

West 7,437 528 0.3 3,216 127 0.2

Source: Traffic information from "Freeway LOS.xls," Dowling Associates, Inc. 2002.

Note:  ®In passenger car equivalents (one truck = two cars).

Table 4.5-5
Changes in Traffic Noise Along Non-Freeway Roads
A.M. Peak P.M. Peak
Baseline Program Increase| Baseline Program Increase
Intersection Traffic Traffic indB Traffic Traffic indB
West Grand/Maritime 1,580 281 0.7 2,000 27 01
West Grand/Frontage Road 2,045 27 0.1 2,695 268 04
West Grand/Mandela 1,879 137 0.3 2,087 139 03
West Grand/Adeline 1,841 129 0.3 2,577 132 0.2
West Grand/Market 2,111 1,016 1.7 2,217 1,035 1.7
West Grand/San Pablo Avenue 2,548 794 12 2,888 801 11
West Grand/MLK Jr 1,930 797 15 2,273 804 1.3
West Grand/Northgate 2,369 798 1.3 2,814 803 1.1
West Grand/Harrision 3,991 258 0.3 4,853 254 0.2
7"/Maritime 1,145 846 2.4 1,202 672 1.9
7"1-880 SB Ramp 989 770 2.5 987 1,029 3.1
7"1-880 North Ramp 1,386 1,236 2.8 1,485 916 2.1
7"/Peralta 819 122 0.6 792 122 0.6
7"/Mandela 1,215 129 0.4 1,240 127 0.4
7"/Union 1,498 128 04 1,389 128 04
7"/Adeline 1,803 334 0.7 1,662 338 08
7"/Market 1,870 330 0.7 1,814 304 0.7
7"/Harrison 2,895 173 0.3 3,215 42 0.1
7"/Jackson 2,119 170 0.3 2,483 41 0.1
6"/Jackson 2,244 170 0.3 2,534 41 0.1
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Table 4.5-5
Changes in Traffic Noise Along Non-Freeway Roads
A.M. Peak P.M. Peak
Baseline Program Increase| Baseline Program Increase
Intersection Traffic Traffic indB Traffic Traffic indB
5"/Union/I-880 Ramps 2,058 69 0.1 1,527 179 05
5"/Adeline 2,013 237 05 1,751 321 07
1-880 Off Ramp/Market 1,327 146 0.5 1,145 55 0.2
51h/Br0adway 1,986 44 0.1 2,798 178 0.3
3"YAdeline 828 232 11 923 141 0.6
3"YMarket 714 104 0.6 674 49 0.3
14"/Mandela 738 329 1.6 707 357 1.8
12"/Brush 2,875 30 00 1,718 11 00
12"/Castro 087 20 01 2,658 31 01
27"/SR 24-580 Off Ramp 2,226 394 0.7 1,547 278 0.7
27"/SR 24-580 On Ramp 1,611 78 0.2 2,885 356 0.5
San Pablo Avenue/Adeline 2,318 137 0.2 2,858 135 0.2
West MacArthur/Market 1,327 137 04 2,176 134 0.3
Powell/I-80 Frontage Road 3,171 52 0.1 4,271 53 01
Powell/I-80 NB Ramps 3,447 61 0.1 4,562 94 01
Powell/Christie 2,990 52 0.1 4,294 52 0.1
Powell/Hollis 1,836 52 0.1 2,976 52 0.1
Powell/San Pablo 3,551 52 0.1 3,516 52 0.1
Stanford/Market 2,115 52 0.1 2,798 54 0.1
Stanford/MLK Jr. 3,793 13 0.0 5,034 14 00
Ashby/7" 2,956 103 01 3,183 106 0.1
Ashby/San Pablo 3,886 104 0.1 4,142 104 01
Marina Village/Constitution 2,117 103 0.2 2,520 106 0.2
Atlantic/Webster 3,021 103 0.1 2,816 105 0.2
Atlantic/Constitution 1,979 103 0.2 2,236 106 0.2
Maritime/New Gateway access road N/A 601 N/A N/A 541 N/A

Source: Traffic information from Dowling Associates, Inc. 2002.
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457

At its nearest point to West Oakland residential land uses, the New Intermodal Facility would be
approximately 1,100 feet from noise-sensitive receptors. The existing JIT is located
approximately 2,600 feet from the same receptors. Both the UP West Oakland and Desert yards
are located closer to these receptors than either the existing JIT or the proposed New
Intermodal Facility. Yard activities in the New Intermodal Facility are expected to increase,
potentially increasing train noise levels by 6 dBA at a distance of 1,100 feet. However,
intervening major facilities, such as F880 and its soundwalls, and the Desert Yard are expected
to attenuate this increase in noise to well below 5 dBA at the receptors, and the impact &
considered less than significant. Ambient noise levels in the study area are expected to continue
to be dominated by noise from I-880, BART, and aircraft overflights.

000

Mitigation
Implementation of the following mitigation measures will avoid, minimize, reduce, rectify, or
compensate for significant impacts of redevelopment.

Mitigation 4.5-1. Developers and/or contractors shall develop and implement redevelopment-
specific noise reduction plans.

This measure applies to Impact 4.5-1 and Cumulative Impact 5.5-1.

This measure shall be enforced via contract specifications. The measure as written is intended
to effectively limit construction noise, while allowing the sponsors of redevelopment activities
and their contractors flexibility in controlling site-specific noise.

Each developer and/or contractor should be contractually required to demonstrate knowledge of
the Oakland Noise Ordinance, and to construct in a manner whereby noise levels do not exceed
significance criteria. Contractors may elect any combination of legal, non-polluting methods to
maintain or reduce noise to thresholds levels or lower, as long as those methods do not result in
other significant environmental impacts or create a substantial public nuisance. The developer
and/or contractor shall perform a site-specific acoustical analysis, and, if necessary, shall
develop and implement a noise reduction plan subject to review and approval by the City or
Port. The plan for attenuating these noises shall include some or all of the following measures,
as appropriate and feasible, and shall be implemented prior to any required activities.

Schedule

Schedule operation of one piece of equipment that generates extreme levels of noise at a
time.

Schedule activities that generate low and moderate levels of noise during weekend or
evening hours.
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Standard construction activities shall be limited to between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. Monday
through Friday. No construction activities shall be allowed on weekends until after the
building is enclosed without prior authorization of the Building Services and Planning
Divisions of the Community and Economic Development Agency, or unless expressly
permitted or modified by the provisions of a building and/or grading permit.

Pile Driving and/or Other Activities that Generate Extreme Levels of Noise for Noise
Levels Greater than 90 dBA

Pile-driving and/or other activities that generate noise above 90 dBA shall be limited to
between 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, with no activity generating
extreme levels of noise permitted between 12:30 and 1:30 p.m. No construction activities
that generate extreme levels of noise shall be allowed on Saturdays, Sundays, or holidays
unless expressly permitted or modified by the provisions of a building and/or grading permit.

Install engine and pneumatic exhaust controls as necessary to ensure exhaust noise from
pile driver engines are minimized. Such controls can reduce noise levels by 6 dBA L.

Employ sonic or vibratory pile drivers (sonic pile drivers are only effective in some soils).
Such drivers may reduce maximum noise levels by as much as 12 dBA (Lyax)- IN some
cases however (e.g., sheet pile driving) vibratory pile drivers may generate more noise than
impact pile drivers/methods. The specific circumstances should be evaluated.

Tie rubber aprons lined with absorptive material around sheetpile.
Hydraulically drive piles.
Pre-drill pile holes.

Erect temporary plywood noise barriers around the entire construction site.

Use noise control blankets on the building structure as it is erected to reduce noise emission
from the site.

Evaluate the feasibility of noise control at the receivers by temporarily improving the noise
reduction capability of adjacent buildings.

Monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by taking noise measurements.

Other Equipment, Methods

A pre-construction meeting shall be held with the job inspectors and the general
contractor/on-site project manager to confirm that noise mitigation and practices are
completed prior to the issuance of a building permit (including construction hours,
neighborhood notification, posted signs, etc.).

All construction equipment, fixed and mobile, and motor-vehicles shall be properly
maintained to minimize noise generation. This would include maintaining equipment
silencers, shields, and mufflers in proper operating order. “Quiet package” or “hush”
equipment, which is readily available for such equipment as trailer-mounted compressors,
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OARB Area Redevelopment EIR

welders, etc. shall be used. All equipment shall be operated in the quietest manner
practicable.
Equipment and trucks used for construction shall use best available noise control

techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts,
engine enclosures, and acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds, wherever feasible).

Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) used for construction
shall be hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated
with compressed-air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. However, where use of
pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed-air exhaust should
be used; this muffler can lower noise levels from the exhaust by up to about 10 dBA.
External jackets on the tools themselves shall be used where feasible, which could achieve
a reduction of 5 dBA. Quieter procedures should be used, such as drills rather than impact
equipment, where practicable.

Stationary noise sources should be located as far from sensitive receptors as possible, and

they should be muffled and enclosed within temporary sheds, or insulation barriers, or other
measures should be incorporated to the extent feasible.

Material stockpiles and/or vehicle staging areas should be located as far as practicable from
dwellings.

Public address systems would be designed and to minimize “spill over” of sound onto
adjacent properties.

Physical barriers/screens (e.g., along fence lines) may be used to attenuate noise.

Project workers exposed to noise levels above 80 dBA would be provided personal
protective equipment for hearing protection (i.e., ear plugs and/or muffs).

Areas where noise levels are routinely expected to exceed 80 dBA would be clearly posted
“Hearing Protection Required in this Area.”

A process with the following components shall be established for responding to and tracking
complaints pertaining to construction noise:

- A procedure for notifying City Building Division staff and Oakland Police Department;
- Alist of telephone numbers (during regular construction hours and off-hours);

- A plan for posting signs on-site pertaining to complaint procedures, permitted
construction days and hours, day and evening contact telephone numbers for the job
site and day and evening contact telephone numbers for the City in the event of a
problem;

- Designation of a construction complaint manager for the project who will respond to and
track complaints; and

- Notification of neighbors within 300 feet of the project construction area at least 30 days
in advance of construction activities.

o o
0’0 0.0

% o
o o
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Cultural Resources

4.6

46.1

4.6.2

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Cultural resources include archaeological and historical objects, sites and districts, historic
buildings and structures, cultural landscapes, and sites and resources of concern to local Native
Americans and other ethnic groups.

Redevelopment would result in benefits to certain cultural resources, as well as potentially
significant and significant impacts to other such resources. With implementation of measures
recommended in this section, some significant impacts would be mitigated to a level that is less
than significant. Even with implementation of all feasible mitigation, however, some residual
impacts would remain significant; these impacts are considered unavoidable. The impact of loss
of aesthetic character related to cultural resources is disclosed and discussed in Section 4.11:
Aesthetics.

Study Area

The study area for cultural resources is the approximately 1,800-acre redevelopment project
area, plus any nearby resources that could potentially be affected by redevelopment.

Regulatory Setting
Federal

The National Environmental Quality Act (NEPA, 42, United States Code (USC) 88§ 4321-4327),
requires federal agencies to consider potential environmental impacts and appropriate
mitigation measures of actions with federal involvement. The National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA) (16 USC § 470 et seq.) addresses concerns pertinent to an action’s effect on cultural
resources.

The NHPA sets forth the federal government's policy on historic preservation and the programs,
including establishing the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Under the NHPA,
historic properties include “. . . any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or
object included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of Historic Places” (16 USC
470w(5)). Section 106 (16 USC 470f) of the NHPA requires federal agencies, prior to
implementing an “undertaking” (e.g., conducting its own action or issuing a federal permit), to
consider the effects of the undertaking on historic properties and to afford the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation (ACHP) and the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) a
reasonable opportunity to comment on any undertaking that would adversely affect properties
eligible for listing on the NRHP.

The U.S. Army’s action at the OARB—disposal and transfer of government property—is a
federal undertaking, As such, the NHPA and its implementing regulations (16 USC 470 et seq.,
36 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 800, 36 CFR Part 60, and 36 CFR Part 63) apply to
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OARB Area Redevelopment EIR

the Army’s action. The Army , the lead federal agency, was responsible for NHPA Section 106
compliance, including consultation with the SHPO and ACHP.

Under the NHPA (36 CFR Section 60.4) a district, site, building, structure, or object is eligible for
listing in the NRHP when:

1. The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and
culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity,
including location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and:

2. The districts, sites, buildings, or objects meet the following criteria:

are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of our history; or

are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or

embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that
represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a
significant and dstinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction;
or

have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

The NHPA uses the term “historic property” for cultural and archaeological resources that have
been determined eligible to the NRHP. Cultural and archaeological resources and structures
that do not qualify for listing on the NRHP are not considered to be significant and are not
described as historic properties. If a resource has been determined not to be eligible for listing
on the NRHP, it generally is not considered further in assessment of the environmental impacts
of a project. Further guidance for determining the eligibility of structures and historic districts are
published by the National Park Service (NPS), the National Register Bulletins 15 (1991a), 16A
(1991b), 16B (1991c), and the Secretary of Interior's Standards and Guidelines for Evaluation
(1983: 44723-26). These guidelines provide instructions for evaluating and nominating National
Register Historic properties.

To retain historic integrity, a resource should possess several of the above-mentioned aspects.
The retention of specific aspects of integrity is essential for a resource to convey its significance.
For a district to retain ts integrity as a whole, the majority of the components, or individual
resources, that make up the district’s historic character must possess integrity even if they are
individually undistinguishable. The relationships among the district's components must be
substantially unchanged since the period of significance. When evaluating the impact of
changes upon the district’s integrity, the relative number, size, design and location of the
resources that do not contribute to the district’s significance should be considered. A district is
not eligible if it contains many alterations or new intrusions, so that it no longer conveys the
sense of the historic environment.
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State

CEQA requires lead agencies to consider effects of their proposed actions on historic resources
(these include built-environment historic and prehistoric archaeological resources). Historic
resources are defined as those resources that meet any of the following criteria for listing on the
California Register of Historic Places (CRHR). These criteria are set forth in Sections 15064.5
and 15126.4 of CEQA:

Criterion A: is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage;

Criterion B: is associated with lives of persons important in our past;

Criterion C: embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high
artistic values; or

Criterion D: has vyielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or
history.
In addition, the definition of “historical resource” includes archaeological resources listed in or
formally determined eligible for listing in the CRHR as well as resources listed or eligible for
listing in the NRHP or local registers. It also includes historical resources determined by the lead
agency to be significant.

Where an action may adversely affect a historical resource, CEQA Section 21084.1 requires the
lead agency to treat that effect as a significant environmental effect and prepare an EIR.
Additionally, CEQA Sections 21083.2 and 21084.1 operate independently to ensure that
potential effects on unique archaeological resources are considered as part of a project's
environmental analysis. A unique archaeological resource implies an archaeological artifact,
object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that¥without merely adding to the
current body of knowledge¥athere is a high probability that it meets one of the following criteria:

the archaeological artifact, object, or site contains information needed to answer important
scientific questions and there is a demonstrable public interest in that information; or

the archaeological artifact, object, or site has a special and particular quality, such as being
the oldest of its type or the best available example of its type; or

the archaeological artifact, object, or site is directly associated with a scientifically
recognized important prehistoric or historic event or person.
A non-unique archaeological resource indicates an archaeological artifact, object, or site that
does not meet the above criteria. Impacts to non-unique archaeological resources and
resources that do not qualify for listing on the CRHR receive no further consideration under
CEQA.

Section 15064.5 of CEQA also assigns special importance to human remains and specifies
procedures to be used when Native American remains are discovered. These procedures are
detailed under Public Resources Code (PRC) 5097.94 and 5097.98. Health and Safety Code
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Section 7050.5 codifies, with the exception of those activities defined in PRC 5097, that every
person who knowingly mutilates or disinters, wantonly disturbs, or willfully removes any human
remains in or from any location other than a dedicated cemetery without authority of law is guilty
of a misdemeanor.® If human remains were to be discovered within the project area, the
Alameda County Coroner must be notified within 48 hours, and the Coroner must contact the
California Native American Heritage Commission in the event that the remains are determined
to be of Native American descent.

Local

The City of Oakland General Plan contains a Historic Preservation Element that was adopted in
1994 by City Council Resolution number 70807 C.M.S. The Historic Preservation Element,
amended in 1998, sets forth the policy for listing on the Local Register in Policy 3.8 (Definition of
“Local Register of Historical Resources” and Historic Preservation for Environmental Review
Purposes). For purposes of environmental review under CEQA, the following properties
constitute the City of Oakland’s Local Register of Historical Resources:

all Designated Historic Properties, and

those Potential Designated Historic Properties that have an existing rating of “A” or “B” or
are located within an Area of Primary Importance.

Until complete implementation of Historic Element Action 2.1.2 (Redesignation), the Local
Register of Historical Resources will also include the following designated properties: Oakland
Landmarks, S-7 Preservation Combining Zone properties, and the Preservation Study List
properties.

The City of Oakland also maintains the Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey (OCHS), a project of
the Community and Economic Development Department. The OCHS, which has been in
progress since 1979, is intended to provide an inventory of historic resources throughout the
city.

The OCHS uses a five-tier rating system for individual properties, ranging from “A” (highest
importance) to “E” (of no particular interest), that is incorporated in the Historic Preservation
Element of the General Plan by reference (pp. 31 and 32). This is termed the Individual
Property Rating of a building, and is based on the following criteria:

Visual Quality/Design: Evaluation of exterior design, interior design, materials and
construction, style or type, supporting elements, feelings of association, and importance of
designer.

Section 5097 of the PRC prohibits excavations upon, or removing, destroying, injuring, or defacing, any historic or
prehistoric ruins, burial grounds, archaeological or vertebrate paleontological site, situated on public lands, and
prohibiting the prevention of Native American religious worship at archaeological or sacred sites.
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4.6.3

History/Association: Association of person or organization, the importance of any event,
association with patterns, and the age of the building.

Context: Continuity and familiarity of the building within the district.

Integrity/Reversibility: Evaluation of the building’s condition, its exterior and interior

alterations, and any structural removals.
Properties with conditions or circumstances that could change substantially in the future are
assigned both an “existing” and a “contingency” rating. The existing rating describes the
property under its current condition, while the contingency rating describes it under possible
future circumstances, such as if the property were restored. The existing rating is denoted by an
uppercase letter, and is the present rating of the building. The contingency rating, if any, is
shown second, and is denoted by a lowercase letter. Properties are also given a Multiple
Property Rating (1, 2, or 3) based on an assessment of the significance of the area in which the
property is located: properties within an Area of Primary Importance (an area that appears
eligible for the National Register) are rated “1”; those in an Area of Secondary Importance are
rated “2”; and those outside an identified district are rated “3.” A plus (+) or minus ¢) sign
indicates whether the property contributes or not to the API or ASI.

An Area of Primary Importance (API) is a historically or visually cohesive area or property
grouping that contains a “high proportion of individual properties with ratings of ‘C’ or higher and
appears eligible for the National Register of Historic Places either as a district or as a
historically-related complex.” At least two-thirds of the properties must be “contributors” to the
API, reflecting the API's principal historical or architectural themes, and must not have
undergone major alterations. An Area of Secondary Importance (ASI) is similar to an API,
however potential contributors to the ASI are counted for purposes of the two-thirds threshold as
well as contributors; ASIs do not appear eligible for the National Register.

Regional Setting

Environmentally, Oakland and the surrounding San Francisco Bay region afford a wealth of
resources for human settlement. The OARB and immediate vicinity are situated mostly on
manmade fill placed from the 1900s through the 1940s. The extreme western end of the project
area is situated on the edge of a historic marsh that was important to Native American
settlement, as well as to later farming and industry. The San Antonio Creek marsh, as well as
the resources of the local streams and hills, were attractive to the earliest Native American
settlers of the region, who hunted and gathered a wide variety of resources. The streams and
the rich oak woodlands of the Oakland area also attracted settlement by later ranchers and
farmers. One environmental factor significant in the archaeological assessment of the project
area is that the Base is constructed on man-made fill. In terms of the archaeological record, this
precludes any likelihood of prehistoric archaeological resources within the study area.

The cultural history of the Oakland area is marked by four distinct periods. The area was first
occupied by Native Americans. The first Euro-American entry occurred around 1769, during
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exploration for the establishment of missions by Spanish-colonials from Mexico. The rancho era
of settlement began with Mexican independence from Spain in the 1820s, at which time
settlement increased and lands were distributed among Mexican settlers. The United States
gained sovereignty over the region in 1848, and this event was soon followed by an onrush of
American settlers, whose presence would forever change the character of the region.

Prehistoric Setting

Human occupation of Oakland and the surrounding San Francisco Bay region extends back
5,000 years or more. The vicinity of the study area was occupied and used prehistorically by
Native American groups, who subsisted by hunting and gathering the rich resources of the
marshlands along the Bay shore and the nearby uplands, including abundant game, acorns,
and other plant sources. The people of Oakland and the surrounding Bay Region were
integrated into an extensive trade network that extended throughout California and the West. At
the time of historic contact, the area was occupied by the Ohlone (or Costanoan) group of
Native Americans (Levy 1978), who probably entered the Bay Region between 1,500 and 2,000
years ago.

The population and traditional lifeways of the Ohlone were severely affected by the influences of
the Spanish colonists and the Mission system. As the result of enforced missionization, disease
and direct assault, by 1800, few if any Ohlone remained on the land or subsisted in native
lifeways, and native population had declined in some areas by as much as ninety percent.
(Cook 1955).

Historical Setting

The historic settlement of Oakland began during the Spanish Pueblo era, 1791-1820. The
Spanish and later Mexican colonizers first established the Rancho San Antonio, which was
granted to Sergeant Luis Maria Peralta in 1820. The Rancho was later subdivided and
distributed among Mr. Peralta’s sons. Vicente Peralta inherited that portion of Oakland nearest
the study area. The first building in the area was constructed as part of the Rancho San Antonio
headquarters located outside of the study area on 34™ Avenue.

The core of the City of Oakland was incorporated in 1852 by Horace W. Carpenter (Hart
1978:305). The beginnings of the City are somewhat controversial, as Horace W. Carpenter,
Edson Adams, and Alexander Moon had squatted on Vicente Peralta’s land since 1850. A deal
was struck between the parties, and Carpentier leased the land for a townsite from Vincente
Peralta. Carpentier and three friends laid out the townsite of Oakland, and sold lots from the
leased land. So many purchasers were involved in these land sales that the courts were unable
to handle the volume, and Vincente Peralta lost some of his most valuable land as a result
(Bagwell 1982).

A long period of monopolistic control of the waterfront followed. Carpentier gained control of the
waterfront by virtue of a grant deed issued by the town trustees in 1852 (Bagwell 1982:44). He
became mayor of Oakland in 1854 and under the monopoly formed between him and his allies,
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the Central Pacific Railroad (later SPRR) barons, he gained further control. In 1868, Carpentier
and the Central Pacific Railroad formed the Oakland Waterfront Company. Carpentier granted
his holdings to the company, and Oakland became the western terminus for the transcontinental
railroad (Bagwell 1982).

In 1869, transcontinental rail service began along 7" Street, which was followed by the 1% Street
freight line and Long Wharf in 1891 (Brady and Associates 1994). With the arrival of the
railroad, Oakland was transformed into a commercial center with a booming population,
becoming the second largest city in the state after San Francisco (Moffat 1982).

In response to local demands, the federal government included harbor improvements to San
Antonio Creek in the government’s Rivers and Harbor Act of 1873. A contributing factor for
obtaining federal aid was the perceived insecurity of Central Pacific’s Long Wharf, a 2-mile-long
wooden pier. Since a majority of the railroad traffic for the western United States was shipped
from this pier, its vulnerability to marine insects and natural disasters was seen as a great long-
term risk to commerce.

The task of building the Oakland Harbor was assigned to the Corps. This project was
considered the largest, most complex and expensive of all of the Corps’ harbor improvement
work in the San Francisco District (JRP 1996). In 1874-1875, work began on the two stone
masonry “training walls” (or jetties) that flanked the Federal Channel entrance to Oakland
Harbor. The concept behind the training walls was to enable (or train) the natural ebb tide to
scour and deepen the shipping channel. The north and south walls were 750 to 1,000 feet apart,
12 to 20 feet wide at the base, 8 feet wide at the top, and measured 9,500 feet and 12,000 feet
long, respectively. The walls were unusual because they were constructed of a random rubble
core that was faced with boulders weighing 1/2 to 3 tons, using a dry stone masonry technigue.
The northern wall, formerly within the Maritime sub-district, was removed during construction of
the Port of Oakland’s Berths 55-58 Project.

Commerce using the Port of Oakland increased more than 21-fold between 1874 and 1900.
Channel dredge material had been used to fill behind the north training wall, creating new land
in front of the Carpentier grant line, which the courts had ruled only reached to the low tide line
of 1852. This new land was used to challenge the unresolved conflict over private monopoly
control of the waterfront. In 1906, the City granted Western Pacific a franchise and wharfing-out
rights in an area adjacent to the north training wall. SPRR, who thought they had the right to all
tidelands, opposed this grant. The court battle lasted through 1909. In 1909, the City of Oakland
was successful in its claim to all new land beyond the 1852 low tide line, ending the control of
the Waterfront Company and creating a municipal port (Bagwell 1982). Municipal control
postdates the Western Pacific presence (see Bagwell 1982:187; McCarthy and Lerner 1997:4).
The City permitted Western Pacific to build an extensive facility for rail and ferry operations
adjacent to the north training wall through the study area. Built in 1909-1910, the 2-mile-long
development was called the Western Pacific mole, and consisted of tracks, a levee, a mole, a
freight shed, an ornamental ferry building, two ferry slips, and two piers (McCarthy 1997).
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4.6.4

Western Pacific was acquired by Union Pacific in 1984, and this area is now referred to as the
UP mole.

The majority of the study area lies on top of a vast human-made fill plain, most of which was
constructed between 1900 and 1945. The earlier areas of fill were along the training walls and
were mostly dredge materials. The fill in the easternmost boundaries of the study area adjacent
to the current alignment of the |-880 corridor consisted primarily of legal and illicit refuse
deposits. These deposits were primarily located alongside the tracks of the Southern Pacific and
Western Pacific railroads (Caltrans 1990:9-10).

During World War II, the federal government undertook construction of two separate military
facilities within the study area: the OARB and the Naval Supply Center, Oakland (NSCO).
These facilities were extremely important during World War IlI, the Korean War, the Vietham
War, and the Gulf War, and employed thousands of people. These facilities operated until the
1990s, when they were slated for closure. The NSCO (later called the Fleet and Industrial
Supply Center, Oakland [FISCO]) has subsequently undergone redevelopment for industrial
port and regional recreational use.

Local Setting

No archaeological sites, cultural landscapes, or other resources of concern to local Native
Americans have been identified within the study area. Two historic districts and three individual
historic structures have been identified within the study area. The historic districts are the
Oakland Army Base Historic District and the Southern Pacific Railroad Industrial Landscape
District. The individually historic structures are the Southern Pacific Railroad Station and 16"
Street Tower, and the IEC Railway Bridge Yard Shop. Figure 4.6-1 illustrates the locations of
these resources.

Twelve additional buildings within the study area exceed fifty years of age, but are not
considered significant historic resources under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). Eight of these structures are on the Oakland Army Base and were subjected to further
study for this EIR to determine their significance (JRP 2002). These structures include OARB
Buildings No. 70, 773, 774, 775, 796, 840, the 7" Street Underpass, and the IEC Railway
Bridge. All of these structures were evaluated by an architectural historian and determined not
to qualify as significant historic resources or as a significant historic district for the purposes of
CEQA. Four additional structures were identified in the study area; these are two structures
within the Schnitzer Steel property, a 1940s structure located on Pacific Gas & Electric property
adjacent to the Howard Terminal, and a 1950s-era add-on substation to PG&E’s Power Station
C. These structures are not historically significant under CEQA. Moreover, the proposed
redevelopment program would not affect these structures.
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Known Cultural Resources

Figure 4.6-1 illustrates known cultural resources within the project area. A review of
documentation for the presence of previously recorded archaeological sites and historic built
environment features, and for previous archaeological surveys within the study area is based on
the following studies and inventories:

studies for the I-880 Cypress Freeway replacement structure (Caltrans 1990);

Draft, Supplemental Draft, and Final Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) for disposal
and reuse of OARB (Corps 1997, 2001a, 2001b);

the EIS/Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for disposal and reuse of the Fleet and
Industrial Supply Center, Oakland ([FISCO] U.S. Navy and Port of Oakland 1997);

Berths 55-58 Project EIR (Port of Oakland 1998);

Letter Report on the Impact of the Cypress Structure Project on the OARB Historic District
(JRP 2000);

Howard Terminal EIR (Port of Oakland [Brady and Associates] 1994); and

Oakland Army Base Area Redevelopment Plan for Supplemental Cultural/Historic Resource
Analysis (JRP 2002).

Oakland Army Base Wharf 6, 6%, and 7 Condition Study (Nancy Elizabeth Stoltz Design
and Planning 2001)

Oakland Army Base Historic Preservation Feasibility Study; Preliminary Building Condition
Survey — Draft manuscript (Ripley Architects 2000)

Oakland Army Base Historic Building Reuse Alternatives Report — Draft (Nancy Elizabeth
Stoltz Design and Planning 2002)

The OARB, FISCO, and Howard Terminal have been surveyed for built environment historic
structures. No additional archaeological surveys were conducted for the current action, since
most of the area is composed of man-made fill, and the remainder was investigated by Caltrans
(1990). The built environment of the OARB has been documented thoroughly by previous
studies.

Archaeological Resources throughout the Study Area

No known prehistoric archaeological sites are located within the study area. Only one
archaeological site has been recorded within a one-half-mile radius of the study area.
Prehistoric site number CA-ALA-17 is reported to be located in the vicinity of 7" and Adeline
streets, but its exact location is unknown. Because the study area lies almost entirely upon fill, it
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is considered to have low archaeological sensitivity. A small portion of the study area within the
Maritime sub-district area bounded by Martin Luther King, Jr. Way, Brush Street, 3¢ Street, and
the Embarcadero is located on a parcel that is not man-made fill, and may have a higher
potential for buried prehistoric and historic archaeological resources, although none are known
to exist there.

Historic Resources: OARB Sub-District

Figure 4.6-2 illustrates historic resources in the OARB sub-district and surrounding area. The
OARB Historic District, an NRHP-eligible district, is located in this sub-district, and portions are
located in both the Gateway and Port development areas. The historic district is discontinguous,
comprising three distinct areas. Two smaller areas are combined and designated the Northwest
Component; the third larger area is desighated the Northeast Component. The OARB Historic
District was determined eligible for listing to the NRHP as a result of a 1990 study conducted by
Caltrans for the Cypress Structure Replacement Project. The District is also listed as an Area of
Primary Importance in the City of Oakland’s General Plan (1994).

The OARB Historic District derives its significance from the following: The OARB played a
significant role during World War 11 (1941-1945), and has been determined eligible for listing in
the National Register of Historic Places under Criterion A, representing broad patterns of
American History, at the local, state, and national levels of significance (see the 2001 MOA,
Appendix 4.6). According to the Army, it was the only complete Army port installation in the
nation set up with rail marshalling yards, huge warehouses, waterside transit sheds, and piers
capable of handling the largest transport cargo ships, supported by shops, a complete rail
system linking the entire operation, administrative and service buildings, a dry dock for handling
smaller boats and ships, and temporary quarters for housing troops. It also served as the
Army’s disposition center, through which moved all military personnel returning from overseas
assignments (King 1990:2).

The historic district has been identified, evaluated, and recorded to Historic American Buildings
Survey (HABS) level Il standards (Corps 1999:4-63, Caltrans 1990). When determined eligible
for listing to the NRHP, the district incorporated OARB Buildings No. 1, 4, 60, 85, 88, 90, 99,
151 (Wharf 6), 152 (Wharf 6%2), 153 (Wharf 7), 802-808, 812, 821, 822, 823, 991, and the
Knight Railyard.” The Knight Railyard was subsequently re-evaluated by the Army, and found to
no longer possess sufficient integrity to be considered eligible for the NRHP (JRP 2000). The
Knight Railyard is also no longer considered eligible to the California or Local Register, and is
not considered further in this EIR as a historic resource.

The Army and the State Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) dropped all OARB structures
designated “temporary WWII” (Buildings No. 4, 85, 88, 90, 802—-808, 821, 822, 823, and 991)
from federal consideration pursuant to a national Programmatic Agreement concerning World

Buildings No. 151, 152, and 153 are not buildings but wharf structures. None of the buildings located on the wharves
are contributing elements to the district.
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War ll-era military facilities. For the purpose of CEQA and the analysis for this EIR, however,
these temporary World War |l structures are considered to be historic resources (as Historic
District contributors). All of the contributing structures within the OARB Historic District are
categorized as “3d” by the OHP (2001: PRC Reference Numbers 4623-0441-0001 through
00024). This category means that the structures are not individually eligible, only contributing
elements to the Historic District as a whole.

Under Section 106 of the NHPA, a signed Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the
Department of the Army and the California SHPO has been in effect since December 11, 2001.
According to the MOA, included in Appendix 4.6, the Oakland Heritage Alliance and Oakland
Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board were consulted when the MOA was drafted. This MOA
addresses Army undertakings and the effect that disposal and reuse of the OARB would have
on the historic districts. The MOA states that “temporary structures” within the OARB historic
district have been removed from the NHPA Section 106 process, the Knight Railyard is no
longer considered a contributing element to the District due to loss of integrity, and the Army
has completed its mitigation measures for the Base. The U.S. Army agreed to complete
mitigation measures for historic resources at the OARB in 1995. These measures were outlined
in a MOA between the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Military Traffic Management
Command (Western Area), and the SHPO, dated August 30, 1995. The mitigation measures
included:

Preparation of the Historic Preservation Plan for the Oakland Army Base by Hermann
Zillgens, December 1994.

Completion of HABS/HAER documentation for Buildings No. 1, 4, 60, 85, 88, 90, 99, 151
(Wharf 6), 152 (Wharf 6%2), 153 (Wharf 7), 802, 803, 804, 805, 806, 807, 808, 812, 822, 823,
and 991, and submittal to the National Park Service.

Production of a video entitled “A Job Well Done,” documenting the history of the Oakland
Army Base.

OARB Sub-District, Gateway Development Area

As depicted by Figure 4.6-2, several buildings and structures within the Gateway development
area are listed on or determined eligible to the NRHP or CRHR. Most of these buildings and
structures are eligible as contributing elements to the OARB Historic District. In addition, one
building (the IEC Bridge Yard Shop) is individually eligible for listing on the NRHP. The Korean
War-era buildings are not considered historic resources.

OARB Historic District. The following buildings are contributing elements to the OARB Historic
District and are located within the Gateway development area: Buildings No. 1, 4, 60, 85, a
portion of 88, a portion of 99, portions of 804-808, 812, 821, 822, and 823. In total, this
represents approximately 720,000 square feet (36 percent) of the approximately 1.99 million
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square feet of historic buildings within the district. In addition, the following structures are
contributing elements to the OARB Historic District, and are located within the Gateway
development area: the majority of Wharf 6%2, and Wharf 7 in its entirety (Buildings No. 152 and
153, respectively). This represents approximately 2,200 linear feet (62 percent) of the total
3,500 linear feet of historic wharves within the Historic District.

Korean War—Era Buildings. Several structures within the OARB have reached fifty years of
age since the 1990 Caltrans study. All of the structures that were constructed between 1946
and 1954 were re-examined by the City of Oakland to see whether they meet the definition of a
significant historic resource for the purposes of CEQA (JRP 2002). Within the Gateway
development area, Building No. 70 was evaluated. Under the Oakland Preservation Element,
this building would be rated as “D” (of minor importance) if rated individually. The property is not
individually distinctive but is wpical or representative examples of military construction during
the Korean War. When combined with the other OARB Korean War—era buildings (Buildings No.
773, 774, 775, 796, and 840—Iocated in the Port development Area, see below) they also would
gualify as Areas of Secondary Importance if grouped with the OARB for listing as a district.
Building No. 70 is not a contributor to the significance of the OARB Historic District or to the
themes represented at OARB (JRP 2002:25). As such, the property does not qualify as a
significant historic resource for the purposes of CEQA, and is not considered further in this EIR.

IEC Bridge Yard Shop. The IEC Bridge Yard Shop was found individually eligible to the NRHP
by Caltrans in 1990. In its 1990 Cypress study, Caltrans describes this resources as number C-
12, an historic railway car shop. This structure is on land currently owned by Caltrans and is not
expected to be affected by redevelopment.

OARB Sub-District, Port Development Area

Several buildings and structures within the Port development area are listed on or determined
eligible to the NRHP or CRHR. Most of these buildings and structures are eligible as
contributing elements to the OARB Historic District. In addition, one structure (the IEC Bridge) is
no longer considered individually eligible to the CRHP or NRHP.

OARB Historic District. The following buildings are contributing elements to the OARB Historic
District, and are located within the Port development area: Buildings No. 90, a portion of 88, 90,
a portion of the majority of 99, 802, 803, portions of 804-808, and 991. These buildings
comprise approximately 1.25 million square feet (64 percent) of the approximately 1.97 million
square feet of total historic buildings within the Historic District. In addition, a portion of Wharf
62 and Wharf 6 (Building No. 151) are contributing elements to the OARB Historic District.
These wharves represent approximately 1,300 linear feet (38 percent) of the total 3,500 linear
feet of historic wharves within the district.

Korean War—Era Buildings. Several structures within the OARB that reached fifty years of age
since the 1990 Caltrans study and which were re-examined by the City are located within the
Port development area. Buildings No. 773, 774, 775, 796, and 840 were evaluated. Under the
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Oakland Preservation Element, these buildings would be rated as “D” (of minor importance) if
rated individually. As a whole these properties are not individually distinctive, but they are typical
or representative examples of military construction during the Korean War. When combined with
the other Korean War—era buildings (Building No. 70—see the discussion of the Gateway
development area, above) they also would qualify as Areas of Secondary Importance if grouped
with the OARB for listing as a district. Buildings No. 773, 774, 775, 796, and 840 are not
contributors to the significance of the OARB Historic District or to the themes represented at
OARB (JRP 2002:25). As such, the properties do not qualify as significant historic resources for
the purposes of CEQA, and are not considered further in this EIR.

IEC Bridge. The IEC Bridge was found individually eligible to the NRHP by Caltrans in 1990. In
its 1990 Cypress study, Caltrans identified this resource as number C-15, an historic railway
wye bridge. The southern half of the structure was removed during construction of the new -880
freeway. The remaining approach and a portion of the elevated structure is within the Port
development area. The City of Oakland re-evaluated this structure to determine whether it
meets significance criteria for this EIR. Under the Oakland Historic Preservation Element and
based on the Caltrans evaluation in 1990, the 26" Street Bridge had a preliminary rating of B.
Considered significant as a rare surviving element of the interurban railway system, the bridge
was eligible under Criterion A. The design was also unigue, and it was a rare surviving example
of a wye-shaped bridge. Now that the southern leg of the bridge has been demolished, the
bridge no longer appears eligible for listing in the CRHR. The Oakland Historic Preservation
Element rating would change from a B to a C based on this change. It has sufficient historical
and architectural value to warrant limited recognition but it does not appear eligible for listing for
the National Register (JRP 2001:30). As such, the property no longer qualifies as a significant
historic resource for the purposes of CEQA, and is not considered further in this EIR.

Historic Resources: Maritime Sub-District

One eligible historic resource has been identified within the Maritime sub-district: a small portion
of the SPRR Industrial Landscape and one of its contributing structures.

Southern Pacific Railroad (SPRR) Industrial Landscape District. This district is composed of
a group of industrial warehouse buildings located along the north side of the former SP (now
Union Pacific) rails between Chestnut and Castro Streets. The contributing structures within this
District meet the EIR significance criteria as historic resources. Caltrans identified this district in
the 1990 Cypress study. The former Robert Dalziel Company Warehouse (redeveloped as the
Phoenix Lofts), located at 737 2 Street, is the only contributing structure to the small portion of
the SPRR Industrial Landscape District co-occurring with the Maritime sub-district. This building
is currently used as loft housing, and is not expected to be affected by redevelopment.

Non-Significant Historic Resources. Five resources that are not considered to be significant
historic resources for the purposes of CEQA were identified within the Maritime sub-district:
facilities associated with the Grove Street Pier, the 7" Street Underpass, two PG&E
Substations, and the Oakland Inner Harbor north training wall.
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Grove Street Pier. The quay wall, pier, and transit shed at the Grove Street Pier at the far
eastern edge of the study area were determined eligible to the NRHP, and were listed on
the Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey. However, these structures have subsequently been
recorded to HABS/HAER level documentation and been demolished as part of the Port of
Oakland’s Howard Terminal Project. They are not considered further in this EIR as historic
resources.

7" Street Underpass. Built in 1931, the 7" Street Underpass has an Oakland Heritage
Survey preliminary rating of C as secondary importance based on the evaluation by Caltrans
in 1990. This structure was revisited by an architectural historian (JRP 2001) and was not
found to meet the criteria of eligibility to the National, State, or Local registers and is not
considered to be a significant historic resource for the purposes of CEQA.

PG&E Substation C. This structure, located at 689 7 Street, appears to be a 1950s
addition to the historic 1931 PG&E Substation located outside he study area, between
Martin Luther King, Jr. Way and Jefferson Street. The substation addition within the study
area has been preliminarily rated “x” by the Oakland City Planning Department's Cultural
Heritage Survey. As such, it is not considered a significant historic resource for the purposes
of CEQA, and is not considered further in this EIR as a historic resource.

PG&E Howard Terminal Substation. One small corrugated metal structure is located
immediately adjacent (east) of the entrance gate to the Howard Terminal on Embarcadero
Street. The structure appears to be a small PG&E substation associated with supplying
power to the Howard Terminal. The substation within the study area was examined in the
1980s by the Oakland Heritage Survey, and given a ranking of “check not a PDHP,” based
on the fact that it did not appear to be over 50 years of age at that time.

While the structure is now in excess of fifty years of age, preliminary research indicates that
it would not meet the significance criteria for the California Register, and would most likely
fall into the ‘D’, category of the Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey; however, if a subsequent
redevelopment activity were proposed and this property were to be affected, an examination
by a qualified architectural historian of the substation and its building equipment would be
needed to make a formal determination. Regardless of its potentially historic nature, the
OARSB project area would not affect this property.

Inner Harbor North Training Wall. The training wall that was constructed at the mouth of
the Oakland Estuary during the 1880s and determined eligible for listing on the NRHP, was
recently impacted by the Port of Oakland Berths 55-58 project. The wall was completely
removed by the Port (Port of Oakland 2001), and therefore is not considered further in this
EIR. The Port mitigated the removal of the training wall through recordation and
documentation, and will complete its mitigation by applying to designate the training wall as
a California Point of Historical Interest and by reconstructing a 50-yard section of the training
wall along the shoreline of the Port’s public access area, with the reconstruction to be
executed by the Dry Stone Masonry Conservancy.

Historic Resources: 16™/Wood Sub-District

Two historic resources exist within this sub-district. The SPRR (later Amtrak) station and 16"
Street Tower, both located at the corner of 16™ and Wood streets. These buildings were
determined eligible for listing on the NRHP by Caltrans in 1990. The structures were damaged
in the Loma Prieta earthquake, are currently in a state of disrepair, and many of the decorative
elements have been removed. However, the resource most likely retains sufficient integrity to be
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4.6.5

listed on the NRHP, and is also listed by the City of Oakland as a Landmark District (Ordinance
number 10434 C.M.S., January 31, 1984).

Three other NRHP-eligible historic properties were removed from 714 Pine Street, 1815 Shorey
and 1817 Shorey (later Short) Street during the re-construction of F880 and temporarily stored
on blocks on the corner of 9" and Cedar streets. Two of the houses have since been moved
outside of the project area and have been rehabilitated. The third house remains at 9" and
Cedar but is not expected to be affected by redevelopment. These houses are not considered
further in this EIR.

The Standard Oil Warehouse that was located at 9" and Cedar streets was determined eligible
to the NRHP by Caltrans in 1990. It was subsequently demolished and removed by the owner
and is not considered further in this EIR as a historic resource.

The Phoenix Ironworks site is also located within the 16"/Wood sub-district. This industrial
facility was built in stages between 1934 and 1945, and was completely destroyed in 1996.
When extant, the facility was evaluated by Caltrans as not eligible to the NRHP (1990). The City
of Oakland assigned a rating of “C3” to the (now destroyed) buildings on the property (Betty
Marvin, personal communication 2001). This rating did not qualify the structures as NRHP
eligible or as nationally, state, or locally significant. This site is not eligible for the NRHP. This
site is not considered further in this EIR as a historic resource.

The Oakland Point Historic District is located outside, but immediately adjacent to the 16"/Wood
sub-district. This historic district is not expected to be affected by redevelopment, and is not
considered further in this EIR.

Impact Analysis Methodology

With redevelopment, some portions of the district would be subject to building demoalition and
land clearing activities. For purposes of impact analysis, it is assumed that all buildings and
structures on the Base (but not all buildings within the OARB sub-district) would be demolished.
This would include all OARB historic resources. For the Maritime sub-district, no significant
historic resources would be impacted. For the 16"/Wood sub-district, it is assumed the extant
historic resources—the SPRR (Amtrak) Station and Tower—would be preserved.

Significance Criteria

Redevelopment would have a significant impact on the environment if it would:

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature;

Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries; or
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4.6.6

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource including
unique archaeological resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5;
substantial adverse changes include physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration
of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of the historical
resource would be materially impaired. Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines further
defines that the significance of a historical resource is materially impaired when a project
demolishes or materially alters, in a adverse manner, those physical characteristics of the
resource that:

— convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion on, or eligibility for inclusion
on, the California Register of Historical Resources as determined by the State Historical
Resources Commission;

— account for its inclusion on a Local Register of historical resources or its identification in
a historical resources survey form (DPR Form 523) ; or

— convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion on, or eligibility for inclusion
on, the California Register of Historical Resources as determined by the lead agency.

Impacts

A total of two NRHP-listed historic districts and four individual historic resources that are
considered to be significant historic resources for the purposes of CEQA have been identified
within the study area. These include the OARB Historic District (NRHP and Local Register), the
SPRR Industrial Landscape District (NRHP and Local Register), the SPRR Station, the SPRR
16" Street Tower, and the IEC Railway Bridge Yard Shop.

Benefits

Renovation and reuse of the SPRR (Amtrak) Station and 16" Street Tower would alleviate
existing blight within the 16"/Wood sub-district by renovating these derelict buildings, while
maintaining their external historic character. This renovation and reuse of the SPRR Station and
16" Street Tower is expected to improve the historic character or quality of the site and its
surroundings. This is a benefit of redevelopment.

As described in its application to the Army for the Gateway peninsula, the EBRPD intends to
include cultural interpretation as a key element of park development. At the time of its
application, EBRPD envisioned the inclusion of cultural interpretive displays that describe the
role and contribution of the OARB to the American military efforts of World War I, the Korean
War, and the Vietham War. The EBRPD also envisioned interpretive panels depicting the
Oakland Key System and its interface with the San Francisco ferry system. The Gateway
peninsula was the location where passengers made a trolley-ferry transfer. Inclusion of cultural
historic interpretive features is a benefit of redevelopment.
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Impacts

Impact 4.6-1:

Significance:

Mitigation 4.6-1:

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

Potentially significant

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

Residual Significance: Less than significant

Most of the study area is located over fill material, and the potential to encounter unknown sub-
surface cultural resources is very low. However, a portion of the 16"/Wood sub-district is not
located on fill, and potential exists that such resources (archaeological, paleontological, human
remains) could be encountered during construction-related excavation. Because these
resources are not known to occur in the area, the impact is considered potential. With
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6-1, the impact would be substantially rectified, and the
residual impact is considered less than significant.

Impact 4.6-2:

Significance:

Mitigation 4.6-2:

Mitigation 4.6-3:

Mitigation 4.6-4:

Mitigation 4.6-5:

00O

Redevelopment would remove all resources contributing to the OARB
Historic District.

Significant

The City, Port and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair-
share basis development of a commemoration site at a public place
located within the Gateway development area.

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

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

The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair
share basis collaboration with “military.com” or a similar military
history web site.
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Mitigation 4.6-6:

Mitigation 4.6-7:

Mitigation 4.6-8:

Mitigation 4.6-9:

Mitigation 4.6-10:

Mitigation 4.6-11:

Mitigation 4.6-12:

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

The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair
share basis distribution of copies of “A Job Well Done” documentary
video published by the Army to: the Oakland History Room, Oakland
Public Library; Bancroft Library, University of California; the Port of
Oakland Archives; local public schools and libraries; and local public
broadcasting stations.

The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair
share basis preservation and long-term curation of murals from OARB
Building No. 1, and OBRA shall either donate the murals to the
Oakland Museum of California, or provide a permanent location within
the project area.

The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair
share basis a program to salvage to the maximum extent feasible as
whole timber posts, beams, trusses and siding of warehouses to be
deconstructed. These materials shall be used on site, used in other
East Bay Area construction, or be sold into the recycled construction
materials market. Landfill disposal of salvageable construction
material from contributing historic structures shall be prohibited by
contract specification. Salvage and reuse requirements shall be
enforced via contract specification.

The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair
share basis production and distribution of a brochure describing
history and architectural history of the OARB to local libraries and
schools.

The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair
share basis acquisition of copies of construction documentation and
photographs of historic buildings currently in the OARB files. Copies
shall be transferred to the Oakland History Room files and Port
historic archives, including funding to cover costs of archiving and
cataloging these materials at the Oakland History Room.

At least one building each in the Gateway and Port development
areas of the OARB sub-district, if feasible, shall include architectural
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design elements such as double eaves and clerestory windows
evocative of the warehouse structures.

Residual Significance: Significant and unavoidable

Redevelopment would eliminate evidence of a specific period in the history of West Oakland
military transportation and operations, potentially including all structures contributing to a
designated historic district (Buildings No. 1, 4, 60, 85, 88, 90, 99, 151 [Wharf 6], 152 [Wharf 6Y2],
153 [Wharf 7], 802-808, 812, 821, 822, 823, and 991). Loss of these resources is considered a
significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.6-2 through 4.6-7, as well as
Mitigation Measure 4.11-1 (intended to primarily mitigate impacts to aesthetic resources, but
which would partially mitigate impacts to cultural resources as well), would partially compensate
for this loss; however, the residual impact is considered significant, and the impact unavoidable.

00O

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

Significance: Significant and unavoidable
Mitigation: Measures 4.6-2 through 4.6-12 described above
Residual Significance: Significant

Redevelopment would eliminate evidence of a specific period in the history of West Oakland
military transportation and operations, potentially including all structures contributing to a
designated historic district (Buildings No. 1, 4, 60, 85, 88, 90, 99, 151 [Wharf 6], 152 [Wharf 6],
153 [Wharf 7], 802-808, 812, 821, 822, 823, and 991). Loss of the historic setting that makes
the District eligible to the NRHP, CRHP, or the Local Register is considered significant impact.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.6-2 through 4.6-12 would partially compensate for this
loss; however, the residual impact is considered significant, and the impact unavoidable.

00O

Impact 4.6-4: Redevelopment would result in renovation of the SPRR (Amtrak)
Station and 16™ Street Tower, which could alter the historic character
of the buildings in a manner that could affect their eligibility.

Significance: Significant

Mitigation 4.6-13: Prior to major renovation of a historically significant structure, the
redeveloper of the SPRR Station and 16™ Street Tower shall ensure
that historically significant artifacts and features, if present within the
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4.6.7

building, are recorded and deposited with the appropriate museum. All
renovation of the exterior of a historic structure shall be consistent
with the Secretary of Interior's Standards for Historic Preservation
Studies.

Residual Significance: Less than significant

Renovation and re-use of the SPRR Station and 16" Street Tower may alter evidence of a
specific period in the history of West Oakland transportation. With implementation of Mitigation
Measure 4.6-8, the impact would be substantially rectified, and the residual impact is considered
less than significant.

(0]
(0]
(0]

Mitigation
Implementation of the following mitigation measures will avoid, minimize, reduce, rectify, or
compensate for significant impacts of redevelopment.

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

This measure applies to Impact 4.6-1.

The City and/or Port of Oakland, or its developer will retain an archaeologist, upon any
unanticipated discovery. The archaeologist will prepare a preliminary evaluation to assess the
archaeological sensitivity of the specific site(s) under consideration and will recommend actions
to protect archaeological resources. If the archaeologist’'s evaluation indicates a more detailed
site assessment is warranted, an archaeologist shall initiate a testing program. The
archaeologist will prepare a report determining the potential significance of the find and
recommend measures to minimize potential effects on archaeological resources; measures
might include a site security program, additional on-site investigations, or documentation,
preservation, and recovery of cultural material.

If, after testing, the archaeologist determines that the discovery is not significant as defined in
CEQA, no further investigations or precautions are necessary to safeguard the find. The
archaeologist will prepare a final report to be sent to the responsible agency, the Oakland
Landmarks Advisory Board, and the California Historical Resources Information System
Northwest Information Center.

If, after testing, the archaeologist determines that the discovery is significant as defined in
CEQA, ground-disturbing activities in the immediate vicinity of the discovery will remain
suspended until an appropriate plan can be agreed upon and implemented. If further
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investigations or precautions are necessary or appropriate, City and/or Port of Oakland and the
archaeologist will jointly determine what additional procedures ae necessary to protect the
resource and/or mitigate any significant impacts. Additional measures might include a redesign
of the project, data recovery excavations, or a program to monitor all site excavation, during
which the archaeologist will record observations in a permanent log. The archaeologist will
prepare a final report to be sent to the responsible agency, the Oakland Landmarks Advisory
Board, and the California Historical Resources Information System Northwest Information
Center.

Should any human remains be encountered, work in the vicinity shall halt and the County
Coroner notified immediately. If the remains are determined to be Native American, the coroner
will contact the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) pursuant to
subdivision (c) of Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code. The NAHC in Sacramento will
identify a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) pursuant to subdivision (a) of Section 5097.98 of the
Public Resources Code. The City and/or Port of Oakland and the contracted archaeologist will
consult with the MLD. The MLD may, with the permission of the owner of the land, or his or her
authorized representative, inspect the site of the discovery of the Native American remains and
may recommend to the owner or the person responsible for the excavation work means for
treating or disposing, with appropriate dignity, the human remains and any associated grave
goods. The descendents shall complete their inspection and make their recommendation within
24 hours of their notification by the Native American Heritage Commission. The
recommendation may include the scientific removal and nondestructive analysis of human
remains and items associated with Native American burials. Work may not commence until the
coroner’s approval has been received.

000

Mitigation 4.6-2: The City, Port and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair-share
basis development of a commemoration site at a public place located within the Gateway
development area.

This measure applies to Impacts 4.6-2 and 4.6-3 and Cumulative Impact 5.6-1.

Land shall be set aside for development of a commemoration site at a publicly accessible place
located within the Gateway development area (potentially the Gateway Park at the Bay Bridge
touchdown peninsula). The commemoration site should include relocated physical elements of
the OARB Historic District, along with appropriate monument(s) to memorialize the contributions
of civilians and the military in the Bay Area to all wars.

The City and the Port shall explore opportunities to identify structures and/or portions of
structures to be preserved or moved to commemoration site.

A master plan shall be prepared for the commemoration site, including selection of
appropriate physical elements, the design of monuments and the design of the
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commemoration site itself. The master planning process should involve the City and the
Port, the public and interested historical and veterans groups, historic experts, and other
public agencies.

Implementation of the commemoration site master gan may be phased along with the
timing of new development. No demolition or deconstruction of historic structures shall occur
until necessary for redevelopment activities.

The master plan may include an endowment to be funded by the City and the Port for on-
going maintenance, replacement and potentially curator costs associated with
commemoration site and with trail linkages as described below.

The City and the Port shall develop an ongoing outreach program informing the public of the
importance of the OARB to the community and the region, and of the existence of the
commemorative site.

000

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

This measure applies to Impacts 4.6-2 and 4.6-3 and Cumulative Impact 5.6-1.

Within the Gateway development area, this trail may be located along the shoreline. Beyond the
Gateway, the trail would follow the new alignment of Maritime Street, connecting to 7" Street,
which connects to the Port’s Middle Harbor Shoreline Park and other existing and planned trail
segments.

The design and development of this on-site trail shall include a series of interpretive panels,
exhibits and design elements that communicate the scope and historical significance of
Base activities and their impact on the community throughout the life of the Base.

A brochure shall be developed and made available describing the history of the Army Base
that could be used as a self-guided tour, related to the interpretive panels and exhibits
described above.

00O

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

This measure applies to Impacts 4.6-2 and 4.6-3 and Cumulative Impact 5.6-1.

Oral histories shall be collected from OARB staff working at the Base from the 1940s through
Base closure. Implementation of this measure should begin as soon as possible. The scope of
this measure should include the following:

professional quality publication of a master catalog of the interviews;
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a summary report made available at the Oakland Museum, Port Archives, the Oakland
History room, and/or the UC Berkeley Regional Oral History Office at the Bancroft Library;
and

publication of copies of audio CD’s and the summary report for sale to the public.
000
Mitigation 4.6-5: The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair share
basis collaboration with “military.com” or a similar military history web site.

This measure applies to Impacts 4.6-2 and 4.6-3 and Cumulative Impact 5.6-1.

The parties shall fund development of an interactive web page and web community for former
military personnel connected to the OARB. A list of list of draftees/enlistees processed through
the OARB during WWII and the Korean and Vietnam wars may be an element of such a site.

000

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

This measure applies to Impacts 4.6-2 and 4.6-3 and Cumulative Impact 5.6-1.

The Army has produced set of documentation for the structures within the OARB Historic
District. These documents were prepared for the Historic American Building Survey and Historic
American Engineering Record as part of their Section 106 responsibilities to preserve the
historical significance of the OARB. These documents are currently available to the public, but
are not widely distributed. This mitigation measure will ensure that the documents are widely
distributed and made available to a larger audience interested in the history of the Base. It will
also offset the modification and/or destruction of many of the historic buildings on the base,
preserve their images, and provide a description of their function and role to the interested
public.

00O

Mitigation 4.6-7: The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair share
basis distribution of copies of “A Job Well Done” documentary video published by the Army to:
the Oakland History Room, Oakland Public Library, Bancroft Library, University of California; the
Port of Oakland Archives; local public schools and libraries; and local public broadcasting
stations.

This measure applies to Impacts 4.6-2 and 4.6-3 and Cumulative Impact 5.6-1.
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The Army has produced a television broadcast—quality video documentary that describes the
mission and historical significance of the OARB. This documentary is currently available to the
public, but is not widely distributed. This mitigation measure will ensure that the documentary is
widely distributed and made available to a larger audience interested in the history of the Base.
It will also offset the modification and/or destruction of many of the historic buildings on the
base, preserve their images, and provide a description of their function and role to the interested
public.

000

Mitigation 4.6-8: The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair share
basis preservation and long-term curation of murals from OARB Building No. 1, and OBRA shall
either donate the murals to the Oakland Museum of California, or provide a permanent location
within the project area.

This measure applies to Impacts 4.6-2 and 4.6-3 and Cumulative Impact 5.6-1.

A mural commemorating the military transportation function of the Base is currently in storage at
the OARB. Preservation through stabilization, conservation, and display will ensure this mural is
preserved for future generations. This artwork is a unique historical document that evokes the
historical importance of the Base, and commemorates the contributions of the U.S. military to
Oakland and the nation at large. The mural shall be preserved in a publicly-accessible location,
which may include the Gateway Park, a building within the Gateway development area, Middle
Harbor Shoreline Park, or the Oakland Museum. This measure should include funding for long-
term curation to standards approved by a qualified art historian.

000

Mitigation 4.6-9: The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair share
basis a program to salvage as whole timber posts, beams, trusses, and siding of warehouses to
be demolished to the maximum extent feasible. These materials shall be used on site, used in
other East Bay Area construction, or be sold into the recycled construction materials market.
Landfill disposal of salvageable construction material from contributing historic structures shall
be prohibited by contract specification. Salvage and reuse requirements shall be enforced via
contract specification.

This measure applies to Impacts 4.6-2 and 4.6-3 and Cumulative Impact 5.6-1.

The long warehouses located within the OARB Historic District (Buildings No. 802—-808) are
constructed almost exclusively of high-quality lumber. The large scale of the buildings
necessitated the use of large-dimension beams. Today it is ecologically and economically cost
prohibitive to produce timbers of these dimensions and quality. Salvage operations shall employ
members of local job-training bridge programs (Youth Employment Program, Joint
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Apprenticeship Training Committee, Homeless Collaborative) or other similar organizations to
provide construction training opportunities to Oakland residents.

Salvage and reuse of the timber from these structures will help to reduce the impacts on the
environment and save this ecologically and historically valuable material for reuse in the local
community.

00O

Mitigation 4.6-10: The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair share

basis production and distribution of a brochure describing history and architectural history of the
OARSB to local libraries and schools.

This measure applies to Impacts 4.6-2 and 4.6-3 and Cumulative Impact 5.6-1.

A brochure commemorating the military transportation function of the OARB, and the off-base
components of the redevelopment area, will be produced. This brochure shall build upon the
previously completed historical documentation produced by the Port of Oakland, the Navy, and
the Army for previous projects. This brochure will document the history of the redevelopment
area.

000

Mitigation 4.6-11: The City, Port, and OARB sub-district developers shall fund on a fair share
basis acquisition of copies of construction documentation and photographs of historic buildings
currently in the OARB files and transfer the copies to the Oakland History Room files and Port
historic archives, including funding to cover costs of archiving and cataloging these materials at
the Oakland History Room.

This measure applies to Impacts 4.6-2 and 4.6-3 and Cumulative Impact 5.6-1.

The Army has amassed a collection of historical photographs, engineering records, and
administrative records related to the OARB. This collection is currently not available to the
public at large. This mitigation measure will ensure that the collection is made available to a
larger audience interested in the history of the Base. It will also offset the modification and/or
destruction of many of the historic buildings on the Base, preserve their images, and provide a
description of their function and role to the interested public.

000

Mitigation 4.6-12: At least one building each in the Gateway and Port development areas of the
OARB sub-district, if feasible, shall include architectural design such as double eaves and
clerestory windows elements evocative of the warehouse structures.

This measure applies to Impacts 4.6-2, 4.6-3, and 4.11-2, and Cumulative Impact 5.6-1.
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Imple