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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 

A.  CEQA PROCESS 

On October 31, 1997, the City of Oakland Planning Department (Lead Agency) released for 
public review a Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR or DEIR) on the proposed 
Oakland General Plan Land Use and Transportation Element (EIR 97-18, SCH No. 97062089).  
The public review and comment period on the Draft EIR began on October 31, 1997 and closed 
on December 30, 1997, which is greater than the 45 days required. 

The Draft EIR for the Oakland General Plan Land Use and Transportation Element, together with 
this Addendum constitute the Final EIR for the proposed project.  The Final EIR is an 
information document prepared by the Lead Agency (City of Oakland Planning Department) that 
must be considered by decision makers (including the Oakland City Planning Commission) 
before approving or denying a proposed project.  California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines (Section 15132) specify the following: 

“The Final EIR shall consist of: 

(a) The Draft EIR or a revision of the draft. 

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in 
summary. 

(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft 
EIR. 

(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in 
the review and consultation process. 

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency.” 

This document has been prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelines.  This Final EIR Addendum 
incorporates comments from public agencies and the general public, and contains appropriate 
responses by the Lead Agency to those comments. 
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B.  METHOD OF ORGANIZATION 

This Final EIR Addendum for the proposed Oakland General Plan Land Use and Transportation 
Element contains information in response to concerns raised during the public comment periods. 

Following this introductory Chapter I, Chapter II of this document contains text changes to the 
Draft EIR, reflecting necessary additions and corrections addressed by the public comments or 
responses to comments, or initiated by Planning Department staff to correct the Draft EIR text.  
Text changes appear in order of page number in the Draft EIR on which the change is made.  
Where a text change is made as part of a response to a public comment, the comment number is 
noted. 

Chapter III contains a list of all persons and organizations that submitted written comments on the 
Draft EIR during the comment period. 

Chapter IV contains copies of written comments received during the comment period and 
responses to those comments.  Each comment is numbered in the margin of the comment letter, 
and the responses to all of the comments in a particular letter follow that letter.  In some cases, 
the response refers to another response to a similar comment; the comments are referenced 
alphanumerically by letter and comment number, as in “the response to Comment A-2” (meaning 
the response to the second comment in Letter A).  Where a response includes a change to the text 
of the Draft EIR, a reference is made to Chapter II, Addenda to the Draft EIR, where text changes 
are listed in order of page number in the Draft EIR. 
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CHAPTER II 
ADDENDA TO THE DRAFT EIR 

The following corrections and changes are made to the Draft EIR and are incorporated as part of 
the Final EIR.  Revised or new language is underlined (except where all of the text is an 
addition).  Brackets ([]) indicate where text has been deleted. 

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

Entire document, all references to the Airport are revised to read as follows: 

 Oakland International Airport 

Page II-17, the second sentence under the Description for Regional Commercial is revised as 
follows: 

 Maximum FAR is 4.0. [B-2] 

Page II-22, the first header is revised as follows: 

 []Transit Oriented Districts [B-3] 

Page II-27, the sixth entry under “Programmed Projects” is revised to read as follows: 

 []Airport Roadway Project [G-20] 

Page II-27, the sixth entry under “Projects Requiring Further Study” is revised to read as follows: 

 Water transportation (water taxis to points along the estuary in Oakland and Alameda; 
and ferries to San Francisco) [G-19] 

Page III.A-4, first paragraph, a new sentence is added to the end of the paragraph as follows: 

 In addition, the former Acorn Plaza / future Bayport Shopping Center is a potential 
commercial center in West Oakland. [D-1] 

Section III.B, all references to the CMA Model are revised to read as follows: 

 Countywide Model [G-3] 
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Page III.B-8, a new sentence is added to the end of the first paragraph as follows: 

 However, BART expects to increase the capacity of its system in the upcoming years as a 
result of the acquisition of new vehicles and the development of its Advanced Automated 
Train Control system. [B-8] 

Page III.B-9, second paragraph, first sentence is revised to read as follows: 

 [] No modifications were made to the 2000 and 2010 CMA roadway networks for this 
analysis.  For the 2005 roadway network, the CMA Year 2000 transportation network, 
which includes only projects with committed funding based on the 1994 Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP), was used.  For the year 2015 roadway network, no 
modifications were made to the 2010 Tier 1 transportation network. [G-2] 

Page III.B-9, second paragraph, last sentence is revised to read as follows: 

 Transportation improvements within the City of Oakland that were included in the 2005 
and 2015 model runs are 1:[G-2] 

Page III.B-9, the footnote is revised to read as follows: 

 1 Year 2000 Baseline and 2010 Tier 1 improvements identified in Tables 6.1 and 6.2 of 
the CMA’s Transportation Vision 2010 and Beyond:  A Diversified Strategy of 
Transportation Improvements for Alameda County and a review of the Countywide 
Model roadway networks. [G-2] 

Page III.B-20, the following two new paragraphs are inserted under the separate heading after the 
discussion of transit demand: 

 TRANSPORTATION FINANCING 

 The implementation program of the Land Use and Transportation Element identified 
several strategies to increase funding for transit in the City.  These strategies include 
support of the reauthorization of the transportation sales tax with a fair share of funds for 
AC Transit, pursuit of State Transit Capital Improvement (TCI) funds, possible develop 
fees and contributions, and benefit assessment districts for AC Transit.  Closer 
coordination with the funding agencies, such the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission and the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency, also is 
encouraged. 

 Some of the improvements identified in this EIR are included in the 1995 Congestion 
Management Program (CMP) Capital Improvement Program (CIP).  Specifically, the 
proposed Land Use and Transportation Element includes such projects as the AC Transit 
Transfer Station at West Oakland, the Coliseum BART Transit Center Improvements, the 
Telegraph-Foothill/Bancroft Electric Trolley Phase I, the San Pablo / East 14th Street 
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corridor analysis, and street rehabilitation and signal projects along Broadway, San Pablo, 
East 14th Street, and Foothill Boulevard. [G-8] 

Page III.B-23, Figure III.B-2 is revised as shown on the following page. [G-30] 

Page III.D-35, Mitigation Measure D.7-1a is revised as follows: 

 Mitigation Measure D.7-1a:  [] To reduce overcrowding, the School District should 
periodically conduct a review an evaluation to determine if the following measures are 
feasible to implement: 

1) reassigning students among district schools to account for changing population and 
new development; 

2) continuation and expansion of year round school; 
3) more efficient use of underutilized and/or abandoned school facilities; 
4) addition of portable classrooms; and 
5) the busing of students to less crowed schools. 
 

 If these measures do not reduce overcrowding, OUSD may have to expand existing 
schools or construct new schools.  All of these measures would require varying amounts 
of funding. 

 If current sources of funding including the existingCity of Oakland school mitigation fees 
(developer school impacts fee), increases in property taxes and sales tax revenues, and 
increases in state funding are insufficient to pay for the cost of these mitigating 
overcrowding, the OUSD should formulate and implement specific measures to raise 
additional funds.  Funding sources which may be considered by OUSD include: 

1) adjustments of developer school impact fees on commercial and residential 
development; 

2) the creation of special assessment or Mello Roos districts or annexation to a 
Community Facilities District; 

3) sale of surplus OUSD property; and 
4) any other funding mechanisms available to the OUSD by state law or local 

ordinances, including those measures identified in the OUSD’s 1996 Developer 
Fee Justification Study. 

 
Page III.D-35, Mitigation Measure D.7-1b is revised as follows: 

 Mitigation Measure D.7-1b:  In reviewing major land use or policy decisions, the City 
will consider the availability of police and fire protection services, park and recreational 
services, schools, and library services in the affected areas and the impact of the project 
on the current service levels.  The City shall require developers to consult with the School 
district regarding potential impacts on school facilities early in the project development 
planning. 
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Page III.D-36, new mitigation measure is added as follows: 

 Mitigation Measure D.7-1i:  The District shall develop, in cooperation and coordination 
with the City, a Master Facilities Plan, which shall be periodically updated.  The Plan 
shall provide a comprehensive view of the District’s current and projected facilities, 
alternatives to reduce overcrowding (including without limitation the alternatives 
outlined in Mitigation Measure D.7-1a), and financing options (including without 
limitation the alternatives outlined in Mitigation Measure D.7-1a). 

 After the approval of the Master Facilities Plan, the City and District shall enter into an 
MOU that shall establish a continuing procedure for coordinating residential and 
commercial development and exploring the imposition of mutually agreed upon 
reasonable and feasible mitigation measures to reduce the impacts on school facilities. 
[C-6] 

Page III.F-1, paragraph 4, sentence 2 is revised to read as follows: 

 These include views to and from Lake Merritt and downtown, across canyons and slopes 
in the hills, to Alameda and Coast Guard Island from the shoreline, across low ridges in 
places like Ivy Hill, Maxwell Park, and Millsmont, [] across bowl-shaped areas such as 
the Rose Garden, and towards distinctive features of Oakland’s landscape, such as the 
shipping container cranes at the harbor. [G-31] 

Page III.I-1, paragraph 3, sentence 2 is revised to read as follows: 

 In the Outer and Inner Harbor areas, the shipping channel is periodically dredged by the 
[]U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to maintain adequate depth for shipping. 

Page III.O-8, paragraph 4, a new sentence 6 is added as follows: 

 ABAG also is involved in the implementation of the Bay Trail Plan. [G-32] 

Page III.O-15, paragraph 3, sentence 1 is revised to read as follows: 

 The proposed Land Use and Transportation Element identified the need for close 
coordination with Alameda in the improvement of transportation between the two cities, 
with particular focus on improving the Webster / Posey Tubes and providing access to the 
future uses at the former Naval Air Station. [G-33] 

Page V-5, paragraph 2, last sentence is revised to read as follows: 

 Thus, cumulative impacts have been considered throughout this EIR and are summarized 
below.1 
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Page V-5, a new footnote is added as follows: 

 For traffic, air quality, and noise impacts, two levels of cumulative impact analyses were 
conducted as part of this EIR.  The first focused on cumulative impacts associated with 
the Land Use and Transportation Element and the second focused on cumulative impacts 
associated with the Showcase Development Projects.  In the former case, cumulative 
impacts are associated with development consistent with the proposed Element plus 
development consistent with General Plans for other jurisdictions in the region.  The 
Countywide CMA Model for 2010 was used as the basis for this analysis, with higher 
projections for Oakland inserted to reflect anticipated conditions in the horizon year of 
the General Plan (2015).  In the second case, cumulative impacts are associated with 
“buildout” of the eight showcase projects, plus “background” growth associated with 
other development in Oakland and development elsewhere in the region, consistent with 
the General Plans of other jurisdictions.  The Countywide CMA Model for year 2000 was 
used as the basis for this analysis.  Higher projections were used for all traffic analysis 
zones (TAZs) in the model (including those outside Oakland) to estimate conditions in 
the Year 2005.  An average of the CMA figures for 2000 and 2010 was used for TAZs 
outside of Oakland.  Within Oakland, the cumulative impact assessment for the showcase 
projects assumed “buildout” of each project plus one half of the projected citywide 
growth increment in each TAZ for the 1995-2015 period. 
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CHAPTER III 
LIST OF PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTING ON 
THE DRAFT EIR 

The following agencies and organizations submitted written comments on the Draft EIR during 
the Draft EIR review period (October 31, 1997 through December 30, 1997). 

William R. Kirkpatrick, Manager of Water Distribution Planning, East Bay Municipal 
Utility District (December 15, 1997) 

Karita Zimmerman, Manager of Environmental Compliance, San Francisco Bay Area 
Rapid Transit District (December 18, 1997) 

Ineda Adesanya, Facilities Manager, Oakland Unified School District 
(December 23, 1997) 

Ineda Adesanya, Facilities Manager, Oakland Unified School District 
(December 29, 1997) 

Nancy J. Nadel, City Council District 3 (December 24, 1997) 

Debbie Raucher, East Bay Housing Organizations (December 29, 1997) 

Jean Hart, Deputy Director, Alameda County Congestion Management Agency 
(December 30, 1997) 

Collette Meunier, AICP, Planning Director, City of Alameda (December 30, 1997) 

Hugh K. Phares, III, President, Jay-Phares Corporation (December 30, 1997) 
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CHAPTER IV 
WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO WRITTEN 
COMMENTS OF THE DRAFT EIR 
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LETTER A – EAST BAY MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT 

1. Mitigation Measure D.1-2 on page III.D-7 of the Draft EIR indicates that a review of major 
new development proposals would be conducted to determine if the infrastructure is adequate 
to accommodate the specific development project.  When such development proposals are 
made, the City would conduct specific environmental review to determine if capital 
improvements are required to serve the specific development project. 

2. The City of Oakland acknowledges the comprehensive study of water demand being 
conducted by the East Bay Municipal Utility District and looks forward to receiving a copy of 
the study when it is completed. 
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LETTER B – SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT 

1. These comments are associated with the text of the proposed Land Use and Transportation 
Element and not on the Draft EIR.  The City acknowledges these comments and will revise 
the proposed Land Use and Transportation Element as appropriate.  These comments will be 
made part of the record and made available to the decision-makers prior to a final decision on 
the proposed project. 

2. As described on page 143 of the proposed Land Use and Transportation Element, office and 
business services are included in the allowable land uses in the Regional Commercial 
designation. 
 
The commenter is correct in noting that the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) within the Regional 
Commercial designation is 4.0.  Please see Chapter II for changes to page II-17 of the Draft 
EIR. 

3. Page II-22 of the Draft EIR presents the proposed major land use designation changes in 
several of the Transit Oriented Districts.  No changes are proposed for the Rockridge, 12th 
Street, 19th Street, or Lake Merritt Transit Oriented Districts.  Please see Chapter II for 
changes to page II-22 of the Draft EIR to clarify this issue. 

4. The S15 zoning designation is intended to be used as a tool to implement the land use 
designations.  No conflict exists between the S15 zoning designation and the proposed land 
use designations in the Fruitvale Transit Oriented District. 

5. The commenter is correct in noting that the Fruitvale Transit Village parking garage is 
proposed for funding.  This project was not included in Table II-9 of the Draft EIR because 
none of the proposed parking garages or improvements to parking facilities in Oakland were 
included in this table that identifies major transportation-related projects. 

6. Pages 44 through 49 of the proposed Land Use and Transportation Element describe the 
intent behind the Transit Oriented District (TOD).  Each of the TODs in Oakland has its own 
character and the TOD land use designation is broadly defined to include a variety of land 
uses and provide residents and visitors opportunities to use alternative means of 
transportation. 

7. A description of a “Transit Center” is provided on page 127 of the proposed Land Use and 
Transportation Element.  The objective of a transit center is to allow quick and comfortable 
transfers from bus-to-bus, bus-to-rail, and bus-to-car. 
 
The City acknowledges that BART will submit an Access Improvement Plan to the City for 
each of the Oakland BART Stations. 

8. The City acknowledges that an increase in transit capacity is expected to occur in the future 
years.  Please see Chapter II for changes to page III.B-8 of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER C – OAKLAND UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT  (DECEMBER 23, 1997) 

1. Pages III.D-32 and III.D-33 of the Draft EIR acknowledge that the Oakland Unified School 
District (OUSD) has experienced an increase in the number of students and that the capacity 
of all schools has been reduced by mandatory class size reduction. 

2. Impact D.7-1 on page III.D-34 acknowledges that new schools may be needed in several 
neighborhoods to accommodate the increase in the number of students that would occur as a 
result of changes in land use designations contained in the proposed Land Use and 
Transportation Element. 

3. The Draft EIR used the OUSD’s citywide generation rate in determining the increase in the 
number of students resulting from changes in land use designations contained in the proposed 
Land Use and Transportation Element.  As indicated on page III.D-34, no “discount” was 
used in determining the increase in the number of students in the OUSD. 

4. The impact described on page III.D-34 of the Draft EIR is the result of the proposed changes 
in land use designations contained in the proposed Land Use and Transportation Element.  
Thus, this impact includes the cumulative need for school facilities within the OUSD. 

5. No changes to the text on page V-6 of the Draft EIR are warranted since not every project 
will require additional mitigation measures for school-related impacts and not every project 
will require additional mitigation measures for all public services.  Therefore, additional 
mitigation measures “may” be required, rather than “will” be required. 

6. The City acknowledges the position of the Oakland Unified School District (OUSD) 
regarding the feasibility of the implementation of measures to mitigate impacts to school 
facilities.  This position of the OUSD is reflective of current conditions within the City of 
Oakland.  However, the proposed Land Use and Transportation Element is intended for long-
term planning purposes and the identified mitigation measures are presented as a “menu” of 
options available to the OUSD to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level over the 20-
year life of the Element.  Thus, those measures that may not be immediately implementable 
by the OUSD may be feasible for implementation at future time.  To clarify this issue, see 
Chapter II for changes to page III.D-35 of the Draft EIR. 
 
The City also acknowledges the recommendation of the OUSD for additional measures to 
mitigate the impacts to school facilities.  See Chapter II for changes to page III.D-36 of the 
Draft EIR. 
 
With the implementation of the mitigation measures included in Chapter II of this document 
and in the Draft EIR, the impacts to school facilities would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level. 
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7. The measures identified in the Draft EIR and supplemented by those in Chapter II of this 
document would further mitigate the impacts to school facilities to a less-than-significant 
level.  These measures include the development of a memorandum of understanding (MOU) 
between the City of Oakland and the Oakland Unified School District.  Therefore, the 
conclusion that the level of significance after mitigation would be less than significant is still 
relevant. 

8. The Draft and Final EIR propose mitigation measures adequate to ensure that the policies of 
the Land Use and Transportation Element do not result in significant overcrowding of 
schools.  The mitigations proposed in the Draft and Final EIR reflect the intent of the 
commenter’s proposed policies and will be included in the mitigation monitoring plan for the 
Land Use and Transportation Element, which will ensure implementation and allow for 
appropriate evaluation of school impacts on a project-by-project basis and establish a 
coordinated effort between the City and the Oakland Unified School District for establishing 
a Master School Facilities Master Plan and a Memorandum of Understanding for the 
implementation of the Master Plan. 

9. Please see the response to Comment C-8, above. 
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LETTER D – OAKLAND UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT (DECEMBER 29, 1997) 

1. Please see the response to Comment C-8. 
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LETTER E – NANCY J. NADEL, CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 3 
(DECEMBER 24, 1997) 

1. Please see Chapter II for changes to page III.A-4 of the Draft EIR. 

2. The Port of Oakland, Vision 2000 plans are included in the Countywide model for traffic, air 
quality, and noise analysis purposes.  Therefore, all references to impacts resulting from the 
proposed Land Use and Transportation Element include the projects envisioned in the Port of 
Oakland, Vision 2000 plans. 
 
The two new PM10 monitoring stations in West Oakland were not included in the air quality 
analysis since no long-term data is available yet from these two stations. 
 
As described on page III.E-6 of the Draft EIR, a variety of sensitive receptors exist 
throughout the City of Oakland.  These sensitive populations include those persons with 
respiratory illnesses, which would include children with asthma. 

3. Environmental justice impacts occur when minority or low-income populations are 
disproportionately affected by significant impacts of a given action.  As described in 
Section III.A of the Draft EIR, no significant land use compatibility impacts would occur as a 
result of the proposed Land Use and Transportation Element.  Therefore, without any 
significant land use impacts, no environmental justice impacts would occur.  The proposed 
Land Use and Transportation Element seeks to remediate past environmental justice impacts 
through its policies and implementation programs. 

4. The project analyzed in the Draft EIR is the proposed Land Use and Transportation Element.  
The actions described by the commenter would be included in zoning regulations associated 
with the land use designations contained in the proposed Land Use and Transportation 
Element.  These zoning regulations could be structured to limit activities in the manner 
described by the commenter. 

5. The unemployment figures referenced by the commenter are from the State of California 
Department of Finance and are the official numbers used for describing the unemployment in 
a given locale.  These unemployment figures are intended to describe the situation in Oakland 
during the 1980s and provide context for the City’s desire to increase employment 
opportunities within the City. 

6. The City acknowledges the commenter’s statement regarding solid waste landfill capacity.  
The decision-makers will be apprised of any resolution associated with the existing litigation 
regarding the landfill capacity. 
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LETTER F – EAST BAY HOUSING ORGANIZATION (DECEMBER 29, 1997) 

1. The Draft EIR does acknowledge the existing unmet need for affordable housing in Oakland 
Page III.C-4 lists the ABAG fair share allocations for the 1990-1995 period (now 1990-1999) 
and acknowledges that the City’s ability to meet these targets is constrained by the 
curtailment of state and federal housing assistance programs.  Adoption of the proposed Land 
Use and Transportation Element will enhance—rather than hinder—the City’s ability to meet 
these unmet needs by increasing the City’s overall housing capacity and identifying housing 
opportunity areas that did not previously exist. 
 
The analysis of household growth remains adequate, since it is purely a projection of the total 
number of households that would reside in Oakland by 2015 rather than an attempt to 
distinguish the income characteristics or housing needs of these households.  Adding existing 
“unmet housing needs” to this equation would not be appropriate within the context of Impact 
C.1, as the discussion pertains to growth induced by increased land supply rather than 
increased demand and/or unmet needs. 
 
In any event, housing capacity in Oakland would remain substantially higher than housing 
demand, with or without the proposed Land Use and Transportation Element.  Total 
“buildout” capacity of all land where residential uses are permitted was not presented as part 
of the General Plan analysis (see page II-7 in the Draft EIR) because the physical capacity of 
such land (in terms of numbers of potential units) is disproportionately high compared to 
demand.  Preliminary estimates by City staff indicate that vacant or underutilized land 
designated for residential or mixed uses in the General Plan could theoretically support well 
over 100, 000 new multi-family housing units.  

2. The proposed Land Use and Transportation Element does not “preclude the development of 
high density housing in the areas where most Oaklanders live,” as the comment suggests.  
Rather, it focuses such development along corridors within established neighborhoods and 
creates new mixed-use neighborhoods in previously non-residential areas.  By doing so, the 
proposed Land Use and Transportation Element achieves an important Housing Element goal 
of conserving the existing affordable housing stock in Oakland.  To promote higher densities 
within stable low and medium density neighborhoods would achieve one housing goal at the 
expense of another.  The Land Use Diagram and its accompanying policies take a more 
balanced approach by identifying appropriate locations for higher densities, both within 
stable neighborhoods and in areas with redevelopment potential. 
 
Furthermore, the Land Use Map does not constitute a “downzoning” of existing residential 
areas as suggested by the commenter.  The Element and Land Use Map strive to “maintain 
and enhance” existing residential areas.  Therefore the land use classifications and land use 
map continue to allow development of new residential structures at densities comparable to 
those densities that currently exist within the neighborhood areas and is allowed under 
existing zoning designations.  It is also important to note that in many cases where the Land 
Use Map was adjusted to reduce allowable General Plan densities from that which were 



IV.  WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 
 

 
Oakland General Plan Land Use and  
Transportation Element FEIR Addendum IV-33 ESA / 970224 

allowed under the existing 1980 General Plan, the adjustment was necessary to reflect 
existing density limitations imposed by current zoning designations in these areas. 
 
The commenter indicates that formerly commercial sites may not be viable locations for 
residential uses due to the higher land value of commercial land relative to residential land.  
While this dynamic may be true in suburban communities, it is less applicable in Oakland due 
to the oversupply of “strip commercial” sites and the obsolescence of many commercial 
properties.  In fact, a growing percentage of the affordable housing projects constructed in 
Oakland have been located on the corridors.  Some of these projects have incorporated 
ground floor commercial uses to improve their economic return. 
 
The commenter points out that overcrowding and homelessness would likely become worse 
as a result of the decreased land supply for higher density housing.  Since the land supply for 
higher density units would increase (see analysis on page III.C-4 of Draft EIR), and since the 
City would be adopting a strong policy framework supporting higher densities downtown, 
along the waterfront, and along the corridors, this argument is unfounded.  The reduced 
capacity for high density housing in established single family neighborhoods would be more 
than offset by the creation of new housing opportunities elsewhere in the City. 
 
The commenter also notes that the demand for public services would increase in the areas to 
which higher density residential development is shifted.  This is a correct assertion, and is 
assessed in the Public Services section of the Draft EIR.  That section considers the potential 
impact of additional downtown, waterfront, and corridor housing on schools, libraries, parks, 
police, fire, and other categories of public services.  Appropriate mitigation measures have 
been identified in the Draft EIR. 

3. The proposed Land Use and Transportation Element would not render the General Plan 
internally inconsistent.  The 1995 list of sites used to achieve State Department of Housing 
and Community Development (HCD) certification of the Housing Element through HCD has 
been reviewed by staff to determine if the proposed new Land Use Diagram designations 
would affect the City’s housing capacity.  The list submitted to HCD included 68 sites with a 
capacity of 8, 261 units.  The new land use designations would reduce development capacity 
on only two of these 68 sites.  One of these sites is Dunsmuir Ridge, which was acquired by 
the City as parkland in 1995.  That site was identified in the 1995 inventory as having 
capacity for 18 market rate units.  The other site is a former R-70 zoned site in the Diamond 
District identified as having the capacity for 24 units.  The redesignation of this site to 
“Mixed Housing Type” residential would probably reduce its capacity to about 8 units.  
These reductions represent less than one-third of one percent of the development capacity in 
Oakland. 
 
The table submitted to HCD in 1995 identified the current zoning of the housing opportunity 
sites.  Two-thirds of these sites (44 of 68) are currently zoned “commercial,” including many 
located downtown and along corridors.  In many cases, the proposed Land Use Diagram will 
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facilitate the development of these sites with housing by changing their General Plan 
designation from “Commercial” to “Urban Density Residential.”  Subsequent zoning 
amendments would change the designations on the sites from C-20, C-30, C-40, etc. to the 
future equivalent of R-70, R-80, or R-90. 
 
At the same time, new housing opportunities will be created in areas previously designated 
for commercial and/or industrial uses.  The Plan projects that opportunities for some 2,000 
new units will be created along the waterfront alone.  The 1995 inventory of housing sites 
submitted to HCD does not includes these sites.  A new list of housing opportunity sites will 
be prepared following adoption of the General Plan.  Preparation of such a list is required by 
Mitigation Measure C.2 in the Draft EIR. 
 
The Plan itself identifies updating of the Housing Element as a priority implementation task.  
This task will be initiated during 1998 and will ensure that the baseline data in the Element is 
quickly updated to reflect new land use designations.  Moreover, a number of specific 
policies in the Housing Element will be amended concurrently with the adoption of the Land 
Use and Transportation Element.  This will ensure that all elements of the General Plan 
remain internally consistent. 
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LETTER G – ALAMEDA COUNTY CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY 

1. The CMA is correct that the City used the Countywide Transportation Model for all analysis 
years, including years 2000 and 2010.  The CMA is correct that the Year 2000 model 
scenario was used to estimate conditions in Oakland in 2005 and that the Year 2010 model 
scenario was used to estimate conditions in Oakland in 2015.  In each case, the Draft EIR 
modified the land use assumptions in the model to reflect projected housing and employment 
conditions in those years. 
 
In the “2005” scenario, the EIR assumed a certain increment of growth in each TAZ in 
Oakland based on the buildout of specific development projects (listed in the EIR) and the 
more general effects of land use and transportation policies on different parts of the City.  For 
TAZs elsewhere in the region, the Year 2005 scenario averaged the CMA housing and 
employment figures for 2000 and 2010.  The “2005” model run used the CMA’s Year 2000 
transportation network.  This tended to produce more conservative results because capital 
projects programmed for completion between 2000 and 2005 were not included. 
 
In the “2015” scenario, the EIR assumed an additional increment of growth in each TAZ in 
Oakland for the 2005-2015 period.  No additional specific development projects were added.  
For TAZs elsewhere in the region, the population and employment projections already in the 
CMA model for 2010 were retained.  The model run used the CMA’s Year 2010 
transportation network.  Again, this tended to produce more conservative results because 
capital projects programmed for completion between 2010 and 2015 were not included. 
 
The 2005 and 2015 housing and employment numbers for Oakland were derived by refining 
ABAG TAZ-level projections for each respective year.  These refinements were based on 
land use assumptions that in some cases were different than those used by ABAG when 
developing their projections.  Each of the 264 TAZs in Oakland was individually examined to 
determine whether the ABAG projections were reasonable (in light of known development 
projects in those TAZs and the likely effects of proposed land use policies). 
 
In the hill areas, where most development would occur on vacant land, the accuracy of the 
ABAG projections was evaluated based on the supply of vacant land and known development 
projects.  In some hill TAZs, ABAG showed a greater addition of housing units than was 
possible given the number of vacant lots left.  The numbers were adjusted downward 
accordingly.  In other cases, the ABAG numbers did not reflect recently proposed projects 
such as the planned housing at Oak Knoll.  Units were added in these cases. 
 
In the flatland areas, the accuracy of the ABAG projections was evaluated base don a number 
of factors, including the availability of vacant land, the designations of the proposed Land 
Use and Strategy Diagrams, and interpretation of proposed policies for that particular part of 
the City.  For instance, there were some TAZs where ABAG showed a sizeable increase in 
housing despite the fact that there was little or no vacant land available.  If the TAZ in 
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question was designated “Detached Unit Residential” on the Plan Map and was noted as a 
“Maintain and Enhance” area on the Strategy Map, the projections were reduced.  In such 
cases, only vacant sites were presumed to have development potential.  Conversely, 
projections were increased in those TAZs, which included frontage along corridors (where 
the Plan encourages redevelopment and more intense uses).  In most cases, the adjustments 
were relatively small.  More substantial adjustments were made Downtown and along the 
Estuary, based on specific projects and recommended policies and objectives for these areas 
contained in the draft Land Use and Transportation Element and the draft Estuary Plan. 
 
A similar process was followed for employment.  The Year 2015 figures for each TAZ were 
examined to determine where adjustments up or down needed to be made.  Based on 
proposed policies, existing manufacturing and wholesaling jobs were generally eliminated 
from TAZs which were designated for exclusively residential uses; retail and service 
projections were generally decreased for TAZs which did not include transportation corridor 
frontage and increased for TAZs which did include corridor frontage; little or not increase in 
employment was assumed in areas noted a “Maintain and Enhance” on the Strategy Diagram; 
and substantial increases in employment were assumed in areas noted as “Reuse and 
Intensify.”  Employment also was increased in areas where specific projects were proposed, 
particularly the Downtown and Coliseum Showcase Districts. 

2. The City acknowledges the need for clarification of the roadway and transit network 
modifications for the 2005 and 2015 analyses.  Please see Chapter II for changes to page II.B-
9 of the Draft EIR. 

3. The City acknowledges the correct name of the traffic model used in the analysis for the 
Draft EIR.  Please see Chapter II for changes to Section III.B of the Draft EIR. 

4. The purpose of the Transportation and Circulation impact analysis in the Draft EIR is to 
analyze the potential traffic and circulation impacts of the draft Land Use and Transportation 
Element over the 20 year life of the Element.  In preparation for this analysis, a number of 
roadways were chosen for analysis.  This selection of roadways included all of the State 
Highways and all of the arterials that could reasonably be expected to be potentially impacted 
by the adoption and implementation of the Land Use and Transportation Element.  This 
determination was based upon the intent of the Plan to affect change in certain clearly 
identified areas of the City.  The Element clearly establishes and illustrates (see Strategy 
Diagram, page 114 of Element) which areas of the City will experience change, (reuse, 
intensification, and transition) and which areas of the City will be “maintained and enhanced” 
at current land uses and densities.  Finally, although every route chosen by the Alameda 
County Congestion Management Agency for inclusion in the Countywide Congestion 
Management Program (a different purpose than the draft EIR) was not deemed necessary for 
the EIR analysis, it was deemed necessary to include some additional roadways that are not 
included in the MTS.  Therefore the selection of roadways in the draft EIR is adequate to 
evaluate the potential traffic and circulation impacts of the Element. 
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5. The City acknowledges the receipt of the 1997 LOS Monitoring Study.  The analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR is based on the most recent information available at the time.  The 
1997 LOS Monitoring Study was not available at the time that the analysis was completed.  
Therefore the analysis completed in the EIR is the best possible given the circumstances.  
Any subsequent environmental documentation on projects in Oakland would be required to 
use the information contained in the 1997 LOS Monitoring Study. 

6. The commenter is correct in noting that mitigation measures could be provided for the 
CMP/MTS roadways that are currently operating at LOS F.  Mitigation measures for 
significant impacts that are the result of the implementation of the proposed Land Use and 
Transportation Element are presented on pages III.B-18 through III.B-20 of the Draft EIR. 

7. As stated on page III.B-11 of the Draft EIR, the three roadways that are currently operating at 
LOS F (SR 24 west of the Caldecott Tunnel, SR 123 east of Stanford Avenue, and SR 260 
through the Webster-Posey Tubes) would continue to operate at LOS F with the 
implementation of the proposed Land Use and Transportation Element.  In accordance with 
the significance criteria presented on page III.B-8 of the Draft EIR, this is not a significant 
impact.  Therefore, no mitigation measures are required.  In addition, given that these 
roadways are state highways, the City of Oakland would not be responsible for the 
implementation of mitigation measures associated with these roadways. 

8. The City acknowledges the need for a discussion of transportation financing and consistency 
with the CMP CIP.  Please see Chapter II for changes to page III.B-20 of the Draft EIR. 

9. The Draft EIR included transportation improvement mitigation measures that met all three of 
the following criteria:  1) could be reasonable expected to improve the level of service, 
2) were consistent with the goals and objectives of the Land Use and Transportation Element, 
and 3) funding sources have been identified or secured.  A discussion of the feasibility of the 
mitigation measures identified for significant traffic-related impacts in included on pages 
III.B-18 through III.B-20, page III.B-26, and page III.B-31 of the Draft EIR.  

10. A discussion of transit-related impacts associated with the proposed Land Use and 
Transportation Element is included on page III.B-20 of the Draft EIR.  Since this impact is 
considered to be less than significant, no mitigation measures are warranted.  Therefore, no 
discussion of transit funding as a mitigation measure is warranted.  

11. Table II-9 on page II-27 of the Draft EIR does not identify HOV lanes on I-880 in the vicinity 
of 98th Avenue as a transportation improvement project.  This table does identify I-880 
interchange improvements at 98th Avenue and I-880 modernization and improvement as a 
“programmed project” and a “project requiring further study,” respectively.  The Countywide 
model used for the traffic analysis in the Draft EIR did not include HOV lanes on I-880 as 
part of the proposed Land Use and Transportation Element. Therefore, no additional analysis 
is warranted. 
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LETTER H – CITY OF ALAMEDA 

1. The “Project” being contemplated at this time by the City of Oakland (Lead Agency) is the 
Land Use and Transportation Element.  It is described in a 29 page project description in the 
draft EIR beginning on Page II-1.  As stated on page I-3 of the Draft EIR, the Draft EIR is a 
program-level EIR.  Therefore, if and when an Estuary Plan is completed for the waterfront 
area, the Draft EIR may be used by the City as a “first tier” environmental document for use 
with a Supplemental EIR for the Estuary Plan. 
 
A definition of the “Mixed Use Waterfront District” is included on Page II-19 of the Draft 
EIR and on Page 148 of the Land Use and Transportation Element.  The Waterfront Mixed 
Use District is one of 15 land use classifications used in the Land Use and Transportation 
Element.  All of the Land Use and Transportation Element land use classifications include a 
description of the intent of the classification, the desired character and uses appropriate in the 
areas of City covered by the Classification and a maximum density of development allowed 
in the areas covered by the classification.  As clearly stated in the Draft EIR and the Element, 
the Waterfront Mixed Use District has a maximum non-residential Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 
5 and a maximum residential density of 125 units per gross acre.  The Draft EIR assumed that 
development of the Mixed Use Waterfront Area would occur. 

2. The commenter is correct in stating that one of the Intended Uses of the EIR is to adopt area 
plans.  However, since a detailed description of the Estuary Plan has not been developed, 
adoption of this area plan would not be possible within subsequent environmental review.  
The City intends to prepare a separate EIR for the Estuary Plan in the future when an area 
plan has been developed. 

3. The Environmentally Superior Alternative identified on pages IV-8 and IV-9 of the Draft EIR 
is based on adding stronger policies to the Land Use and Transportation Element to address 
the significant impacts that were identified in Chapter III of the Draft EIR.  This alternative 
would reduce the amount of development that could occur in Oakland through the year 2015 
compared to that anticipated under the proposed Land Use and Transportation Element.  
Under this alternative, it is anticipated that the number of housing units and the number of 
jobs anticipated under the Project Alternative and described in the Draft EIR would be 
reduced due to more restrictive development policies.  To attempt to determine the actual 
number of unit and jobs lost under this alternative would be highly speculative, and as 
described on page IV-9, not particularity useful in determining whether the specific regional 
impacts, such as regional traffic, would be significantly reduced. 

4. The information contained in Table II-9 on page II-27 of the Draft EIR is taken from 
Appendix C of the proposed Land Use and Transportation Element, which explains the status 
of these future transportation projects.  These projects require further studies for a variety of 
reasons, including extensive coordination efforts between numerous jurisdictions and lack of 
available funding and timing.  Each of these projects will be subject to separate 
environmental review when the project is fully defined and funding sources are available.  As 
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such, these projects are not included in the CMA’s Countywide Model and are considered to 
be too speculative for inclusion in the Draft EIR. 

5. These comments are associated with the text of the proposed Land Use and Transportation 
Element and not on the Draft EIR.  The City acknowledges these comments and will revise 
the proposed Land Use and Transportation Element, as appropriate.  These comments will be 
made part of the record and made available to the decision-makers prior to a final decision on 
the proposed project.  

6. As described in Chapter II of the Final EIR, the Transportation analysis for the City’s 
network of roadways was conducted using the Alameda County Congestion Management 
Associations county-wide traffic model.  At the time that the transportation modeling was 
conducted by the CMA for preparation of the Draft EIR, the CMA had not yet updated the 
model to incorporate the 1996 data.  Regarding the commenter concern that Projections 94 
underestimated job growth, it should be noted that Projections 96 projects less job growth for 
Oakland than Projections 94.  Although the commenter indicates the Projections 94 data 
underestimated job growth due to the recession, the job projections for 2010 for Oakland are, 
in fact, higher in Projections 94 than they are in Projections 96. 

7. As described in Chapter II of this document, the Draft EIR examines the potential traffic 
impacts of the “Project” alternative based upon a detailed data base in which the City’s 267 
Transportation Analysis Zones were individually examined, vacant parcels were identified, 
and development potential was projected based upon the goals and policies of the Land use 
and Transportation Element.  This data base was then provided to the Congestion 
Management Agency to be modeled by the county wide transportation model.  This exercise 
was not completed for the No Project alternative or any of the other alternatives. 
 
Page III.B-8 of the Draft EIR identified the criteria for determining whether a traffic-related 
impact is significant or not.  A comparison of “project” versus “no project” conditions is not 
relevant in the determination of an impact’s significance.  Tables III.B-6 through III.B-9 on 
pages III.B-12 through III.B-15 of the Draft EIR identify all roadway segments that would 
operate at an unacceptable level of service in bold type.  This analysis is consistent with the 
significance criteria identified on page III.B-8 of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no changes to this 
analysis are warranted.  Regarding the “showcase districts,” the Draft EIR examines specific 
intersection impacts based upon specific projects that may occur within five years.  In this 
case the analysis required a comparison of existing intersection level of service with projected 
level of services as a result of a specific number of trips being generated from specific 
locations. 

8. The Land Use and Transportation Element did not make independent land use assumptions 
for Alameda but relied instead on the assumptions in the adopted Countywide CMA model.  
These assumptions are presumably consistent with the Alameda General Plan and the inputs 
provided by the City of Alameda to the CMA when the model was developed. 
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9. As stated on page III.B-11 of the Draft EIR, SR 260 through the Webster-Posey Tubes would 
continue to operate at LOS F with the implementation of the proposed Land Use and 
Transportation Element.  In accordance with the CMA’s established level of service standards 
that are used as criteria for determining the significance of an impact (see page III.B-8 of the 
Draft EIR), the continued operation of a roadway that operated at LOS F when the program 
was initiated is not a significant impact.  Thus, the Draft EIR uses the standards developed by 
the CMA for determining the significance of an impact.  Since no significant impact occurs 
on SR 260, no mitigation measures are required.  In addition, given that these roadways are 
state highways, the City of Oakland would not be responsible for the implementation of 
mitigation measures associated with these roadways. 
 
The Draft EIR finds the impacts to be insignificant based upon the established threshold for 
significance described in the Draft EIR and above.  Furthermore, an analysis of the projected 
impact of the Land Use and Transportation Element on the Webster Posey Tubes finds that 
the level of service in the AM period would experience an 0.6% and 1% in the PM period. 
 
Regarding the commenter’s suggestion that the City of Oakland is “trivializing” the 
importance of the Alameda to Oakland connections and that the City of Alameda’s position 
that the sole mitigation for the deterioration of the level of service in the Webster-Posey Tube 
is a supplemental crossing, the City of Alameda may wish to consider that the City of 
Oakland is currently underway on the following projects with the full support and request of 
the City of Alameda for the purposes of improving access for the residents of Alameda: 

1. Redesign of the Broadway/Jackson Interchange:  a $50 million project which includes 
improvements to Posey Tube exists and the I-880 Off ramp to Alameda. 

 
2. Reconfiguration of the I-880/High Street Interchange:  a $10.2 million project to 

improve access to High Street to and from Alameda and to the Fruitvale BART station. 
 
3. Construction of an $11 million dollar parking structure at the Fruitvale BART station 

(license plate surveys show that currently 50% of the parking lot users are from 
Alameda). 

 
4. Construction of a $7 million Transit Center on Broadway at 14th which is the transfer 

center for Alameda residents who depend on AC Transit to reach the 12th Street BART 
station. 

 
5. Construction of the $1.5 million Embarcadero Bay Trail which is a high priority for 

Alameda bicyclists and for which the City of Alameda has pledged $50,000 to ensure 
that the project is designed in a manner that suites Alameda residents. 

 
6. Construction of the multi-million dollar Oakland Cross Airport Roadway project to 

provide additional access to the Alameda from the Hegenberger and 98th Avenue I-880 
interchanges and Doolittle Drive. 
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10. The development of Alameda Point is not included in the Oakland General Plan Land Use 
and Transportation Element because this project is not within the City’s limits and not within 
the City’s planning authority.  Analysis of access requirements for the Alameda Point project 
is not the responsibility of the City of Oakland.  However, the City does acknowledge that 
connections between Oakland and Alameda are subject to future study (see Table II-9 on 
page II-27 of the Draft EIR).  Therefore, since alternative access locations is the purview of 
the lead agency implementing the Alameda Point development and since future access is 
considered to be too speculative (see the response to comment G-4), no analysis of alternative 
locations for access to this project is included in the Draft EIR. 

11. These comments are associated with the text of the proposed Land Use and Transportation 
Element and not on the Draft EIR.  The City acknowledges these comments and will revise 
the proposed Land Use and Transportation Element, as appropriate.  These comments will be 
made part of the record and made available to the decision-makers prior to a final decision on 
the proposed project. 

12. The OSCAR Element’s discussion of a potential tube crossing at 66th Avenue should not be 
interpreted as an endorsement of such a project but rather as recognition that the possibility 
for such a project exists.  The City’s priority continues to be to explore other alternatives to 
improving mobility around San Leandro Bay.  A crossing is not the preferred solution at this 
time, and therefore was not incorporated or endorsed in the Land Use and Transportation 
Element. 

13. For a discussion of improvements to access Alameda, see the response to comment G-10. 

14. For a discussion of the Estuary Plan and future environmental review, see the response to 
comment G-2. 

15. As stated on page I-3 of the Draft EIR, this is program-level document.  Therefore, the 
identification of specific transit routes and vehicles is considered to be too speculative at this 
time.  Therefore, no analysis of this issue is required in the EIR. 

16. These comments are associated with the text of the proposed Land Use and Transportation 
Element and not on the Draft EIR.  The City acknowledges these comments and will revise 
the proposed Land Use and Transportation Element, as appropriate.  These comments will be 
made part of the record and made available to the decision-makers prior to a final decision on 
the proposed project. 

17. No planned reduction in parking availability is included as part of the proposed Land Use and 
Transportation Element.  In fact, a parking garage at the Fruitvale BART Station is being 
planned that will increase the number of spaces at this transit center (see comment B-5).  
Therefore, no additional analysis of this issue is required. 
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18. The commenter’s comments are noted and the commenter’s “non-freeway” suggested 
mitigations are included in the Land Use and Transportation Element as transportation 
improvement priorities for the City of Oakland, but they were not included as mitigation 
measures in the draft EIR because funding for these additional services is not currently 
available.  However, the Land Use and Transportation Element does include policies 
regarding the placement of Element transportation improvement priorities into the City 
Capital Improvement Program for future funding. 

19. The commenter is correct in noting that the destinations of water taxis would include points 
in Alameda.  Please see Chapter II for changes to page II-27 of the Draft EIR. 

20. Please see Chapter II for changes to page II-27 of the Draft EIR. 

21. The development of Alameda Point is not included in the Oakland General Plan Land Use 
and Transportation Element because this project is not within the City’s limits and not within 
the City’s planning authority.  Therefore, no analysis of infrastructure requirements for this 
project is included in the Draft EIR. 

22. The proposed Land Use and Transportation Element does not include specific development 
projects that would generate hazardous material during operation.  None of the specific 
projects included in the Showcase Districts (see Tables II-5 and II –6 on pages 20 and 21 of 
the Draft EIR) would be expected to generate hazardous materials in the wastewater stream.  
Therefore, any analysis of such hazardous materials generation would be too speculative for 
inclusion in the EIR on the Land Use and Transportation Element. 

23. Although existing park and open space deficiencies could potentially be exacerbated by 
future residential development, the City believes that the policies and programs in the 
adopted OSCAR Element provide adequate mitigation.  The City is presently preparing 
legislation to implement OSCAR Policy REC-3.1, which establishes a level of service 
standard for parkland.  This legislation would establish parkland dedication requirements, in 
lieu fees, and park impact fees for future residential development.  Adoption of the park 
impact fee ordinance would ensure that future residential development mitigates its impact on 
recreation and open space needs by providing the funding necessary to secure additional 
parkland and develop new recreational facilities. 

24. The proposed Land Use and Transportation Element does not include specific development 
projects that would effect any aquatic biological resources generate hazardous material during 
operation.  None of the specific projects included in the Showcase Districts (see Tables II-5 
and II –6 on pages 20 and 21 of the Draft EIR) would affect aquatic biological resources in 
the Estuary or San Francisco Bay. Therefore, any analysis of such impacts would be too 
speculative for inclusion in the EIR on the Land Use and Transportation Element.  However, 
all future projects would require additional environmental analysis. 
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25. The commenter is correct in noting that the Port of Oakland is currently preparing an EIR on 
its 50-foot dredging project.  Since none of the specific projects included in the proposed 
Land Use and Transportation Element would affect the area being studied by the Port of 
Oakland, no changes in the Draft EIR are warranted. 

26. Any habitat loss that would occur at Metropolitan Oakland International Airport (MOIA) 
would be the result of the Port of Oakland’s plans for MOIA and not as a result of the 
proposed Land Use and Transportation Element.  Therefore, inclusion of this impact as a 
result of the proposed project would be misleading and incorrect. 

27. The Land Use and Transportation Element recognizes a number of potential impacts that may 
result in mixed use areas of the City where residential uses are located in close proximity to 
industrial or manufacturing uses.  A number of mitigations are identified in the Land Use 
Chapter, the Visual and Aesthetic Chapter, and the Noise Chapter to ensure that appropriate 
standards and requirements are established to ensure that residents are significantly impacted 
by noise generating businesses in the mixed use areas.  These mitigations are applicable in all 
mixed use areas including the Mixed Use Waterfront Areas adjacent to Alameda. 

28. The showcase Districts do not apply to Alameda.  Figure II-3 on page II-12 of the Draft EIR 
depicts the general areas of the City’s showcase district.  This figure was intended to be a 
general representation of the Showcase districts and does not provide the specific boundaries 
of each Showcase district.  For a description of the areas that are part of each Showcase 
district, see pages II-19 through II-21 of the Draft EIR. 

29. Figure II-5 on page II-15 of the Draft EIR is the same as the Land Use Diagram presented in 
the proposed Land Use and Transportation Element.  As shown in Figure 5 on page 134 of 
the proposed Land Use and Transportation Element, the property referred to by the 
commenter is designated as “General Industrial/Transportation.” 

30. Please see Chapter II for changes to Figure III.B-2 on page III.B-23 of the Draft EIR. 

31. Please see Chapter II for changes to page III.F-1 of the Draft EIR. 

32. Please see Chapter II for changes to page III.O-8 of the Draft EIR. 

33. Please see Chapter II for changes to page III.O-15 of the Draft EIR. 

34. The properties on Webster Street within the City of Alameda have been deleted from Tables 
2 though 9 of Appendix 2. 

35. These comments are associated with the text of the proposed Land Use and Transportation 
Element and not on the Draft EIR.  The City acknowledges these comments and will revise 
the proposed Land Use and Transportation Element, as appropriate.  These comments will be 
made part of the record and made available to the decision-makers prior to a final decision on 
the proposed project. 
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36. These comments are associated with the text of the proposed Land Use and Transportation 
Element and not on the Draft EIR.  The City acknowledges these comments and will revise 
the proposed Land Use and Transportation Element, as appropriate.  These comments will be 
made part of the record and made available to the decision-makers prior to a final decision on 
the proposed project. 
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LETTER I – JAY-PHARES CORPORATION 

1. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15131 indicates that 
social and economic impacts are not required to be analyzed in an EIR.  Furthermore, the 
Draft EIR is intended to analyze the environmental impacts of the proposed Land Use and 
Transportation Element; the Draft EIR is not intended to analyze the impacts of each 
potential development that may be proposed in the future for each land use designation on 
each site.  The Regional Commercial designation provides for a wide range of potential uses, 
including office, entertainment, arts, recreation, sports, and visitor-serving uses like hotels 
and restaurants.  Therefore, the Draft EIR does not analyze the potential impacts of a 
“neighborhood”-serving retail center on a single Regional Commercial site in the Element as 
requested by the commenter.  If and when a development application is submitted for 
development of the site, the City will prepare the necessary environmental documents, per 
CEQA, to evaluate the specific environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The scope 
and content of the project-specific environmental document will be determined by the use-
type and size of the proposed development.  For example, a proposal for an office park would 
have different potential environmental impacts than a commercial center. 
 
Furthermore, the proposed regional commercial designation is intended to encourage uses 
with a broader regional market draw than the neighborhood commercial or community 
commercial designated areas along MacArthur Boulevard near the site.  The Element 
anticipates that the sites designated as regional commercial sites located on highways will 
draw different customers than the neighborhood commercial and community commercial 
sites located on neighborhood arterials such as MacArthur Boulevard and not result in 
significant adverse impacts on the economic vitality of either commercial locations.  Since 
the regional commercial designation does not include a proposal for development of a project 
at this time, subsequent analysis of potential economic consequences should be prepared for 
any specific project proposed for the site when the details and commercial character of that 
development proposal is known. 

2. These comments are associated with the text of the proposed Land Use and Transportation 
Element and not on the Draft EIR.  The City acknowledges these comments and will revise 
the proposed Land Use and Transportation Element, as appropriate.  These comments will be 
made part of the record and made available to the decision-makers prior to a final decision on 
the proposed project. 

3. The Draft EIR traffic analysis did not assume or include the “Hengenberger/73rd Extension 
to I-50” since this project was highly speculative and funding had not been identified.  
Therefore a re-analysis at this time would result in the same conclusions already included in 
the Draft EIR.  As discussed on pages III.B-17 and III.B-19 of the Draft EIR, a significant 
impact would occur along the Hegenberger Road corridor between I-580 and I-880.  This 
corridor includes 73rd Avenue and Edwards Avenue.  The Countywide model that was used 
for the traffic analysis included in the Draft EIR did not assume any improvements within the 
Hegenberger Road corridor.  Therefore, the City Council’s decision would not change the 
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analysis presented in the Draft EIR. 
 
The commenter is not correct in stating that alternative land uses at the Leona Quarry would 
have less significant impacts on the Hegenberger Road corridor.  Even without retail 
development at this location, the Hegenberger Road corridor would continue to operate at 
LOS E. 

4. An analysis of impacts associated with the two land use classifications requested by the 
commenter for the Leona Quarry are included in the Draft EIR as the No Project Alternative.  
The other “non-retail” uses cited by the commenter for the Leona Quarry are possible land 
uses under the Regional Commercial designation.  Therefore, a separate analysis of these land 
uses is not warranted in the EIR. 

5. It is proper to rely on adopted policies in the Open Space and Recreation Element of the 
General Plan as mitigation measures for the proposed Land Use and Transportation Element 
because these policies are relevant to the overall development of Oakland.  It is the content of 
the policies, not the timing of when the policies were adopted, that is relevant to their 
applicability to be used as mitigation measures for the proposed Land Use and Transportation 
Element. 

6. The commenter is correct in noting that there is an applicable reclamation plan for the Leona 
Quarry.  The proposed change in land use for the Leona Quarry identified in the proposed 
Land Use and Transportation Element does not affect the validity of the reclamation plan.  
Any future change to the reclamation plan would require separate and subsequent 
environmental review. 

7. Both of the projects cited by the commenter were included in the overall development 
envisioned for the City of Oakland.  Both projects were included in the Congestion 
Management Agency’s Countywide Model for analyzing traffic impacts and the project 
“opposite the Coliseum” is included in the Coliseum Showcase District (see Table II-6 on 
page II-21 of the Draft EIR). 

8. Prohibition of retail uses at the Leona Quarry site would not result in the elimination of any 
of the impacts cited by the commenter.  These impacts would occur under any development 
scenario at the Leona Quarry.  The commenter’s suggestion regarding the use of the Leona 
Quarry site for open space is included in the Draft EIR as part of the No Project Alternative. 

9. These comments are acknowledged and responses to these comments have been prepared 
(see the responses to comments H-10 and H-11, below). 

10. Section III.K of the Draft EIR describes the geology and seismicity impacts that would occur 
as a result of the proposed Land Use and Transportation Element and specific mention is 
made of the challenges associated with development at the Leona Quarry.  Any development 
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at or use of the Leona Quarry would be required to comply with City policies and building 
standard to minimize the effects of a seismic event. 

11. These comments are associated with the text of the proposed Land Use and Transportation 
Element and not on the Draft EIR.  The City acknowledges these comments and will revise 
the proposed Land Use and Transportation Element, as appropriate.  These comments will be 
made part of the record and made available to the decision-makers prior to a final decision on 
the proposed project. 

 




