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Environmental Checklist

Public Services

Libraries (Other Public FaC|I|t|es). Proposed Project Compared to 1998 EIS/EIR Alternative

LEGEND
SU - Impact is Significant Unavoidable
LSM — Impact is Less than Significant with Mitigation Measure

Potentially New Impact—  No Change to Topic Not
New Impact — Reduced to Impact, but Previously
Further LS with New or Analyzed; No
Investigation Newly Revised No Change to Significant
Environmental Factors for Determining to be Identified Mitigation Impact or Project
Environmental Effect Undertaken Mitigation Identified Mitigation Impact

LS — Impact is Less than Significant
NI — No Impact

Would the project:

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

v) Libraries (Other public facilities)? ] ] ] X ]

LS

Discussion

1998 EIS/EIR. The 1998 EIS/EIR did not evaluate potential impacts to Oakland public libraries. No
impact was identified.

Proposed Project. The Eastmont Branch Library at 7200 Bancroft Avenue is located approximately 2.5
miles from the project site (Oakland Public Library, 2006 website) and is the nearest branch to the project
site. The Eastmont Branch has a relatively broad geographic area of patronage, including the project area.
The implementation program identified in the Draft 2006 Oakland Public Libraries Master Facilities Plan
(Oakland Public Library, 2006) indicates that the Eastmont Branch would be expanded or relocated to
improve its visibility, services, and facilities.”

The Oak Knoll / Sheffield Village area, in which the proposed Oak Knoll Project is located, is currently
served by a bookmobile. According to the Draft Master Facilities Plan, the Oak Knoll / Sheffield Village
area of the city is currently under-served, and the City may develop a new library branch in the area.® The
residential development proposed by the Oak Knoll Mixed Use Community Plan Project (which has been
previously considered and evaluated as part of the adopted 1996 Final Oak Knoll Reuse Plan, the 1998
Oakland General Plan Land Use Diagram, the 1998 Oak Knoll Redevelopment Plan, and the “preferred”
Maximum Capacity Alternative in the 1998 EIS/EIR for the NMCO property) could contribute to the
existing demand for library services in the area. However, while it is reasonable to assume that the new
resident population at Oak Knoll would primarily patronize a new nearby library branch and the existing
or expanded/relocated Eastmont Branch, it is not expected that the increase from the Oak Knoll Project
would result in a significant impact. The impact would be less than significant because the proposed
project would not require new library facilities, the construction of which could have substantial adverse

7 The Public Libraries Master Facilities Plan is funded by Bond Measure Q, reauthorization of the Library Services Retention
and Enhancement Act of 1994 (Measure O), passed in March 2004.
A new branch library is not proposed as part of the SunCal Oak Knoll Mixed Use Community Project.

ER06-014 / Oak Knoll Mixed Use Community Plan Project 228 ESA / 206232
Initial Study Checklist February 2007



Environmental Checklist

Public Services

physical impacts. No new significant impact is identified compared to those identified in the 1998
EIS/EIR.

Conclusion

The proposed project does not involve substantial changes to the previously analyzed Maximum Capacity
Alternative that result in a new significant or substantial increase in the severity of an environmental
impact compared to those identified in the 1998 EIS/EIR. Additionally, no new information of substantial
importance or substantial change in circumstances exist that would result in a new significant impact not
previously identified in the 1998 EIS/EIR The proposed project would not result in new or substantially
more severe impacts regarding fire services (criterion “a.i”), parks (criterion “a.iv”), and libraries
(criterion “a.v”).

Impact changes resulting with the Oak Knoll Project compared to those identified for the Maximum
Capacity Alternative occur for police services and schools. Regarding police services (criterion “a.ii”), the
1998 EIS/EIR identified a significant but mitigable impact under the Maximum Capacity Alternative,
however, based on current City practice and CEQA significance criteria, the proposed project would not
result in a significant impact. The 1998 EIS/EIR mitigation identified to reduce police services impact is
not required for the proposed project. The 1998 EIS/EIR significant and mitigable impact (criterion
“a.iii”) to OUSD schools would continue to occur with the proposed project, but the 1998 EIS/EIR
mitigation measure is revised to be consistent with state law.

References

California Department of Education. Data Quest, http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/, accessed August 2006.

City of Oakland, General Plan, Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE), March 24, 1998, as
amended.

City of Oakland, General Plan, Open Space, Conservation and Recreation (OSCAR), June 11, 1996.

City of Oakland, Draft Proposed Environmentally-Related Standard Conditions of Approval, August 29,
2006. (2006a)

Oakland Fire Department, http://www.oaklandnet.com/oakweb/fire/, accessed November 29, 2006a

Oakland Police Department http://www.oaklandpolice.com/geninfo/geninfo.html, accessed November 29,
2006a

City of Oakland, Draft Oakland Public Library Master Facilities Plan, June 2006.

Oakland Public Library, Oakland Library Main Page, http://www.oaklandlibrary.org, accessed August,
2006.

U.S. Department of the Navy Engineering Field Activity and City of Oakland, Final Environmental
Impact Statement / Environmental Impact Report for the Disposal and Reuse of Naval Medical
Center Oakland - SCH 95103035, April 1998
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LEGEND

SU — Impact is Significant Unavoidable

LSM — Impact is Less than Significant with Mitigation Measure
LS — Impact is Less than Significant

NI — No Impact

Environmental Factors for Determining
Environmental Effect

Proposed Project Compared to 1998 EIS/EIR Alternative

Potentially New Impact —  No Change to Topic Not
New Impact — Reduced to Impact, but Previously
Further LS with New or Analyzed; No
Investigation Newly Revised No Change to Significant
to be Identified Mitigation Impact or Project
Undertaken Mitigation Identified Mitigation Impact

Would the project:

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

b) Include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational

[ [ [ [ X

LS

L] L] L] L] X

facilities that might have an adverse LS
physical effect on the environment?
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Accelerated Physical Deterioration

of Facilities Proposed Project Compared to 1998 EIS/EIR Alternative

LEGEND
SU - Impact is Significant Unavoidable
LSM — Impact is Less than Significant with Mitigation Measure

LS - Impact is Less than Significant Potentially New Impact—  No Change to Topi_c Not
NI — No Impact New Impact — Reducgd to Impact, but Previously
Further LS with New or Analyzed; No
Investigation Newly Revised No Change to Significant

Environmental Factors for Determining to be Identified Mitigation Impact or Project
Environmental Effect Undertaken Mitigation Identified Mitigation Impact
Would the project:
a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood ] ] ] ] X

and regional parks or other recreational

facilities such that substantial physical LS

deterioration of the facilities would occur or
be accelerated?

Discussion

1998 EIS/EIR. The 1998 EIS/EIR did not analyze the effect of the Maximum Capacity Alternative on the
physical deterioration of facilities, thus no impact was identified. The 1998 EIS/EIR did indicate that the
recreational area proposed by the Maximum Capacity Alternative would result in a beneficial impact
since it would provide increased public access to recreational facilities; however, this consideration is not
a significance criterion under CEQA.Guidelines.

Proposed Project. As discussed under Public Services (Parks), the parks and recreational facilities setting
for the project site has not changed substantially since preparation of the 1998 EIS/EIR. The proposed
project would provide approximately 50 to 60 acres of park and recreational area (indoor and outdoor),
including public bicycle and pedestrian pathways, a network of active and passive use open spaces, parks
and playgrounds, recreational playfields and tennis courts. Also, as with the Maximum Capacity
Alternative, the Club Knoll building may be developed as a community reuse facility that could entail or
accommodate recreational functions. (See Figure 1S-15, Oak Knoll Parks and Open Space Plan; also see
Table 1S-2, Comparison of Maximum Capacity Alternative and Proposed Oak Knoll Project, presented in
the Introduction and Background section of this document).

Nearly the same amount of new on-site population (residents and employees) would result with the
proposed project and the Maximum Capacity Alternative (2,926 and 3,006, respectively) (see Population
and Housing), and the proposed on-site facilities would be sufficient to absorb a substantial part of the
demand of new residents, as well as provide new recreational resources to nearby residents and users.
While it is expected that the new project population would use existing neighborhood and regional parks
and recreational facilities in the area (including Leona Regional Open Space, Knowland Park, Anthony
Chabot Regional Park, King Estate Park, Burkhalter Recreational Facility, and Lake Chabot and
Montclair golf courses) in addition to the new Oak Knoll facilities, it is not expected that the new
population would result in the substantial or accelerated physical deterioration of these facilities.
Therefore, the impact of the proposed project would be less than significant, as identified for the
Maximum Capacity Alternative in the 1998 EIS/EIR. No new significant impact is identified compared to
those identified in the 1998 EIS/EIR.
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Effect of New or

EXpanded Facilities Proposed Project Compared to 1998 EIS/EIR Alternative

LEGEND
SU - Impact is Significant Unavoidable
LSM — Impact is Less than Significant with Mitigation Measure

LS - Impact is Less than Significant Potentially New Impact—  No Change to Topi_c Not
NI — No Impact New Impact — Reducgd to Impact, but Previously
Further LS with New or Analyzed; No
Investigation Newly Revised No Change to Significant
Environmental Factors for Determining to be Identified Mitigation Impact or Project
Environmental Effect Undertaken Mitigation Identified Mitigation Impact
Would the project:
b) Include recreational facilities or require the ] ] ] ] X
construction or expansion of recreational
facilities that might have an adverse LS

physical effect on the environment?

Discussion

1998 EIS/EIR. As mentioned above, the 1998 EIS/EIR indicated that the proposed recreational area would
increase public access to recreational facilities (identifying this a “beneficial” impact although this
consideration is not a significance criterion under CEQA). However, the analysis did not consider
whether adverse physical effects could result from the construction of the proposed recreational facilities.
No impact was identified.

Proposed Project. As described above, development of the project site would involve approximately 50
acres of new recreational facilities (see Figure 1S-15, Oak Knoll Parks and Open Space Plan). To the
extent that the construction of new recreational facilities would potentially result in significant adverse
environmental effects, these effects would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of
mitigations identified to reduce significant adverse effects to air quality; biological resources; hazards and
hazardous materials; hydrology and water quality; and noise identified throughout this document.
However, with regard to new facilities that might have adverse physical effect on the environment, as
discussed under Aesthetics (light and glare), there would be outdoor playfields and tennis courts that
could be used at night in the southwest area of the site, approximately 100 feet from the nearest existing
residence (along Sequoyah Road). As a result, the lighting associated with these facilities could result in
potentially significant effects to adjacent light-sensitive uses, however, new Mitigation Measure AES-2
regarding required review and approval of exterior lighting plans for all project structures, including
outdoor recreational facilities (see Aesthetics), is identified to ensure that any effect would be less than
significant. Additionally, the project site is surrounded by existing dense vegetation that would remain
and may also reduce nighttime lighting effects. The impact would be less than significant. No new
significant impact is identified compared to those previously identified in the 1998 EIS/EIR.

Conclusion

No impacts to or resulting from recreational facilities were considered for the Maximum Capacity
Alternative in the 1998 EIS/EIR. The proposed project does not involve substantial changes to the
previously analyzed Maximum Capacity Alternative that result in a new significant regarding recreational
facilities (criteria “a” and “b”") compared to those identified in the 1998 EIS/EIR. Nor does new
information or changes in circumstances exist that would indicate that there would be any new significant
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effects to recreational facilities. The proposed project would not result in a new significant impact
compared to those identified in the 1998 EIS/EIR.
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Proposed Project Compared to 1998 EIS/EIR Alternative

LEGEND

SU — Impact is Significant Unavoidable

tz’\f I_ml;"apcici;'ie";stsh:‘nagiz'rﬁ:::rint with Mitigation Measure Potentially New Impact —  No Change to Topi.c Not

NI — No Impact New Impact — Reducgd to Impact, but Previously

Further LS with New or Analyzed; No

Investigation Newly Revised No Change to Significant

Environmental Factors for Determining to be Identified Mitigation Impact or Project

Environmental Effect Undertaken Mitigation Identified Mitigation Impact

Would the project:

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is X ] ] ] ]

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

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, X ] ] ] ]
a level of service standard established by

the county congestion management
agency for designated roads or highways?
(To be addressed in SEIR.)

c) Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, X ] ] ] X

including either an increase in traffic levels

or a change in location, that results in NI
substantial safety risks?
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a X ] ] ] ]

design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)? (To be
addressed in SEIR.)

e) Resultin inadequate emergency access?

X X
1 O
1 O
1 O
O O

f)  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., conflict with policies
promoting bus turnouts, bicycle racks,
etc.)? (To be addressed in SEIR.)

g) Generate added transit ridership that would X ] ] ] ]
1) increase the average ridership on AC
Transit lines by 3 percent at bus stops
where the average load factor with the
project in place would exceed 125% over a
peak thirty minute period, 2) increase the
peak hour average ridership on BART by 3
percent where the passenger volume
would exceed the standing capacity of
BART trains, or 3) Increase the peak hour
average ridership at a BART station by 3
percent where average waiting time at fare
gates would exceed one minute. (To be
addressed in SEIR.)

Non-CEQA Evaluation |Z| |:| |:| D D

Provision of parking supply to meet or exceed
estimated parking demand. (To be
addressed in SEIR.)
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Intersection Operatlons Proposed Project Compared to 1998 EIS/EIR Alternative

LEGEND
SU - Impact is Significant Unavoidable
LSM — Impact is Less than Significant with Mitigation Measure

LS — Impact is Less than Significant Potentially New Impact—  No Change to Topi_c Not
NI — No Impact New Impact — Reducgd to Impact, but Previously
Further LS with New or Analyzed; No
Investigation Newly Revised No Change to Significant
Environmental Factors for Determining to be Identified Mitigation Impact or Project
Environmental Effect Undertaken Mitigation Identified Mitigation Impact

Would the project:

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is X ] ] ] ]

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

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, X ] ] ] ]
a level of service standard established by
the county congestion management
agency for designated roads or highways?
(To be addressed in SEIR.)

Discussion

1998 EIS/EIR. The 1998 EIS/EIR indicated that a significant but mitigable impact would result from
substantial increase in traffic congestion (compared to NMCO pre-closure conditions) at five project area
intersections due to peak hour traffic from the Maximum Capacity Alternative:

Keller Avenue / 1-580 southbound off-ramp (project and cumulative)
Keller Avenue / Mountain Boulevard intersection (project and cumulative)
Mountain Boulevard / 1-580 northbound off-ramp (project and cumulative)
Mountain Boulevard / Main NMCO Entrance intersection (project only)
Mountain Boulevard / Golf Links Road intersection (project only)

o krwpnpPE

Mitigation measures to reduce the impacts to less than significant included installation of traffic signals
along with minor land changes (restriping) for each of the impacted intersections, in addition to restriping
traffic lanes on the Keller Avenue / 1-580 overcrossing to reverse the direction of the center lane to
eastbound.

The Maximum Capacity Alternative was projected to generate approximately 13,090 total average daily
vehicle trips.

Proposed Project. The introduction of residential and commercial uses and the trips generated by them
would result in increased demand on the local transportation system. The Oak Knoll Project may involve
substantial changes to the Maximum Capacity Alternative that could result in significant impacts to traffic
not previously identified in the 1998 EIS/EIR due to substantial changes in circumstances or new
information of substantial importance available since preparation of the 1998 EIS/EIR, updated study
assumptions (including an assessment of cumulative impacts utilizing the current CMA transportation
model released in 2007), as well as changes in types and distribution of land uses proposed between the
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Maximum Capacity Alternative and the proposed project. Generally, the proposed project includes 376
more single family residential units and nearly 318,000 fewer square feet of commercial development.®

The SEIR analysis will analyze potential project impacts regarding traffic operations on the surrounding
local and regional roadway network and will determine if the mitigation measures proposed in the 1998
EIS/EIR are still valid with updated study assumptions. The analysis will also assess whether there would
be new impacts at other study locations.

1.  The preliminary list of study intersections that would be studied in the SEIR includes intersections
studied in the 1998 EIS/EIR:1-580 Eastbound Off-Ramp/Fontaine Street/Keller Avenue
Mountain Boulevard/Keller Avenue

I-580 Westbound On-Ramp/Mountain Boulevard/Maynard Avenue

I-580 Westbound Off-Ramp/Mountain Boulevard/Shone Avenue

Canyon Oaks Drive/Keller Avenue

Mountain Boulevard/Project Driveway

Mountain Boulevard/Golf Links Road

1-580 Westbound Ramps/Golf Links Road

Golf Links Road/I-580 Eastbound Off- Ramp/98th Avenue

I-580 Eastbound On-Ramp/98th Avenue

Mountain Boulevard/Sequoyah Road (not studied in 1998 EIS/EIR)

Mountain Boulevard/I-580 Overcrossing

©WooNOR~WDN

e
N O

In addition, the following 1-580 freeway mainlines would also be studied in the SEIR evaluated under
cumulative conditions:

13. State Route 13, North of 1-580

14. 1-580 Eastbound, South of Seminary Avenue

15.  1-580 Westbound, South of Seminary Avenue

16. 1-580 Eastbound, Seminary Avenue to Edwards Avenue
17. 1-580 Westbound, Seminary Avenue to Edwards Avenue
18. 1-580 Eastbound, Edwards Avenue to Keller Avenue
19. 1-580 Westbound, Edwards Avenue to Keller Avenue
20. 1-580 Eastbound, Keller Avenue to Golf Links Road
21. 1-580 Westbound, Mountain to Golf Links Road

22. 1-580 Eastbound, South Golf Links Road

23. 1-580 Westbound, South Golf Links Road

Among the issues addressed for that determination will be a comparison of trip generation for the
proposed project versus that for the Maximum Capacity Alternative in the 1998 EIR, taking into account
trips associated with the NMCO prior to closure. Construction period impacts will also be analyzed.

9 See Table IS-2, Comparison of Maximum Capacity Alternative and Proposed Oak Knoll Project, in the Introduction and
Background section of this Initial Study.
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Air Traffic Patterns Proposed Project Compared to 1998 EIS/EIR Alternative

LEGEND
SU - Impact is Significant Unavoidable
LSM — Impact is Less than Significant with Mitigation Measure

LS — Impact is Less than Significant Potentially New Impact—  No Change to Topi_c Not
NI — No Impact New Impact — Reducgd to Impact, but Previously
Further LS with New or Analyzed; No
Investigation Newly Revised No Change to Significant
Environmental Factors for Determining to be Identified Mitigation Impact or Project
Environmental Effect Undertaken Mitigation Identified Mitigation Impact

Would the project:
c) Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, ] ] ] ] X

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

Discussion

1998 EIS/EIR. The 1998 EIS/EIR did not include discussion of the potential effects of the Maximum
Capacity Alternative to air traffic patterns or related safety risks. No impact was identified.

Proposed Project. The proposed project does not include structures or uses that would affect air traffic
patterns, nor is an airport located in proximity to project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not
result in substantial safety risks related to air traffic and would have no impact.
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Site Access, Circulation and
Hazards
LEGEND

SU — Impact is Significant Unavoidable
LSM — Impact is Less than Significant with Mitigation Measure

Proposed Project Compared to 1998 EIS/EIR Alternative

LS| tis Less than Significant Potentially New Impact —  No Change to Topic Not
N _Nmﬁac 15 Less than Signitican New Impact — Reduced to Impact, but Previously
- No Impact Further LS with New or Analyzed; No
Investigation Newly Revised No Change to Significant

Environmental Factors for Determining to be Identified Mitigation Impact or Project
Environmental Effect Undertaken Mitigation Identified Mitigation Impact
Would the project:
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a ] ] ] ] ]

design feature (e.g., sharp curves or

dangerous intersections) or incompatible

uses (e.g., farm equipment)? (To be

addressed in SEIR.)
e) Result in inadequate emergency access? ] ] ] ] ]

(To be addressed in SEIR.)

Discussion

1998 EIS/EIR. The 1998 EIS/EIR did not include an analysis of whether the Maximum Capacity
Alternative would create hazards due to site circulation design features or incompatible uses. No impact

was identified.

Proposed Project. The conceptual layout of streets and intersections of the proposed project is depicted in
the Oak Knoll Mixed Use Community Plan (presented in Figure 1S-2 provided in the Introduction and
Background section of this Initial Study). A network of trails, walkways and, bicycle pathways is also
proposed onsite and would intersect with the roadway network. The SEIR will evaluate site access and
circulation safety (vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycles), as well as the proposed layout of the internal
circulation system to identify any potential significant effects resulting from hazardous design features or

creating inadequate emergency access.
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Alternative Transportation and

Transit Proposed Project Compared to 1998 EIS/EIR Alternative

LEGEND
SU — Impact is Significant Unavoidable
LSM — Impact is Less than Significant with Mitigation Measure

LS - Impact is Less than Significant Potentially New Impact —  No Change to Topilc Not
NI — No Impact New Impact — Reducgd to Impact, but Previously
Further LS with New or Analyzed; No
Investigation Newly Revised No Change to Significant
Environmental Factors for Determining to be Identified Mitigation Impact or Project
Environmental Effect Undertaken Mitigation Identified Mitigation Impact

Would the project:
f)y  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or ] ] ] ] ]

programs supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., conflict with policies
promoting bus turnouts, bicycle racks,
etc.)? (To be addressed in SEIR.)

g) Generate added transit ridership that ] ] ] ] ]

would 1) increase the average ridership on
AC Transit lines by 3 percent at bus stops
where the average load factor with the
project in place would exceed 125% over a
peak thirty minute period, 2) increase the
peak hour average ridership on BART by 3
percent where the passenger volume
would exceed the standing capacity of
BART trains, or 3) Increase the peak hour
average ridership at a BART station by 3
percent where average waiting time at fare
gates would exceed one minute. (To be
addressed in SEIR.)

Non-CEQA Evaluation |:| |:| D D |:|

Provision of adequate parking supply in
excess of estimated parking demand. (To
be addressed in SEIR.)

Discussion

1998 EIS/EIR. The 1998 EIS/EIR indicated that the Maximum Capacity Alternative would result in
“nonsignificant” (i.e., less than significant) impacts regarding increased transit demand, provision of
adequate pedestrian and bicycle, and consistency with transportation plans and regulations regarding the
City’s transportation goals and objectives, specifically the City’s standards for intersection operations.

Proposed Project. The proposed project may result in increased transit ridership, and the SEIR will
analyze the potential impacts to AC Transit buses and BART trains compared to that identified for the
Maximum Capacity Alternative in the 1998 EIS/EIR. The SEIR will also evaluate the consistency of the
proposed project with adopted City policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation
(bicycles and pedestrian facilities). In addition, although not required by CEQA, the SEIR will provide
City policymakers and other interested parties with information about the relation between proposed
parking supply and estimated parking demand and City code requirements.

Conclusion

The 1998 EIS/EIR identified significant and mitigable impacts regarding increase in traffic congestion at
area intersections (criteria “a” and *“b”), and less-than-significant impacts regarding increased demand for
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transit service (criterion *“g”), bicycle and pedestrian systems (criterion “d”), the City’s transportation
goals regarding intersection operations and parking supply.

It is not anticipated that the Oak Knoll Project would have substantial changes to the previously-analyzed
Maximum Capacity Alternative, however, the City will conduct a detailed analysis of the Oak Knoll
Project’s effect on each of the transportation and traffic criteria discussed above (except air traffic
patterns) to determine if the project would result in a new or substantially more severe impact than any
identified in the 1998 EIS/EIR, and if previously identified mitigation measures would continue to
substantially reduce any impacts to less than significant, where feasible. The analysis will also consider
updated study assumptions (potentially including an assessment of cumulative impacts utilizing the
current CMA transportation model) and whether any changes in circumstances or new information exist
that would result in a new significant impact not previously identified for the Maximum Capacity
Alternative in the 1998 EIS/EIR.

References
Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants, Final Oak Knoll Transportation Study, November 8, 2006.

U.S. Department of the Navy Engineering Field Activity and City of Oakland, Final Environmental
Impact Statement / Environmental Impact Report for the Disposal and Reuse of Naval Medical
Center Oakland - SCH 95103035, April 1998.
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Proposed Project Compared to 1998 EIS/EIR Alternative

LEGEND
SU — Impact is Significant Unavoidable
LSM — Impact is Less than Significant with Mitigation Measure

. S Potentially New Impact —  No Change to Topic Not
LS__ Impact s Less than Significant New Impact — Reduced to Impact, but Previously
NI — No Impact Further LS with New or Analyzed; No
Investigation Newly Revised No Change to Significant
Environmental Factors for Determining to be Identified Mitigation Impact or Project
Environmental Effect Undertaken Mitigation Identified Mitigation Impact
Would the project:
a) Require or result in the construction of new ] ] X ] ]
water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the LS
construction of which could cause A
ignificant environmental effects? (Mitigation
signi Measure
identified
although
impact is LS)

b) Exceed wastewater treatment ] Ll |Z| |:| |:|

requirements of the applicable Regional

Water Quality Control Board? (Mit:_gition
Measure
identified
although
impact is LS)
c) Require or result in the construction of new ] ] X ] ]
storm water drainage facilities, or
expansion of existing facilities, the LS
construction of which could cause (Mitigation
significant environmental effects? Measure
identified
although
impact is LS)
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to ] ] ] X ]
serve the project from existing entitlements
and resources or are new or expanded LS
water supply resources entitlements (LESIg”iEf:F;%
needed? Revised '98
Mitigation and
New
Mitigation
identified
although
impact is LS)

e) Result in a determination by the ] ] ] X ]

wastewater treatment provider that would

serve the project that it has adequate LS
capacity to serve the project’s projected (LSMin 98
demand in addition to the provider’s EISEIR;

L . Revised '98
?
existing commitments” Mitigation and

New
Mitigation
identified
although

impact is LS)
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Proposed Project Compared to 1998 EIS/EIR Alternative

LEGEND
SU — Impact is Significant Unavoidable
LSM — Impact is Less than Significant with Mitigation Measure Potentially New Impact — No Change to Topic Not
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Sanitary Sewer (Wastewater)

SyStem Proposed Project Compared to 1998 EIS/EIR Alternative

LEGEND
SU — Impact is Significant Unavoidable
LSM — Impact is Less than Significant with Mitigation Measure
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a) Require or result in the construction of new ] ] X ] ]
water or wastewater treatment facilities or LS
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construction of which could cause (Mitigation
significant environmental effects? Measure
identified
although
impact is LS)

Discussion

1998 EIS/EIR. The 1998 EIS/EIR indicated that development of the Maximum Capacity Alternative
would not adversely impact the effectiveness of the existing sanitary sewer system to convey and treat
wastewater that would be generated by the Alternative. It can reasonably be concluded from this finding
that the Maximum Capacity Alternative would not require construction of wastewater treatment faculties
(the current, applicable significance criterion under the CEQA Guidelines). The 1998 EIS/EIR did not
include specific estimates of wastewater volumes for the Maximum Capacity Alternative, but concluded
that a nonsignificant (i.e., less than significant) impact would occur given the “good condition and
satisfactory condition of the existing system’s infrastructure” (U.S. Navy, 1998).

Proposed Project. As presented in the Oak Knoll Preliminary Sanitary Sewer Plan report (Preliminary
Sewer Plan) prepared by BKF Engineers (BKF, 2006a), most of the project site is located in an older area
of Basin 85-401 where there is high infiltration and inflow0, and a small portion of the site is within
Basin 85-502. Because the existing on-site system is aging (with illicit connections, cracked pipes, and
other sources of infiltration and inflow) and is not located to suit the proposed development, the existing
sanitary sewer system on the project site will be abandoned and replaced (BKF, 2006a). The proposed
sanitary sewer system will be designed to comply with the City of Oakland Sanitary Sewer Guidelines.
The Preliminary Sewer Plan indicates a proposed exception to the City’s guidelines is Oak Knoll’s
proposed layout of sewer lines on opposite sides of street centerlines instead of along the street centerline.
However, this proposed layout design is not a pertinent factor to this analysis of environmental effects
under the CEQA Guidelines (see Sanitary Sewer Master Plan layout, Oak Knoll Application Materials,
November 10, 2006, Volume 1I, Tab 10, Sheet C7.0.)

According to the Preliminary Sewer Plan report, the existing peak flow allocation from the project site is
approximately 0.269 million gallons per day (mgd). The estimated peak dry weather flow rate from the

10 The inflow and infiltration of stormwater into EBMUD and Oakland sewer lines results in high flow levels and overflow of
untreated wastewater during wet weather.
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site with development of the proposed project would be approximately 0.668 mgd , which would be an
increase of approximately 0.399 mgd compared to the existing peak flow allocation.

The proposed project proposes to reduce the increased with-project sewer flows by replacing the existing
on-site sanitary sewer system. Specifically, the proposed replacement system would reduce the per day
groundwater infiltration (GWI) and rainfall dependent infiltration and inflow (RDI/1) (i.e., inflow or non-
sewer water into the system) from 4,000 gallons per acre to 1,000 gallons per acre. Also, the replacement
system has been preliminarily designed to convey the sanitary sewer flow with a depth of less than two-
thirds full, which would ensure adequate freeboard for peak wet weather flow conditions. As a result,
with implementation of the proposed replacement sanitary sewer system, the project would decrease peak
wet weather flows by about 0.570 mgd (BKF, 2006a). Thus, based on the preliminary engineering and
sewer system design, the peak flows through the site with development of the project and the replacement
sewer system would not exceed the existing peak flow allocation and would have a net reduction
(compared to flows observed as part of the monitoring for a 1985 citywide storm flow study) of
approximately 0.171 mgd (i.e., an increase of 0.399 mgd with the project, then a decrease of .570 mgd
with the replacement sewer system). The Preliminary Sewer Plan report indicates that further sewer flow
monitoring studies would be required to establish the percent of infiltration and inflow that are associated
with the project site versus the portion associated with the portions of Basin 85-401 that are outside of the
project site.

Based on the existing conditions and the estimated peak sewer flows reported in the Oak Knoll
Preliminary Sanitary Sewer Plan, the proposed project would not require or result in the construction of a
new wastewater treatment facility due to estimated reduced with-project flows. Therefore, the project
would not result in a significant impact. However, as indicated above, the project would involve
construction of a new wastewater (sanitary sewer) system onsite. Significant environmental impacts that
could result from the construction activities are reduced to less than significant with implementation of
mitigations measures identified to reduce significant adverse effects to air quality; biological resources;
hazards and hazardous materials; hydrology and water quality; and noise during construction identified
throughout this Initial Study.

While no new significant impact is identified for the proposed project compared to the Maximum
Capacity Alternative analyzed in the 1998 EIS/EIR, the following mitigation measure, which is consistent
with the standard condition that the City of Oakland requires for all development, is identified.

New Mitigation Measure UTIL-1: Prior to completing the final design for the project’s sewer
service, confirmation of the City’s surrounding stormwater and sanitary sewer system capacity and
state of repair shall be completed by a qualified civil engineer with funding from the project
sponsor. Improvements to the existing sanitary sewer collection system shall specifically include,
but are not limited to, mechanisms to control or minimize increases in infiltration/inflow associated
with the proposed project. Additionally, the project sponsor shall be responsible for payment of the
required installation or hook-up fees to the affected service providers.

Further, beyond the environmental impacts considered in this Initial Study pursuant to the significance
criteria under CEQA, the City requires that the project sponsor conduct an impact analysis to ensure that
the proposed system has enough hydraulic capacity to accommodate the proposed development (BKF,
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2006a). Additionally, based on the aforementioned additional sewer flow monitoring studies required to
establish the proportion of infiltration and inflow associated with the project site versus areas offsite, and
a review of the final sanitary sewer engineering and system design, the Oakland Public Works Agency
will assess through its capacity improvement program whether the net increase in wet-weather wastewater
flow would exceed the current unused allocation projected for the applicable sewer basins. The subbasin
allocation system is the method by which EBMUD and the City of Oakland ensure that the city does not
exceed its city-wide allocation as part of the Wet Weather Program. In December 2006, the City
confirmed that it had used approximately 93 percent of its total citywide allocation and that sufficient
system-wide conveyance and treatment capacity remained dedicated to the City of Oakland through the
Wet Weather Program to accommodate the project (City of Oakland, Mandela Grand Mixed Use
Development Project Draft EIR, December, 2006).

In summary, the 1998 EIS/EIR is considered to have identified a less-than-significant impact since no
wastewater treatment facilities would be required. The proposed project proposes to replace the existing
Navy sanitary sewer system. With this replacement, there is a net reduction in impact of the proposed
project as compared to the Maximum Capacity Alternative and thus there is a less that significant impact.
No new information of substantial importance or substantial change in circumstances exist that would
result in a new significant impact regarding wastewater facilities compared to those identified for the
Maximum Capacity Alternative in the 1998 EIS/EIR.
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Storm Dramage Facilities Proposed Project Compared to 1998 EIS/EIR Alternative

LEGEND
SU - Impact is Significant Unavoidable
LSM — Impact is Less than Significant with Mitigation Measure
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storm water drainage facilities, or LS
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Discussion

1998 EIS/EIR. The 1998 EIS/EIR indicated that development of the Maximum Capacity Alternative
would not require construction of a new stormwater drainage system and therefore would not result in a
significant environmental impact resulting from the construction of stormwater facilities. This conclusion
was based on the 1998 EIS/EIR analysis that the project would likely decrease the amount of impervious
surfaces on the project site and increase open space and landscaped areas (pervious surfaces), and would
therefore decrease stormwater runoff from the property. Further, as discussed under Hydrology and Water
Quality, the 1998 EIS/EIR identified other water quality impacts as “nonsignificant” (i.e., less than
significant) because the Alternative would comply with applicable laws, regulations, and standards
applicable at that time, including preparation and implementation of a storm water pollution prevention
plan (SWPPP) and Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP), consistent with the National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System permit program (under section 402[p] of the Clean Water Act) and
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) requirements.

Proposed Project. A Preliminary Drainage Master Plan report prepared by BKF Engineers for the project
(BKF, 2006) reports that the existing on-site storm drain system is aging, lacks best management
practices (BMPs) for stormwater treatment, and is not configured to accommodate the configuration
proposed for the Oak Knoll Project. Therefore, the existing drainage system will be removed and
replaced. As described in detail under Hydrology and Water Quality [criterion “e”], the new on-site
drainage system would include seven proposed drainage areas designed to reduce the volume of
stormwater flow and the transport of pollutants into the storm drain system. Figure 1S-14a and Figure
14b, Proposed Stormwater Control Plan [northern site area and southern site area, respectively]) show the
proposed treatment areas (also see the Storm Drainage Master Plan layout which details the proposed
infrastructure, Oak Knoll Application Materials, November 10, 2006, Volume 1I, Tab 11, Sheet C8.0).
Also, the project proposes extensive restoration to Rifle Range Creek with an expressed goal of ensuring
that the creek can safely accommodate stormwater flows from the project (PWA, 2006).
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An assessment of stormwater drainage, capacity, and system design is detailed under Hydrology and
Water Quality. This Utilities analysis specifically assesses whether the project would result in a
significant impact due to the construction of a new stormwater drainage system (or expansion of existing
system). The project proposes construction of a new storm drainage system to replace aging
infrastructure. Potentially significant adverse effects could result from grading, tree removal, demolition,
and construction activities required to construct and implement the new system. These effects would be
reduced to less than significant with implementation of mitigation measures identified in this Initial Study
to address construction-related air quality; biological resources; hazards and hazardous materials;
hydrology and water quality; and noise impacts, including compliance with all applicable RWQCB
requirements (discussed under Hydrology and Water Quality). As a result, the impact regarding storm
drainage facilities would be less than significant, as identified for the Maximum Capacity Alternative in
the 1998 EIS/EIR.

According to BKF Engineers, while there is no evidence of large-scale pipe or inlet failure onsite (such as
creek bank failure), deterioration of the existing system may have occurred due to lack of maintenance
since approximately 1996 (upon closure of the NMCO). This change in circumstances is not considered
substantial and has not resulted in a new significant impact related to the need for new facilities (as
addressed under Hydrology and Water Quality), the construction of which would cause significant
impacts not previously identified. No new information of substantial importance exists that would result
in a new significant impact regarding storm drainage facilities. No new significant impact is identified
compared to those identified for the Maximum Capacity Alternative in the 1998 EIS/EIR.

Although the project would not result in a significant impact, Mitigation Measure UTIL-1 is identified
above for sanitary sewer facilities (also a less-than-significant impact) and also pertains to storm drainage
facilities; the mitigation measure is consistent with the City of Oakland standard condition applied to all
development, but is modified to specifically apply to the proposed project.
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Water Distribution and Supply

Proposed Project Compared to 1998 EIS/EIR Alternative
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1998 EIS/EIR. According to the 1998 EIS/EIR, the Maximum Capacity Alternative would generate the
need for approximately 191 million gallons of potable water per year (or 0.52 million gallons per day
[mgd]) (including water required for golf course irrigation) compared to the estimated historical annual
water demand of 90 million gallons per year. This represents a net increase of 112 percent compared to
historical demand. The 1998 EIS/EIR identified the following Mitigation 1 in the 1998 EIS/EIR to
conserve water and prohibit water waste and reduce the significant water supply impact to less than
significant.

1998 EIS/EIR Mitigation 1: (To be modified for proposed project) The City of Oakland will
expressly identify the water supplier(s) that will provide water service to the alternative (Cal. Pub
Res. Code Section 21151.9; Cal. Wat. Code Sections 10910-10915). The City will ask those
suppliers whether the water demand associated with the alternatives had been included and assessed
in the suppliers’ urban water management plans, and will require such plans to be updated to
account for estimated demand from this alternative. Government Code Sections 65352 and 65352.5
require cities to consult with water suppliers in connection with such proposed projects. Moreover,
Government Code Section 65302, subdivision (d), requires cities to coordinate with such suppliers
in preparing the conservation elements of their general plans. That coordination is required to
include the discussion and evaluation of any water supply and demand information described in
Section 65352.5, if that information has been submitted by the water agency to the city. In addition
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to supplier identification and coordination, the following best management practices will be
implemented by future site developers:

) Interior and exterior water audits and incentive programs for single family residential, multi-
family residential, and commercial users;

requirement of ultra low flush toilets in all new construction;

distribution system water audits, leak detection and repair;

metering for all new connection and billing by volume of use;

large landscape water audits (golf course and recreational areas);

landscape water conservation for new single family homes; and

water waste prohibitions.

Proposed Project. Compared to the Maximum Capacity Alternative analyzed in the 1998 EIS/EIR, the
proposed project includes 376 more single family residential units and nearly 318,000 fewer square feet
of commercial development.1! The Oak Knoll Preliminary Water Master Plan report (Preliminary Water
Plan) prepared by BKF Engineers indicates that the resulting potable water demand would be
approximately 0.24 mgd - approximately 0.28 mgd less than the 0.52 mgd estimated for the Maximum
Capacity Alternative in the 1998 EIS/EIR (BKF, 2006c). According to the Preliminary Water Plan, the
project would design and construct all new water distribution facilities onsite in compliance with City of
Oakland requirements and standards, and the facilities would be designed to provide adequate pressure
for fire flow in accordance with design criteria established by the Oakland Fire Marshall and the East Bay
Municipal Utilities District (EBMUD) (BKF, 2006c). (See Water Master Plan showing proposed layout
plan of infrastructure, Oak Knoll Application Materials, November 10, 2006, Volume Il, Tab 9, Sheet
C6.0.)

Pursuant to Sections 10910-10915 (SB 610) of the California Water Code, the City of Oakland submitted
a request to EBMUD to prepare a water supply assessment (WSA) for the proposed project. 12 In
response, EBMUD issued a WSA for the proposed project which indicated that an estimated demand of
0.22 mgd from the proposed development (EBMUD, 2006). (See Appendix D to this Initial Study for a
copy of the EBMUD WSA with accompanying City correspondence.) The estimated demand considered
for the WSA is 0.02 mgd (or 0.08 percent) less than identified in the Oak Knoll Preliminary Water Plan
prepared by BKF Engineers and does not constitute a substantial difference or underestimate of the
project’s estimated demand. Additionally, since the proposed project has been determined by the City to
be generally consistent with the 1996 Final Base Reuse Plan and the 1998 General Plan Land Use
Diagram (with consideration of proposed residential land uses in the northeasternmost portion of the site
subject to appeal, as discussed under Land Use and Planning), and since these plans would have been
considered in EBMUD’s projections, the conservative estimated demand of 0.24 mgd would also likely
be consistent with EBMUD’s demand projections.

11 see Table 1S-2, Comparison of Maximum Capacity Alternative and Proposed Oak Knoll Project, in the Introduction and
Background section of this Initial Study.

12 A “project,” as defined by SB 610, includes proposals for new residential use over 500 units; retail use over 500,000 square
feet; office use over 250,000 square feet; hotel/motel use over 500 rooms; industrial use over 40 acres or 650,000 square feet;
a mixed-use project including any use as large as the above; or any project that would demand water greater than the
equivalent of 500 dwelling units.
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Thus, the proposed project would not exceed EBMUD’s capacity to serve the project and would not result
in a significant impact. The 1998 EIS/EIR identified a potentially significant impact for the Maximum
Capacity Alternative regarding the provision of sufficient water supply and identified Mitigation 1
identified above to ensure that EBMUD documents whether sufficient water supplies would be available
to serve the project and that the project employs best management practices to reduced demand.

Although the proposed project would not result in a significant impact, it would be required to comply
with the 1998 EIS/EIR Mitigation 1, as modified below to more aptly apply to the proposed project.

Revised Mitigation Measure UTIL-2: (Revised from 1998 EIS/EIR Mitigation 1) The City of
Oakland will expressly identify the water supplier(s) that will provide water service to the proposed
project alternative-(Cal. Pub Res. Code Section 21151.9; Cal. Wat. Code Sections 10910-10915).
The City will ask those suppliers whether the water demand associated with the alternatives
proposed project had been included and assessed in the suppliers’ urban water management plans,
and will require such plans to be updated to account for estimated demand from this-alternative the
proposed project. Government Code Sections 65352 and 65352.5 require cities to consult with
water suppliers in connection with such proposed projects. Moreover, Government Code Section
65302, subdivision (d), requires cities to coordinate with such suppliers in preparing the
conservation elements of their general plans. That coordination is required to include the discussion
and evaluation of any water supply and demand information described in Section 65352.5, if that
information has been submitted by the water agency to the city. In addition to supplier
identification and coordination, the following best management practices will be implemented by
future site developers:

o Interior and exterior water audits and incentive programs for single family residential, multi-
family residential, and commercial users;

requirement of ultra low flush toilets in all new construction;

distribution system water audits, leak detection and repair;

metering for all new connection and billing by volume of use;

large landscape water audits (golf course and recreational areas);

landscape water conservation for new single family homes; and

water waste prohibitions.

New Mitigation Measure UTIL-3: As feasible and applicable, the project sponsor shall implement
the following water-efficient equipment and devices into building design and project plans,
consistent with the Landscape Water Conservation section of the City of Oakland Municipal Code
(Chapter 7, Article 10): low-, ultra-low, and dual flush flow toilets and showerheads; water efficient
irrigation systems that include drip irrigation and efficient sprinkler heads; evapotranspiration (ET)
irrigation controllers; drought-resistant and native plants for landscaping; and minimization of turf
areas.

While it is possible that the existing system may have experienced some level of deterioration due to lack
of maintenance of use since approximately 1996 (upon closure of the NMCO), this change in
circumstance is not considered substantial to adversely affect the provision of sufficient water supplies for
the project. Further, no new information of substantial importance exists that would result in a new
significant impact regarding water supplies or facilities. No new significant impact is identified, and the
project would not result in the significant impact identified for the Maximum Capacity Alternative in the
1998 EIS/EIR.
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Solid Waste Man agement Proposed Project Compared to 1998 EIS/EIR Alternative
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Discussion

1998 EIS/EIR. The 1998 EIS/EIR indicated that development or operation of the Maximum Capacity
Alternative would not result in a significant impact regarding the capacity of the solid waste conveyance
and disposal systems that would have served that Alternative. According to the 1998 EIS/EIR,
historically, approximately 100 tons of solid waste and trash was generated per week during pre-closure
conditions. The 1998 EIS/EIR identified the potential impact resulting from the project’s effect of
increased solid waste on existing landfill capacities and applicable regulations as “nonsignificant” (i.e.,
less than significant).

The 1998 EIS/EIR further identified that a significant but mitigable cumulative impact would occur
regarding sufficient landfill capacity if solid waste diversion (reduction and recycling) goals were not met
on a regional basis. The analysis identified that demolition of buildings on the NMCO property to
accommaodate the Maximum Capacity Alternative would generate an estimated 71,346 tons of solid
waste. The analysis conducted in 1998 reported that when combined with other regional activities that
would generate substantial quantities of solid waste, the cumulative generation of demolition waste may
prevent Alameda County from meeting Cal/EPA’s solid waste reduction standards of 50 percent diversion
by year 2000, particularly given the 8 million ton shortfall of landfill capacity needed to meet projected
needs through year 2010 (as estimated by Alameda County Waste Management Authority in 1998).

The 1998 EIS/EIR identified the following mitigation for which the City of Oakland would be responsible
for implementing to reduce the potential significant cumulative impact to less than significant:
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1998 EIS/EIR Mitigation: (to be revised for the proposed project) The City shall develop and
implement, over the long term and in consultation with the California Integrated Waste
Management Board (CIWMB), a construction and demolition materials waste diversion program
integrating materials exchange, recycling, salvage, and other waste recovery and reuse activities to
realize maximum reasonable diversion of such material from landfills. Effective implementation of
that program, combined with the achievement of quantitative estimates of source reduction and
recycling attributable to long-term Alameda County policies and plans to expand existing, or
acquire and develop new landfill capacity, should accommodate increased volumes of solid waste,
thereby resulting in this impact being nonsignificant.

Proposed Project. The proposed project includes 376 more single family residential units and nearly
318,000 fewer commercial development compared to the Maximum Capacity Alternative.13 Based on the
estimated resident population the proposed project (2,926 residents) and the Maximum Capacity
Alternative (3,006 residents), the proposed project would generate approximately the same amount of
solid waste per year from residential use based on 2005 solid waste generation estimates established by
CIWMB for residential use (0.66 tons per year per resident). Solid waste generated by non-residential
uses are based on numbers of employees by land use (i.e., restaurant, office, retail), and while detailed
employment estimates are not available for the proposed project or the Maximum Capacity Alternative, it
is reasonable to conclude that the annual solid waste generated by 76,000 square feet of commercial use
and 6,000 square feet of restaurant use (with the proposed project) would be substantially less than the
annual amount of solid waste generated by 500,000 square feet of mixed use (commercial, office,
institutional) (with the Maximum Capacity Alternative). Thus the project would result in the same less-
than-significant project impact identified for the Maximum Capacity Alternative. No new project impact
is identified.

Regarding the cumulative impact, substantial changes in circumstances and new information of
substantial importance exist regarding projected landfill capacity and the ongoing comprehensive
implementation of City and County waste reduction and diversion requirements and programs adopted
subsequent to the 1998 EIS/EIR that may result in a less-than-significant cumulative impact regarding
sufficient landfill capacity (compared to the significant and mitigable impact identified for the Maximum
Capacity Alternative in that document).

Demolition and construction debris generated in Oakland is generally hauled to the Altamont Landfill and
Resource Facility or the VVasco Road Landfill (approximately 35 miles east of Oakland near Livermore)
for disposal or recycling. The Altamont Landfill has a maximum permitted daily throughput of 11,500
tons per day, a total remaining capacity of over 124 million cubic yards, and an estimated site life of 20 to
30 years (CIWMB, 2006a; Moroz, 2006). The Vasco Road Landfill is estimated to have sufficient
capacity through approximately 2015 (CIWMB, 2006b).

Per the enactment of the California Integrated Waste Management Act (AB 939) in 1989, the City of
Oakland prepared a Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE), which requires proposed
development projects to maintain the City’s ability to achieve a mandated 50 percent waste diversion rate.
In addition, the 1990 Voter Initiative Measure D (Alameda County Waste Reduction and Recycling

13 See Table 1S-2, Comparison of Maximum Capacity Alternative and Proposed Oak Knoll Project, in the Introduction and
Background section of this Initial Study.
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Initiative) mandates all cities in Alameda County to divert 75 percent of their solid waste from landfills
by the year 2010. To further the goals of AB 939 and Alameda County’s Measure D, the City has adopted
construction and demolition (C&D) debris waste reduction and recycling requirements (Ordinance No.
12253 C.M.S.) that require development projects to prepare and submit a Construction and Demolition
Debris Waste Reduction and Recycling Plan (WRRP) to divert at least 50 percent of all C&D debris
generated by project development from landfill disposal. Approximately 423,200 tons of solid waste was
generated in Oakland in 2000, and the City’s waste diversion rate has increased from approximately

27 percent in 1995 to an estimated 50 percent in 2002 (CIWMB, 2006c¢).

In summary, the cumulative impact regarding sufficient land fill capacity identified in the 1998 EIS/EIR
would be reduced to less than significant since, as indicated by the CIWMB, sufficient capacity in excess
of 124 million cubic yards exists in area landfills with site life up to 30 years. Additionally, the City of
Oakland is currently implementing a SRRE in compliance with AB 939 (subsequent to, and in
conformance with, the 1998 EIS/EIR mitigation identified to reduce the cumulative impact to less than
significant). The cumulative impact is also reduced to less than significant with ongoing comprehensive
implementation of City and County waste reduction and diversion requirements and programs (i.e.,
Measure D - Alameda County Waste Reduction and Recycling Initiative; and Ordinance No. 12253
C.M.S,, the City of Oakland’s construction and demolition debris waste reduction and recycling
requirements) that together would reduce the potential for exceeding existing capacities of existing
landfills.

Although the impact regarding sufficient landfill capacity would be less than significant for the proposed
project (project and cumulative), the 1998 EIS/EIR mitigation identified above would still apply (as
updated to reflect current circumstances).

Revised Mitigation Measure UTIL-4: (Revised from 1998 EIS/EIR mitigation to cumulative
impact) The City shall develop-and continue to implement, over the long term and in consultation
with the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB), a construction and demolition
materials waste diversion program integrating materials exchange, recycling, salvage, and other
waste recovery and reuse activities to realize maximum reasonable diversion of such material from
landfills. Effective implementation of that program, combined with the achievement of quantitative
estimates of source reduction and recycling attributable to long-term Alameda County policies and
plans to expand existing, or acquire and develop new landfill capacity, should accommodate

increased volumes of solid waste;-thereby resulting-in-this-impact-being-nensignificant.

New Mitigation Measure UTIL-5: Prior to issuance of any building permits, including the grading
and/or demolition permit, the project applicant will submit a demolition/construction waste
diversion plan and operational waste reduction plan for review and approval by the Public Works
Agency. The plan will specify the methods by which the development will make a good faith effort
to divert 50 percent of the demolition/construction waste generated by the proposed project from
landfill disposal. The operational diversion plan will specify the methods by which the development
will make a good faith effort to divert 50% of the solid waste generated by operation of the
proposed project from landfill disposal. After approval of the plan, the project applicant will
implement the plan. Contact the City of Oakland Environmental Services Division of Public Works
at (510) 238-7283 for information.
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Energy Proposed Project Compared to 1998 EIS/EIR Alternative
LEGEND
SU - Impact is Significant Unavoidable
LSM — Impact is Less than Significant with Mitigation Measure Potentially New Impact — No Change to Topic Not
;? 7,1:"‘:“{ is Less than Significant New Impact — Reduced to Impact, but Previously
— NoImpact Further LS with New or Analyzed; No
Investigation Newly Revised No Change to Significant
Environmental Factors for Determining to be Identified Mitigation Impact or Project
Environmental Effect Undertaken Mitigation Identified Mitigation Impact
Would the project:
h) Violate applicable federal, state and local ] ] ] X ]
statutes and regulations related to energy
standards? LS
i) Result in a determination by the energy ] ] ] X ]
provider which serves or may serve the
project that does not have adequate LS

capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s
existing commitments and require or result
in construction of new energy facilities or
expansion of existing facilities,
construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

Discussion

1998 EIS/EIR. The 1998 EIS/EIR reported that the existing 12-kilovolt electrical system on the project
site would have provided adequate capacity to serve the Maximum Capacity Alternative. Pacific Gas &
Electric (PG&E) also indicated that it would have adequate capacity to serve the Maximum Capacity
Alternative with natural gas service.

Proposed Project. While the proposed project envisions more residential units and less commercial space,
the existing system is anticipated to have enough capacity to serve the project. The project sponsor would
be required to finance individual transmission line hook-ups and extensions, and any improvements and
extensions required to accommodate the project would be determined in consultation with PG&E prior to
installation. Like the 1998 Alternative, the proposed project is not be expected to violate applicable
federal, state and local statutes and regulations relating to energy standards or exceed PG&E's service
capacity, particularly given the level of previous uses on the site. The project would be required by the
City to comply with all standards of Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations which are aimed at the
incorporation of energy-conserving design and construction. No new information of substantial
importance or substantial change in circumstances exist that would result in a new significant impact not
identified for the Maximum Capacity Alternative in the 1998 EIS/EIR. Overall, the impact would
continue to be less than significant; no new significant impact is identified.

Conclusion

The Oak Knoll does not involve substantial changes to the previously analyzed Maximum Capacity
Alternative that would result in a new significant or substantially more severe environmental impact
compared to those identified in the 1998 EIS/EIR. The project would not result in new or substantially
more severe impacts regarding sanitary sewer (wastewater) facilities (criterion “a”), storm drainage
facilities (criteria “b” and “c”), water supply facilities (criteria “d” and “e”), solid waste/landfill facilities
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(criteria “f” and “g”), or energy (criteria “h” and “i””). The significant cumulative impact identified for the
Maximum Capacity Alternative in the 1998 EIS/EIR regarding solid waste/landfill facilities (criterion “f”)
would no longer occur with the proposed project due to substantial changes in circumstances and new
information regarding projected landfill capacity, new regulatory requirements regarding diversion.

New Mitigation Measures UTIL-1 (sanitary and storm drainage mitigation fees) and UTIL-4 (compliance
with solid waste diversion goals) that the City of Oakland uniformly applies to all development projects
are identified and will further reduce effects of the project (although those effects are not identified as
significant). Also, Mitigation Measure UTIL-2 (compliance with SB610 regarding water supply) and
Mitigation Measure UTIL-3 (development and implementation of waste diversion program), which were
previously identified in the 1998 EIS/EIR, (Mitigation Measure UTIL-3 for cumulative impact only)
would continue to apply to the proposed project even though no significant impact is identified.

Except for the reduction in cumulative impact regarding solid waste/landfill facilities, no new information
of substantial importance or substantial change in circumstances exist that would result in new significant
impacts not previously identified in the 1998 EIS/EIR. Overall, the project would not result in a new or
substantially more severe impact to utilities and service systems compared to those identified for the
Maximum Capacity Alternative in the 1998 EIS/EIR.
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Mandatory Findings of Significance

Proposed Project Compared to 1998 EIS/EIR Alternative

LEGEND
SU — Impact is Significant Unavoidable
LSM — Impact is Less than Significant with Mitigation Measure

; s Potentially New Impact —  No Change to Topic Not
::“S__’Lmﬁaa 'Stl‘ess than Significant New Impact — Reduced to Impact, but Previously
0 Impac Further LS with New or Analyzed; No
Investigation Newly Revised No Change to Significant
Environmental Factors for Determining to be Identified Mitigation Impact or Project
Environmental Effect Undertaken Mitigation Identified Mitigation Impact

Would the project:

a.) Have the potential to degrade the quality X ] ] ]
of the environment; Air Quality, Traffic,
Visual Character and Views

a.ii) Have the potential to substantially reduce ] X ] ] ]
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species,

cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community,
reduce the number or restrict the range of
a rare or endangered plant or animal; or

a.iii) Have the potential to eliminate important ] X ] ] ]
examples of the major periods of California

history or prehistory?

b) Have impacts that would be individually X ] ] ] ]
limited, but cumulatively considerable?

(“Cumulatively considerable” means that
the incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the effects
of other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects.) Air Quality and
Traffic

c) Have environmental effects that would ] X ] ] ]

cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?
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Overall Effects Proposed Project Compared to 1998 EIS/EIR Alternative

LEGEND

SU — Impact is Significant Unavoidable

S pactis Locs han Spifcant il MItGaton MeaSUI® potentially  New Impact - No Change to Topic Not
New Impact — Reduced to Impact, but Previously

NI — No Impact Further LS with New or Analyzed; No
Investigation Newly Revised No Change to Significant

Environmental Factors for Determining to be Identified Mitigation Impact or Project

Environmental Effect Undertaken Mitigation Identified Mitigation Impact

Would the project:

a) Have the potential to degrade the quality X ] ] ] ]
of the environment, substantially reduce

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

(Air Quality, Traffic and topics within
Aesthetics and Cultural Resources,
each to be assessed in SEIR.)

Discussion

As discussed throughout this Initial Study, the proposed Oak Knoll Mixed Use Community Plan Project
would result in new significant but mitigable impacts that pertain to the quality of the environment,
special status wildlife species, and cultural resources that were not previously identified for the Maximum
Capacity Alternative in the 1998 EIS/EIR.

Due to new methods of City analysis which describe impacts that were mitigable as significant (although
non-significant as described in the 1998 EIS/EIR), new significant but mitigable impacts also exist due to
changes in the proposed project compared to the Maximum Capacity Alternative, or the existence of new
information of substantial importance or substantial changes in circumstances would result in a new or
substantially more severe impact than identified in the 1998 EIS/EIR. Specifically, these impacts pertain
to Aesthetics (light and glare); Biological Resources (construction period effects on roosting or nesting
special status bats and bird species; Cultural Resources (potentially effects regarding archaeological,
paleontological, and human remains only); Geology, Soils, and Seismicity (substantial loss of topsoil and
risk of expansive soils); Hydrology and Water Quality (effects on wetlands, and construction period water
quality effects); and Hazards (public exposure to wildland fires; and risk of unknown underground
facilities/utilities). Mitigation measures, some of which are based on and modified from uniformly-
applied City of Oakland standard conditions to specifically apply to the proposed project, are identified to
reduce the effects of each of these significant impacts to less than significant.

The proposed project may also result in new significant effects for a number of topics that require further
analysis in order to fully assess the project’s impacts, and to assess those impacts relative to those
identified for the Maximum Capacity Alternative, as identified in the 1998 EIS/EIR. These include
impacts to Aesthetics (specifically scenic vistas and resources and visual quality, particularly as affected
by tree removal); Air Quality; Cultural Resources (historic resources); Cumulative Noise Effects
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(discussed under criterion “b” below); and Traffic and Transportation. These topics will be analyzed
further in the Oak Knoll Supplemental EIR (SEIR) for the proposed project.

Cumulative Effects Proposed Project Compared to 1998 EIS/EIR Alternative

LEGEND
SU - Impact is Significant Unavoidable
LSM — Impact is Less than Significant with Mitigation Measure

LS - Impact is Less than Significant Potentially New Impact—  No Change to Topi_c Not
NI — No Impact New Impact — Reducgd to Impact, but Previously
Further LS with New or Analyzed; No
Investigation Newly Revised No Change to Significant
Environmental Factors for Determining to be Identified Mitigation Impact or Project
Environmental Effect Undertaken Mitigation Identified Mitigation Impact

Would the project:

b) Have impacts that would be individually X ] ] ] ]
limited, but cumulatively considerable?

(“Cumulatively considerable” means that
the incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the effects
of other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects.) (Air Quality and
Traffic to be assessed in SEIR.)

Discussion

The 1998 EIS/EIR identified that the Maximum Capacity Alternative would result in significant
unmitigable cumulative impacts regarding Air Quality (PM-10 Emissions). While the Oak Knoll Project
is not anticipated to involve substantial changes from the Maximum Capacity Alternative, modeling
criteria have been updated since preparation of the 1998 EIS/EIR. The SEIR will analyze the Oak Knoll
Project as well as the Maximum Capacity Alternative using an updated program model for estimating
emissions, as well as an updated cumulative traffic scenario model, to assess environmental impacts of
the proposed project and ensure meaningful and accurate comparison of the relative effects using the most
current, consistent, and conservative methods and assumptions.

Similarly, although the Oak Knoll Project may involve substantial changes to the Maximum Capacity
Alternative that will affect potential Traffic effects of the proposed project, relative to that of the
Maximum Capacity Alternative. However, the SEIR analysis will be conducted ensuring comparable and
the most current assumptions and analysis models (specifically the recently updated traffic scenario
issued by the Congestion Management Agency [CMA]) to assess environmental impacts of the proposed
project and provide for a meaningful and accurate comparison of the relative effects. No significant
cumulative impact was identified the 1998 EIS/EIR for the Maximum Capacity Alternative.
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Effect on Human Belngs Proposed Project Compared to 1998 EIS/EIR Alternative

LEGEND
SU — Impact is Significant Unavoidable
LSM — Impact is Less than Significant with Mitigation Measure

. S Potentially New Impact —  No Change to Topic Not
;IS__’LmF:aCt is Less than Significant New Impact — Reduced to Impact, but Previously
o Impact Further LS with New or Analyzed; No
Investigation Newly Revised No Change to Significant
Environmental Factors for Determining to be Identified Mitigation Impact or Project
Environmental Effect Undertaken Mitigation Identified Mitigation Impact

Would the project:
c) Have environmental effects that would X ] ] ] ]

cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?
(Air Quality to be addressed in SEIR.)

Discussion

Environmental effects to humans can occur primarily as a result of exposure to hazardous materials or
wildland fires (Hazards); toxic air contaminants and CO concentrations (Air Quality); and hazardous
areas involving seismic activity (Geology, Soils and Seismicity).

As discussed for Hazards, the Oak Knoll Project site is located within a designated fire threatened
community; therefore, occupancy on the site poses a risk to human beings similar to adjacent residential
areas. This is identified as a new significant impact for the proposed project because it was not previously
analyzed, and thus not identified in the 1998 EIS/EIR. Although no new environmental conditions were
identified on the project site, the proposed project would also result in a new potentially significant
impact related to hazardous materials onsite and exposure to the public due to the City’s current
environmental review practice that does not assume regulatory compliance prior to determining level of
significance (as was done in the 1998 EIS/EIR). Mitigation Measures are identified to reduce the project’s
hazard related impact to less than significant and thus reduced the risk to human beings.

As discussed above, the SEIR will provide a complete analysis of Air Quality topics to assess the effects
of the proposed project, and then a comparison with the Maximum Capacity Alternative, using
comparable, consistent, and current methods and assumptions. The Oak Knoll Project may involve
substantial changes to the Maximum Capacity Alternative that will affect air quality. This analysis will
include an evaluation of potential impacts regarding toxic air contaminants, CO concentrations, as well as
all other emissions and precursor constituents that may cause adverse effects on human beings.

The analysis provided in this Initial Study identified a new significant and mitigable impact resulting
from the proposed project being developed on a location that may be underlain by unknown subsurface
wells, pits, swamps, mounds, tank vaults, unmarked sewer lines (criterion “f”) or landfills (criterion “g”)
that could pose substantial risk to persons or property upon development. This significant and mitigable
impact was not identified in the 1998 EIS/EIR, but is now identified given the previous active military
use by the U.S. Navy. Mitigation measures are identified to reduce the potential effect to less than
significant, thus reducing the potential adverse effects on human beings.
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