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Initial Study and Environmental Review Checklist

Environmental Checklist

Less Than
Potentially Significant
Significant w/Standard
Potentially Unless Less Than Conditions
Significant Mitigation Significant No of
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact  Approval
I. AESTHETICS, SHADOW and WIND-- Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? [] [] X [] []
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within
a state or locally designated scenic highway? [] [] X [] []

Discussion of questions (a) and (b):

The proposed project would construct a four-story approximately 50-foot-tall building. The building would
occur on a site that is primarily ground area (with a remnant, one-story service station building set to the rear
of the site, off Broadway) and would be built to the sidewalk edge, consistent with most of the commercial
development along Broadway. The proposed four-story building would also be comparable in height to other
multi-story buildings in the area — in particular the recently-constructed apartment building located south of
51st Street / Pleasant Valley Avenue, and the condominium complex east of Broadway and fronting
51% Street / Pleasant Valley Avenue.

The project site is located near the northern end of Broadway, which slopes upward from downtown to the
south. Scenic vistas and resources in the project vicinity include long-range unobstructed views along the
length of the Broadway corridor of the Oakland hills to the north and the Oakland skyline to the south. The
project would not disrupt these scenic vistas and would not be a prominent, or in most cases visible, due to
the varying topography and intervening development in the vicinity. Distant views of the highest elevations
of the Oakland hills likely exist from few publicly-accessible vantage points from neighborhoods to the south
and west of the project site, however, these views are also limited by intervening development, including
prominent commercial sighage along Broadway.

Direct views of Lake Merritt or the Oakland Estuary or San Francisco Bay to the south and west are not
visible from the project site. Views across the site to these resources are limited from publicly-accessible
areas given the surrounding topography and intervening development. Views across the site, from the north
or west, are limited either because these areas are at lower elevations than the project site (along College
Avenue, for example) or because of intervening development visible from higher elevations (e.g., from
Broadway Terrace, Mountain View Cemetery at the north end of Piedmont Avenue to the west, or points
along Pleasant Valley Avenue). No other major visual resources are located nearby that would be visible
from or across the site.

The designated California Scenic Highway segment in Oakland near the project site is Interstate 580 (from
Oakland’s east city limit line to State Route 24) located within two miles of the project site. However, the
project site is not visible from 1-580 and therefore the highway would not be impacted by the proposed
project.

In summary, the project would not adversely affect long-range views, nor would the project result in a
substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista or substantially damage a scenic resource. Therefore, the project
would result in a less than significant impact on scenic vistas and resources.
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Less than
Potentially Significant
Significant w/Standard
Potentially Unless Less Than Conditions
Significant Mitigation Significant No of
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact  Approval

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality
of the site and its surroundings? [] [] X [] []

Discussion of question (c):

The project site consists of an abandoned gasoline service station facility along a major transportation
corridor and adjacent to residential neighborhoods. Structures on the project site include a one-story
building, and the windows of the building are boarded up and its general condition is visibly blighted. The
majority of the site is paved with concrete or permeable gravel with patches of vegetation due to lack of
maintenance. Other structures onsite include an inoperable overhead service lighting fixture and
approximately thirty 65-gallon storage drums (used for soil cuttings associated with environmental testing of
the site) situated next to the building. An approximately six-foot-tall chain-link fence exists along the site’s
perimeter, along Broadway and Coronado Streets.

The existing visual character of the project area is formed by the two major transportation corridors
(Broadway and 51st Street / Pleasant Valley Avenue) and the variety of commercial and residential uses that
exist along these corridors. Character-forming uses include a major grocery store and shopping center with
expansive surface parking, a multi-story financial institution (bank) various fast-food and sit-down
restaurants, cafés and coffee shops, and numerous other retail stores and services (automotive parts,
veterinary hospital, professional offices, Laundromat, hair salon, corner convenience market, fabric sales,
and apartments and single-family residences, etc.), which continue along College Avenue (which intersects
with Broadway one block north of the project site. A college campus (California College of Arts and Crafts)
and Oakland Technical High School along Broadway also contribute to the character of the area. North of
Broadway Terrace (which intersects with Broadway approximately two blocks north of the project site) and
along much of 51st Street / Pleasant Valley Avenue, the visual character is formed by a mix of single-family
residences, with some two- to four-unit dwellings. Additionally, residential neighborhoods of distinct and
high visual character and quality exist beyond, but are not visible from, the commercial corridors of
Broadway and College Avenue.

While considerably more subjective than visual character, the existing visual quality of the overall area is
considered relatively high based primarily on the physical condition of development, property and
infrastructure in the area. The proposed project building would be designed in a manner appropriate for its
location and its context. As proposed, the building would be concrete and combine contemporary and
traditional elements and materials, such as cement plaster and wood veneer exterior finishes, bay windows,
and angled roof portions (as viewed from the north elevation, from Coronado Avenue). The project would
substantially alter the visual character of the site by replacing the dilapidated and abandoned service station
facility with a new apartment building with ground-floor retail use. The project would be consistent with the
character of existing development along Broadway in terms of setback and retail character at the ground
floor, and comparable to the contemporary four-story apartment building constructed recently nearby on
Broadway (south of 51st Street / Pleasant Valley Avenue). Overall, the project would be compatible with the
existing character given the surrounding urban context of varying development (e.g., major shopping center
with expansive surface parking, traditional one- to two-story commercial buildings with ground-floor retail,
stand-alone fast-food restaurant, multi-story apartment buildings and complex, etc.) and buildings of various
height, mass, and scale. The project also would not adversely affect the residential character of the primarily
single-family neighborhood along Coronado Avenue, which includes a two-story, four-unit apartment
building immediately west of the project site, and a fast-food restaurant with drive-through immediately
north of the site.
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The project would be developed consistent with the design goals established in the Oakland General Plan,
and the requirements set forth in the Oakland Planning Code. The Oakland Planning Code contains standards
and regulations pertaining to land use and site development in the C-30 District Thoroughfare Commercial
Zone in which the project is located. In addition, the project would be subject to architectural and
landscaping review and approval by the City. During its review of the project’s adherence to applicable
General Plan goals and policies, Planning Code requirements, and design review criteria, the City will ensure
the project would be appropriate to the character of the surrounding area.

In summary, the proposed project would be comparable to adjacent existing development and would have a
beneficial aesthetics effect by replacing the dilapidated and abandoned gasoline service station facility
currently on the site. The project would not substantially degrade the visual character of the site and its
surroundings. The project’s impact would be beneficial and less than significant.

Less than
Potentially Significant
Significant w/Standard
Potentially Unless Less Than Conditions
Significant Mitigation Significant No of

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Approval

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? [] [] [] [] R

Discussion of question (d):

The project site is located within a built-out urban environment that includes existing sources of light and
glare associated with nearby land uses. Street lighting along Broadway and lights from vehicle traffic are the
primary sources of light on the project site and to the surrounding area. Other major nearby sources of light
include spillover light emitted from signage, buildings, and parking lots associated with the fast-food
restaurant at Broadway and Coronado Avenue and the shopping center on the east side of Broadway,
opposite the project site. Street lighting along Coronado Avenue also casts existing lighting in the project
area.

The proposed project would generate nighttime interior and exterior lighting typical of a residential
apartment building with ground-floor commercial retail uses and that would be visible from, and potentially
cast light to, the immediately surrounding area. The existing facilities on the project site are vacant and do
not emit light or have structures that cast glare, thus the proposed project would incrementally increase the
level of light generated from the site by establishing a new source of light on the site. Occasional up-lighting
and potential lighting on building number sign, for instance, may be used to locally highlight select
landscaping or building features of the proposed project. Up-lighting, if used, would be located near the
pedestrian and vehicle entrances to the building. In all cases, the proposed exterior lighting would be
designed downward-pointing lights, side shields, and visors and situated to prevent substantial levels of light
being cast onto light-sensitive residential uses nearby and resulting in an adverse effect. In addition, the
project would be subject to the City’s Design Review process, during which the proposed exterior building
materials and window glazing would be reviewed to ensure surfaces that would not cause adverse glare
conditions during daytime or nighttime periods.

While the project would generate an incremental increase in light and glare from the site compared to
existing conditions, it is not anticipated to create a substantial source of light or glare that would adversely
affect nearby uses or result in a significant impact. The project would be required with implement and
comply with the following standard condition of approval, which would ensure the project’s effects on day
or nighttime views in the area would be less than significant:
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STANDARD CONDITION AES-1: The proposed lighting fixtures shall be adequately
shielded to a point below the light bulb and reflector and that prevent unnecessary glare onto
adjacent properties. Plans shall be submitted to the Planning and Zoning Division and the
Electrical Services Division of the Public Works Agency for review and approval. All lighting
shall be architecturally integrated into the site.

Less than
Potentially Significant
Significant w/Standard
Potentially Unless Less Than Conditions
Significant Mitigation Significant No of
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact  Approval
e) Introduce landscape that would now or in the future cast
substantial shadows on existing solar collectors (in conflict with
California Public Resource Code Section 25980-25986)? [] [] X [] []
f) Cast shadow that substantially impairs the function of a
building using passive solar heat collection, solar collectors for
hot water heating, or photovoltaic solar collectors? [] ] X ] []

Discussion of questions (e) and (f):

The project proposes landscaping along the western and northern edges of the project site. Along the
building’s west edge, an approximately 1,200-square-foot group (shared) garden area would be constructed
on the building podium, approximately 10 feet above grade. Along the north, along Coronado Avenue,
landscape planters would be located along the building frontage. The project plans indicate that the proposed
garden area and ground-level planters would allow the planting of low-lying vegetation or small trees on the
site which would not cast substantial shadows on any existing solar collectors. No solar collectors or
buildings designed for passive solar heating or equipped with photovoltaic or solar hot water collectors were
observed in the project area. Therefore, while the proposed four-story building would cast new shadow
compared to existing conditions (as discussed under question [i] below), the project would not affect such
facilities. The impact pertaining to landscape- or building-induced shadow effects on existing solar
collectors or buildings using passive solar heat would be less than significant.

Less than
Potentially Significant
Significant w/Standard
Potentially Unless Less Than Conditions
Significant Mitigation Significant No of

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact  Approval
g) Cast a shadow that substantially impairs the beneficial use of

any public or quasi-public park, lawn, garden, or open space? ] ] ] = ]

Discussion of question (g):

The project site is located in a developed urban area. There are no public or quasi-public parks, lawns,
gardens, or open spaces in the immediate project vicinity that would be impacted by new shadow generated
by the proposed project. Therefore, the project would not impact the beneficial use of such spaces.
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Less than
Potentially Significant
Significant w/Standard
Potentially Unless Less Than Conditions
Significant Mitigation Significant No of
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact  Approval

h) Cast shadow on an historic resource, as defined by CEQA

Section 15064.5(a), such that the shadow would materially

impair the resource’s historical significance by materially

altering those physical characteristics of the resource that convey

its historical significance and that justify its inclusion on or

eligibility for listing in the National Register of Historic Places,

California Register of Historical Resources, Local Register of

Historical Resources or a historical resource survey form (DPR

Form 523) with a rating of 1-5? [] [] [] X []

Discussion of question (h):

As noted in Section V, Cultural Resources, there are no historical resources, as defined for purposes of this
CEQA analysis, in the project vicinity. Therefore, new shadow generated by the proposed project would not
materially impair any resource’s historic significance and would result in no impact.

Less than
Potentially Significant
Significant w/Standard
Potentially Unless Less Than Conditions
Significant Mitigation Significant No of

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Approval

i) Require an exception (variance) to the policies and regulations
in the General Plan, Planning Code, or Uniform Building Code,
and the exception causes a fundamental conflict with policies
and regulations in the General Plan, Planning Code, and
Uniform Building Code addressing the provision of adequate

light related to appropriate uses? [] [] X [] L]

Discussion of question (i):

The project site has not requested an exception or variance, such as a variance to the maximum permitted
building height or setbacks from a property line, which would affect the provision of adequate light. The
project would be required to comply with all applicable codes and requirements as well as related General
Plan policies, and the City will consider the project’s compliance during its discretionary review of the
project. Specific to the General Plan, the project would comply with the Land Use and Transportation
Element (LUTE) Neighborhood Policy N3.9 which addresses orienting development to ensure the provision
of adequate sunlight light onsite and to adjacent buildings. A two-story, four-unit apartment building abuts
the west property line of the project site, but appears as one story given the change in grade that allows the
ground level of the structure (a carport) to lower than and not visible from the project site. The proposed
project would be set back approximately 30 feet from the adjacent building, with an additional nearly five
feet of set-back at the proposed roof edge along the west elevation (as depicted in Figure 6 in this Initial
Study). The project would also be constructed within the allowable building height limits and similar to other
multifamily buildings in the area. Because the project would be consistent with relevant policies and
regulations regarding the provision of light, the project would not result in a significant impact. The impact
would be less than significant.
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Less than
Potentially Significant
Significant w/Standard
Potentially Unless Less Than Conditions
Significant Mitigation Significant No of
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact  Approval

j) Create winds exceeding 36 mph for more than 1 hour during
daylight hours during the year. The wind analysis only needs to
be done if the project’s height is 100 feed or greater (measured
to the roof) and one of the following conditions exist: a) the
project is located adjacent to a substantial water body (i.e.,
Oakland Estuary, Lake Merritt or San Francisco Bay); or b) the

project is located in Downtown? [] [] [] X []
(Criterion [j] does not apply to the proposed project.)

Discussion of question (j):

The proposed project is not located adjacent to a substantial water body or in downtown Oakland and
therefore is not subject to question (j).

Sources:

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

Project Plans, 2006.

ESA, Site Visit, March 22, 2007.

California Department of Transportation, The California Scenic Highway System,
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LandArch/scenic/cahisys.htm, accessed March 7, 2007.

Less Than

Potentially Significant

Significant w/Standard

Potentially Unless Less Than Conditions
Significant Mitigation Significant No of

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Approval

Il. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resource Agency, to non-agricultural

use? [] [] [] X []
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract? [] [] L] X L]

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due
to their location or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland to non-agricultural use? L] ] ] = L]

Discussion of questions (a) through (c):

The proposed project would be located in a built-out urban area, and there are no agricultural or farmland
uses within or adjacent to the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not affect any agricultural
resources.

Sources:
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City of Oakland, Oakland General Plan, Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element, June 1996.
City of Oakland, Oakland General Plan, Land Use and Transportation (LUTE) Element, June 1998, as amended.
ESA, Site Visit, March 22, 2007.

Less Than
Potentially Significant
Significant w/Standard
Potentially Unless Less Than Conditions
Significant Mitigation Significant No of
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact  Approval
1. AIR QUALITY -- Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan? (Construction Period) [] ] X ] ]
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations? (Construction Period) [] ] ] ] X

Construction Period Impacts

Discussion of questions (a) and (d):

During construction, the project would generate short-term emissions of criteria pollutants, including
suspended and inhalable particulate matter and equipment exhaust emissions. Project-related construction
activities would include demolition, site preparation, earthmoving and general construction activities.
Emissions generated from these activities include dust (including PM-10 and PM-2.5)3 primarily from
“fugitive” sources, such as soil disturbance; combustion emissions of criteria air pollutants (reactive organic
gases [ROG], nitrogen oxides [NOXx], carbon monoxide [CO], sulfur oxides [SOx], and PM-10) primarily
from operation of construction equipment and from worker vehicles; and evaporative emissions (ROG) from
asphalt paving and architectural coating applications.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) CEQA Guidelines recognize that construction
equipment emits ozone precursors, but indicate that such emissions are included in the emission inventory
that is the basis for regional air quality plans. Therefore, construction emissions of ROG and NOx are not
expected to impede attainment or maintenance of ozone standards in the Bay Area. The impact of
construction equipment exhaust emissions would therefore be less than significant.

Construction-related fugitive dust emissions would vary from day to day, depending on the level and type of
activity, silt content of the soil, and the weather. In the absence of controls, construction activities may result
in significant quantities of dust, and as a result, local visibility and PM-10 and PM-2.5 concentrations may be
adversely affected on a temporary and intermittent basis during the construction period. In addition, the
fugitive dust generated by construction would include not only PM-10, but also larger particles, which would
fall out of the atmosphere within several hundred feet of the site and could result in nuisance-type impacts.
The BAAQMD’s approach to analyses of fugitive dust emissions from construction is to emphasize
implementation of effective and comprehensive dust control measures rather than detailed quantification of
emissions. The District considers any project’s construction related impacts to be less than significant if the
required dust-control measures are implemented. Without these measures, the impact is generally considered
to be significant, particularly if sensitive land uses are located in the project vicinity. In the case of this
project, residential land uses are located immediately adjacent to the boundaries of the project site. The
proposed project would be subject to the measures recommended by the BAAQMD (listed below), which are

3 Particles that are 10 microns or less in diameter and 2.5 microns or less in diameter, respectively
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uniformly applied by the City as standard conditions of approval, and which would reduce the impact of
fugitive dust emissions to less than significant.

STANDARD CONDITION AQ-1 (Dust Control): During construction, the project sponsor
shall require the construction contractor to implement the following measures required as
part of BAAQMD?’s basic and enhanced dust control procedures required for sites larger than
four acres. These include:

a)

b)

f)

9)

h)

1)

K)

Water all active construction areas at least twice daily. Watering should be sufficient
to prevent airborne dust from leaving the site. Increased watering frequency may be
necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour. Reclaimed water should be
used whenever possible.

Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or require all trucks to
maintain at least two feet of freeboard (i.e., the minimum required space between the
top of the load and the top of the trailer).

Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all unpaved
access roads, parking areas and staging areas at construction sites.

Sweep daily (with water sweepers using reclaimed water if possible) all paved access
roads, parking areas and staging areas at construction sites.

Sweep streets (with water sweepers using reclaimed water if possible) at the end of
each day if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent paved roads.

Limit the amount of the disturbed area at any one time, where feasible.

Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 25
mph.

Pave all roadways, driveways, sidewalks, etc. as soon as feasible. In addition, building
pads should be laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders are
used.

Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as feasible.

Enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to exposed
stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.).

Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour.

Clean off the tires or tracks of all trucks and equipment leaving any unpaved
construction areas.
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STANDARD CONDITION AQ-2 (Construction Emissions): To minimize construction
equipment emissions during construction, the project sponsor shall require the construction
contractor to:

a) Demonstrate compliance with Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD) Regulation 2, Rule 1 (General Requirements) for all portable
construction equipment subject to that rule. BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 1 provides
the issuance of authorities to construct and permits to operate certain types of
portable equipment used for construction purposes (e.g., gasoline or diesel-powered
engines used in conjunction with power generation, pumps, compressors, and cranes)
unless such equipment complies with all applicable requirements of the “CAPCOA”
Portable Equipment Registration Rule” or with all applicable requirements of the
Statewide Portable Equipment Registration Program. This exemption is provided in
BAAQMD Rule 2-1-105.

b) Perform low- NOx tune-ups on all diesel-powered construction equipment greater
than 50 horsepower (no more than 30 days prior to the start of use of that equipment).
Periodic tune-ups (every 90 days) should be performed for such equipment used
continuously during the construction period.

Demolition may also result in airborne entrainment of asbestos, a toxic air contaminant, particularly where
structures built prior to 1980—Iike the existing building on the project site—are being demolished. As
required for all development projects involving demolition of existing buildings, the project applicant would
be required to implement and comply with the following uniformly-applied standard condition of approval,
which would help reduce the potential for public health hazards associated with airborne asbestos fibers or
lead dust to a less than significant level:

STANDARD CONDITION AQ-3: If asbestos-containing materials (ACM) are found to be
present in building materials to be removed, demolished or disposed of, the project applicant
shall submit specifications signed by a certified asbestos consultant for the removal,
encapsulation, or enclosure of the identified ACM in accordance with all applicable laws and
regulations, including but not necessarily limited to: California Code of Regulations, Title 8;
Business and Professions Code; Division 3; California Health & Safety Code 25915-25919.7;
and BAAQMD, Regulation 11, Rule 2 (Asbestos Demolition, Renovation and Manufacturing),
as may be amended.

Less Than
Potentially Significant
Significant w/Standard
Potentially Unless Less Than Conditions
Significant Mitigation Significant No of
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact  Approval

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan? (Operational Impacts) ] ] = ] ]

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to
an existing or projected air quality violation? (Operational

Impacts) L] L] X ] L]
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations? (Operational Impacts) [] [] X [] []

) Contribute to CO concentrations exceeding the State AAQS of
9 ppm averaged over 8 hours and 20 ppm for 1 hour. Pursuant to
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BAAQMD, localized carbon monoxide concentrations should be

estimated for projects in which (1) vehicle emissions of CO

would exceed 550 Ib/day; (2) intersections or roadway links

would decline to LOS E or F; (3) intersections operating at LOS

E or F will have reduced LOS; or (4) traffic volume increase on

nearby roadways by 10% or more unless the increase in traffic

volume is less than 100 vehicles per hour? (Operational Impacts) [ | ] = ] ]

g) Result in total emissions of ROG, NOx, or PM10 of 15 tons

per year or greater, or 80 pounds (36 kilograms) per day or

greater? The Port of Oakland maintains PM10 and PM2.5

monitoring stations in West Oakland and data from these

stations should be obtained and used? (Operational Impacts) [] [] X [] []

Operational Impacts

Discussion of questions (a), (b), (d), (f) and (g):

After the project is constructed and occupied, it would generate emissions of criteria air pollutants primarily
as a result of increased motor vehicle traffic associated with the new residences and commercial uses.
However, the analysis of the proposed project using the URBEMIS air quality model estimates project
vehicle traffic would generate criteria pollutant levels far below the significance criterion (g) (specifically,
80 Ibs./day), which are the thresholds identified by the BAAQMD. Maximum emissions of reactive organic
gases (ROG), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and fine particulate (PM-10) would be approximately 3 pounds per
day, 3.4 pounds per day, and 3.6 pounds per day, respectively, even without accounting for a reduction in
auto travel that could likely result due to the project’s direct access to major AC Transit bus lines that
connect to BART and major activity centers. Therefore, the project would not violate any air quality standard
or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation.

Increased vehicle traffic from the project would also affect localized carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations
at nearby intersections. However, CO levels have been declining for a number of years and are expected to
continue to do so in the future, and the relatively few vehicle trips that the project would generate (less than
35 vehicle trips in the p.m. peak hour) would not likely exceed the state CO standard at any local
intersections.

As a result, the project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. The
impact would be less than significant.

Less Than

Potentially Significant

Significant w/Standard

Potentially Unless Less Than Conditions
Significant Mitigation Significant No of

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Approval

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any

criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment

under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard

(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative

thresholds for ozone precursors)? [] [] X [] []

k) A project’s contribution to cumulative impacts is considered
“considerable” (i.e., significant) when the project results in any
individually significant impact? [] [] X [] []
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I) Result in a fundamental conflict with the local general plan,

when the general plan is consistent with the regional air quality

plan? When the general plan fundamentally conflicts with the

regional air quality plan, then if the contribution of the proposed

project is cumulatively considerable when analyzed the impact

to air quality should be considered significant. [] [] X [] []

Discussion of questions (c), (k), and (I) (Cumulative Impacts):
The Bay Area is currently in non-attainment for state standards for PM-10 and PM-2.5, and for state and federal
ozone standards.# For any project that does not individually have significant operational air quality impacts, the
determination of significant cumulative impact is based on an evaluation of the consistency of the project with the
local general plan and of the general plan with the regional air quality plan. The proposed project would not require
a General Plan Amendment, therefore it would be considered to be consistent with the General Plan of the City of
Oakland. The Oakland General Plan, which envisions future residential and commercial use and growth in the
project area (pursuant to the General Plan Land Use Classification Map), is consistent with the recently adopted
2005 Bay Area Ozone Strategy. Therefore, the project’s effects are not considered cumulatively considerable but

rather less than significant.

Less Than

Potentially Significant

Significant w/Standard

Potentially Unless Less Than Conditions
Significant Mitigation Significant No of

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact  Approval

e) Frequently create substantial objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people? [] ] X ] ]

Discussion of question (e):

As a primarily residential development, the project is not expected to cause significant odor impacts. While
the project sponsor has not indicated a tenant for the 2,995 square-foot commercial space, a restaurant use
could potentially emit objectionable odors to substantial numbers of people (i.e., residents and visitors and
employees of area commercial uses). However, like the restaurant uses directly across Broadway as well as
Coronado Avenue from the project site, any future food service tenant would be subject to the existing
requirements of BAAQMD Regulation 7 — Odorous Substances, which specifies standards for the discharge
of odorous substance (e.g., dilution rates, method of sample collection and analysis). As a result, the project
impact regarding objectionable odors would be less than significant.

Less Than

Potentially Significant

Significant w/Standard

Potentially Unless Less Than Conditions
Significant Mitigation Significant No of

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Approval

h) Result in a potential to expose persons to substantial levels of
Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC) such that the probability of

4 Ozone is not emitted directly into the atmosphere, but is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere through a complex series of
photochemical reactions involving ROG and NOx. ROG and NOx are known as 0zone precursors.
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contracting cancer for the Maximally Exposed Individual (MEI)
exceeds 10 in one million? [] [] X [] []

i) Result in ground level concentrations of non-carcinogenic
TACs such that the Hazard Index would be greater than 1 for the

MEI? ] [] X [] []

j) Result in a substantial increase in diesel emissions? [] [] X [] []

Discussion of questions (h), (i) and (j):

As a primarily residential development with less than 3,000 square feet of commercial space (retail or
restaurant), the project would generate a limited number of truck trips, and would not be expected to result in
a substantial increase in emissions of diesel particulate, identified by the California Air Resources Board as a
toxic air contaminant. No other substantial emissions of air contaminants would result from the proposed
project uses. In light of the above, project operation impacts regarding toxic air contaminants and diesel
emissions on air quality would be less than significant.

Sources:

Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Regulation 7 — Odorous Substances, March 1982. Available at:
http://www.baagmd.gov/dst/regulations/rg0700.pdf

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

Bay Area Air Quality Management District, BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, Assessing the Air Quality Impacts of
Projects and Plan, December 1999.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Air Quality Standards and Attainment, July 2005. Available at:
http://www.baagmd.gov/pln/air_gquality/ambient_air_quality.asp

Project Plans, 2006.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy, January 4, 2006.

Less Than

Potentially Significant

Significant w/Standard

Potentially Unless Less Than Conditions
Significant Mitigation Significant No of

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Approval

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - - Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through

habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate,

sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans,

policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish

and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? [] [] [] X []

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or

other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional

plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department of

Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? [] [] [] = []

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected
wetlands (as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act) or
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state protected wetlands, through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means? [] [] [] X []

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use

of native wildlife nursery sites? ] L] L] X []
e) Fundamentally conflict with t any habitat conservation plan or
natural community plan? L] L] [] X []

Discussion of questions (a) through (d) and (e):

The proposed project site is located in a fully developed area where 150 years of urban development has
replaced any former natural biotic habitats and natural vegetation. The project site is currently occupied by
an abandoned automobile service station; there is no vegetation on the site other than that resulting from lack
of maintenance and street trees and landscaping within the right-of-way (along the sidewalk) along the streets
the property. While common species may exist and traverse the project area, it is highly unlikely that the
area is part of an established native resident or migratory wildlife corridor or that development of the project
site would impede any native resident or wildlife species movement through or use of such corridors. The
site is not near any body of water (including creeks) or substantial open space area that could provide habitat
for any candidate, sensitive, or special status species pursuant to federal, state or local listings and is not
located within a designated habitat area. Similarly, the project site is not subject to any conservation plan.
Therefore, the project would have no impact on wildlife species or habitats.

Less Than

Potentially Significant

Significant w/Standard

Potentially Unless Less Than Conditions
Significant Mitigation Significant No of

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Approval

f) Fundamentally conflict with the City of Oakland Tree

Preservation and Removal Ordinance (Oakland Municipal Code

(OMC) Chapter 12.36)by removal of protected trees under

certain circumstances? Factors to be considered in determining

significance include: The number, type, size, location and

condition of (a) the protected trees to be removed and/or

impacted by construction and (b) the protected trees to remain,

with special consideration given to native trees. [] [] [] [] X

Discussion of question (f):

There are no trees on the project site, however there are three City street trees along the Coronado Avenue
frontage of the project site. In accordance with standard city practices, any removal of “protected” trees as a
result of the proposed project would be subject to the Oakland Tree Preservation Ordinance and standard city
tree protection/removal permit procedures. A “protected” tree includes “on any property, Quercus agrifolia
(California or Coast Live Oak) measuring four inches diameter at breast height or larger, and any other tree
measuring nine inches diameter at breast height or larger, except Eucalyptus and Pinus radiata (Monterey
Pine).”

The project would require removal of one of the existing City street trees located near the northwest corner
of the property to accommodate the proposed driveway to the on-site parking garage. The tree is not
Eucalyptus or Monterey Pine, and has a breast-height diameter of approximately 12 inches. The tree is
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therefore a “protected” tree subject to the Oakland Tree Preservation Ordinance. The proposed project
proposes to replace (or relocate as feasible) the existing tree along Coronado Avenue. While not intended,
the project may inadvertently impact one or more of the other two existing City street trees that also meet the
City’s “protected tree” criteria.

Any replacement tree(s) be selected and installed in accordance with the allowances prescribed by the
Oakland Parks and Recreation Department, Tree Section. Acquisition of a Tree Removal Permit and
adherence to its terms and conditions, as well as consultation with the City on any street tree planting would
ensure that the project would not conflict with any local ordinances, plans or policies. Specifically, the
project would be required to implement and comply with the following uniformly-applied standard condition
of approval regarding tree protection, removal and replacement, which would reduce any potential impact to
less than significant:

STANDARD CONDITION BIO-1 (Tree Removal Permit): Prior to issuance of a demolition,
grading, or building permit. Prior to removal of any protected trees, per the Protected Tree
Ordinance, located on the project site or in the public right-of-way adjacent to the project, the
project applicant must secure a tree removal permit from the Tree Division of the Public
Works Agency, and abide by the conditions of that permit.

STANDARD CONDITION BIO-2 (Tree Replacement Plantings): Prior to issuance of a final
inspection of the building permit. Replacement plantings shall be required for erosion control,
groundwater replenishment, visual screening and wildlife habitat, and in order to prevent
excessive loss of shade, in accordance with the following criteria:

a) No tree replacement shall be required for the removal of nonnative species, for the
removal of trees which is required for the benefit of remaining trees, or where
insufficient planting area exists for a mature tree of the species being considered.

b) Replacement tree species shall consist of Sequoia sempervirens (Coast Redwood),
Quercus agrifolia (Coast Live Oak), Arbutus menziesii (Madrone), Aesculus californica
(California Buckeye) or Umbellularia californica (California Bay Laurel) or other tree
species acceptable to the Tree Services Division.

c) Replacement trees shall be at least of twenty-four (24) inch box size, unless a smaller
size is recommended by the arborist, except that three fifteen (15) gallon size trees
may be substituted for each twenty-four (24) inch box size tree where appropriate.

d) Minimum planting areas must be available on site as follows:
- For Sequoia sempervirens, three hundred fifteen square feet per tree;

- For all other species listed in #2 above, seven hundred (700) square feet per
tree.

e) In the event that replacement trees are required but cannot be planted due to site
constraints, an in lieu fee as determined by the master fee schedule of the city may be
substituted for required replacement plantings, with all such revenues applied toward
tree planting in city parks, streets and medians.

f) Plantings shall be installed prior to the issuance of a final inspection of the building
permit, subject to seasonal constraints, and shall be maintained by the project
applicant until established. The Tree Reviewer of the Tree Division of the Public
Works Agency may require a landscape plan showing the replacement planting and
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the method of irrigation. Any replacement planting which fails to become established
within one year of planting shall be replanted at the project applicant’s expense.

Less Than
Potentially Significant
Significant w/Standard
Potentially Unless Less Than Conditions
Significant Mitigation Significant No of
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact  Approval
g)  Fundamentally conflict with the City of Oakland Creek [] [] [] X []

Protection Ordinance (OMC Chapter 13.16) intended to protect
biological resources. Although there are no specific,
numeric/quantitative criteria to assess impacts, factors to be
considered in determining significance include whether there is
substantial degradation of riparian and aquatic habitat through:
(a) discharging a substantial amount of pollutants into a creek;
(b) significantly modifying the natural flow of the water; (c)
depositing substantial amounts of new material into a creek or
causing substantial bank erosion or instability; or (d) adversely
impacting the riparian corridor by significantly altering
vegetation or wildlife habitat?

Discussion of question (g):

The proposed development would not conflict with the City of Oakland Creek Protection Ordinance as a
creek is not present on the site or in the project vicinity. The project would have no impact.

Sources:

Oakland Municipal Code Title 12, Chapter 12.36 (Oakland Tree Ordinance).

City of Oakland, Oakland General Plan, Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element, June 1996.
ESA, Site Visit, March 22, 2007.
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Less Than
Potentially Significant
Significant w/Standard
Potentially Unless Less Than Conditions
Significant Mitigation Significant No of
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact  Approval
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a [] [] X [] []

historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5. Specifically, a
substantial adverse change includes physical demolition,
destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its
immediate surroundings such that the significance of the
historical resource would be “materially impaired.” The
significance of an historical resource is “materially impaired”
when a project demolishes or materially alters, in an adverse
manner, those physical characteristics of the resource that
convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion on,
or eligibility for inclusion on an historical resource list
(including the California Register of Historical Resources, the
National Register of Historical Resources, Local Register, or
historical resources survey form (DPR Form 523) with a rating
of 1-5)?

Discussion of question (a):

There is a single existing building on the project site, which is a remnant of the former gasoline service
station use that operated on the property. The single-story building is built in a contemporary style. The
building is not identified as a historical resource according to the Historic Preservation Element of the
Oakland General Plan nor is it listed as an historical resource in the State Office of Historic Preservation’s
Directory of Properties (an inventory of properties listed on the National Register of Historic Places,
California Register of Historical Resources, California Historical Landmarks, and California Points of
Historical Interest). Prior uses on the project site included a single-family dwelling, later replaced by a two-
unit apartment building (as address 5236 Coronado Avenue), and a gas station (as address 5181 Broadway).
These previous uses were replaced by the existing building on the project site as part of a subsequent
gasoline service station that dates to the 1960s. This use was abandoned in 1979, and the site has remained
vacant since then. The single-story commercial building immediately to the south of the project site (5151
Broadway — Poppy Fabrics) was built in 1948, with additions and/or modifications in 1959, 1964, and 1983,
according to City of Oakland building permit information. Absent extraordinary circumstances, buildings
less than 50 years old (such as the on-site building that would be demolished for the proposed project), are
normally presumed not to be historical resources. The building does not have any unique design features or
other known characteristics that would warrant its consideration as a historical resource under CEQA.
Further, the building is not within a historic district. Therefore, demolition of the building would not result in
a significant impact. The impact would be less than significant.
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Less Than
Potentially Significant
Significant w/Standard
Potentially Unless Less Than Conditions
Significant Mitigation Significant No of
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact  Approval
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5? ] ] ] ] 4

Discussion of question (b):

The project site is located within a developed area that has been previously disturbed through construction.
The installation of underground storage tanks associated with previous gasoline service station uses have
previously removed a significant volume of native soils at the site. However, there remains the potential for
unidentified, buried archaeological remains to be present at the site. Buried archaeological remains such as
prehistoric midden deposits, flaked and ground stone artifacts, bone, shell, building foundations and walls,
and other buried cultural resource materials could be damaged during excavation and other construction
related activities. Therefore, the potential exists for disturbance of archaeological resources (as identified in
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 or CEQA Section 21083.2(g)), which could cause substantial adverse
change to the significance of such resources, thereby resulting in a significant impact. Accordingly, the
project would be required to implement and comply with the following uniformly-applied standard condition
of approval, and implementation of this standard condition would reduce the impact from potential discovery
of subsurface cultural resources to less than significant.

STANDARD CONDITION CUL-1: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5 (f),
“provisions for historical or unique archaeological resources accidentally discovered during
construction” should be instituted. Therefore, in the event that any prehistoric or historic
subsurface cultural resources are discovered during ground disturbing activities, all work
within 50 feet of the resources shall be halted and the project sponsor and/or lead agency shall
consult with a qualified archaeologist or paleontologist to assess the significance of the find. If
any find is determined to be significant, representatives of the project sponsor and/or lead
agency and the qualified archaeologist shall meet to determine the appropriate avoidance
measures or other appropriate mitigation, with the ultimate determination to be made by the
Community and Economic Development Agency (CEDA) Director and/or the City of
Oakland. All significant cultural materials recovered shall be subject to scientific analysis,
professional museum curation, and a report prepared by the qualified archaeologist
according to current professional standards.

In considering any suggested mitigation proposed by the consulting archaeologist in order to
mitigate impacts to historical resources or unique archaeological resources, the project
sponsor shall determine whether avoidance is necessary and feasible in light of factors such as
the nature of the find, project design, costs, and other considerations. If avoidance is
unnecessary or infeasible, other appropriate measures (e.g., data recovery) shall be instituted.
Work may proceed on other parts of the project site while mitigation for historical resources
or unique archaeological resources is carried out.

Should an archaeological artifact or feature be discovered on-site during project construction,
all activities within a 50-foot radius of the find would be halted until the findings can be fully
investigated by a qualified archaeologist to evaluate the find and assess the significance of the
find according to the CEQA definition of a historical or unique archaeological resource. If the
deposit is determined to be significant, the project applicant and the qualified archaeologist
shall meet to determine the appropriate avoidance measures or other appropriate measure,
subject to approval by the City of Oakland, which shall assure implementation of appropriate
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measure measures recommended by the archaeologist. Should archaeologically-significant
materials be recovered, the qualified archaeologist would recommend appropriate analysis
and treatment, and would prepare a report on the findings for submittal to the Northwest
Information Center.

Less Than
Potentially Significant
Significant w/Standard
Potentially Unless Less Than Conditions
Significant Mitigation Significant No of
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact  Approval
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature? [] [] [] [] X

Discussion of question (c):

Paleontologic resources are the fossilized evidence of past life found in the geologic record. Despite the
tremendous volume of sedimentary rock deposits preserved worldwide, and the enormous number of
organisms that have lived through time, preservation of plant or animal remains as fossils is an extremely
rare occurrence. Because of the infrequency of fossil preservation, fossils — particularly vertebrate fossils —
are considered to be nonrenewable resources. Because of their rarity, and the scientific information they can
provide, fossils are highly significant records of ancient life.

The majority of the project area contains artificial fill material, alluvial sediments and heavily fractured
weathered sedimentary bedrock. These types of sediments are not known to yield significant paleontologic
remains. However, significant fossil discoveries can be made even in areas of supposed low sensitivity, and
could result from the excavation activities related to the proposed project, resulting in a significant effect.
Accordingly, the project would be required to implement and comply with the following uniformly-applied
standard condition of approval, and implementation of this standard condition would reduce the impact from
potential discovery of paleontological resources to less than significant.

STANDARD CONDITION CUL-2: In the event of an unanticipated discovery of a
paleontological resource, the project sponsor shall notify a qualified paleontologist who shall
document the discovery as needed, evaluate the potential resource, and assess the significance
of the find under the criteria set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. In the event of an
unanticipated discovery of a brea (a seep of natural petroleum that preserved and fossilized
remains of trapped animals) or of fossils during construction, excavations within 50 feet of the
find shall be temporarily halted or diverted until the discovery is examined by a qualified
paleontologist (per Society of Vertebrate Paleontology standards (SVP 1995, 1996). The
gualified paleontologist shall document the discovery as needed, evaluate the potential
resource, and assess the significance of the find under the criteria set forth in Section 15064.5
of the CEQA Guidelines). The paleontologist shall notify the appropriate agencies to
determine procedures that would be followed before construction is allowed to resume at the
location of the find. If the City determines that avoidance is not feasible, the paleontologist
shall prepare an excavation plan for mitigating the effect of the project on the qualities that
make the resource important, and such plan shall be implemented. The plan shall be
submitted to the City for review and approval.
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Less Than
Potentially Significant
Significant w/Standard
Potentially Unless Less Than Conditions
Significant Mitigation Significant No of
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact  Approval
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside
of formal cemeteries? ] ] ] ] 4

Discussion of question (d):

There is no indication that a particular site has been used for burial purposes in the recent or distant past
along the transmission corridor. Thus, while it is unlikely that human remains would be encountered during
project construction, the potential exists. In the event of the accidental discovery of any human remains,
including those interred outside of formal cemeteries, during project construction, the project would be
required to implement and comply with the following uniformly-applied standard condition of approval, and
implementation of this standard condition would reduce the impact from accidental discovery of human
remains to less than significant.

STANDARD CONDITION CUL-3: In the event that human skeletal remains are uncovered
at the project site during construction or ground-breaking activities, the project contractor
shall immediately halt work, contact the Alameda County Coroner to evaluate the remains,
and follow the procedures and protocols pursuant to Section 15064.5 (e)(1) of the CEQA
Guidelines. If the County Coroner determines that the remains are Native American, the City
shall contact the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), pursuant to
subdivision (c) of Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code, and all excavation and site
preparation activities shall cease within a 50-foot radius of the find until appropriate
arrangements are made. If the agencies determine that avoidance is not feasible, then an
alternative plan shall be prepared with specific steps and timeframe required to resume
construction activities. Monitoring, data recovery, determination of significance and
avoidance measures (if applicable) shall be completed expeditiously.

Sources:

California Office of Historic Preservation, Historic Properties Data File, Alameda County.

Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps for 1911 and 1951.

City of Oakland, Oakland General Plan, Historic Preservation, An Element of the Oakland General Plan, updated
2005.Project Plans, 2006.

ESA, Site Visit, March 22, 2007.

City of Oakland, Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey (OCHS), building survey records search conducted by Gail
Lombardi, 2007.
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Less Than
Potentially Significant
Significant w/Standard
Potentially Unless Less Than Conditions
Significant Mitigation Significant No of
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact  Approval
VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the project:
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on
the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map or Seismic Hazards Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault (refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 42 and 117 and PRC Section
2690.)? [] [] [] [] X
i) Strong seismic ground shaking? [] ] ] ] X
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction,
lateral spreading, subsidence, collapse? [] ] ] ] X

Discussion of questions (a.i, a.ii, and a,iii):

The project site is not located within a Fault-Rupture Hazard Zone as designated by the Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Act of 1972, and no known active faults have been mapped on or in the immediate
vicinity.> The closest active fault is the Hayward fault, located approximately 2 miles northeast. Other
notable active faults include the San Andreas fault (16 miles southwest), the Calaveras fault (17 miles
southeast), and the Rodgers Creek fault (25 miles north). As the site is not located on an active or potentially
active fault, potential for surface fault rupture is low and the impact is considered less than significant.

The San Francisco Bay Area is considered a seismically-active region. The project site is located in an area
subject to very strong to violent groundshaking (Modified Mercalli Intensity VIII to IX) from a characteristic
earthquake along the Hayward Fault, according to the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG).6
Groundshaking can result in significant structural damage or structural failure in the absence of appropriate
seismic design. Seismic shaking can also trigger ground-failures caused by liquefaction.

The California Seismic Hazards Mapping Act was enacted in 1990 to protect the public from the effects of
strong ground shaking, liquefaction,7 landslides, or other ground failure, and from other hazards caused by
earthquakes. This act requires the State Geologist to delineate various seismic hazard zones and requires
cities, counties, and other local permitting agencies to regulate certain development projects within these
zones. The proposed project site is not located within a Seismic Hazard Zone as designated by the California
Division of Geological. However, the shallow groundwater combined with the presence of sandy soils at the
site could indicate the potential for liquefiable layers at the project site. In accordance with standard City

5 california Geological Survey (CGS), formerly the California State Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG)
Cities and Counties Affected by Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones as of May 1, 1998, [http://www.consrv.ca.gov], November 16,
1998, and CDMG, Fault Rupture Hazard Zones in California Alquist Priolo Earthquake Zoning Act, Special Publication 42, Revised
1997
Available on ABAG website (viewed March 21, 2007) at: http://www.abag.ca.gov/bayarea/eqgmaps/mapsba.html.

Liquefaction is the process by which saturated, loose, fine-grained, granular, soil, like sand, behaves like a dense fluid when subjected to
prolonged shaking during an earthquake.
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practices, the proposed project will be required to perform a geotechnical investigation which will
specifically address the potential for liquefaction and provide measures to mitigate potential damage to the
proposed project. Although the potential for injury and damage from seismic ground shaking cannot be
eliminated, adherence to the recommendations in a geotechnical investigation, the CBC and other applicable
local construction codes would reduce the potential impact to less than significant.

In accordance with standard City practices, complying with the CBC standards, and incorporating a
foundation design intended to minimize effects of ground shaking and seismically related ground failures, the
applicant shall be required to submit an engineering analysis along with detailed engineering drawings to the
Oakland Building Services Division prior to excavation, grading, or construction activities on the site. This is
consistent with standard City of Oakland practices to ensure that all buildings are designed and built in
conformance with the seismic requirements of the City of Oakland Building Code. The project sponsor will
be required to submit an engineering analysis report along with detailed engineering drawings and relevant
grading or construction activities on the project site to address constraints and incorporate recommendations
identified in the geotechnical investigations. In addition, the required submittals would ensure that the
buildings are designed and constructed in conformance with the requirements of all applicable building code
regulations, pursuant to standard City procedures. Considering that the proposed project would be
constructed in conformance with the CBC and the City of Oakland Building Code, the risks of injury and
structural damage from a known earthquake fault, ground shaking, or seismic-related ground failure would
be reduced and the impacts would be less than significant. These requirements are imbedded in the following
uniformly-applied standard condition of approval that would apply to the project:

STANDARD CONDITION GEO-1: A site-specific, design level Landslide or Liquefaction
geotechnical investigation for each construction site within the project area shall be required
as part of this project and submitted for review and approval by the Building Services
Division. Specifically:

a) Each investigation shall include an analysis of expected ground motions at the site
from identified faults. The analyses shall be in accordance with applicable City
ordinances and policies, and consistent with the most recent version of the California
Building Code, which requires structural design that can accommodate ground
accelerations expected from identified faults.

b) The investigations shall determine final design parameters for the walls, foundations,
foundation slabs, surrounding related improvements, and infrastructure (utilities,
roadways, parking lots and sidewalks).

c) The investigations shall be reviewed and approved by a registered geotechnical
engineer. All recommendations by the project engineer, and geotechnical engineer, as
approved by the City will be included in the final design.

d) The geotechnical report shall include a map prepared by a land surveyor or civil
engineer that shows all field work and location of the “No Build” zone. The map shall
include a statement that the locations and limitations of the geologic features are
accurate representations of said features as they exist on the ground, were placed on
this map by the surveyor, the civil engineer or under their supervision, and are
accurate to the best of their knowledge.

e) Recommendations that are applicable to foundation design, earthwork, and site
preparation that were prepared prior to or during the project’s design phase, shall be
incorporated in the project.
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f) Final seismic considerations for the site shall be submitted to and approved by the
City of Oakland Building Services Division prior to commencement of the project.

g) A peer review is required for the Geotechnical Report. Personnel reviewing the
geologic report shall approve the report, reject it, or withhold approval pending the
submission by the project sponsor of further geologic and engineering studies to more
adequately define active fault traces.

h) Tentative Tract or Parcel Map approvals shall require, but not be limited to approval
of the Geotechnical Report.

Less Than
Potentially Significant
Significant w/Standard
Potentially Unless Less Than Conditions
Significant Mitigation Significant No of
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact  Approval
iv) Landslides? [] [] X [] []

Discussion of question (a.iv):

The project site is relatively level and is not located on or adjacent to a hillside. In addition, the proposed
project site is not located within an area designated by the California Division of Mines and Geology
(CDMG) Seismic Hazards Mapping Act as a “Seismic Hazard Zone” for earthquake-induced landslides.

Landsliding, liquefaction ground failures including lateral spreading (a.i through a.iii), soil subsidence, and
soil collapse have been determined to be less than significant because the project design would incorporate
foundation recommendations of a project geotechnical evaluation, comply with applicable City regulations
and standard conditions of approval, be constructed to applicable CBC standards, and would incorporate the
proposed measures to address potential liquefaction hazards. Thus, the potential impacts associated with
landslides associated with the project would be less than significant.

Less Than

Potentially Significant

Significant w/Standard

Potentially Unless Less Than Conditions
Significant Mitigation Significant No of

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Approval

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil,
creating substantial risks to life, property, or creeks/waterways? [ ] ] ] ] X

Discussion of question (b):

The majority of the project site is paved, and the proposed project would develop the entire project site. Some
earthwork activities associated with construction or with remediation activities would disturb subsurface
soils. To minimize wind or water erosion on the site during construction or remediation activities that involve
earthwork, the applicant shall be required, in accordance with standard City practices, to submit a
construction period erosion control plan to the Building Services Division for approval prior to the issuance
of grading and building permits, consistent with standard City practices. The plan shall be in effect for a
period of time sufficient to stabilize the construction site throughout all phases of the project. Long-term
erosion potential shall be addressed through installation of project landscaping and storm drainage facilities,
both of which shall be designed to meet applicable regulations.
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Less Than

Potentially Significant

Significant w/Standard

Potentially Unless Less Than Conditions
Significant Mitigation Significant No of

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact  Approval

c) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of
the Uniform Building Code (1994, as it may be revised), creating
substantial risks to life or property? [] [] [] [] X

Discussion of questions (c):

According to the U.S.D.A. Natural Resource Conservation Service soils classification, the soils in the project
area are characterized as Urban Land-Baywood complex, which have few limitations for urban development.
Depth to groundwater is between about 10 feet and 15 feet, according to a Phase Il environmental site
assessment work that Pangea Environmental Services has completed for the project (Pangea, 2006).
Subsurface soils at the project site generally consist of sandy clays and clayey sands with trace gravels.

As noted above under criteria (a.i) through (a.iii), a geotechnical investigation, as required by the City, would
evaluate the subsurface soils and determine the appropriate foundation system to mitigate unstable soils as is
standard practice for the industry. In accordance with standard City practices, and in conformance with
current codes and regulations, the project sponsor shall be required to submit detailed engineering drawings
and materials to the Building Services Division prior to excavation, grading, or construction on the site. This
measure would ensure that the building is designed and built in conformance with the requirements of the
City of Oakland Building Code and the applicable provisions of the CBC. Therefore, the proposed project
would not result in substantial risks to life or property due to unstable or expansive soil, and application of
Standard Condition GEO-1 presented above, will reduce the potential impacts associated with these
conditions to less than significant.

Less Than

Potentially Significant

Significant w/Standard

Potentially Unless Less Than Conditions
Significant Mitigation Significant No of

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Approval

d) Be located above a well, pit, swamp, mound, tank vault, or
unmarked sewer line, creating substantial risks to life or

property? [] L] L] X L]

e) Be located above landfills for which there is no approved
closure and post-closure plan, or unknown fill soils, creating
substantial risk to life or property? [] [] [] X []

(Criterion [e] and[f] do not apply to the proposed project.)

Discussion of questions (d) and (e):

The project site is not located on a site subject to the conditions identified in (e) or (f), nor is it located on a
current or former known landfill. (As discussed below under Section VII., Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, underground storage tanks associated with previous uses on the site were removed in
January 1990.)
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Less Than
Potentially Significant
Significant w/Standard
Potentially Unless Less Than Conditions
Significant Mitigation Significant No of
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact  Approval
f) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic
tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers
are not available for the disposal of wastewater? [] [] [] X []

Discussion of question (f):

The proposed project would be able to connect to the existing central sewer system, which provides
wastewater collection service for the City of Oakland. Therefore, the project would not require septic tanks
or alternative wastewater disposal systems and the project would have no impact such conditions.

Sources:

City of Oakland, Oakland General Plan, Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element, June 1996.

State of California Seismic Hazard Zones Map, Oakland West Quadrangle, February 14, 2003.

Project Plans, 2006.

Golden Gate Tank Removal, Preliminary Results of Site Characterization: Proposed Additional Activities-Former
Exxon Station, 5175 Broadway, Oakland CA., May 8, 2006.

Pangea Environmental Services, Addendum to Preliminary Results of Site Characterization, November 8, 2006.

ESA, Site Visit, March 22, 2007.

Less Than

Potentially Significant

Significant w/Standard

Potentially Unless Less Than Conditions
Significant Mitigation Significant No of

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Approval
VIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS -- Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous

materials? [] [] X [] []

Discussion of question (a):

The project, as a residential development with retail or restaurant use, would not involve the routine
transport, use, storage, or disposal of hazardous materials, other than routine use of minor quantities of
household cleaning products, commercial products used in cleaning and maintenance of the building and,
potentially, pesticides and fertilizers for care of on-site landscaping. Also, the project would not produce
emissions other than from natural gas for space and water heating. These materials and emissions would not
pose a significant hazard, due to routine activities, to the public, including students or personnel at the
Oakland Technical High School located approximately one-quarter mile (four blocks) south of the project
site. Therefore, the project would result in a less than significant impact.
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Less Than
Potentially Significant
Significant w/Standard
Potentially Unless Less Than Conditions
Significant Mitigation Significant No of
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact  Approval

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials into the

environment? [] [] [] [] X

c¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter
mile of an existing or proposed school? [] [] [] [] X

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous

materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code

Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant

hazard to the public or the environment? [] [] [] [] X

Discussion of questions (b), (c), and (d):

The project site previously operated as gasoline service station with underground fuel storage tanks (USTSs).
The service station was vacated in 1979 and has remained vacant ever since. The USTs were removed in
January 1990 and found to have leaked gasoline into shallow soils which caused the site to be considered a
hazardous materials site pursuant to Government Code 65962.5 (Cortese List) by the Alameda County
Department of Environmental Health (ACDEH). In February 1990, additional soils were removed from the
area surrounding the former UST pit and stockpiled onsite for treatment. With approval from the ACDEH,
the treated soils were subsequently placed back into the excavation pit. Following the replacement of soil, or
“backfilling,” four groundwater monitoring wells were installed at the site to monitor groundwater levels and
the presence of petroleum hydrocarbons in the groundwater. Two additional groundwater monitoring wells
were installed in 1991, which were monitored until 1994. No data was collected between 1994 and 1996 at
the site because it was not authorized by the responsible party for unknown reasons. Quarterly groundwater
monitoring resumed in 1996 and was conducted until 2002.

Additional site characterization of subsurface soils and groundwater was performed in 2006 when quarterly
groundwater monitoring also resumed, and the results showed that the groundwater beneath the site remained
impacted by gasoline in concentrations that exceed regulatory screening levels. The primary chemical of
concern (COC) at the site is benzene, which is a component of gasoline. Benzene concentrations have been
recorded as high as 5,100 ug/L (micrograms per liter or parts per billion) and the last reported sampling in
2002 was as high as 590 ug/L. The environmental screening level (ESL) for benzene set by the Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) is 1.0 ug/L. Secondary COCs are total petroleum hydrocarbons as
gasoline, toluene, ethylbenzene, xylenes, and 1.2 dichloroethane, which have all been detected at levels
above regulatory limits for residential/commercial. Total petroleum hydrocarbon levels in the groundwater
have been recorded as high as 72,000 ug/L and the October 2002 sampling had TPH-G concentrations as
high as 13,000 ug/L where the ESL is 100 ug/L. Measures, including removing the upper 10 feet of soils
onsite for the construction of the basement garage, could potentially remove a large majority of the source of
these COCs in the groundwater.

In 2007, an additional site investigation was performed by a different environmental consultant in order to
further delineate ¢ The results of the investigation improved the knowledge of the limits of the horizontal and
vertical extent of soil and groundwater contamination at the project site. Petroleum hydrocarbons appear to
have impacted groundwater in deeper zones at the site within thin bedrock fractures or other permeable zones
within the relatively impermeable site bedrock. The area of significant contamination in the deeper
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groundwater lies at the southeastern portion of the site. Further delineation of the shallow groundwater zone
is still being recommended for the site. However, there was enough data collected at the site to complete a
feasibility test and develop an interim remedial action plan for the project site. Due to the relatively low
permeable materials at the site, the remediation technology identified and proposed as most suitable and
effective for the project has been determined to be excavation of contaminated soils followed by techniques
to enhance natural biodegradation of the deeper contaminants.

The proposed project includes constructing a below-grade parking level which would require the excavation
and disposal of subsurface soils to a depth from approximately the upper 10 feet of subsurface soils. This
excavation will likely remove a majority of the source material that is contributing to the groundwater
contamination. However, even following soil removal from the site, there may still be the potential for
intrusion of harmful petroleum vapors, particularly benzene into the project.

Given the existence of remaining impacted soils and groundwater beneath the project site, as well as
potential impacted groundwater in areas offsite, the project would be required to implement and comply with
the following uniformly-applied standard condition of approvals and implementing recommendations (which
are consistent with and include elements from the City’s uniformly-applied standard co