Section 5
Responses to Oral Comments
on the Draft EIR
5.1 INTRODUCTION
Oral comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) made at the October 20, 2004,
Oakland Planning Commission public hearing and the October 18, 2004, Oakland Landmarks
Preservation Advisory Board Public Hearing are reproduced in this section. Discrete comments from
transcripts from the two public hearings are denoted in the margin by a vertical line and numbered.
Responses are enumerated to correspond with the comment number. Response SP1.1, for example,
refers to the response for the first comment from Speaker 1 at the Planning Commission public
hearing; Response SL1.1, for example, refers to the response for the first comment from Speaker 1 at
the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board public hearing. Many responses in this section refer to
master responses, which are found in Section 3 of this document.

5.2 PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
The October 20, 2004 Planning Commission public hearing transcript is reproduced beginning on the
next page, followed by responses to the speakers.
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SP1.

Brother Jimmy Mack

SP1.1

The commentor is concerned that the Project does not include affordable housing. For a
discussion of affordable housing, the commentor is referred to Master Response 1,
“Consideration of Alternative Development Proposals/Components.”

SP1.2

The commentor is concerned about gentrification that could occur as a result of the Project.
For a discussion of gentrification, the commentor is referred to Master Response 5.

SP2.

Carol Galante

SP2.1

As one of the Project Sponsors, the commentor acknowledges the importance of the public
process and the team's willingness to respond to public comments on the Draft EIR.

SP3.

Norman Hooks

SP3.1

The commentor supports the restoration of the 16th Street Train Station and asks about the
current condition of the roof. As part of the future reuse of the Main Hall, the Project
Sponsor intends to include exhibit space commemorating the history of the train station and
its importance in West Oakland. New mitigation measures are proposed in Master
Response 4, “Mitigation for Impacts to the 16th Street Train Station.” BUILD, one of the
Project Sponsors, has taken a number of steps to arrest the physical deterioration of this
historic resource, including installation of a new roof and plexiglass windows over the
window openings. Please see Master Response 4 for discussion of this process.

SP3.2

The commentor supports the public plaza element of the Project and requests that it reflect
Wood Street character. A new mitigation measure proposed in Master Response 4,
“Mitigation for Impacts to the 16th Street Train Station,” calls for the Project Sponsor to
create a feature in the plaza that recalls the historic use of the Station.

SP3.3

The commentor posits that the height and density of the Project is appropriate as it appears
from the freeway, but should be stepped back on the Wood Street side to more
appropriately fit in with existing one-story residential buildings across the street. The
height and density of the Project along the freeway and Horizon Beverages were
determined in part because of the absence of any sensitive nearby uses. The Project
Sponsors prepared the Wood Street Zoning Regulations with specific design measures to
improve visual and land use compatibility with existing residential uses along Wood Street.
Specific measures are summarized on page 3.2-25 of the Draft EIR, and the full details of
the development standards and design guidelines are included in Appendix H of the Draft
EIR. In particular, Figure 5.23-1 on page 35 of Appendix H illustrates the proposed
massing, which calls for stepping back the heights of the buildings.
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SP4.

Thomas Dolan

SP4.1

The commentor states that it is important for the streets within the Project Area to be
connected and for the Project to be integrated into the community. The commentor also
feels that the Project should include neighborhood-serving commercial uses. The Project
and the proposed Wood Street Zoning Regulations help to reduce potential land use
conflicts in the area.
The existing Project Area consists of both industrial and residential uses within close
proximity. The Project Area to the west of Wood Street is characterized by large
undeveloped lots used for trailer storage, large underutilized industrial-type buildings, and
few street amenities such as street trees or sidewalks. This description of the Project Area
is illustrated in Views 3 through 7 of Figure 3.3-2 on page 3.3-10 of the Draft EIR. Thus,
the existing interface between the Project Area and the existing West Oakland community
is neither attractive nor conducive to integrating the Project Area with West Oakland.
The Project would substantially change this relationship and replace the undeveloped
storage lots and underutilized and visually degraded industrial uses with a high-density,
mixed-use development with buildings ranging from 40 to 90 feet tall. While development
plans have not yet been prepared for the entire Project Area, Figure 2-3 on page 2-9 of the
Draft EIR presents an illustrative site plan showing a possible layout for the structures, the
roadways, and the open space areas. Figures 2-5 and 2-6 on pages 2-22 and 2-25 of the
Draft EIR, respectively, depict the internal circulation and the connections to the West
Oakland community. As illustrated in these figures, the Project would introduce land uses,
linkages, and street amenities/landscaping that are more attractive and more conducive to
integrating the Project Area with West Oakland than the existing conditions.
The Draft EIR acknowledges that there could be potential land use and visual compatibility
conflicts in the transition zone between the Project Area and West Oakland. In particular,
these impacts are discussed in Impact LU-2 on page 3.2-24 and in Impact VQ-3 beginning
on page 3.3-15 of the Draft EIR. The proposed Wood Street Overlay Zone would assure
that there would be a transition in scale from the existing neighborhood to the proposed
mixed-use development and would promote an active and pedestrian-scaled street frontage
along Wood Street (see page 2-8 and Appendix H of the Draft EIR). Salient features of the
proposed Wood Street Overlay Zone are described on page 3.2-25 of the Draft EIR to
explain why the Project would not be a huge massing with little to no setbacks along Wood
Street. Notably, the building frontage along Wood Street would be occupied to enliven the
street space and to encourage pedestrian use. Also, uses like surface parking and other
facilities, which do not support pedestrian circulation or welcome the community into the
Project Area, would be restricted within the proposed Wood Street Overlay Zone.
As discussed in Master Response 2, “Project Impacts,” when the I-880 frontage road was
constructed as part of the I-880 freeway project, curb returns were provided at 10th Street
and 14th Street for connections to the frontage road. About the same time, the City of
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Oakland conducted the West Oakland Transportation and Economic Development Study
(circa 1998) that addressed the question of whether to provide connections between West
Oakland and the I-880 frontage road. Because community residents expressed concerns
over the potential for cut-through traffic (i.e., motorists traversing West Oakland
residential streets to access the frontage road), the City of Oakland decided not to provide
connections between the frontage road and Wood Street. Since that decision, concrete
barriers have been in place to prevent frontage road access from all streets (except 10th
Street, which CWS truck traffic can now use to access the frontage road). Thus, the
circulation layout for the Project Area was designed to respect the community’s earlier
sentiments.
Regarding neighborhood-serving commercial uses, Appendix H of the Draft EIR (the Draft
Wood Street Zoning Regulations) in Table 4.20-1 on page 29 identifies which development
areas would permit neighborhood and other commercial enterprises. General food sales,
convenience markets, general retail sales, and general personal services would each be
permitted to varying degrees in Development Areas Two, Four, Five, Six, and Eight.

SP5.

Cynthia Shartzer

SP5.1

The commentor requests that the 16th Street Train Station be fully preserved and that
mitigation, such as recording oral histories, is needed. Please refer to Master Response 4,
“16th Street Train Station” for a discussion of the historical significance of the 16th Street
Train Station, as well as “Mitigation for Impacts to the 16th Street Train Station.” See also
the Preservation Alternative in Section 5 of the Draft EIR.

SP5.2

The commentor states that there is a need to better study Bea’s Hotel as well as the
possibility of retaining it. Please refer to Master Response 4, “Bea’s Hotel. The Draft EIR
reports on page 3.7-4 that this structure is a representative architectural example of a
Colonial Revival hotel; however, the Oakland Heritage Cultural Survey rated the building a
status code of Dc2+ (of secondary importance). In accordance with the City’s policy
articulated in Policy 3.8 of the Historic Preservation Element, buildings with this status
code are not considered historic resources under CEQA. The Draft EIR does, however,
include a project alternative that considers the preservation of Bea’s Hotel (see pages 5-7
through 5-8).

SP5.3

The commentor claims that the Landmark Advisory Board members supported conducting
archaeological investigations. Please refer to Master Response 4, “Archaeological
Resources.”

SP5.4

The commentor states that the Landmarks Advisory Board emphasized the importance of
not demolishing any part of the Train Station until its preservation is fully funded. Please
refer to Master Response 4, “Mitigation for Impacts to the 16th Street Train Station” for a
discussion of funding timing and preservation.
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SP5.5

The commentor requests that the Train Station be protected from water damage. Please
refer to new Mitigation Measure CR-2.3 in Master Response 4, “Mitigation for Impacts to
the 16th Street Train Station” for a discussion of the actions planned to protect this
resource.

SP6.

George Burtt

SP6.1

The commentor expresses support for the Project. Since this comment does not address the
adequacy of the EIR nor the City’s compliance with CEQA, no further response is needed
in this document. The merits of the Project will be discussed at upcoming Planning
Commission and City Council hearings on the Project.

SP7.

James Vann

SP7.1

The commentor asserts that the Draft EIR does not include the California Redevelopment
Law under discussion of the applicable plans and policies in Section 3.2, Land Use, Plans,
and Policies. The commentor also notes that the Project is within the West Oakland
Redevelopment Plan Area. The commentor goes on to ask if the Project would provide
and maintain its own public services and utilities infrastructure. Finally, the commentor
states that the Project should provide affordable housing, in accordance with California
Redevelopment Law.
As discussed in the Draft EIR, page 3.2-19, the Project Area lies within the 16th/Wood subdistrict of the Oakland Army Base (OARB) Area Redevelopment Plan. The OARB Area
Redevelopment Plan, and redevelopment plans in general, are governed by the California
Redevelopment Law.
Thus, the commentor is correct in stating that California
Redevelopment Law is applicable to the Project. The requirements of the California
Redevelopment Law are generally implemented through compliance with the applicable
requirements and policies of a redevelopment plan that governs a particular area. As such,
the California Redevelopment Law, as it applies to the Project, is enacted through the
OARB Area Redevelopment Plan. A discussion of the OARB Area Redevelopment Plan is
included in the Draft EIR on pages 3.2-18 through 3.2-21, under the Applicable Plans and
Policies subsection of Section 3.2, Land Use, Plans, and Policies.
Furthermore, Draft EIR pages 2-4 and 2-5 discuss the relationship of the Project to the
OARB Area Redevelopment Plan. The City recognizes that the Project would require an
amendment to the OARB Area Redevelopment Plan and that the uses proposed for the
Project Area vary from those presented in the OARB Area Redevelopment Plan. However,
as discussed in the Draft EIR page 2-5, the Project advances fundamental goals of the
OARB Area Redevelopment Plan by helping to eliminate blight and blighting influences in
the area and proposing restoration of a significant portion of the 16th Street Train Station.
The proposed OARB Area Redevelopment Plan amendment would require approval by the
Oakland Army Base Redevelopment Agency (Draft EIR, page 2-33).
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While the Project Area is adjacent to the West Oakland Redevelopment Plan Area, it is not
part of it. Therefore, the West Oakland Redevelopment Plan does not govern the Project
Area.
Page 3.2-22 of the Draft EIR lists the objectives of the West Oakland
Redevelopment Plan, which may be viewed as relevant considerations but are not directly
applicable to the Project. Accordingly, the Draft EIR does not evaluate the Project for its
consistency with the West Oakland Redevelopment Plan.
Impacts of the Project on police and fire services are discussed in Section 3.14, Public
Services, of the Draft EIR. Impacts of the Project on water, energy, and drainage are
discussed in Section 3.13, Utilities, of the Draft EIR. The maintenance of roads, curbs,
and gutters that serve the Project is a fiscal issue and not a subject matter typically
addressed in an EIR, since CEQA addresses changes in public service and utility demand
that may ultimately involve physical changes to the environment.
For information on provision of affordable housing, please refer to Master Response 5.
For information on the Project’s consistency with the OARB Area Redevelopment Plan
affordability requirements, please refer to “Project Consistency with Applicable Plans” in
Master Response 1.

SP8.

Rusty Snow

SP8.1

The comment expresses support for the Project. Since this comment does not address the
adequacy of the EIR nor the City’s compliance with CEQA, no further response is needed
in this document. The merits of the Project will be discussed at upcoming Planning
Commission and City Council hearings on the Project.

SP9.

Tom McCoy

SP9.1

The commentor expresses support for the Project and asks that the public review period not
be extended. The merits of the Project will be discussed at upcoming Planning
Commission and City Council hearings.

SP10.

Naomi Schiff

SP10.1

The commentor asks how long the Project zoning approvals would last, and how and when
EIR addenda would be required. Please refer to Master Response 1, “Description of the
Wood Street Zoning District.” The question of how long the approvals would last is
outside the scope of this EIR. In order to ensure a comprehensive evaluation of all impacts
of the Project, this EIR assumes that the Project would be built out during the proposed
time frame, and that the approvals would remain valid during that proposed time frame.
There are currently no proposals to place a time limit on Project approvals, and whether or
not the City does so would not affect the physical impacts of the Project. If the City
chooses to place a time limit on any Project approval, and if a Project Sponsor were not to
develop within that time frame, then the impacts would be those of one of the No Project
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alternatives. An addendum may be prepared under CEQA after Project approval, when
changes or additions to the EIR are necessary, but none of the conditions that would
require preparation of another EIR are present. No post-approval changes or additions can
be currently known or projected.
SP10.2

Please refer to “16th Street Train Station” in Master Response 4.

SP10.3

The commentor advises that the adaptive reuse of Bea’s Hotel would serve the public good
through conversion to affordable housing and would offer the opportunity for cultural
heritage and historic preservation. Please refer to “Bea’s Hotel” in Master Response 4,
which notes that the building lacks sufficient individual architectural distinction and
historical association to meet the criteria for recognition as a historic resource under
CEQA. The Draft EIR reports on page 3.7-4 that this structure is a representative
architectural example of a Colonial Revival hotel; however, the Oakland Heritage Cultural
Survey rated the building a status code of Dc2+ (of secondary importance). In accordance
with the City’s policy articulated in Policy 3.8 of the Historic Preservation Element,
buildings with this status code are not considered historic resources under CEQA. The
Draft EIR does, however, include a project alternative that considers the preservation of
Bea’s Hotel (see pages 5-7 through 5-8).

SP10.4

The commentor requests that the Elevated Tracks and Baggage Wing be preserved. A 20
foot wide portion of the Elevated Tracks is proposed for preservation. For an explanation
why the remaining portion of the Elevated Tracks and the Baggage Wing would not be
preserved, please refer to Master Response 4, “Project Impacts to the 16th Street Train
Station.” The Preservation Alternative considers an alternative under which all of the
Elevated Tracks and Baggage Wing would be preserved.

SP10.5

The City agrees that the integration of the Project with the community is important. The
focus of the EIR, however, can only address the physical relationship between the Project
and the adjacent neighborhoods. The analysis of the Project’s visual compatibility with the
surrounding uses is provided in Section 3.3, Visual Quality, of the Draft EIR; the analysis
of its functional interaction is presented in Section 3.2, Land Use, Plans, and Policies, and
in Section 3.4, Transportation, Circulation, and Parking. A discussion of the Project’s
social interaction with the surrounding community is not included in an EIR, which is
intended to address the physical environmental changes that result from a proposed project.

SP10.6

Please refer to “Archaeological Resources” and “Pacific Coast Canning Company” in
Master Response 4.

SP10.7

Please refer to Master Response 4, “Mitigation for Impacts to the 16th Street Train Station”
and “Bea’s Hotel.”
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SP11.

Ronald Muhammad

SP11.1

The commentor expresses support for the Project. Since this comment does not address the
adequacy of the EIR nor the City’s compliance with CEQA, no further response is needed
in this document. The merits of the Project will be discussed at upcoming Planning
Commission and City Council hearings on the Project.

SP12.

Kimberly Isaac

SP12.1

The commentor expresses concern about the lack of affordable housing and notes that
current residents could be pushed out as a result of the Project. For discussion of
affordable housing and gentrification, the commentor is referred to Master Response 5.

SP12.2

The commentor states the importance of the historic Train Station and feels that no part of
it should be demolished. Please refer to “16th Street Train Station” in Master Response 4
for a discussion of the historical significance of the 16th Street Train Station and
surrounding area. For an explanation of why all of the 16th Street Train Station facilities
would not be preserved, please refer to Master Response 4, “Project Impacts to the 16th
Street Train Station.”

SP13.

Adam Gold

SP13.1

The commentor is concerned about the lack of affordable housing provided by the Project.
Please refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion on this topic.

SP13.2

In response to the request made by the commentor, the City extended the close of the
public review period from November 8 to November 15, 2004.

SP13.3

The commentor requests that the EIR be sent “back to the drawing board” to address the
issues raised in the comment period. The Draft EIR has been prepared in accordance with
CEQA and the City’s implementing guidelines. The responses to comments on the Draft
EIR do not reveal any new substantive material that would warrant a major revision and
recirculation of the report. Specifically, an EIR should be recirculated when significant
new information is added. Recirculation is not required where the new information added
to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate
EIR. Since the responses and text changes provided here for the Wood Street Project Draft
EIR serve to clarify or amplify the analyses, the Draft EIR is considered adequate and will
not be recirculated.
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SP14.

Jacqueline Howell

SP14.1

The commentor expresses disappointment that portions of the 16th Street Train Station
would be demolished. For an explanation why not all of the 16th Street Train Station
facilities would not be preserved, please refer to Master Response 4, “Project Impacts to
the 16th Street Train Station.” For an in-depth discussion of the historical significance of
the 16th Street Train Station, please see “16th Street Train Station” in Master 4.

SP15.

Margaret Gordon

SP15.1

The commentor expresses concern about the potential health impacts of the Project. Please
refer to Master Response 3, “Diesel Fuel Emissions and Particulate Matter” and
“Construction Emissions” for a discussion on this topic.

PS15.2

The commentor states that the EIR does not address the social impacts of the Project.
Please refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion on this topic.

SP16.

Howard Greenwich

SP16.1

The commentor urges the City to note that the Project could potentially displace people and
requests that mitigation measures be suggested to counter this potential impact. Please
refer to “Consideration of Alternative Development Proposals/components” in Master
Response 1 and to Master Response 5 for a discussion on market force displacement.

SP17.

Betty Wooldridge

SP17.1

The commentor requests information on what in the way of affordable housing will be
provided if part of the Train Station is going to be demolished. For a discussion of
affordable housing and gentrification, the commentor is referred to Master Response 5 and
to “Consideration of Alternative Development Proposals/Components” in Master Response
1.

SP18.

Andre Wright

SP18.1

The commentor requests that the City and Project Sponsors include the community in its
planning and avoid gentrifying the neighborhood. Please refer to Master Response 5 for a
discussion of market force displacement.

SP19.

Leilah Williams

SP19.1

The commentor notes some of the history of West Oakland and feels that it is a workingclass area that needs to remain affordable. For a discussion of affordable housing and
gentrification, the commentor is referred to Master Response 5.
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SP19.2

The commentor states that the Project would overburden the existing schools. Please refer
to Response 15.1 regarding impacts to schools.

SP19.3

The commentor expresses concern about property values, air quality, and the historical
significance of the area. For a discussion of affordable housing and gentrification, the
commentor is referred to Master Response 5. For a discussion of air quality and public
health concerns, the commentor is referred to Master Response 3. For an expanded
discussion of the historical significance of the Project Area, please refer to “16th Street
Train Station” in Master Response 4.

SP20.

Greg Hodge

SP20.1

The commentor states that he would like to see a balanced approach to development in
West Oakland, including provision of affordable housing. The commentor also says that he
would like to see a train station museum. For discussion of affordable housing and
gentrification the commentor is referred to Master Response 5. For discussion of the
historical significance of the Train Station, the commentor is referred to “16th Street Train
Station” in Master Response 4. Please refer to new Mitigation Measures CR-2.7 and
CR-2.8 in “Mitigation for Impacts to the 16th Street Train Station” for mitigations
regarding exhibit space and a public plaza that will commemorate the historical significance
of the site.

SP20.2

The commentor states that the authors of the Draft EIR should meet with school board
members or senior personnel to obtain information about West Oakland schools and should
look at school enrollment and capacity. Please see Response 15.1 regarding impacts to
schools and Response 15.2 regarding the acquisition of school information. The City
appreciates receiving the commentor’s suggestions of other parties to contact at the OUSD.
The commentor suggested that the authors speak to two staff members at the OUSD that he
regarded as knowledgeable on school space and design issues − Tim White, Assistant
Superintendent for Facilities, and Hae-Sin Kim, a central office staff member. Hae-Sin
Kim was contacted and provided valuable insight. Information from that conversation is
presented in Response 15.3 regarding school enrollment trends. Tim White, Assistant
Superintendent for Facilities, was not accessible by phone or voice mail.

SP21.

Jumoke Hinton Hodge

SP21.1

The commentor feels that the City does not do enough to protect low income, poor, and
African-American people in Oakland. This comment does not address the adequacy of the
EIR nor the City's compliance with CEQA. Consequently, no further response is
necessary in this document.

SP21.2

The commentor states that the Draft EIR should consider improving education in the
community and that the authors of the Draft EIR should meet with appropriate OUSD
personnel. Please refer to Responses 15.1 and 15.2 regarding impacts to schools.
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SP21.3

Please refer to Response 18.8 regarding hazardous material safety measures during
construction. Please also see the discussion in Master Response 3 on “Diesel Fuel
Emissions and Particulate Matter.”

SP21.4

The commentor requests a second draft EIR be completed prior to a Final EIR. The Draft
EIR has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the City’s implementing guidelines.
The responses to comments on the Draft EIR do not reveal any new substantive material
that would warrant a major revision and recirculation of the report. Specifically, an EIR
should be recirculated when significant new information is added. Recirculation is not
required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or
makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. Since the responses and text
changes provided here for the Wood Street Project Draft EIR serve to clarify or amplify
the analyses, the Draft EIR is considered adequate and will not be recirculated.
Part of the commentor's rationale for requesting recirculation of the Draft EIR is so that it
can be expanded to include issues involving youth, African-Americans, and
socioeconomics. As explained in Master Response 5, issues regarding the affordability of
the proposed housing are important and should be acknowledged, but would not be
considered significant impacts under CEQA.
The EIR must focus on physical
environmental changes that result from implementation of a proposed project, as explained
on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR.

SP22.

Kenneth Minor

SP22.1

Please refer to Master Response 5.

SP23.

Andy Nelsen

SP23.1

For a discussion of socioeconomics under CEQA and gentrification, please refer to Master
Response 5. Also note that the EIR must focus on physical environmental changes that
result from implementation of a proposed project, as explained on page 1-5 of the Draft
EIR.

SP23.2

The commentor states that the opportunity to create affordable housing in Oakland should
be considered. For discussion on changes to the Project, including but not limited to
affordable housing inclusion, please refer to “Consideration of Alternative Development
Proposals/Components” in Master Response 1. For a more detailed discussion of
affordable housing, the commentor is referred to Master Response 5.

SP23.3

The commentor expresses concern over market force commercial displacement and
suggests mitigation be considered. For a discussion of these issues, please refer to Master
Response 5.
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SP23.4

The commentor expresses concern over the potential loss of employment opportunities in
the Project Area. Please refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion of this concern.

SP24.

Richard Neveln

SP24.1

The commentor asserts that funding for public transit improvements should be available
before Project construction. Mitigation Measure TR-10.1 would be implemented upon the
issuance of the 300th certificate of occupancy for residences in the Project Area. Mitigation
Measure TR-10.2 would be implemented before certificates of occupancy are granted for
any of the components of the Project.

SP24.2

The commentor believes the pagination in Section 2 is confusing. The page numbering in
Section 2, and throughout the Draft EIR, is sequential and accurate.

SP24.3

This oral comment is similar to points made in the commentor’s letter (see Comment Letter
#54). Please refer to Responses 54.2 and 54.6 specifically for a discussion of design and
circulation features of the Project that seek to integrate the Project with the West Oakland
community.

SP25.

Tey Welbeck

SP25.1

The commentor expresses a desire for a museum that honors the legacy of the Pullman
Porters. Please refer to “16th Street Train Station” in Master Response 4 for discussion of
the historical significance of the Train Station. Also see “Mitigation for Impacts to the 16th
Street Train Station” for mitigations regarding exhibit space and a public plaza that will
commemorate the historical significance of the site.

SP25.2

The commentor expresses concern over lack of affordable housing and potential
displacement that could occur with the Project. For discussion of affordable housing and
gentrification, the commentor is referred to Master Response 5.

SP26.

Margaretta Lin

SP26.1

The commentor expresses concern that the Draft EIR does not meet the City’s sustainable
development goals of mixed-income housing, local hiring, and preservation of cultural
heritage, nor does it adequately address legal requirements for affordable housing. Please
refer to “Project Consistency with Applicable Plans” in Master Response 1. A detailed
chart listing various plans and policies is also presented in Appendix A, along with an
indication of their applicability to the Project. For discussion on local employment, please
refer to Master Response 5.

SP26.2

The commentor requests a revised Draft EIR be released for recirculation and comment
prior to the preparation of the Final EIR. The Draft EIR has been prepared in accordance
with CEQA and the City’s implementing guidelines. The responses to comments on the
Draft EIR do not reveal any new substantive material that would warrant a major revision
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and recirculation of the report. Specifically, an EIR should be recirculated when
significant new information is added. Recirculation is not required where the new
information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant
modifications in an adequate EIR. Since the responses and text changes provided here for
the Wood Street Project Draft EIR serve to clarify or amplify the analyses, the Draft EIR is
considered adequate and will not be recirculated.

SP27.

Audrey Miles

SP27.1

The commentor expresses concerns over the future of affordable housing in the Train
Station area. For discussion of affordable housing and gentrification, the commentor is
referred to Master Response 5.

SP28.

Jeremy Hays

SP28.1

The commentor states that West Oakland is particularly vulnerable to gentrification and
that the proposed Project could exacerbate the situation. Please refer to Master Response 5
for a discussion of gentrification.

SP28.2

The commentor expresses concern over gentrification and requests mitigation to be
considered. In response to the issue of gentrification, please refer to Master Response 5.
In response to the commentor’s concern about preserving the cultural heritage of West
Oakland, please refer to “16th Street Train Station” in Master Response 4. New Mitigation
Measures CR-2.7 and CR-2.8 in the “Mitigation for Impacts to the 16th Street Train
Station” section of Master Response 4 present actions that will help commemorate the
historical significance of the area.

SP29.

Rajiv Bhatia

SP29.1

The commentor recommends that the Draft EIR should consider the relationship between
affordable housing, public health, and physical effects. For discussion on affordable
housing inclusion please refer to “Consideration of Alternative Development
Proposals/Components” in Master Response 1 and to Master Response 5 for discussion on
residential displacement.

SP29.2

The commentor requests that the City review the environmental goals and policy report of
the State of California, in particular the link between housing affordability and public
health. Please refer to Master Response 5.

SP29.3

The commentor refers the City to State guidelines that have methodologies for analyzing
socioeconomic effects of projects. Please refer to Master Response 5. Also note that the
EIR must focus on physical environmental changes that result from implementation of a
proposed project, as explained on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR.
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SP30.

Diana Lui

SP30.1

The commentor expresses concern over the potential health impacts of Project construction
and suggests they should be mitigated. Please refer to Master Response 3, “Diesel Fuel
Emissions and Particulate Matter” and “Construction Emissions.” Please also refer to
Response 24.9 regarding construction-related impacts and mitigation measures.

SP30.2

The commentor expresses concern that gentrification is occurring in West Oakland. For
discussion on gentrification, please refer to Master Response 5.

SP31.

Ben Geiger

SP31.1

The commentor expresses concern about rising property values and lack of affordable
housing in West Oakland. Please see “Consideration of Alternative Development
Proposals/Components” in Master Response 1. The commentor is also referred to Master
Response 5 for a discussion of the impact of rising property values.

SP32.

Joanna Fitzpatrick

SP32.1

The commentor requests consideration from the City for affordable housing in West
Oakland. Please see “Consideration of Alternative Development Proposals/Components”
in Master Response 1.

SP33.

Sanjiv Handa

SP33.1

The commentor challenges the City of Oakland’s implementation of the CEQA process.
The standard format for a public meeting on a Draft EIR is to listen to public testimony on
the Draft EIR. The meeting is an opportunity for the community and other interested
organizations and individuals to share their thoughts with the Planning Commission and to
raise questions so that those comments can be thoughtfully addressed in the Final EIR.
Given this focus, it is expected that the Planning Commissioners would listen to the
commentary and not respond. This model is not just an Oakland practice, but one that is
generally followed throughout the state.

SP33.2

In response to the commentor’s recommendation to further explain the City’s actions with
regard to affordable housing, please see “Consideration of Alternative Development
Proposals/Components” in Master Response 1. For detailed discussion on this topic, also
see Master Response 5.

SP34.

Monsa Nitoto

SP34.1

The commentor expresses support for the Project and asks about the timing of the 16th
Street Train Station renovations. Please see the “16th Street Train Station” in Master
Response 4 for discussions about project impacts to the 16th Street Train Station and timing
of the mitigation for impacts to the Station.
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SP34.2

The commentor expresses concern about demolition of any part of the 16th Street Train
Station, about fixing the streets in the area, and about park improvements. For an
explanation why all of the Elevated Tracks and Baggage Wing would not be preserved,
please refer to “Project Impacts to the 16th Street Train Station” in Master Response 4.
Regarding streets and park improvements, please see “Consideration of Alternative
Development Proposals/Components” in Master Response 1, as well as “Safety Impacts”
in Master Response 2.

SP34.3

The commentor expresses concern about preserving the history of the Pullman Porters.
Please see the “16th Street Train Station” in Master Response 4 for discussion of the
historical significance of the 16th Street Train Station. Also note new Mitigation Measures
CR-2.7 and CR-2.8 in “Mitigation for Impacts to the 16th Street Train Station” section of
Master Response 4, which present actions that will help commemorate the historical
significance of the area.

SP34.4

The Project would replace the undeveloped storage lots and underutilized, visually
degraded industrial uses with a high-density, mixed-use development with buildings
ranging from 40 to 90 feet tall. While development plans have not yet been prepared for
the entire Project Area, Figure 2-3 on page 2-9 of the Draft EIR presents an illustrative site
plan showing a possible layout for the structures, the roadways, and the open space areas.
Figures 2-5 and 2-6 on pages 2-22 and 2-25, respectively, depict the internal circulation
and connections to the West Oakland community. From the plan views offered by these
diagrams, the Project would introduce land uses, linkages, and street amenities/landscaping
that are more attractive and more conducive to integrating the Project Area with West
Oakland than the existing conditions.
Also, as discussed in Master Response 2, “Circulation Impacts,” when the I-880 frontage
road was constructed as part of the I-880 freeway project, curb returns were provided at
10th Street and 14th Street for connections to the frontage road. About the same time, the
City of Oakland conducted the West Oakland Transportation and Economic Development
Study (circa 1998) that addressed the question of whether to provide connections between
West Oakland and the I-880 frontage road. Because community residents expressed
concerns over the potential for cut-through traffic (i.e., motorists traversing West Oakland
residential streets to access the frontage road), the City of Oakland decided not to provide
connections between the frontage road and Wood Street. Since that decision, concrete
barriers have been in place to prevent frontage road access from all streets (except 10th
Street, which CWS truck traffic can now use to access the frontage road). Thus, the
circulation layout for the Project Area was designed to respect the community’s earlier
sentiments.
Finally, the proposed Wood Street Overlay Zone would assure a transition in scale from
the existing neighborhood to the proposed mixed-use development and would promote an
active and pedestrian-scaled street frontage along Wood Street (see page 2-8 and Appendix
H of the Draft EIR). Notably, the building frontage along Wood Street would be occupied
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to enliven the street space and to encourage pedestrian use, as suggested by the commentor.
Also, uses like surface parking and other facilities, which do not support pedestrian
circulation or welcome the community into the Project Area, would be restricted within the
proposed Wood Street Overlay Zone.
SP34.5

The commentor indicates the importance of paying tribute to the Pullman Porters as well as
using the 16th Street Train Station building as a money-making venture and resource for the
community. Please refer to “Mitigations for Impacts to the 16th Street Train Station” in
Master Response 4, specifically Mitigation Measures CR-2.7 and CR-2.8, which present
actions that will help commemorate the historical significance of the area.

SP34.6

The commentor predicts that the Project will cause major traffic problems, particularly on
Grand Avenue, as well as associated air pollution. Please refer to Response 18.6,
regarding the impacts of the Project and cumulative impacts on traffic congestion. Also see
Master Response 3, “Diesel Fuel Emissions and Particulate Matter” as well as “ProjectRelated Trips in West Oakland.”

SP35.

Marilyn Reynolds

SP35.1

The commentor expresses support for the Project and the economic benefits it would bring
to neighborhood schools. Since the comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR nor
the City’s compliance with CEQA, no further response is needed in this document. The
merits of the Project will be discussed at upcoming Planning Commission and City Council
hearings on the Project.

SP35.2

The commentor notes that some of the current diesel emissions will be eliminated with
implementation of the Project. The Project would also reduce emissions compared to the
existing General Plan and OARB Area Redevelopment Plan.

SP35.3

The commentor expresses concern about the scale of development and provisions of open
space. The proposed Wood Street Overlay Zone would assure a transition in scale from
the existing neighborhood to the proposed mixed-use development and would promote an
active and pedestrian-scaled street frontage along Wood Street (see page 2-8 and Appendix
H of the Draft EIR). Notably, the building frontage along Wood Street would be occupied
to enliven the street space and to encourage pedestrian use. Also, uses like surface parking
and other facilities, which do not support pedestrian circulation or welcome the community
into the Project Area, would be restricted within the proposed Wood Street Overlay Zone.
The public plaza, proposed for Development Area Nine, would serve as a gathering place
where new residents and existing members of the West Oakland community could enjoy
public and private events. These Project features are intended to avoid a physical
separation between the Project Area and the West Oakland community.
Impact PS-5 on page 3.4-12 of the Draft EIR discusses the Project's impacts on
recreational space. The analysis acknowledges that the Project would provide less than the
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City's goal of 4 acres per 1,000 population, but would still create 1.39 acres of public open
space and another 122,925 square feet of Private Open Space under the Maximum
Residential Scenario and another 109,725 square feet of Private Open Space under the
Maximum Trips Scenario. Finally, please refer to Master Response 1, “Consideration of
Alternative Development Proposals/Components,” for additional discussion regarding the
commentor’s desire for more open space.
SP35.4

The commentor expresses the desire to preserve 16th Street Train Station history. Please
refer to the “16th Street Train Station” in Master Response 4, as well as the “Mitigation for
Impacts to the 16th Street Train Station” section, which presents actions that will help
commemorate the historical significance of the area.

SP36.

Commissioner Killian

SP36.1

The Commissioner requests further explanation of traffic flow in the Project Area. Of the
Project traffic distributed to the north, in the direction of Emeryville, 19 percent of Project
traffic would be from I-80, serving destinations from beyond Powell Street in Emeryville.
Table 3.4-4 on page 3.4-16 of the Draft EIR indicates that approximately 57 percent of
Project traffic would be from Oakland. Approximately half the trips distributed to the
following locations would be from within the City:
•
•
•

I-880 South
Mandela North of 32nd
40th East of Hollis

All of the trips on the following routes would be from within the City:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

I-580 East (local)
Grand East of Adeline
Grand East of Northgate
7th East of Market
Powell Street
14th East of Market
18th East of Mandela
West Oakland BART
Estuary

The distribution of Project trips was derived from the Alameda County Congestion
Management Agency Countywide Transportation Model. The land use assumptions for the
model are typically provided by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), but
they were updated to include recent and anticipated future development projects in
Oakland, as well as other changes in employment and population. The land use update was
prepared by Hausrath Economics Group based on input from City of Oakland staff, the
General Plan buildout, Port of Oakland staff, and analysis of economic and real estate
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market data and trends. The cumulative growth scenario created for the Project is
presented in Appendix C of the Draft EIR. Also see Master Response 2, “Project-Related
Trips in West Oakland,” and Master Response 5 regarding population and growth
projections.

SP37.

Commissioner Franklin

SP37.1

The Commissioner expresses concern about jobs and job training with regard to the
Project. The Commissioner is referred to Master Response 5 for a discussion on this topic.

SP37.2

The Commissioner would like the Draft EIR to better address the needs of schools. Please
refer to Response 15.1 through 15.11 regarding impacts to schools.

SP37.3

The Commissioner expresses concern about the connectivity of streets within the Project
Area and about the design of the plaza at the 16th Street Train Station. Internal connectivity
would be provided primarily through the proposed pedestrian circulation system shown in
Figure 2-6 on page 2-25 of the Draft EIR. Pedestrian and vehicular connections would be
provided along Wood Street and along the frontage road, and pedestrian connections to the
West Oakland community would be available via the extensions of 14th, 18th, and 20th
Streets.
As discussed in Master Response 2, Circulation Impacts, when the I-880 frontage road was
constructed as part of the I-880 freeway project, curb returns were provided at 10th Street
and 14th Street for connections to the frontage road. About the same time, the City of
Oakland conducted the West Oakland Transportation and Economic Development Study
(circa 1998) that addressed the question of whether to provide connections between West
Oakland and the I-880 frontage road. Because community residents expressed concerns
over the potential for cut-through traffic (i.e., motorists traversing West Oakland
residential streets to access the frontage road), the City of Oakland decided not to provide
connections between the frontage road and Wood Street. Since that decision, concrete
barriers have been in place to prevent frontage road access from all streets (except 10th
Street, which CWS truck traffic can now use to access the frontage road). Thus, the
circulation layout for the Project Area was designed to respect the community’s earlier
sentiments.
The public open space, particularly the public plaza proposed for Development Area Nine,
is intended to attract and be used by the larger West Oakland and citywide community, as
well as by Project residents. Page 2-21 of the Draft EIR describes ideas for the public
plaza, such as gatherings and outdoor events like farmers markets, which are inviting and
generally desired by the larger community. Both vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle access
to the plaza would be available via the proposed extension of 16th Street into the Project
Area and around the plaza.
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SP37.4

The Draft EIR acknowledges that in the transition zone between the Project Area and West
Oakland, there can be potential land use and visual compatibility conflicts. In particular,
these impacts are discussed in Impact LU-2 on page 3.2-24 and in Impact VQ-3 beginning
on page 3.3-15 of the Draft EIR. The proposed Wood Street Overlay Zone would assure a
transition in scale from the existing neighborhood to the proposed mixed-use development
and would promote an active and pedestrian-scaled street frontage along Wood Street (see
page 2-8 and Appendix H of the Draft EIR). Figure 5.23-1 on page 35 of Appendix H
shows that buildings would step back along Wood Street. In addition, the building frontage
along Wood Street would be occupied to enliven the street space and to encourage
pedestrian use. Also, uses like surface parking and other facilities, which do not support
pedestrian circulation or welcome the community into the Project Area, would be restricted
within the proposed Wood Street Overlay Zone.

SP38.

Commissioner Jang

SP38.1

The Commissioner is referred to “16th Street Train Station Impacts” in Master Response 4
for a detailed discussion of the Project impacts to the 16th Street Train Station and of
mitigation for those impacts.

SP38.2

The Commissioner states that the photomontages of both the demolition and preservation
elements of the 16th Street Train Station were unclear. The primary purpose and intent of
the visual simulation is to give the reader a general sense of the height, scale, and massing
of the proposed development. Figure 3.3-7 of the Draft EIR illustrates the proposed
changes to the visual setting as seen from Wood Street and 16th Street, facing the historic
16th Street Train Station. The figure shows that the Main Hall is preserved with new taller
structures to the left (south) and to the right (north). The trees referenced by the
commentor are part of the landscaping intended for the public plaza that would be
constructed in front of the Train Station. The portions of the train station to be preserved
versus those portions to be removed can best be seen in Figure CR-4 in Section 3 of the
Final EIR.

SP38.3

The Commissioner requests clarification on how Alan Dreyfuss’ suggestions regarding
heights of the buildings next to the 16th Street Train Station were incorporated into the
Draft EIR. Please refer to “16th Street Train Station Impacts” in Master Response 4 in the
subsection titled, “Mitigation for Impacts to the 16th Street Train Station” for how the
Dreyfuss report suggestions correlate to the EIR mitigation measures.

SP38.4

The Commissioner expresses a desire for the 16th Street Train Station platform and
canopies to be preserved. For an explanation why all of the 16th Street Train Station
facilities would not be preserved, please refer to “Project Impacts to the 16th Street Train
Station” in Master Response 4.

SP38.5

The Commissioner expresses concern about the connectivity of streets with the Project
Area. Internal connectivity would be provided primarily through the proposed pedestrian
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circulation system shown in Figure 2-6 on page 2-25 of the Draft EIR. Pedestrian and
vehicular connections would be provided along Wood Street and along the frontage road,
and pedestrian connections to the West Oakland community would be available via the
extensions of 14th, 18th, and 20th Streets.
As discussed in Master Response 2, “Circulation Impacts,” when the I-880 frontage road
was constructed as part of the I-880 freeway project, curb returns were provided at 10th
Street and 14th Street for connections to the frontage road. About the same time, the City
of Oakland conducted the West Oakland Transportation and Economic Development Study
(circa 1998) that addressed the question of whether to provide connections between West
Oakland and the I-880 frontage road. Because community residents expressed concerns
over the potential for cut-through traffic (i.e., motorists traversing West Oakland
residential streets to access the frontage road), the City of Oakland decided not to provide
connections between the frontage road and Wood Street. Since that decision, concrete
barriers have been in place to prevent frontage road access from all streets (except 10th
Street, which CWS truck traffic can now use to access the frontage road). Thus, the
circulation layout for the Project Area was designed to respect the community’s earlier
sentiments.

SP39.

Commissioner Lighty

SP39.1

The Commissioner acknowledges that the EIR/CEQA process is an imperfect vehicle to
address social impacts of projects, but asks that the Project Sponsors address these
questions/impacts. Master Response 5 provides a review of socioeconomic considerations
related to the Project including issues of gentrification and local hire policies. The City’s
socioeconomics report provides important information regarding the merits of the Project
and the socioeconomic implications of the Project. Given the community’s interest in this
study, it has been included as Appendix C to this Final EIR.

SP39.2

The Commissioner notes that on the east side of the freeway in the Project Area, the City
should consider a trucking use or some kind of residential development. The possibility of
a trucking use is explored in Section 5, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR. Specifically, the
No Project/General Plan Alternative considers buildout of the Project Area with general
industrial, transportation-related uses (see page 5-4 of the Draft EIR). The possibility of
residential development is explored under three different Project scenarios, ranging from
1,084 units to 1,570 units.

SP39.3

The Commissioner expresses a desire for affordable housing to be considered as part of the
Project. Please see “Consideration of Alternative Development Proposals/Components” in
Master Response 1.

SP39.4

The Commissioner requests preservation of the 16th Street Train Station. Please see “16th
Street Train Station” in Master Response 4.
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SP39.5

The Commissioner notes that while diesel emissions and other air pollutants will be less
with the Project than with trucking uses, these emissions should still be mitigated. Please
refer to Master Response 3, “Diesel Fuel Emissions and Particulate Matter” and Master
Response 2, “Project Impacts,” for discussion on this issue.

SP39.6

As noted by the Commissioner, traffic impacts would be significant at the intersection of
West Grand Avenue/Mandela Parkway. In 2025, with no development at the Project Area,
the intersection would operate at LOS F during the PM peak hour. Under the Maximum
Residential Scenario, PM peak hour delays in 2025 would increase 7.5 seconds at the
intersection; under the Maximum Trips Scenario, 24.3 seconds (see Table 3.4-10 on page
3.4-31). To reduce these unacceptable delays, Mitigation Measure TR-9.2, on page 3.4-34
of the Draft EIR, calls for providing protected left-turn signal phasing (left-turn green
arrows) for the West Grand Avenue approaches to the intersection of West Grand
Avenue/Mandela Parkway. The mitigation would provide LOS D traffic operations for
2025 cumulative conditions. LOS D satisfies the City of Oakland’s requirements for
intersection operations outside the downtown area.

SP39.7

The Commissioner requests that the EIR address preservation alternatives that include all
of the 16th Street Train Station facilities. Please refer to Master Response 4, “Project
Impacts to the 16th Street Train Station” for an explanation why all of the Train Station
facilities would not be preserved. The EIR studies a Preservation Alternative that evaluates
the impacts of a project that would preserve the entire Station.

SP39.8

The Commissioner asks that local hiring practices be addressed by the Project. Please see
Master Response 5 for a discussion of this issue.

SP39.9

The Commissioner requests that the Project Sponsors consider preservation and/or reuse of
the Pacific Coast Canning Company. The Project does not propose to demolish the
cannery building. For further discussion of this building, please refer to Master Response
4, “Pacific Coast Canning Company.”

SP39.10

The Commissioner requests that social impacts be considered in the EIR. As explained in
Master Response 5, social issues are important and should be acknowledged, but would not
be considered significant impacts under CEQA. The EIR must focus on physical
environmental changes that result from implementation of a proposed project, as explained
on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR. The socioeconomics report prepared by the City provides
important information regarding the merits of the Project and the socioeconomic
implications of the Project, but this information should not affect the EIR nor result in a
delay in the CEQA process. Given the community’s interest in this study, it has been
included as Appendix C to this Final EIR.
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SP40.

Commissioner Lee

SP40.1

The Commissioner notes some of the Project merits and suggests that the community apply
pressure to ensure the area is revitalized in a way that spurs local hiring. Since the
comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR nor the City’s compliance with CEQA,
no further response is needed in this document. However, the Commissioner may refer to
Master Response 1, “Consideration of Alternative Development Proposals/Components”
and to Master Response 5.

SP41.

Commissioner Mudge

SP41.1

The Commissioner requests detailed analysis of cumulative traffic impacts. The analysis of
cumulative conditions included development of the Project in combination with other
related projects, including redevelopment of the Oakland Army Base, as well as
background growth contained in the ABAG land use forecasts. The methodology for
deriving the cumulative scenario is presented on page 3.4-16 of the Draft EIR, with more
details provided in Appendix C. The updated cumulative growth scenario presented in
Appendix C was developed in consultation with City and Port staff. Please see Response
18.6 regarding the impacts of the Project and cumulative impacts on traffic congestion.

SP41.2

The Commissioner states that there should be sufficient open space for the Project. Please
see page 3.14-12 of the Draft EIR for discussion of open space impacts. The Maximum
Residential Scenario would result in the creation of 4.22 acres of public and private open
space. Please also see the discussion entitled “Consideration of Alternative Development
Proposals/Components” in Master Response 1.

SP41.3

The Commissioner supports the mixed-use commercial component of the Project. This
comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR or the City’s compliance with CEQA,
so no further response is needed in this document. Additional discussion of the merits of
the Project, as well as Project conditions of approval that may include provisions regarding
the neighborhood commercial aspects will occur at the upcoming Planning Commission and
City Council hearings on the Project.

SP41.4

The Commissioner expresses the desirability of analyzing the social and fiscal impacts of
the Project, but notes that the EIR/CEQA process is not the appropriate mechanism to do
so. This comment reflects the EIR preparers understanding of CEQA and the present
contents of the Draft EIR. Nevertheless, given the community’s interest in this study, it
has been included as Appendix C to this Final EIR.
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5.3 LANDMARKS PRESERVATION ADVISORY BOARD PUBLIC HEARING
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
The October 18, 2004 Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board public hearing transcript is reproduced
beginning on the next page, followed by responses to the speakers.
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SL1.

Ms. Shiv

SL1.1

The commentor requests that the 16th Street Train Station be re-roofed as soon as possible
to prevent further deterioration. Please see “16th Street Train Station” in Master Response
4, specifically “Mitigation for Impacts to the 16th Street Train Station.” A new roof has
been installed by BUILD, the Project Sponsor for the train station site.

SL1.2

The commentor requests additional information about the history of the 16th Street Train
Station and expresses concern about removal of the Elevated Tracks and the Baggage
Wing. For an explanation why all of the Elevated Tracks and the Baggage Wing would not
be preserved, please refer to “16th Street Train Station” in Master Response 4, specifically
the subsection titled, “Feasibility of Retaining Baggage Wing and All of the Elevated
Tracks.”

SL1.3

The commentor asserts that the analysis of Bea’s Hotel in the Draft EIR should be redone.
Please see “Bea’s Hotel” in Master Response 4 for an expanded discussion of this
property.

SL1.4

The commentor feels that the Draft EIR does not adequately address the cultural and
historic importance of the area. Please see “16th Street Train Station” in Master Response
4 for an expanded discussion.

SL1.5

The commentor feels that the relationship of the Project and the surrounding community
should be considered. The Project Area vicinity consists of both industrial and residential
uses proximate to one another. The Project Area to the west of Wood Street is
characterized by large undeveloped lots used for trailer storage, large underutilized
industrial-type buildings, and few street amenities such as street trees or sidewalks. This
description of the Project Area is illustrated in Views 3 through 7 of Figure 3.3-2 of the
Draft EIR. Thus, the existing interface between the Project Area and the existing West
Oakland community is neither attractive nor conducive to integrating the Project Area with
West Oakland.
The Project would substantially change this relationship and replace the undeveloped
storage lots and underutilized and visually degraded industrial uses with a high-density,
mixed-use development with buildings ranging from 40- to 90-feet tall. While development
plans have not yet been prepared for the entire Project Area, Figure 2-3 on page 2-9 of the
Draft EIR presents an illustrative site plan showing a possible layout for the structures, the
roadways, and the open space areas. Figures 2-5 and 2-6 on pages 2-22 and 2-25,
respectively, depict the internal circulation and the connections to the West Oakland
community. From the plan views offered by these diagrams, the Project would introduce
land uses, linkages, and street amenities/landscaping that are more attractive and more
conducive to integrating the Project Area with West Oakland than the existing conditions.
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The Draft EIR acknowledges that in this transition zone between the Project Area and West
Oakland, there can be potential land use and visual compatibility conflicts. In particular,
these impacts are discussed in Impact LU-2 on page 3.2-24 and in Impact VQ-3 beginning
on page 3.3-15 of the Draft EIR. The proposed Wood Street Overlay Zone would assure a
transition in scale from the existing neighborhood to the proposed mixed-use development
and would promote an active and pedestrian-scaled street frontage along Wood Street (see
page 2-8 and Appendix H of the Draft EIR). Notably, the building frontage along Wood
Street would be occupied to enliven the street space and to encourage pedestrian use. Also,
uses like parking facilities, which do not support pedestrian circulation or welcome the
community into the Project Area, would be limited on Wood Street as part of the proposed
Wood Street Overlay Zone.
As discussed in Master Response 2, “Circulation Impacts,” when the I-880 frontage road
was constructed as part of the I-880 freeway project, curb returns were provided at 10th
Street and 14th Street for connections to the frontage road. About the same time, the City
of Oakland conducted the West Oakland Transportation and Economic Development Study
(circa 1998) that addressed the question of whether to provide connections between West
Oakland and the I-880 frontage road. Because community residents expressed concerns
over the potential for cut-through traffic (i.e., motorists traversing West Oakland
residential streets to access the frontage road), the City of Oakland decided not to provide
connections between the frontage road and Wood Street. Since that decision, concrete
barriers have been in place to prevent frontage road access from all streets (except 10th
Street, which CWS truck traffic can now use to access the frontage road). Thus, the
circulation layout for the Project Area was designed to respect the community’s earlier
sentiments. Nevertheless, there are planned pedestrian connections between the Project
Area and the West Oakland community along the extensions of 14th, 18th, and 20th Streets.
The public open space, particularly the public plaza proposed for Development Area Nine,
is intended to attract and be used by the larger West Oakland and citywide community, as
well as by Project residents. Page 2-21 of the Draft EIR describes ideas for the public
plaza, such as gatherings and outdoor events like farmers markets, which are inviting and
generally desired by the larger community. While it is true that the commercial/retail uses
would be available to serve Project residents, other members of the community would not
be discouraged or prevented from patronizing these businesses.
The design guidelines contained in the proposed Wood Street Zoning District address street
front openings and entries; building frontages, setback and height requirements along the
Wood Street frontage; and building massing and articulation. These guidelines represent
tangible means of using physical design to promote interaction, rather than isolation,
between the Project Area and the West Oakland community.
Further comments and discussions regarding the integration of the Project Area
development proposals with the community are expected to occur during the subsequent
review of individual Preliminary and Final Development Plans.
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SL2.

Unidentified Speaker

SL2.1

The commentor questioned publication of notice in the Tribune, availability of EIRs in CD
format, and destruction of EIRs. Notice must be given by publication, or by posting, or by
direct mailing to the owners and occupants of property contiguous to the parcels on which
the Project is located. For the Wood Street Project Draft EIR, approximately 900 notices
were mailed to those who requested special notice, interested groups, and nearby property
owners and occupants. In addition, notices were posted with the County Clerk. Notices
were also published in the Oakland Tribune. Extensive comments were received, and
hearings on the Draft EIR were well-attended, indicating that the notice efforts were
successful. The Draft EIR was made available on Compact Disk as well as in print. The
Wood Street EIR is currently available at City offices, and will not be discarded or
destroyed before Project approval is considered.

SL2.2

The commentor feels there should be a requirement to preserve historic documents,
including those with specifics about the Project Area. Please refer to “16th Street Train
Station” in Master Response 4. Please see the proposal for community participation in
reuse of the Main Hall in new Mitigation Measures CR-2.5, which would include
consideration of displays of such documents.

SL3.

Monsa Nitoto

SL3.1

The commentor, as the chairperson of the Coalition for West Oakland Revitalization,
expresses a desire to own and oversee the 16th Street Train Station and to form a non-profit
headquarters adjacent to the site. Please refer to “Mitigation for Impacts to the 16th Street
Train Station” in Master Response 4.

SL3.2

The commentor further explains the desire of Coalition for West Oakland Revitalization to
own the 16th Street Train Station. Please refer to “16th Street Train Station” in Master
Response 4, specifically the mitigations subsection.

SL3.3

The commentor reinforces a desire to preserve the history of the 16th Street Train Station.
Please see the “16th Street Train Station” in Master Response 4 for discussion of the
historical significance of the 16th Street Train Station. Also note Mitigation Measures CR2.7 and CR-2.8 in “Mitigation for Impacts to the 16th Street Train Station” section of
Master Response 4, which present actions that will help commemorate the historical
significance of the area.

SL4.

Norman Hooks

SL4.1

The commentor expresses support for the Project and the preservation of the Train Station
and asks whether any repairs have been made to the 16th Street Train Station roof. Since
the comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR nor the City’s compliance with
CEQA, no further response is needed in this document. The merits of the Project will be
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discussed at upcoming Planning Commission and City Council hearings on the Project.
However, please refer to the Master Response 4, “Mitigation for Impacts to the 16th Street
Train Station,” Mitigation Measure CR-2.3, which details actions to preclude deterioration
of the train station roof. Also note in “Baseline Condition of the 16th Street Train Station”
in Master Response 4 that in early 2001, BUILD retained a contractor to perform
weatherization work and installed a new roof.
SL4.2

The commentor is correct in noting that the EIR acknowledges the Train Station as the
terminus of the transcontinental railroad (see Section 3.7, Cultural Resources, of the Draft
EIR) and that the Project Sponsors are considering some means to recognize the stations
history (see Master Response 4).

SL5.

Cynthia Shartzer

SL5.1

The commentor expresses support for the Preservation Alternative, which includes
preservation of the Elevated Tracks and the Baggage Wing. For an explanation why all of
the 16th Street Train Station facilities would not be preserved under the Project, please refer
to Master Response 4, “Project Impacts to the 16th Street Train Station.”

SL5.2

The commentor requests information about the historical significance of Bea’s Hotel and
about its redevelopment. Please refer to Master Response 4, “Bea’s Hotel” for this
discussion. The Draft EIR reports on page 3.7-4 that this structure is a representative
architectural example of a Colonial Revival hotel; however, the Oakland Heritage Cultural
Survey rated the building a status code of Dc2+ (of secondary importance). In accordance
with the City’s policy articulated in Policy 3.8 of the Historic Preservation Element,
buildings with this status code are not considered historic resources under CEQA. The
Draft EIR does, however, include a project alternative that considers the preservation of
Bea’s Hotel (see pages 5-7 through 5-8).

SL6.

Anna Naruta

SL6.1

The commentor requests clarification how the proposed demolition of the Elevated Tracks
and the Baggage Wing comply with Secretary of Interior Standards. Please refer to
“Mitigation for Impacts to the 16th Street Train Station” in Master Response 4, which
explains that Secretary of Interior Standards for treatment of historic structures are
guidelines that can be applied to any project or any portion of a project, and do not prohibit
demolition of other projects or other portions of a project.

SL6.2

The commentor requests more information why the Pacific Coast Canning Company is not
considered a historic resource in the Draft EIR. For more information about this
determination, please refer to Master Response 4, “Pacific Coast Canning Company.” The
Draft EIR reports on pages 3.7-3 and 3.7-4 that this complex was notable and that the
cannery’s founder, Lew Hing, was an important figure in local ethnic and industrial
history; however, the Oakland Heritage Cultural Survey rated the Pacific Coast Canning
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Company buildings a status code of Cb+2+ (of secondary importance). In accordance
with the City’s policy articulated in Policy 3.8 of the Historic Preservation Element,
buildings with this status code are not considered historic resources under CEQA.
SL 6.3

The commentor feels that the archaeological mitigation in the Draft EIR is inadequate and
that a preconstruction archaeological sensitivity plan be conducted. The commentor is
referred to Master Response 4, “Archaeological Resources,” for a discussion on this topic.

SL 6.4

The commentor reiterates interest in an archaeological survey report being conducted prior
to construction, since the Project would lie in the vicinity of the Cypress freeway, where
many historic resources were discovered during its construction. Please refer to Master
Response 4, “Archaeological Resources,” for a discussion on this topic. Also note that
information on the Cypress Freeway Replacement Project was available and reviewed by
the EIR authors in preparing the Draft EIR. The mitigation measure proposed to address
the potentially significant archaeological resources is a practical approach and one that is
routinely recommended by professional archaeologists. This same approach has been
recommended and successfully implemented throughout the Bay Area in areas that have a
potential to discover archaeological resources.

SL7.

Board Member Kershaw

SL7.1

The Board member requests that all mitigation measures be clearly outlined. Please refer
to “16th Street Train Station” in Master Response 4, specifically the subsection, “Mitigation
for Impacts to the 16th Street Train Station.” (Note Mitigation Measures CR-2.2 and CR2.6, which respond directly to the Board member’s question about salvaging materials from
structures proposed for demolition.)

SL8.

Board Member Parish

SL8.1

The Board member states that the traffic study is inadequate. Please refer to Master
Response 2, “Project Impacts,” regarding circulation impacts, and Master Response 4,
“16th Street Train Station,” regarding project impacts and mitigation to the 16th Street Train
Station.

SL 8.2

The Board member is concerned about the funding for the 16th Street Train Station
preservation. Please refer to Master Response 4, “Mitigation for Impacts to the 16th Street
Train Station,” specifically new Mitigation Measures CR-2.5 and CR-2.6.

SL9.

Board Member Armstrong

SL9.1

The Board member states that she is concerned with the removal of the Elevated Tracks.
Please refer to “16th Street Train Station” in Master Response 4, specifically subsection
“Project Impacts to the 16th Street Train Station,” which explains why a portion of the
Elevated Tracks would be demolished as part of the Project.
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SL9.2

The Board member asks if there will be archaeological review of the Project. Please refer
to Master Response 4, “Archaeological Resources.”

SL9.3

The Board member requests that the developer re-roof and/or waterproof the Main Hall of
the 16th Street Train Station. Please refer to “16th Street Train Station” in Master Response
4, specifically the subsection, “Mitigation for Impacts to the 16th Street Train Station,” new
Mitigation Measure CR-2.3. Also note in “Baseline Condition of the 16th Street Train
Station” in Master Response 4 that in early 2001, BUILD retained a contractor to perform
weatherization work and installed a new roof.

SL10.

Board Member Gilmartin

SL10.1

The Board member requests that the Elevated Tracks and Baggage Wing be preserved. For
an explanation why all of the Elevated Tracks and the Baggage Wing would not be
preserved, please refer to Master Response 4, “Project Impacts to the 16th Street Train
Station.” The Preservation Alternative considers an alternative under which the Elevated
Tracks and Baggage Wing would be preserved.

SL10.2

Please refer to Master Response 4, “Mitigation for Impacts to the 16th Street Train
Station.”

SL10.3

The Board member requests tangible mitigation that addresses the history of rail in West
Oakland. Please refer to “16th Street Train Station” in Master Response 4, specifically the
subsection, “Mitigation for Impacts to the 16th Street Train Station.” Please note the Board
member’s suggestion to collect oral histories has been included in new Mitigation Measure
CR-2.7.

SL10.4

The Board member requests an improved analysis of Bea’s Hotel and the weatherproofing
of the Main Hall. Please refer to “Bea’s Hotel” in Master Response 4 and Mitigation
Measure CR-2.3 in subsection “Mitigation for Impacts to the 16th Street Train Station,”
which details actions to waterproof the roof. Also note in “Baseline Condition of the 16th
Street Train Station” in Master Response 4 that in early 2001, BUILD retained a contractor
to perform weatherization work and installed a new roof.

SL10.5

The Board member notes that the Project Sponsor has already taken measures to repair the
roof of the Main Hall. She also requests that if any leakage occurs, the Project Sponsor
will repair it. Please refer to “16th Street Train Station” in Master Response 4, specifically
the subsection, “Mitigation for Impacts to the 16th Street Train Station,” new Mitigation
Measure CR-2.3.
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