
 

P R E P A R E D  B Y  

D E S I G N ,  C O M M U N I T Y  &  E N V I R O N M E N T  

 

S I E N A  H I L L  

D R A F T  E I R  

H i l l s i d e  H o m e s ,  I n c .  

N o v e m b e r  2 2 ,  2 0 0 4  



TABLE 1   PROJECT DATA 

Project Name Siena Hill 

Project Location 
In the 4200 block of Keller Avenue, between 
Greenridge Drive and Rilea Way, Oakland, CA 

Assessor’s Parcel Number 40A-3547-033-01 

Size of Site 3.9 acres 

Existing General Plan Designation Detached Unit Residential 

Existing Zoning R-50, Medium Density Residential 

“Best Fit” Zoning R-30, One-Family Residential 

Existing Use vacant 

Proposed Use 32 Single-Family Homes 

Required Approvals 

NPDES Storm Water Pollution Prevention Permit  
Tentative Tract Map approval  
Planned Unit Development approval 
Variances from Development Standards  
Tree Removal/Protection Permit 
Grading Permit 
Construction Permit 
Design Review 

City Contact 
Heather Klein, Planner II 
(510) 238-3659 

Project Sponsor Ed Patmont, Hillside Homes, Inc. 

 

 



 

P R E P A R E D  B Y  

D E S I G N ,  C O M M U N I T Y  &  E N V I R O N M E N T  
1 6 0 0  S H A T T U C K  A V E N U E ,  S U I T E  2 2 2  T E L :  5 1 0  8 4 8  3 8 1 5  
B E R K E L E Y ,  C A L I F O R N I A  9 4 7 0 9  F A X :  5 1 0  8 4 8  4 3 1 5  
 

i n  a s s o c i a t i o n  w i t h  

D O N A L D  B A L L A N T I  
E N V I R O N M E N T A L  C O L L A B O R A T I V E  
A R C H E O - T E C  
G A R Y  U N D E R D A H L  
Q U E S T A  E N G I N E E R I N G  
R O S E N ,  G O L D B E R G  &  D E R  
K O R V E  E N G I N E E R I N G  

1 6 0 0  S H A T T U C K  A V E N U E  

S U I T E  2 2 2  

B E R K E L E Y ,  C A  9 4 7 0 9  

T E L :  5 1 0  8 4 8  3 8 1 5  

F A X :  5 1 0  8 4 8  4 3 1 5  

S I E N A  H I L L  

D R A F T  E I R  

H i l l s i d e  H o m e s ,  I n c .  

N o v e m b e r  2 2 ,  2 0 0 4  



 



 i  

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

1. INTRODUCTION ........................................................................................  1 
 

2. REPORT SUMMARY .....................................................................................  5 
 

3. PROJECT DESCRIPTION ...............................................................................  27 
 

4. ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION...................................................................  45 

 4.1 AESTHETICS ....................................................................................  47 

 4.2 AIR QUALITY ..................................................................................  79 

 4.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES..................................................................  89 

 4.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES .................................................................... 111 

 4.5 GEOLOGY, SEISMICITY AND SOILS ..................................................... 119 

 4.6 HYDROLOGY .................................................................................. 131 

 4.7 LAND USE AND PUBLIC POLICY ........................................................ 149 

 4.8 NOISE ............................................................................................ 159 

 4.9 TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION ...................................................... 177 

 4.10 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS........................................................ 207 
 

5. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT ................................................. 215 
 

6. CEQA-REQUIRED ASSESSMENT CONCLUSIONS ............................................ 229 
 

7. REPORT PREPARERS .................................................................................... 235 
 
 

Appendices 
Appendix A: Notice of Preparation, Initial Study and Comments  
Appendix B: Air Quality Report 
Appendix C: Biological Resources Assessment 
Appendix D: Phase I Cultural Resources Evaluation 

Appendix E: Geotechnical Investigation 
Appendix F. Hydrologic Investigation 
Appendix G: Hydraulic Calculations 
Appendix H: Noise Impact Analysis 
Appendix I: Traffic Impact Analysis 



S I E N A  H I L L  
D R A F T  E I R  
T A B L E  O F  C O N T E N T S  

i i  

List of Figures 
1. Regional Location ..................................................................................  28 
2. Local Location........................................................................................  29 
3. Neighborhood Context Plan .................................................................  31 
4. Site Plan..................................................................................................  35 
5. Site Sections............................................................................................  37 
6. West Elevations ......................................................................................  39 
7. Existing Conditions: Northern Portion of Project Site.........................  51 
8. Existing Conditions: Southern Portion of Project Site..........................  52 
9. Keller Avenue to the North and South of the Project Site....................  54 
10. Residential Neighborhoods to the East of the Project Site....................  55 
11. Residential Neighborhoods to the West of the Project Site ..................  56 
12. Views from the Project Site ...................................................................  59 
13. Existing View of the Project Site from Visual Simulation Viewpoint...  62 
14. Visual Simulation of the Proposed Project ............................................  63 
15. Proposed Project: View North from Keller Avenue .............................  65 
16. Proposed Project: View South from Keller Avenue ..............................  67 
17. Test Pit Locations .................................................................................. 124 
18. Predicted Site Hydrology....................................................................... 137 
19. Noise Measurement Locations............................................................... 164 
20. Hourly Plot Of Measured Noise Levels ................................................ 165 
21. Study Intersections ................................................................................. 179 
22. Existing and Proposed Lane Geometry and Control ............................ 180 
23. Existing Traffic Volumes: AM (PM) Peak Hour ................................... 183 
24. Existing Plus Approved Traffic Volumes: AM (PM) Peak Hour .......... 186 
25. Project Trip Volumes............................................................................. 193 
26. Project Trip Distribution: AM Peak Hour............................................ 194 
27. Project Trip Distribution: PM Peak Hour ............................................ 195 
28. Cumulative (with Project) Traffic Volumes: AM (PM) Peak Hour ...... 197 

List of Tables 
1. Project Data....................................................................  inside front cover 
2. Summary Of Impacts And Mitigation Measures ...................................  10 
3. Federal And State Ambient Air Quality Standards ...............................  81 



S I E N A  H I L L  
D R A F T  E I R  

T A B L E  O F  C O N T E N T S  

i i i  

4. Potential Special Status Species For Oakland Hills Vicinity, Alameda 
County ...................................................................................................  96 

5. Active And Potentially Active Faults in the Project Site Vicinity ........ 122 
6. Pre- and Post-Development Storm Water Discharge............................. 145 
7. City of Oakland Construction Noise Standards at Receiving Property 

Line, Dba................................................................................................ 162 
8. City of Oakland Operational Noise Standards at Receiving Property 

Line, Dba................................................................................................ 162 
9. Existing Environment: Short-Term Noise Measurement Results ......... 166 
10. Noise Levels Of Construction Equipment ............................................ 170 
11. Intersection Level Of Service Definitions.............................................. 181 
12. Existing Conditions: Intersection Level Of Service............................... 184 
13. Project Trip Generation......................................................................... 192 
14. Future Intersection Level Of Service Summary .................................... 198 
15. Worst Minor Street Movements ............................................................ 199 
16. Comparison of Project Alternatives ...................................................... 218 



S I E N A  H I L L  
D R A F T  E I R  
T A B L E  O F  C O N T E N T S  

i v  

 





4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION 


45 


This chapter consists of nine sections that evaluate the environmental impacts 
of the proposed Siena Hill project.  Each section follows the same format, and 
consists of the following subsections: 


♦ The Existing Setting section describes current conditions with regard to 
the environmental factor reviewed. 


♦ The Standards of Significance section tells how an impact is judged to be 
significant in this EIR. 


♦ The Impacts and Mitigation Measures section gives an overview of poten-
tial impacts, tells why impacts were found to be significant or less-than-
significant, numbers and lists identified impacts, and identifies measures 
that would mitigate each impact. 


 
In subsections 4.1 through 4.10 below, each numbered impact is considered 
significant prior to mitigation.  Mitigation measures have been suggested that 
will reduce significant impacts to less-than-significant levels.  Impacts would 
be less-than-significant after mitigation unless they are noted as significant and 
unavoidable in the text. 
 
In this Draft EIR, all mitigation measures are phrased as if they are conditions 
of approval for the proposed project, which they would become if they are 
adopted as such by the City.  Under CEQA, an EIR is required to identify 
mitigation measures that could reduce identified impacts to less-than-
significant levels.  However, the City is not required to adopt these mitigation 
measures, even after the EIR is certified.  The City could also require alterna-
tive mitigation measures that are equally effective, or it could find that the 
identified measures are infeasible and allow the project without mitigation 
under a finding of overriding consideration. 
 
Once the City takes action to approve the project and applies the mitigation 
measures, a mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP) will be 
developed, as required by Public Resources Code Section 21081.6(a).  The 
MMRP will identify responsibility for implementing and monitoring each 
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mitigation measure, along with information as to when the mitigation action 
would occur, monitoring triggers and reporting frequency. 












4.10  UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
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This section describes the potential impacts from the proposed Siena Hill 
project on wastewater and storm water systems.  Analysis of water and solid 
waste services was conducted during the Initial Study on the project. Since the 
project was found to have less-than-significant impacts on these services, wa-
ter and solid waste services are not addressed any further in this EIR.  The 
Initial Study on the project is attached as Appendix A of this EIR.  The hy-
draulic calculations referenced in this chapter are included as Appendix G. 
 
 
A. Existing Setting 
 
1. Regulatory Setting 
Existing regulations in California, such as Senate Bill 610, require detailed 
assessment of available water service for proposed projects of over 500 units.  
The proposed project falls below this threshold, and is therefore not subject 
to these regulations. 
 
2. Existing Conditions 
This section describes the current conditions of and current demands on exist-
ing wastewater and storm water systems in Oakland. 
 
a. Wastewater Service 
The City of Oakland owns, operates and maintains the local sanitary sewer 
collection system through the Public Works Agency.  Oakland’s sewer collec-
tion system includes over 1,000 miles of pipe ranging from 6 to 72 inches in 
diameter.  The majority of the pipes are over 65 years old.   
 
The East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) provides wastewater 
treatment service to the City of Oakland, including the proposed project site.  
Wastewater from the project site would be transported via City of Oakland 
pipes to EBMUD’s Special District No. 1 treatment facility (SD-1) in Oak-
land.  The SD-1 facility is EBMUD’s main wastewater treatment plant.  It has 
the capacity to provide primary treatment for up to 320 million gallons per 
day (MGD) on a consistent basis, and to treat peak flows of up to 415 MGD.  
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The plant has the capacity to provide secondary treatment for up to 168 
MGD.  The current average dry weather flow at the plant is approximately 65 
MGD, and average wet weather flow is 83 MGD.1  Higher wet-weather flows 
are treated at the SD-1 plant as well as at four additional wet-weather treat-
ment plants.  The total combined wet weather capacity is 775 MGD. 
 
In 1999, EBMUD completed its 13-year Wet Weather Program to address 
problems with inflow and infiltration (I/I) into existing sewer lines and 
wastewater treatment facilities.  Inflow is the flow of stormwater directly into 
the sewer system, and infiltration is the flow of stormwater through the soil 
and through the permeable walls of deteriorated sewer pipes.  I/I causes the 
amount of water in the wastewater treatment system to increase dramatically 
and can lead to overflows of untreated wastewater.  The Wet Weather Pro-
gram dramatically increased the wet-weather capacity of the SD-1 treatment 
plant from 290 MGD to 775 MGD.  In addition to these efforts, the City of 
Oakland has undertaken a 25-year effort to maintain and improve its existing 
network of sewer pipes to further reduce I/I impacts on the wastewater facili-
ties of the City and EBMUD. 
 
The proposed project site is in Sub-basin 85-502, which is scheduled for reha-
bilitation by the City in approximately 2008 to 2009.  The site is served by an 
8–inch pipe under Keller Avenue, which extends from the end of Rilea Way 
to a connection with the 8-inch pipe under Greenridge Avenue.   
 
b. Storm Drainage 
The City of Oakland owns, operates and maintains the system of storm water 
pipes, inlets and manholes serving the City.  In addition, the Alameda 
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (ACFCD) owns and 
operates a system of pipelines, drainage channels, erosion control devices and 
pumping stations to manage the storm water collected in the City.  In gen-
eral, the ACFCD is responsible for design of new storm drain systems, and 


                                                         
1 Dave Freitas, EBMUD Wastewater Shift Operator, personal communica-


tion, September 16, 2004. 
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the City is responsible for maintenance of existing pipes and other facilities.  
Alameda County is also responsible for preparing and administering county-
wide storm water protection programs. 
 
The City of Oakland is a member of the Alameda County Clean Water Pro-
gram (ACCWP), a group of agencies that discharge storm water into the San 
Francisco Bay.  The ACCWP is responsible for obtaining an NPDES permit 
approved by the RWQCB.   
 
Existing storm water infrastructure in the proposed project site includes curbs 
and gutters along Keller Avenue, which carry runoff north-northwest to two 
drop inlets, one along Keller Avenue and the other along Greenridge Drive.  
These drop inlets connect to an exiting 18-inch pipe under Keller Avenue, 
which ties in to a 21-inch pipe at the intersection of Keller Avenue and 
Greenridge Drive.  As shown in Table 6 in Chapter 4.6, Hydrology, the exist-
ing pipe capacity of the Keller Avenue inlet is estimated to be 11.40 cubic feet 
per second (cfs) and existing peak discharge flows into the inlet during a 10-
year event are estimated to be 8.90 cfs.  The capacity of the Greenridge Drive 
inlet is estimated to be 30.80 cfs and existing peak discharge flows into the 
inlet during a 10-year event are estimated to be 11.30 cfs.  
 
The project site is located in the watershed of Arroyo Viejo Creek. The Ar-
royo Viejo watershed has its headwaters in the foothills of East Oakland, east 
of I-580.  Arroyo Viejo generally travels west, draining urban development 
west of I-580.  The creek discharges to San Leandro Bay at the northern 
boundary of the Oakland Coliseum.  The lowermost reaches of the creek are 
tidally influenced.   
 
 
B. Standards of Significance 
 
The project would have a significant impact on the environment if it would: 


♦ Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the San Francisco Bay Re-
gional Water Quality Control Board; 
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♦ Require or result in construction of new storm water drainage facilities 
or expansion of existing facilities, construction of which could cause sig-
nificant environmental effects;    


♦ Exceed water supplies available to serve the project from existing enti-
tlements and resources, and require or result in construction of water fa-
cilities or expansion of existing facilities, construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects; 


♦ Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which 
serves or may serve the project that it does not have adequate capacity to 
serve the project's projected demand in addition to the providers' existing 
commitments and require or result in construction of new wastewater 
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, construction of 
which could cause significant environmental effects; 


♦ Be served by a landfill with insufficient permitted capacity to accommo-
date the project’s solid waste disposal needs and require or result in  con-
struction of landfill facilities or expansion of existing facilities, construc-
tion of which could cause significant environmental effects; 


♦ Violate applicable federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related 
to solid waste; 


♦ Violate applicable federal, state and local statutes and regulations relating 
to energy standards; or 


♦ Result in a determination by the energy provider which serves or may 
serve the project that it does not have adequate capacity to serve the pro-
ject's projected demand in addition to the providers' existing commit-
ments and require or result in construction of new energy facilities or ex-
pansion of existing facilities, construction of which could cause signifi-
cant environmental effects. 
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C. Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 
As discussed in the Introduction of this chapter, analysis of water and solid 
waste services was conducted during the Initial Study on the project, and the 
project was found to have less-than-significant impacts on these services.  
They are not discussed further in this EIR.  Impacts to wastewater and storm 
water are discussed below. 
 
1. Wastewater 
 
Impact UTIL-1:  The proposed project would generate increased wastewa-
ter, which would require conveyance by and treatment at existing facili-
ties.  (Less Than Significant) 
 
The proposed project would be expected to generate about 9,600 gallons per 
day of wastewater,2 which is a very small amount relative to available wet and 
dry weather treatment capacity.  As described above, current capacity at the 
EBMUD SD-1 treatment plant is more than adequate to serve the project site, 
no additional wastewater pipes or wastewater treatment facilities would need 
to be constructed as a result of the proposed project. 
 
A new sewer line extension from the existing sanitary sewer system to the 
project site would be needed to serve the proposed project.  This extension 
would connect to an 8-inch pipe under Keller Avenue running from the end 
of Rilea Way to the intersection of Keller Avenue and Greenridge Drive.  The 
existing sewer line currently serves only the residences on Rilea Way, and the 
City of Oakland Sanitary Sewer Maintenance Department has no record of 
any complaints from homes along this line.3  This pipe is currently serving 
approximately 25 homes, and would serve an additional 32 homes for the 
proposed project, for a total of 57 homes.  Since a typical 8-inch pipe would 
be expected to serve over 100 homes, and since there are no known existing 
                                                         


2 Memo from A.C.K. Engineering to applicant, September 4, 2003. 
3 Memo from Lorraine Purcell, City of Oakland Public Works Agency, 


March 15, 2004. 
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problems along the existing pipe, it is expected that the existing sanitary 
sewer line would have sufficient capacity to serve the proposed project.  
Therefore, impacts to sanitary sewer service would be less than significant. 
 
Mitigation: None required. 
 
2. Storm Water 
 
Impact UTIL-2:  Existing inlets at Keller Avenue and Greenridge Drive 
may not have adequate capacity to accommodate runoff from the pro-
posed project site from a 100-year storm event.  This could create local-
ized flooding in the area immediately surrounding the existing inlets.  
(Potentially Significant) 
 
Impact UTIL-3:  The existing pipe capacity in subbasin 1 would be inade-
quate to convey flows from the 100-year storm event under both existing 
and proposed conditions.  (Significant) 
 
Figure 18 in Chapter 4.6 shows the drainage patterns from the proposed de-
velopment on the project site.  The proposed project would result in an in-
crease in impervious surface area across the project site and lead to a reduction 
in the amount of ground surface which would otherwise be available for ab-
sorption and infiltration of rainfall. Consequently, the volume and rate of 
storm water runoff would increase.  If downstream drainage infrastructure is 
undersized, increased runoff volume and peak discharge rates could poten-
tially create downstream drainage problems.   
 
According to the City of Oakland Public Works Agency, there are no exist-
ing drainage problems in the vicinity of the project site.4  The Alameda 
County Flood Control District (ACFCD) has also indicated that there are no 
drainage or flooding problems along Arroyo Viejo Creek, which is approxi-


                                                         
4 Telephone conversation with Dale Smith, City of Oakland Public Works 


Agency. December 18, 2002. 
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mately 1.5 miles downstream of the project site.5  However, as shown in Ta-
ble 6 in Chapter 4.6, Hydrology, hydraulic calculations completed for the 
proposed project concluded that the pipe capacity in subbasin 1 would be 
inadequate to convey flows from the 100-year storm event under both exist-
ing and proposed conditions.  This would be a significant impact. 
 
Mitigation Measure UTIL-2:  The proposed project shall provide addi-
tional drop inlets along the new Siena Drive.   
 
Mitigation Measure UTIL-3:  Potential impacts to subbasin 1 would be 
mitigated to a less-than-significant level by the implementation of Mitiga-
tion Measure HYDRO-3.   
 
As described in Chapter 4.6, the proposed project would be required to dem-
onstrate to the City Public Works Agency that on-site drainage facilities will 
have adequate capacity to accommodate the 10-year storm event, and will 
withstand a 100-year storm event without failure, as required by the ACFCD.  
Preliminary calculations based on a conceptual drainage plan indicate that the 
capacity of the storm drain pipes under Keller Avenue, which would serve 
the proposed project, are adequate to handle the storm water runoff from the 
proposed project.  However, as stated in Mitigation Measure HYDRO-3, the 
applicant would be required to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the City’s 
Public Works Agency that storm water runoff from the project will be con-
tained by the on-site drainage system, and will not exceed existing subbasin or 
conveyance system capacity.   
 
Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant. 


                                                         
5 Messages left by Anderson Allen, Alameda County Flood Control District, 


December 18 and 20, 2002. 
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This section includes a description of the existing visual setting of the pro-
posed Siena Hill project site, the standards of significance used to determine 
visual and design impacts, and an analysis of the effects the proposed project 
would have on views and aesthetics in the project vicinity. 
 
 
A. Existing Setting 
 
1. Regulatory Setting 
The proposed project would be subject to all policies, requirements and stan-
dards in the City of Oakland Scenic Highways Element and other General 
Plan Elements, the Zoning Ordinance, and the State Scenic Highway pro-
gram. 
 
a. California Scenic Highway Program 
On June 24, 1976, a 10.6-mile segment of I-580 within the City of Oakland, 
from the San Leandro border to State Route 24, was designated a California 
Scenic Highway.  This segment includes the portion of I-580 immediately 
west of the project site. 
 
The California Scenic Highway Program, administered by Caltrans, was cre-
ated in 1963 to “preserve and protect scenic highway corridors from change 
which would diminish the aesthetic value of lands adjacent to highways”.  
According to Caltrans regulations, a city or county that nominates an eligible 
scenic highway for official designation must have or adopt ordinances to pre-
serve the scenic quality of the corridor.  In general, a scenic corridor is the 
land adjacent to and visible from the highway, using a motorist's line of vi-
sion.  The following are required as part of a scenic highway protection pro-
gram:  


♦ Regulation of land use and density of development 


♦ Detailed land and site planning 


♦ Control of outdoor advertising (including a ban on billboards) 


♦ Careful attention to and control of earthmoving and landscaping 
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♦ Careful attention to design and appearance of structures and equipment 
 
b. Oakland General Plan Scenic Highways Element 
The Scenic Highways Element, adopted in September 1974, is intended “to 
protect and enhance the distinctive character of scenic routes within the 
City.”  In addition to general policies applicable throughout the City, the 
Element focuses on the MacArthur Freeway, which is the 12.4-mile segment 
of I-580 within the City of Oakland, from the San Leandro border to the Bay 
Bridge approach.  The MacArthur Freeway is referred to as I-580 throughout 
this EIR.  As discussed above, I-580 passes immediately west of the project 
site, and the project site is clearly visible from the freeway.  Therefore, the 
following “Specific Policies Related to MacArthur Freeway” in the Scenic 
Route Element are relevant to the proposed project: 
 
2. Visual intrusions within the scenic corridor should be removed, con-
verted, buffered or screened from the motorist’s view. 
 
3. Panoramic vistas and interesting views now available to the motorist 
should not be obliterated by new structures. 
 
4. New construction within the scenic corridor should demonstrate architec-
tural merit and a harmonious relationship with the surrounding landscape. 
 
c. Oakland General Plan Land Use and Transportation Element 
The Oakland General Plan Land Use and Transportation Element, adopted 
in March 1998, contains policies guiding land use in Oakland.  These policies 
are discussed in more detail in Chapter 4.5 of this EIR.  The Land Use and 
Transportation Element contains one policy specifically relevant to visual 
quality in Oakland:  
 
Policy T6.5 The City should protect and encourage enhancement of the dis-
tinctive character of scenic routes within the city, through prohibition of bill-
boards, design review, and other means.  
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d. Oakland General Plan Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Ele-
ment 


The Oakland General Plan Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Ele-
ment, adopted in October 1995, is “the official policy document addressing 
the management of open land, natural resources, and parks in Oakland.”  The 
element contains the following objectives and policies relevant to the conser-
vation of visual assets in Oakland:  
 
Objective OS-1 To conserve and appropriately manage undeveloped areas in 
Oakland that have high natural resource value, scenic value, or natural hazards 
which preclude safe development. 
 
Policy OS-1.2 Conserve privately owned areas with important natural re-
source values through a combination of land acquisition and development con-
trols.  Use the following criteria when developing priorities for acquisition or pro-
tection: (a) hillside parcels over 10 acres in size and having an average slope of 30 
percent or greater; (b) parcels with significant biological resources, including en-
dangered species habitat and native plant communities; (c) parcels which can po-
tentially link together or expand existing open space areas; (d) visually prominent 
properties, including ridgelines and other areas with high scenic value; and (e) 
properties where the use of eminent domain is not required. 
 
Policy OS-10.1 Protect the character of existing scenic views in Oakland, pay-
ing particular attention to: (a) views of the Oakland Hills from the flatlands; (b) 
views of downtown and Lake Merritt; (c) views of the shoreline; and (d) panoramic 
views from Skyline Boulevard, Grizzly Peak Road, and other hillside locations. 
 
Policy OS-10.2  Encourage site planning for new development that minimizes 
adverse visual impacts and takes advantage of opportunities for new vistas and 
scenic enhancement. 
 
e. City of Oakland Planning Code Design Review Criteria 
Chapter 17.136.070 of the Planning Code establishes the criteria for design 
review of proposed projects within the City of Oakland.  This section states 
that a residential project will only receive design review approval if it “con-
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forms to all of the following criteria, as well as to any and all other applicable 
design review criteria”: 
1. That the proposed design will create a building or set of buildings that are 


well related to the surrounding area in their setting, scale, bulk, height, 
materials, and textures; 


2. That the proposed design will protect, preserve, or enhance desirable 
neighborhood characteristics; 


3. That the proposed design will be sensitive to the topography and land-
scape; 


4. That, if situated on a hill, the design and massing of the proposed build-
ing relates to the grade of the hill; 


5. That the proposed design conforms in all significant respects with the 
Oakland Comprehensive Plan and with any applicable district plan or 
development control map which has been adopted by the City Council. 


 
f. City of Oakland Outdoor Lighting Standards 
The City adopted Outdoor Lighting Standards in December 2002 in order to 
prevent glare and light pollution, encourage energy efficiency, and improve 
safety.  These standards include measures such as the use of shields to direct 
light and eliminate glare for drivers; less-powerful Light Emitting Diode 
(LED) up-lights; and photocells and time switches to control outdoor lights.  
The standards also prohibit “[t]he use of decorative lighting, landscape and 
building accent lighting, or floodlighting for appearance only.”  The Electrical 
Services Division of the Public Works Agency is responsible for the review 
and approval of outdoor lighting. 
 
2. Form and Appearance of the Project Site 
Figures 7 and 8 show the current appearance of the project site.  The site ap-
pears as a vacant hillside.  Like hillsides throughout the area, the grass and 
low vegetation covering the site is brown for much of the year and thicker 
and green during the spring.  The walls, windows and fences of the two-story 
homes along Greenridge Drive and Rilea Way are clearly visible lining the 
peak of the site, while the profile of Keller Avenue curves along the base of 
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the site.  Behind and above these homes, a larger, wooded hillside rises to the 
north beyond the project site.  This larger hillside is also topped with homes 
along its peak.  The area immediately south of the project site is dominated 
by the Sequoyah Community Church, which sits at the peak of a hill and 
presents a very flat, linear massing to viewers from the west.  The church is 
particularly visually prominent due to its light beige color and the lack of any 
surrounding vegetation. 
 
3. Form and Appearance of the Surrounding Area 
The proposed project site is located in the foothills along the eastern border 
of Oakland, east of I-580.  The hills in this area include gentle slopes covered 
in grass and scrub as well as steep, densely wooded canyons.  The hillside 
neighborhoods in the project site vicinity have a suburban appearance, with 
many low-slung, ranch style homes developed in large projects in the 1960s.  
Institutional uses, including Merritt College and the closed Oak Knoll Naval 
Hospital, combine with large open spaces such as Leona Regional Open Space 
and Knowland Park, to add to the feeling of dispersed, suburban neighbor-
hoods along winding, wooded streets. 
 
The site is located on Keller Avenue in Oakland between Rilea Way and 
Greenridge Drive.  Keller Avenue extends from Greenly Drive on the west 
side of I-580 to Skyline Boulevard to the east.  The area surrounding the pro-
ject site is characterized by a mixture of single- and multi-family residences, 
most built in a similar architectural style during the 1960s.  There are 
churches to the west and south of the site, and auto-related uses along I-580.  
Generally speaking, residential neighborhoods occupy the areas to the north, 
east and immediately west of the project site.  Scattered commercial and insti-
tutional uses are located somewhat farther to the west.  Representative views 
to illustrate the character of the surrounding area are shown in Figures 9 
through 11.   
 
4. Views of the Project Site 
Due to its elevated location in the foothills, the proposed project site and the 
surrounding area are visible from surrounding neighborhoods, particularly  
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those to the west.  The site is visible from I-580 roughly between the Keller 
Avenue overpass and the Fontaine Street overpass.  On either side of these 
overpasses, views of the site are blocked by the curve of the road, intervening 
hillsides, and trees along the freeway.   
 
The closest and most prominent public views of the site are from Keller Ave-
nue as it approaches the project site from the north.  The site gradually comes 
into view as the viewer rounds the curve of Keller Avenue south and uphill 
away from Mountain Boulevard.  The full site remains clearly visible along 
Keller Avenue until it curves again to the west at the crest of the hill.  At this 
point the site passes from view due to the curve of the road and the crest of 
the slope.  The site is not visible from the intersection of Keller Avenue and 
Rilea Way. 
 
The profile of the site is visible at its northern and particularly its southern 
end from Keller Avenue.  This profile view reveals not only the steep slope of 
the site but also the undulations in its topography, which are generally not 
discernable from more distant viewpoints.  The site is also visible from the 
smaller streets at the foot of the hill between Keller Avenue and Mountain 
Boulevard.  The project site and the Sequoyah Community Church dominate 
views to the east from these streets due to their dramatic difference in eleva-
tion above Mountain Boulevard.  From this vantage point, portions of the 
site are obscured from view by a number of mature trees of varying heights, 
particularly those along the western side of Keller Avenue and in the Keller 
Avenue median. 
 
The site is also visible from a number of vantage points along the residential 
streets along the hillside directly to the west of the site, including Holmes 
Avenue, Shone Avenue, Keller Avenue and streets higher along the hillside, 
such as Greenly Drive and Sterling Drive.  To the south, the site is visible 
from parts of Fontaine Street in the vicinity of King Estates Middle School 
and Howard Elementary.  Again, mature trees scattered on both the east and 
west sides of I-580 obscure parts of the site when viewed from the areas to the 
west. 
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5. Views from and across the Project Site 
Views to the north and south from the project site are shown in Figure 12.  
From the upper levels of the project site, the houses, trees and streets of the 
residential neighborhoods on the hillside across I-580 dominate the view to 
the west.  This hillside also blocks views farther west of the flatlands of Oak-
land and the San Francisco Bay.  Below these homes, the wide, busy lanes of 
I-580 are clearly visible, and along the east side of I-580 the yards and rooftops 
of many of the small, single-family homes along Sanford Avenue, Dickson, 
Kentwood, Seacor and Fontaine Court are visible through mature trees and 
vegetation.   
 
Views of residential neighborhoods extend to the north from the project site, 
with houses and trees dominating the view.  The Keller Avenue overpass over 
I-580 is visible, as is Keller Avenue in the foreground, curving uphill from the 
freeway.  The signs and buildings of auto repair shops and convenience stores 
along Mountain Boulevard are also visible. 
 
Views from the site to the south include the divided lanes and planted median 
of Keller Avenue in the foreground and Sequoyah Community Church at the 
top of its slope.  The rooftops of houses along Kentwood, Seacor and 
Fontaine Court are visible through the redwood trees in the Keller Avenue 
median, as are the lanes of I-580 beyond.  On the other side of I-580, houses 
and King Estates Middle School are visible.  Grassy and wooded parts of a 
hillside included in King Estates Open Space rise above the homes and school 
and obscure views farther to the south. 
 
Views to the east from the project site look up the hill at the rear fences and 
walls of the multi-family housing along the west side of Rilea Way and 
Greenridge Avenue. 
 
Views across the project site to the west are available between the duplexes 
and apartment buildings along Rilea Way and Greenridge Avenue.  Views 
across the site to the south and southwest are also available from the segment 
of Sanford Street north of Keller Avenue.  Views across the site from the east 
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and south are not possible because of the slope and height of the site itself. 
 
 
B. Standards of Significance 
 
The proposed project would have a significant impact if it would: 


♦ Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; 


♦ Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, 
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state or locally desig-
nated scenic highway; 


♦ Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and 
its surroundings; or 


♦ Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would substantially 
and adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. 


♦ Introduce landscape that would now or in the future cast substantial shad-
ows on existing solar collectors (in conflict with California Public Re-
source Code Section 25980-25986); 


♦ 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; 


♦ Cast shadow that substantially impairs the beneficial use of any public or 
quasi-public park, lawn, garden, or open space;  


♦ Cast shadow on an historic resource, as defined by CEQA Section 
15064.5(a), such that the shadow  would materially impair the resource’s 
historic significance by materially altering those physical characteristics of 
the resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclu-
sion on or eligibility for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, 
California Register of Historical Resources, Local register of historical re-
sources or a historical resource survey form (DPR Form 523) with a rating 
of 1-5;  
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♦ Require an exception (variance) to the policies and regulations in the Gen-
eral 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. 


 
 
C. Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 
This section discusses the impacts of the proposed project on the visual qual-
ity of the surrounding area, including impacts arising from the proposed pro-
ject’s height and massing and its visual and urban design compatibility with 
the surrounding area.  Although this impact analysis addresses general view-
points from all directions, CEQA requires analysis of views from public 
rights-of-way and does not require analysis of impacts to views from private 
property.  
 
The proposed project would not cast shadows on existing or planned solar 
collectors, parks, or historic resources.  The variances required by the project 
would not create a fundamental conflict with any policies related to the pro-
vision of adequate light. 
 
One visual simulation and several sketches of the proposed project were pre-
pared by the project applicant to aid in this analysis.  For the visual simula-
tion, a representative viewpoint directly west across I-580 was selected.  Fig-
ure 13 shows the existing conditions for the project site as seen from the view 
point used in the visual simulation.  Figure 14 is the visual simulation of the 
proposed project. 
 
The sketches presented in Figures 15 and 16 illustrate views of the proposed 
project from Keller Avenue to the north and south of the project site.  These 
sketches focus on the project site only, and do not include areas beyond the 
boundaries of the site that would still be visible after construction of the pro-
ject. 







FIGURE 13


E X I S T I N G  V I E W  O F  T H E  P R O J E C T  S I T E  F R O M  V I S U A L  S I M U L A T I O N  V I E W P O I N T


S I E N A  H I L L
 D R A F T  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T







FIGURE 14


V I S U A L  S I M U L A T I O N  O F  P R O P O S E D  P R O J E C T


S I E N A  H I L L
 D R A F T  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T







S I E N A  H I L L  


D R A F T  E I R  
A E S T H E T I C S  


64 


1. Scenic Vistas and Scenic Resources 
 
Impact AES-1:  The proposed project would change views from I-580, a 
scenic highway.  (Less than Significant) 
 
As discussed above, the project would be visible from I-580, roughly between 
the Keller Avenue overpass and the Fontaine Street overpass.  I-580 is desig-
nated as a California Scenic Highway and is also subject to specific policies in 
the Oakland General Plan Scenic Highways Element.  These policies state 
that views within the scenic corridors should not be obliterated, and that new 
development within the scenic corridor should “demonstrate architectural 
merit and a harmonious relationship with the surrounding landscape.” 
 
The earth tones of the walls and roofs of the buildings, and their location 
along the slope of the site, would minimize the visual impact of the struc-
tures.  In addition, mature trees included in the landscaping would screen por-
tions of many of the homes from view, as would the existing mature redwood 
trees along Keller Avenue.  Furthermore, the top of the hillside would still be 
visible above the roofs of the homes, as would open space at the northern and 
southern ends of the site.  Overall, the architecture and plantings of the pro-
ject would be designed to respond to the shape and contours of the existing 
site.  The colors and locations of the buildings would minimize impacts on 
views from the west.  Therefore, the project would be consistent with both 
State and City policies protecting views from scenic highways. 
 
The project would be located along a hillside which already contains a signifi-
cant amount of residential development along both the top and bottom of the 
hill.  The project would change the view of the site from I-580 from a view of 
an undeveloped hillside covered in patches of grass and exposed earth to a 
view of three-story homes surrounded by landscaping.  This residential devel-
opment would be visually consistent with the residential development sur-
rounding the proposed project site, and in some respects would have less of an 
impact than existing development, since it does not include any development  
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above or along a ridgeline.  Visual impacts from the proposed project on sce-
nic vistas and scenic resources would be less than significant.   
 
Mitigation:  None required. 
 
2. Visual Character and Quality of the Site and its Surroundings 
 
Impact AES-2:  The proposed project would change the visual character 
of the project site, which is currently undeveloped.  (Less than Signifi-
cant) 
 
This section discusses the potential impacts each major component of the 
project would have on the visual character and quality of the site and its sur-
roundings.  Views of the proposed project are also discussed below.  Views 
across the project site from public rights-of-way are available from immedi-
ately north, east, and south of the site.  Views across the site from the west 
are not available due to the slope of the site. 
 
a. Single-Family Homes 
The project proposes the construction of 32 single-family homes.  Each home 
would be located on its own parcel, with a zero-lot-line along one side of the 
structure.  The architectural style of the homes has been designed to have a 
pleasant, “Italian hill town” look reminiscent of a village clustered on a hill-
side.  The homes would range in size from 1,800 to 1,960 square feet, for an 
appearance of around 3,600 to 3,920 square feet for two homes sharing a lot 
line.  The homes would each be three stories tall, but rather than being 
straight vertical stories, buildings would step up the slope from Keller Ave-
nue, with upper stories set back from the stories below.  This approach would 
avoid the creation of flat, massive walls rising up from the street. 
 
The overall architectural style, bulk and massing of the buildings has been 
established, but specific architectural details such as window quality, recesses 
and trim have not yet been finalized.  However, these details would be consis-
tent with the “Italian hill town” style.  For example, the materials used for the 
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buildings would include stucco cladding in neutral earth tones and clay tile 
roofs.  Several of the buildings would be accented with round or square tow-
ers.  Additional accents would include balconies, painted wooden shutters, 
and arched windows and doorways.   
 
In addition to separating each story by setting upper stories farther back, the 
massing of the homes would be broken up by setting each unit forward or 
backwards from the unit with the shared lot line by at least two and a half 
feet.  The numerous methods incorporated into the project to break up the 
facades of the homes and provide relief and details would contribute to the 
appearance of the project as a series of similar, but distinct and unique homes.  
Moreover, the form and appearance of the proposed project is consistent with 
the relevant policies of the General Plan Land Use and Transportation Ele-
ment and Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element, as well as the 
Design Review Criteria of the Municipal Code.  Therefore, although the con-
struction of the housing units would dramatically change the appearance of 
the site, the quality of their design would reduce the visual impact of the 
buildings to a less-than-significant level. 
 
b. Fencing and Walls 
The proposed project would also include the construction of a series of retain-
ing walls.  Some of these walls would be incorporated into the foundation of 
the homes and therefore would not be visible.  However, retaining walls 
would be visible along Keller Avenue at the foot of the site, in the landscaped 
areas at the entrance and exit of Siena Drive, and behind the upslope units.  
All retaining walls on the site would be ten feet or less in exposed height.  In 
addition, the final landscaping plan for the project would incorporate shrubs 
at the base of the walls and trailing plants along the top to further camouflage 
all visible retaining walls.  
 
The retaining wall along Keller Avenue, at the foot of the site, would range 
from five to eight feet in height.  The wall would be a highly textured, earth-
tone wall running most of the length of the site.  The setback between this 
wall and Keller Avenue would vary but would be a minimum of ten feet.  
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The number, height and location of the retaining walls behind the upslope 
units would vary according to their specific location on the site.  In the mid-
dle of the site, where the slope is steepest, there would be a series of three re-
taining walls, six to eight feet tall, spaced roughly five feet apart.  For upslope 
units closer to the northern or southern ends of the site, there may only be 
one six- to seven-foot wall behind the unit.  These walls would have a highly-
textured finish in an earth-tone color.  In general, views of the upslope retain-
ing walls would be blocked by the buildings themselves except at the extreme 
northern and southern ends of the site.   
 
Retaining walls would also be visible on both the upslope and downslope 
sides of Siena Drive at its entrance and exit.  These walls would be a maxi-
mum of eight feet tall and would also have a textured, stained finish.  Upslope 
of the Siena Drive entrance and exit, a series of three retaining walls would 
follow the curve of the road for approximately 120 feet, decreasing to two 
and then to one wall.  Each wall would be separated from the one below by a 
planting bed approximately 4 feet wide.  Again, these beds would contain 
shrubs along the bases of the walls, and trailing plants along the tops.  
Downslope of the entrance and exit of Siena Drive, formed concrete retaining 
walls would extend from beneath the buildings approximately 9 feet out into 
the side yard of the units on the northern and southern ends of the 
downslope row of houses.  These walls would be separated by a five-foot-wide 
landscaped area.  In general, the texture and color of the retaining walls lo-
cated throughout the site, combined with the plantings at the top and bottom 
of all visible walls, would reduce the visual impacts of the retaining walls on 
the character of the site and its surroundings to a less-than-significant level. 
 
In addition to the retaining walls, there would be a steel fence a maximum of 
six feet tall running along the northern, western, and southern sides of the 
downslope housing units.  This fence would distinguish publicly-oriented 
space along Keller Avenue and Siena Drive from the privately owned and 
maintained parcels of the units.  The fence would consist of widely-spaced 
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metal rails and would not obstruct views of the units or the landscaped areas.  
Therefore the visual impacts of the fence would be less than significant. 
 
c. Roadways 
The proposed project would include one new roadway, Siena Drive.  Siena 
Drive would be a private, one-way road, 20 feet in width, a small portion of 
which would be divided by a median.  Siena Drive would enter the project 
site from Keller Avenue and exit on to Greenridge Drive.  Siena Drive would 
curve sharply to the northwest from its entrance on Keller Avenue and would 
climb and then descend a short, steep hill almost immediately upon entering 
the site.  This hill would block views farther into the site from the entrance of 
Siena Drive.  After descending the hill, the roadway would be largely straight 
and flat for much of the remaining length of the site.  Just before the exit 
onto Greenridge Drive, at the northern end of the site, the road would curve 
again in a flattened S-shape as it descended a short, steep hill.  Siena Drive 
would be lined on both sides by four-foot sidewalks and low plantings and 
trees in front of the homes lining both sides of the street.  The homes would 
have zero- to five-foot setbacks from the street to allow space for sidewalks 
and landscaping.   
 
A small segment of Siena Drive, about 300 feet from the entrance, would split 
into an upslope and downslope lane divided by a median roughly 130 feet 
long.  The median would expand from narrow points at either end to a 
maximum width of 12 feet.  The downslope lane of Siena Drive would be a 
maximum of nine feet below the upslope lane, which would correspond to a 
maximum height of nine feet for the downslope wall of the median.  The 
landscaping of the median would include trees, shrubs and trailing plants to 
camouflage the downslope wall.  The median would be visible from much of 
Siena Drive, but would not be visible from the entrance or exit due to the 
slope of the roadway. 
 
Overall, only short segments of Siena Drive would be visible from existing 
public roadways.  In addition, the road would be carefully landscaped to sof-
ten its appearance as much as possible.  Therefore the proposed new roadway 
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would have a less than significant visual impact on the character of the site 
and its surroundings. 
 
d. Views of the site from the west 
The proposed project would be most clearly and comprehensively visible 
from viewpoints to the west.  The project site is visible from the residential 
streets west of I-580, from I-580 itself, from Mountain Boulevard and the 
streets between Mountain Boulevard and Keller Avenue, and, of course, from 
Keller Avenue itself. The visual simulation in Figure 14 depicts a representa-
tive view of the project from the west. 
 
From viewpoints directly west of the site along Keller Avenue, the five- to 
six-foot retaining wall and metal fence along the western side of the site 
would dominate views of the lower portion of the site.  The facades of the 
downslope homes would rise away from the viewer, with the walls, windows 
and deck railings of the lower stories projecting into the foreground, and the 
upper stories receding as the homes step up the hill.  Portions of Siena Drive 
would be visible between the homes, as would the lower stories of some of 
the upslope buildings.  The upper stories, roofs and tower accents of the up-
slope homes would also be visible from Keller Avenue.  Behind the upslope 
homes, the top of the ridge and the fences and trees of homes along Green-
ridge Drive and Rilea Way would be visible. 
 
In some cases, views of the upper stories and Siena Drive may be obscured by 
the walls of the lower stories and the landscaping surrounding the homes.   
 
e. Views of the site from the north 
From the north, the proposed project would be visible from the segment of 
Mountain Boulevard north of Keller to the I-580 on-ramp, the segment of 
Sanford Street north of Keller Avenue, and portions of Maynard Avenue.  
The most prominent views of the site from the north would be from Keller 
Avenue as it curves to the south from Mountain Boulevard.  This view of the 
proposed project is illustrated in Figure 15. 
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Viewers looking south along Keller Avenue would have unobstructed views 
of the majority of the site, although the parts of the site and the extreme 
southern end would be obscured by the curve of Keller Avenue and the ma-
ture redwoods in the Keller Avenue median.  The stepped silhouettes, decks, 
windows and lower roofs of the downslope homes would dominate the view, 
with shrubs and trees screening much of the lower stories and the homes far-
ther south along the site.  In the foreground, the textured retaining walls 
curving along Keller Avenue and above and below the Siena Drive exit would 
be visible, although their appearance would be muted by their brown color 
and plantings above and below.  The metal rails of the steel fence encircling 
the northern and western sides of the units would also be visible.  In the 
background, some of the towers and upper stories of the highest upslope units 
may be visible.   
 
f. Views across the site from the north 
Views across the site from the north, from the viewpoints discussed above, 
would generally be obstructed by the new buildings and landscaping included 
in the proposed project.  Although they would step back along the slope, the 
downslope homes would rise a maximum of 30 to 38 feet above the existing 
grade.  With the fill placed for the construction of Siena Drive, plus the depth 
of the unit, the edge of the downslope homes would be approximately 45 to 
65 feet to the west of the existing slope.  Because the upslope units would be 
set farther down into the slope, they would only rise approximately 15 to 10 
feet above the existing slope.  The height and depth of the downslope units in 
particular would block views of the extreme eastern part of Keller Avenue 
and of Sequoyah Community Church across the site to the south from points 
immediately to the north.  However, this change in views across the site to 
would be considered a less-than-significant impact. 
 
g. Views of the site from the east 
Views of the proposed project from the east would not be available from any 
public roadways due to the slope of the site.  The roofs of the highest units 
would be below the ridgeline of the site, and so would not be visible from the 
east. 
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Views from the residential areas located above the project site along Rilea 
Way and Greenridge Drive would not be substantially impacted by the pro-
posed project.  This is because no roofline of any upslope unit would rise 
above the ridgeline of the project site, as illustrated in the site sections in Fig-
ure 5 in Chapter 3.  The rooflines of the upslope units would range from 7 to 
25 feet below the ground level of the upslope property line of the site.  For 
units above the project site, on which the windows would likely be roughly 
an additional 20 feet above the ground level at the property line, views to the 
east over the roofs of the new buildings would be preserved.  It is probable 
that some views of Keller Avenue in the foreground would be blocked by the 
new buildings, but views out over I-580 and the City of Oakland would not 
be affected.  Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 
 
h. Views of the site from the south 
Views of the proposed project from the south would be limited to the area 
immediately to the south of the site by the curve of Keller Avenue and the 
topography of the hillsides to the south of the site.  The southern end of the 
project would come into view just to the south of the intersection of Keller 
Avenue and Rilea Way.  The sketch in Figure 16 shows a perspective drawing 
of the site viewed from the south along Keller Avenue.  From the south, the 
curve and small hill at the entrance of Siena Drive and the landscaping and 
retaining walls upslope and downslope of Siena Drive would be visible in the 
foreground.  The windows, roofs, decks, and the towers on the southern and 
western façades of the homes lining both sides of Siena Drive would be visi-
ble.  Trees planted along the southern end of the site, in the Siena Drive me-
dian, and in front of the upslope homes would serve to soften the views of the 
houses.  In the background, viewers would see the rear of the homes along 
Greenridge Drive and the larger hillsides rising to the north of the site. 
 
i. Views across the site from the south 
Views across the site looking south from Keller Avenue would be affected by 
the proposed project.  As discussed above, the downslope units would have 
the greatest visual impact on views across the site, rising 30 to 38 feet above 
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the existing slope and extending 45 to 65 feet horizontally from the existing 
slope.  The buildings would therefore block some views of the residential 
development and undeveloped hillside currently visible to the north of the 
site.  However, this view is not considered to be unique in the area or to have 
a high aesthetic value, because the area has been extensively developed with 
single- and multi-family housing along surrounding ridgelines.  Therefore, the 
change in views across the site to would be considered a less-than-significant 
impact. 
 
Mitigation:  None required. 
 
3. Light and Glare 
 
Impact AES-3:  Project development would result in new sources of light 
and glare emanating from the site, due to the exterior lighting for the 
homes, streetlights along Siena Drive and increased traffic entering and 
leaving the site from Keller Avenue and Greenridge Drive.  (Less than 
Significant) 
 
Light from the interior of the proposed new buildings would have a less than 
significant impact, since the proposed residential uses would generate a similar 
pattern and type of light generation as existing nearby residential uses.  In-
creased light and glare as a result of increased traffic would also have a less-
than-significant impact because the project would generate only a small 
amount of new trips, and all new traffic would be along existing roadways or 
along Siena Drive.  The lights of cars on Siena Drive would be blocked from 
surrounding residential uses by the proposed new buildings of the project. 
 
The project’s exterior lighting would include low-level street and pedestrian-
scale light fixtures installed along Siena Drive.  Outdoor lighting would be 
subject to review and approval by the Electrical Services Division of the Pub-
lic Works Agency, as established by the City’s Outdoor Lighting Standards.  
Where appropriate and feasible, outdoor light fixtures would include timing 
devices that direct light and prevent glare, and minimize the amount of time 
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that project lighting, including street lighting, would be in use.  Impacts from 
exterior light and glare would be less than significant. 
 
Mitigation:  None required. 







S I E N A  H I L L  


D R A F T  E I R  
A E S T H E T I C S  


78 


 












4.2 AIR QUALITY 


79 


This section describes existing air quality and potential air quality impacts of 
the proposed project and identifies mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate 
potentially significant air quality impacts.  This chapter has been prepared by 
Donald Ballanti, a certified meterologist, using methodologies and assump-
tions recommended in the air quality impact assessment guidelines of the Bay 
Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD).  The air quality assess-
ment is included as Appendix B of this EIR. 
 
 
A. Existing Setting 
 
This section describes the regulatory setting, climate and existing conditions 
of air quality in Oakland. 
 
1. Regulatory Setting 
Both the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency and the California Air Re-
sources Board have established ambient air quality standards for common 
pollutants.  These ambient air quality standards are levels of contaminants 
which represent safe levels that avoid specific adverse health effects associated 
with each pollutant.  The ambient air quality standards cover what are called 
“criteria” pollutants because the health and other effects of each pollutant are 
described in criteria documents.  These criteria pollutants include carbon 
monoxide (CO), ozone, nitrogen dioxide (NO2), inhalable particulate matter 
(PM 10 and PM 2.5), sulfur dioxide and lead.1 
 
The federal and State ambient air quality standards for important pollutants 
were developed independently with differing purposes and methods, although 
both processes attempted to avoid health-related effects.  As a result, the fed-
eral and State standards differ in some cases.  In general, the California state  
 


                                                         
1 This chapter discusses both nitrogen oxides (NOx) and nitrogen dioxide 


(NO2).  NOx is a group that  inlcudes both nitrogen oxide (NO) and NO2.  Emissions 
of NOx (both NO and NO2) result from the reaction of nitrogen and oxygen during 
fossil fuel combustion.   
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standards are more stringent.  This is particularly true for ozone and inhalable 
particles, or PM10.  Federal and State standards are shown in Table 3. 
 
In addition to the criteria pollutants discussed above, Toxic Air Contami-
nants (TACs) are another group of pollutants of concern. TACs are injurious 
in small quantities and are regulated despite the absence of criteria documents. 
The identification, regulation and monitoring of TACs is relatively recent 
compared to that for criteria pollutants. 
 
2. Climate 
The climate of an area plays a very important role in its air quality.  The 
amount of a given pollutant in the atmosphere is determined by the atmos-
phere’s ability to transport and dilute the pollutant as well as by the amount 
of pollutant released. The major determinants of transport and dilution are 
wind, atmospheric stability, terrain, and for photochemical pollutants, sun-
shine. 
 
Oakland is within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin, a large, shallow air 
basin ringed by hills, with a number of sheltered valleys around the perime-
ter.  Summers are warm and relatively dry while winters are mild and wet. 
Most of the rainfall is associated with Pacific storms that occur between the 
months of November and April. 
 
Two primary sea level gaps in the hills around Oakland exist: the Golden 
Gate and the Carquinez Straits.  These two gaps are important sources of ven-
tilation for the Bay Area.  Oakland, being located almost directly across from 
the Golden Gate, generally has good ventilation, particularly in the spring 
and summer months.  During the winter months winds are generally lighter 
and more variable.  The Bay Area is subject to inversion conditions when 
vertical mixing of pollutants is severely diminished.  Rapid build up of pollut-
ant concentrations is possible during periods of calm winds and inversion 
conditions. 
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TABLE 3   FEDERAL AND STATE AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 
  


Pollutant Averaging Time 
Federal Primary 
Standard 


State Standard 


1-Hour 0.12 PPM 0.09 PPM 
Ozone 


8-Hour 0.08 PPM -- 


8-Hour 9.0 PPM 9.0 PPM 
Carbon Monoxide 


1-Hour 35.0 PPM 20.0 PPM 


Annual Average 0.05 PPM -- 
Nitrogen Dioxide 


1-Hour -- 0.25 PPM 


Annual Average 0.03 PPM -- 


24-Hour 0.14 PPM 0.05 PPM Sulfur Dioxide 


1-Hour -- 0.25 PPM 


Annual Average 50 µg/m3 20 µg/m3 
PM10 


24-Hour 150 µg/m3 50 µg/m3 


Annual Average 15 µg/m3 12 µg/m3 
PM25 


24-Hour 65 µg/m3 -- 


PPM = Parts per Million 


µg/m3  = Micrograms per Cubic Meter 
 
 


 
3. Existing Air Quality Conditions 
The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) monitors air 
quality at several locations within the San Francisco Bay Air Basin.  The clos-
est multi-pollutant monitoring site to the project site is located in Oakland on 
Alice Street.  A second monitoring site is located in Oakland at 6701 Interna-
tional Boulevard.  Contaminants monitored at these sites are ozone, carbon 
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monoxide, nitrogen dioxide and sulfur oxide.  During the period from 2001 
to 2003 no exceedances of any State or federal standard were recorded at these 
locations in the vicinity of the project site.  However, exceedances of the 
State/federal ozone standards and State PM10 standard were recorded at other 
monitoring locations within the Oakland air basin. 
 
4. Attainment Status 
The federal Clean Air Act and the California Clean Air Act of 1988 require 
that the State Air Resources Board, based on air quality monitoring data, des-
ignate portions of the state where the federal or State ambient air quality 
standards are not met as “nonattainment areas”.  Because of the differences 
between the national and State standards, the designation of nonattainment 
areas is different under the federal and State legislation. 
 
The Bay Area has attained all federal standards with the exception of ozone.  
In June of 1998 the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency reclassified the 
Bay Area from “maintenance area” to nonattainment for ozone based on vio-
lations of the federal standards at several locations in the air basin.  This re-
versed the air basin’s reclassification to maintenance area for ozone in 1995.  
Reclassification required an update to the region’s federal air quality plan. 
 
Under the California Clean Air Act Alameda County is a nonattainment area 
for both ozone and PM10.  The county is either in attainment or unclassified 
for other pollutants.  The California Clean Air Act requires local air pollu-
tion control districts to prepare air quality attainment plans.  These plans 
must provide for district-wide emission reductions of 5 percent per year aver-
aged over consecutive three-year periods or, if not, must provide for adoption 
of “all feasible measures on an expeditious schedule.” 
 
5. Sensitive Receptors 
The BAAQMD defines sensitive receptors as facilities where sensitive popula-
tion groups (children, elderly, acutely and/or chronically ill) are likely to be 
located. These land uses include residences, schools, playgrounds, childcare 
centers, retirement homes, convalescent homes, hospitals, and medical clinics. 
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The site is bounded by residences on all sides, which would be considered 
sensitive receptors.  In addition, the proposed project is residential, and would 
therefore also be considered to include sensitive receptors. 
 
 
B. Standards of Significance 
 
The proposed project would be considered to have a significant adverse air 
quality impact if it would: 


♦ Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality 
plan; 


♦ Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing 
or projected air quality violation; 


♦ Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollut-
ant 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); 


♦ Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations;  


♦ Frequently create substantial objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people; 


♦ Contribute to CO concentrations exceeding the State AAQS of 9 ppm 
averaged over 8 hours and 20 ppm for 1 hour; 


♦ 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; 


♦ Result in potential to expose persons to substantial levels of Toxic Air 
Contaminants (TAC), such that the probability of contracting cancer for 
the Maximally Exposed Individual (MEI) exceeds 10 in one million; or 


♦ Result in ground level concentrations of non-carcinogenic TACs such 
that the Hazard Index would be greater than 1 for the MEI. 
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C. Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 
This section discusses potential impacts on air quality from the proposed pro-
ject during construction and operation.  The proposed project is relatively 
small, typical of existing residential development, and would not conflict with 
any applicable air quality plans.  In addition, the operation of the proposed 
project would not result in any new sources TACs and the project land uses 
would not be located near any existing major sources of TACs.   
 
1. Local Air Quality Impacts  
 
Impact AQ-1:  Project-related traffic would contribute to an increase in 
levels of local CO concentration.  (Less than Significant) 
 
For local air quality impacts, carbon monoxide is the pollutant of primary 
concern.  Elevated carbon monoxide concentrations are generally associated 
with congested roadways and heavy traffic volumes.  The BAAQMD CEQA 
Guidelines provide that no quantified air quality analysis is required for pro-
jects generating less than 2,000 vehicle trips per day, unless warranted by the 
specific nature of the project or project setting.  As discussed in Chapter 4.9 
of this EIR, project trip generation would be 306 trips per day, well below 
2,000 trips per day.  Moreover, the project is located in an area with relatively 
low background levels of carbon monoxide.  While project traffic would add 
to existing levels of carbon monoxide along streets providing access to the 
site, there is no reason to expect that concentrations would be increased such 
that the State or federal ambient standards would be exceeded.  Because new 
project traffic would not cause any new violations of the eight hour standards 
for carbon monoxide, nor contribute substantially to an existing or projected 
violation, project impacts on local carbon monoxide concentrations are con-
sidered to be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation:  None required. 
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2. Regional Air Quality Impacts  
 
Impact AQ-2:  Project construction would contribute to an increase in 
levels of ROG, NOx and/or PM10.  (Potentially Significant) 
 
The proposed project would require  substantial excavation and earthmoving.  
The movement of earth on the site and removal of soil from the site by truck 
are construction activities with a high potential for creating air pollutants.  
Therefore, construction dust could affect local air quality during implementa-
tion of the project.  The dry, windy climate of the area during the summer 
months creates a high potential for dust generation when and if underlying 
soils are exposed to the atmosphere.  After grading of the site, dust would 
continue to affect local air quality during construction of the project. 
 
Construction activities would generate exhaust emissions from vehicles and 
equipment, fugitive particulate matter emissions and organic gas emissions 
that would affect local air quality.  Solvents in adhesives, non-waterbase 
paints, thinners, some insulating materials and caulking materials would 
evaporate into the atmosphere and would participate in the photochemical 
reaction that creates urban ozone.  Asphalt used in paving is also a source of 
organic gases for a short time after its application. 
 
The URBEMIS-2002 program was applied to the project site to estimate total 
construction emissions from site grading, export of soil from the site, equip-
ment exhaust, construction worker vehicle trips and other construction ac-
tivities.  The URBEMIS-2002 model output is included in Appendix B.  Maxi-
mum daily emissions were 13.3 pounds per day of ROG, 116.0 pounds per 
day of NOx and 39.1 pounds per day of PM10. 
 
According to the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, emissions of ROG, NOx 
and carbon monoxide related to construction equipment are already included 
in the emission inventory that is the basis for regional air quality plans, and 
thus are not expected to impede attainment or maintenance of ozone and car-
bon monoxide standards in the Bay Area.  However, the project’s construc-
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tion-period emissions of 116.0 pounds per day of NOx would exceed the 
City’s standard of significance, and construction dust could have the potential 
for creating a nuisance at nearby properties.  Therefore, construction-related 
air quality impacts would be potentially significant.   
 
Mitigation Measure AQ-2: The applicant shall implement a construction 
dust abatement program.  
 
BAAQMD suggests a range of best management practices (BMPs) for mini-
mizing construction dust.  The project shall incorporate the following BMPs: 


♦ Water all active construction areas at least twice daily and more often 
during windy periods.  Active construction areas would be considered to 
be those under excavation at a given time, storage piles and internal 
roadways.  Watering methods may include water trucks for roadways 
and hoses or sprinklers for storage piles and active excavation. 


♦ Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials offsite, or 
require all trucks to maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard. 


♦ 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 all paved access roads, parking areas, 
and staging areas at construction sites;  


♦ Sweep streets daily with water sweepers if visible soil material is carried 
onto adjacent public streets; 


♦ Hydroseed or apply non-toxic soil stabilizers to inactive construction ar-
eas; 


♦ Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply non toxic soil binders to ex-
posed stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.); 


♦ Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph; 


♦ Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff 
to public roadways; 
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♦ Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible. 


♦ Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or wash off the tires or tracks 
of all trucks and equipment leaving the site; and 


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


 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 
 
Impact AQ-3:  Project-related traffic would contribute to an increase in 
levels of ROG, NOx and/or PM10.  (Less than Significant) 
 
The URBEMIS-20022 program estimates that the operation of the proposed 
project would generate new regional emissions 4.5 pounds/day of ROG, 4.6 
pounds/day of NOx and 3.6 pounds per day of PM10.  These emissions would 
be well below the City of Oakland significance thresholds of 80 pounds per 
day, so project-related regional emissions would have a less-than-significant 
impact. 
 
Mitigation:  None required. 
 
3. Odor Impacts  
 
Impact AQ-4:  The proposed project may create some objectionable odors 
during construction.  (Less than Significant) 
 
The project may create some objectionable odors during construction due to 
the use of the solvents, adhesives, paints, thinners, and asphalt mentioned 
above, but these impacts would be temporary and less-than-significant.  The 
residential uses of the project would not contain any major sources of odor, 
would not be located in an area with existing odors, and would not expose 


                                                         
2 Jones and Stokes Associates, May 2003, Software User’s Guide: URBE-


MIS2002 for Windows with Enhanced Construction Module, Version 7.4. 
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members of the public to objectionable odors Therefore, odor-related impacts 
would be less than significant. 
 
Mitigation:  None required. 
 
4. Sensitive Receptors and Toxic Air Contaminant Sources 
 
Impact AQ-5:  The project would expose sensitive receptors to increased 
concentrations of PM10 during construction.  (Significant) 
 
The proposed project would include sensitive receptors and would be sur-
rounded by existing sensitive receptors.  Therefore, the increased dust gener-
ated during construction, and the corresponding increase in PM10 levels, could 
have a significant impact.   
 
Mitigation AQ-5:  This impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant 
level by implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-2. 
 
Significance After Mitigation: Less than Significant. 
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This section describes the existing regulatory setting and biological conditions 
in the vicinity of the proposed project and presents an evaluation of the im-
pacts of development on these resources.  It is based on the work of Envi-
ronmental Collaborative, biological resources consultants.  The Biological 
Resources Assessment is included as Appendix C of this EIR. 
 
 
A. Existing Setting 
 
1. Regulatory Setting 
State and federal agencies have a lead role in the protection of biological re-
sources under their permit authority set forth in various statutes and regula-
tions. 
 
At the federal level, the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is responsible 
for implementing the federal Endangered Species Act and the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act.  The US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) has primary respon-
sibility for protecting wetlands under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.   
 
At the State level, the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) is 
responsible for administration of the State Endangered Species Act, and for 
protection of streams, waterbodies, and riparian corridors through the 
Streambed Alteration Agreement process under Sections 1601-1606 of the 
California Fish and Game Code.  Certification from the San Francisco Bay  
Regional Water Quality Control Board is also required when a proposed ac-
tivity may result in discharge into navigable waters, pursuant to Section 401 
of the Clean Water Act and EPA 404(b)(1) Guidelines.  
 
The following sections summarize specific regulations that pertain to special-
status species, sensitive communities and wetlands protection. 
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a. Special-Status Species 
Special-status species1 are plants and animals that are legally protected under 
the state and/or federal Endangered Species Acts2 or other regulations, as well 
as other species that are considered rare enough by the scientific community 
and trustee agencies to warrant special consideration, particularly with regard 
to protection of isolated populations, nesting or denning locations, communal 
roosts and other essential habitat.  Species with legal protection under the 
Endangered Species Acts often represent major constraints to development, 
particularly when they are wide ranging or highly sensitive to habitat distur-
bance and where proposed development would result in a “take”3 of these 
species. 
 


                                                         
1    Special status species include: designated rare, threatened, or endangered 


and candidate species for listing by the California Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG); designated threatened or endangered and candidate species for listing by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS); species considered rare or endangered under 
the conditions of Section 15380 of the California Environmental Quality Act Guide-
lines, such as those plant species identified on lists 1A, 1B and 2 in the Inventory of 
Rare and Endangered Plants of California by the California Native Plant Society 
(CNPS); and possibly other species which are considered sensitive or of special con-
cern due to limited distribution or lack of adequate information to permit listing or 
rejection for state or federal status, such as those included on list 3 in the CNPS Inven-
tory or identified as animal "California Special Concern" (CSC) species by the CDFG. 


2 The federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) of 1973 declares that all federal 
departments and agencies shall utilize their authority to conserve endangered and 
threatened plant and animal species.  The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) 
of 1984 parallels the policies of FESA and pertains to native California species. 


3 “Take” as defined by the FESA means "to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, 
shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect" a threatened or endangered species.  
"Harm" is further defined by the USFWS to include the killing or harming of wildlife 
due to significant obstruction of essential behavior patterns (i.e., breeding, feeding, or 
sheltering) through significant habitat modification or degradation.  The CDFG also 
considers the loss of listed species habitat as take, although this policy lacks statutory 
authority and case law support under the CESA. 
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b. Wetlands 
Although definitions vary to some degree, wetlands are generally considered 
to be areas that are periodically or permanently inundated by surface or 
ground water, and support vegetation adapted to life in saturated soil.  Wet-
lands are recognized as important features on a regional and national level due 
to their high inherent value to fish and wildlife, use as storage areas for storm 
and flood waters, and water recharge, filtration and purification functions. 
 
The CDFG, the Corps and California Regional Water Quality Control 
Boards have jurisdiction over modifications to wetlands and other “waters of 
the United States.” Jurisdiction of the Corps is established through provisions 
of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, which prohibits the discharge of 
dredged or fill material without a permit. Regional Water Quality Control 
Board jurisdiction is established through Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, 
which requires certification or waiver to control discharges in water quality. 
Jurisdictional authority of the CDFG over wetland areas is established under 
Sections 1601-1606 of the State Fish and Game Code, which pertains to activi-
ties that would disrupt the natural flow or alter the channel, bed or bank of 
any lake, river or stream. 
 
c. Relevant Local Plans, Policies, and Ordinances 
Biological resources in the City of Oakland are primarily addressed through 
the Oakland General Plan Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Ele-
ment, Tree Protection Ordinance and Creek Protection Ordinance. 
 
i. City of Oakland General Plan 
The City of Oakland’s General Plan contains a number of policies related to 
protection of biological resources.  These consist of the following policies 
from the Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element:  
 
Policy CO-7.1 Protect native plant communities, especially oak woodlands, 
redwood forests, native perennial grasslands, and riparian woodlands, from the 
potential adverse impacts of development.  Manage development in a way which 
prevents or manages adverse impacts to these communities. 
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Policy CO-7.2 Encourage efforts to restore native plant communities in areas 
where they have been compromised by development or invasive species, provided 
that such efforts do not increase an area’s susceptibility to wildlife. 
 
Policy CO-9.1 Protect rare, endangered, and threatened species by conserving 
and enhancing their habitat and requiring mitigation of potential adverse impacts 
when development occurs within habitat areas. 
 
Policy CO-11.1 Protect wildlife from the hazards of urbanization, including loss 
of habitat and predation by domestic animals. 
 
ii. Tree Protection Ordinance 
Chapter 12.36 of the City of Oakland Municipal Code identifies protected 
trees that require a permit for removal.  Protected trees include coast live oak, 
which occur as saplings along the eastern edge of the site.  According to the 
ordinance, a tree removal permit must be obtained to remove coast live oaks 
measuring 4 inches in diameter at breast height (dbh) or to remove any other 
tree measuring 9 inches dbh or larger, except Eucalyptus and Monterey Pine 
(Pinus radiata). 
 
iii. Creek Protection Ordinance 
Chapter 13.16 of the City of Oakland Municipal Code establishes a number 
of guidelines to protect Oakland’s creeks by reducing and controlling storm-
water pollution, preserving and enhancing creekside vegetation and wildlife, 
and controlling erosion and sedimentation.  The ordinance includes specific 
measures applicable to parking lots, gas stations, industrial and commercial 
activities, as well as to properties that contain creeks or other watercourses.  
The proposed project site does not contain any creeks or water courses, nor is 
it adjacent to any parcels containing creeks or watercourses.  The section of 
the Creek Protection Ordinance that is directly applicable to the proposed 
project is Section 13.16.100(D), which requires any person or construction 
contractor performing work in the city to, “at a minimum, provide filter ma-
terials at the catch basin to prevent any debris and dirt from flowing into the 
city's storm sewer system.”  Project impacts to the storm sewer system are 
discussed further in Chapter 4.6, Hydrology, and Chapter 4.10, Land Use. 
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2. Existing Biological Setting 
Information in this section is based on findings from the report by Environ-
mental Collaborative which is included, in its entirety, as Appendix C of this 
document. 
 
a. Background and Methodology 
Biological resources associated with the project site were identified through a 
review of available background information and a field reconnaissance survey.  
Available documentation was reviewed to provide information on general 
resources in the area, presence of sensitive natural communities, and the dis-
tribution and habitat requirements of special-status species which have been 
recorded from or are suspected to occur in the project vicinity.  A field re-
connaissance survey was conducted by James Martin, Principal of Environ-
mental Collaborative, on November 29, 2002 to determine the vegetation and 
wildlife resources, presence of any sensitive natural communities, potential 
for jurisdictional wetlands, and suitability of the site to support populations 
of special-status species. 
 
b. Vegetation 
The site consists of a grassy hillside along the northeast side of Keller Avenue, 
surrounded by existing residential development.  Vegetative cover is domi-
nated by non-native ruderal grasses and forbs, such as wild oats (Avena spp.), 
ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), English plantain (Plantago lanceolata), filaree 
(Erodium sp.), and wild radish (Raphanus sativus).  Native species are scattered 
through a few locations in the grassland and include purple needlegrass 
(Nasella pulchra), California fuchsia (Epilobium canum), naked buckwheat 
(Eriogonum nudum), mule’s ears (Wyethia sp.), California poppy (Eschscholzia 
californica), coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis) and one clump of California 
sagebrush (Artemisia californica).  There are six sapling native coast live oak 
trees (Quercus agrifolia) at the southeastern end of the site.  Stands of the inva-
sive non-native sweet fennel (Foeniculum vulgare) and French broom (Genista 
monspessulana) are beginning to spread through the fringe of the grassland.  
Larger non-native pines and eucalyptus border the upslope boundary of the 
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site but these have been presumably planted as landscaping on the adjacent 
residential properties. 
 
c. Wildlife 
The sparse cover, lack of any surface water, and extent of surrounding devel-
opment and human activity limits the wildlife habitat value of the site.  Wild-
life associated with the site are common to non-native grasslands and subur-
ban habitat, consisting of several species of birds, Botta’s pocket gopher, and 
mule deer.  Bird species observed or suspected to use the open grasslands, 
shrubs, and few sapling trees on the site for foraging include scrub jay, 
mourning dove, brown towhee, house finch, English sparrow, and European 
starling.  Several raptors (birds of prey) may occasionally forage through the 
area such as American kestrel, red-tailed hawk, and turkey vulture, but the 
low prey base limits the likelihood that the site provides an important source 
of prey for these species.  No evidence of past or current bird nesting or large 
mammal denning activity such as den openings, signs of scat, pellets, or white-
wash, or stick and debris remains from nests, was observed on the site.  
 
d. Special-Status Species and Special Communities 
Records maintained by the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) 
of the CDFG (2002) and other information sources indicate that several spe-
cial-status plant and animal species have been reported from or are suspected 
to occur in the Oakland Hills.  The CNDDB records show a general occur-
rence of the federally-threatened bay checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha 
bayensis) with a one-mile radius centered near the Keller Avenue interchange 
with I-580, which extends over the site and surrounding developed and unde-
veloped lands.  This historic occurrence of bay checkerspot is believed to have 
been extirpated (eliminated from a specific location) in the 1980s as a result of 
habitat loss due to residential development.  Suitable serpentine grassland 
habitat for this species is absent from the site.  No other occurrences extend 
over the site, although several are mapped within a few miles of the site. 
 
Special-status animal species known or suspected from the Oakland Hills in-
clude: Alameda whipsnake (Masticophis lateralis euryxanthus), California red-
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legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii), Berkeley kangaroo rat (Dipodomys heer-
manni berkeleyensis), bay checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryes editha bayensis), 
callippe silverspot butterfly (Speyeria callippe callippee), monarch butterfly 
(Danaus plexippus), and several species of raptors and bats.   
 
Suitable habitat for special-status animal species is absent from the site due to 
the extent of past grading and surrounding development, and the absence of 
conditions necessary to support these species.  This includes absence of fresh-
water marsh and riparian habitat necessary for breeding by California red-
legged frog, native grassland and scrub habitat necessary to support Berkeley 
kangaroo rat, native serpentine grassland and larval host plant species for bay 
checkerspot butterfly, native grassland with larval host plant species for cal-
lippe silverspot butterfly, scrub/chaparral habitat with sunning areas and prey 
species necessary to support Alameda whipsnake, eucalyptus necessary to 
support overwintering areas for monarch butterfly; and nesting/roosting 
habitat for raptors and bats.    
 
Several special-status plant species are known from the Oakland Hills, such as 
Diablo helianthella (Helianthella castenea), robust monardella (Monardella 
villosa ssp globosa), Santa Cruz tarplant (Holocarpha macradenia), western 
leatherwood (Dirca occidentalis), bent-flowered fiddleneck (Amsinkia lunaris), 
pallid manzanita (Arctostaphylos pallida), most-beautiful jewel-flower (Strep-
tanthus albidus ssp. peramoenus), alkali milk-vetch (Astragalus tener var. tener), 
Persidio clarkia (Clarkia franciscana), and fragrant fritillary (Fritillaria lili-
acea).  These species have varied legal status, and most are considered rare in 
California (list 1B) by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS).  Table 4 
lists the special-status plant species that are considered to have the greatest 
potential for occurrence on the site and in the surrounding Oakland Hills 
vicinity.  The table provides a summary of each species including its name; 
status with regard to federal or State listing, or inclusion on CNPS lists; pre-
ferred habitat characteristics; potential for occurrence on the site; and bloom-
ing period. 
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TABLE 4   POTENTIAL SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES FOR OAKLAND HILLS VICINITY, ALAMEDA COUNTY 


Scientific Name/ 
Common Name 


Status Habitat 
Potential for  


Occurrence on Site 
Blooming Period 


SPECIES WITH A REMOTE POSSIBILITY OF OCCURRING ON THE PROJECT SITE 


Amsinckia grandiflora 
Large-flowered fiddleneck 


Fed: Endangered 
State: Endangered 
CNPS: List 1B 


Cismontane woodland, valley and foothill 
grassland 


remote possibility April-May 


Amsinckia lunaris 
Bent-flowered fiddleneck 


Fed: None 
State: CEQA 
CNPS: List 1B 


Cismontane woodland, valley and foothill 
grassland 


remote possibility March-June 


Calochortus pulchellus 
Mt. Diablo fairy-lantern 


Fed: None 
State: CEQA 
CNPS: List 1B 


Chaparral, cismontane woodland, valley and 
foothill grassland  


remote possibility April-June 


Cryptantha hooveri 
Hoover’s cryptantha 


Fed: None 
State: CEQA 
CNPS: List 1B 


Valley and foothill grassland (sandy) remote possibility April-May 


Erodium macrophyllum 
Large-leaved filaree 


Fed: None 
State: CEQA 
CNPS: List 2 


Coastal scrub, valley and foothill grassland remote possibility March-May 


Eschscholzia rhombipetala 
Diamond-petaled California poppy 


Fed: None 
State: CEQA 
CNPS: List1B 


Valley and foothill grassland (clay) remote possibility March-April 


Fritillaria agrestis 
Stinkbells 


Fed: None 
State: CEQA 
CNPS: List 4 


Chaparral, cismontane woodland, valley and 
foothill grassland (clay, sometimes serpen-
tinite) 


remote possibility March-April 


Fritillaria liliacea 
Fragrant fritillary 


Fed: None 
State: CEQA 
CNPS: List 1B 


Coastal prairie, coastal scrub, valley and foot-
hill grassland (often serpentinite) 


remote possibility Feb.-April 
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Scientific Name/ 
Common Name 


Status Habitat 
Potential for  


Occurrence on Site 
Blooming Period 


Madia radiata 
Showy madia 


Fed: None 
State: CEQA 
CNPS: List 1B 


Cismontane woodland, valley and foothill 
grassland  


remote possibility March-May 


Meconella oregana 
Oregon meconella 


Fed: None 
State: CEQA 
CNPS: List1B 


Cismontane woodland, valley and foothill 
grassland, miscellaneous habitats 


remote possibility March-April 


Micropus amphibolus 
Mt. Diablo cottonweed 


Fed: None 
State: CEQA 
CNPS: List 3 


Broadleaved upland forest, cismontane wood-
land, valley and foothill grassland 


remote possibility April-May 


Microseris sylvatica 
Sylvan microseris 


Fed: None 
State: CEQA 
CNPS: List 4 


Cismontane woodland, valley and foothill 
grassland 


remote possibility March-May 


SPECIES THAT ARE NOT PRESENT OR DO NOT HAVE SUITABLE HABITAT ON THE PROJECT SITE 


Androsace elongata ssp. acuta 
California androsace 


Fed: None 
State: CEQA 
CNPS: List 4 


Chaparral, cismontane woodland, coastal scrub unlikely as unsuitable habitat March-June 


Astragalus tener var. tener 
Alkali milk-vetch 


Fed: None 
State: CEQA 
CNPS: List 1B 


Valley and foothill grassland (adobe clay), ver-
nal pools (alkaline) 


unlikely as unsuitable habitat March-June 


Balsamorhiza macrolepis var. macrolepis 
Big-scale balsamroot 


Fed: None 
State: CEQA 
CNPS: List 1B 


Cismontane woodland, valley and foothill 
grassland (sometimes serpentinite) 


not present March-June 


Blepharizonia plumosa ssp. plumosa 
Big tarplant 


Fed: None 
State: CEQA 
CNPS: List 1B 


Valley and foothill grassland not present July-Oct. 
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Scientific Name/ 
Common Name 


Status Habitat 
Potential for  


Occurrence on Site 
Blooming Period 


Calochortus umbellatus 
Oakland star-tulip 


Fed: None 
State: CEQA 
CNPS: List 4 


Broadleaved upland forest, chaparral, conifer 
forest, valley and foothill grassland 


unlikely as unsuitable habitat March-May 


Carex comosa 
Bristly sedge 


Fed: None 
State: CEQA 
CNPS: List 2 


Coastal prairie, marshes and swamps, valley and 
foothill grassland 


unlikely as unsuitable habitat May-Sept 


Cirsium andrewsii 
Franciscan thistle 


Fed: None 
State: CEQA 
CNPS: List 1B 


Broadleaved upland forest, coastal bluff scrub unlikely as unsuitable habitat June-July 


Dirca occidentalis 
Western leatherwood 


Fed: None 
State: CEQA 
CNPS: List 1B 


Broadleaved upland forest, conifer forest, chap-
arral, riparian forest, cismontane woodland 


not present January-April 


Helianthella castanea 
Mt. Diablo sunflower 


Fed: None 
State: CEQA 
CNPS: List 1B 


Broadleaved upland forest, chaparral, cismon-
tane woodland, coastal scrub, valley and foot-
hill grassland 


unlikely as not observed April-June 


Holocarpha macradenia 
Santa Cruz tarplant 


Fed: Threatened 
State: Endangered 
CNPS: List 1B 


Coastal prairie, valley and foothill grassland not present June-October 


Juglans californica var. hindsii 
Northern California black walnut 


Fed: None 
State: CEQA 
CNPS: List 1B 


Cismontane woodland, riparian forest not present April-May 


Linanthus acicularis 
Bristly linanthus 


Fed: None 
State: CEQA 
CNPS: List 4 


Chaparral, cismontane woodland, coastal prai-
rie 


unlikely as unsuitable habitat April-July 


Linanthus grandiflorus 
Large-flowered linanthus 


Fed: None 
State: CEQA 
CNPS: List 4 


Coastal bluff scrub, closed-cone conifer forest, 
cismontane woodland, coastal dunes, coastal 
prairie, coastal scrub, valley and foothill grass-
land 


unlikely as unsuitable habitat April-July 
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Scientific Name/ 
Common Name 


Status Habitat 
Potential for  


Occurrence on Site 
Blooming Period 


Plagiobothrys chorisianus var. chorisianus 
Choris’s popcorn-flower 


Fed: None 
State: CEQA 
CNPS: List 1B 


Chaparral, coastal prairie, coastal scrub (mesic) unlikely as unsuitable habitat April-June 


Plagiobothrys diffusus 
San Francisco popcorn-flower 


Fed: None 
State: Endangered 
CNPS: List 1B 


Coastal prairie, valley and foothill grassland unlikely as unsuitable habitat 
April-June 


Ranunculus lobbii 
Lobb’s aquatic buttercup 


Fed: None 
State: CEQA 
CNPS: List 4 


Cismontane woodland, north coast conifer 
forest, valley and foothill grassland, vernal 
pools (mesic) 


unlikely as unsuitable habitat 
March-May 


Explanation of Status Terms 
 
Federal 
Endangered:  Required for consideration 
Threatened:   Required for consideration 
 
State 
Endangered: Required for consideration 
Rare:          Required for consideration  
CEQA:         Recommended for consideration under California Environmental Quality Act 
 
CNPS (California Native Plant Society) 
1A:      Plants presumed extinct in California. Required for consideration 
1B:      Rare, threatened or endangered in California and elsewhere. Required for consideration 
List 2:  Plants rare, threatened or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere. Required for consideration 
List 3:  Plants needing more information – a review list. Recommended for consideration 
List 4:  Plants of limited distribution – a watch list. Recommended for consideration 
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The extent of past disturbance of the site from grading and the absence of 
suitable habitat conditions on the site limit the potential for occurrence of 
any special-status plant species.  Conspicuous species such as western leather-
wood, robust monardella, Diablo helianthella, Santa Cruz tarplant and pallid 
manzanita would have been visible during the field reconnaissance, but were 
not detected on the site.  Several others, such as Persidio clarkia and most-
beautiful jewel-flower, are not suspected to occur on the site due to the ab-
sence of serpentine substrate, or the lack of other suitable habitat conditions 
such as chaparral, forest, woodland, and mesic grassland conditions.  The 
presence of any additional special-status species typically associated with grass-
land habitat is considered highly unlikely due to the predominance of non-
native grasses and forbs, and disturbance over most of the site.  However, 
there is a remote possibility that one or more species typically associated with 
grassland habitat could occur on the site but would have been indistinguish-
able from the surrounding dried grasses and forbs during the early winter 
field reconnaissance.  An estimated twelve species, which are listed in Table 4, 
are considered to have a remote potential for occurrence on the site, including 
large flowered fiddleneck and fragrant fritillary.  Although their presence on 
the site is considered highly unlikely, a survey during the spring and early 
summer months would be required to provide a conclusive determination of 
the absence of special-status plant species on the site. 
 
a. Wetlands 
A preliminary wetland assessment of the site was conducted during the field 
reconnaissance.  No evidence of any jurisdictional wetlands, unvegetated 
other waters, or drainage channels were observed on the site.  No wetlands 
impacts would occur. 
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B. Standards of Significance 
 
The proposed project would result in a significant biological impact if it 
would: 


♦ Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or spe-
cial status species in local or regional plans, policies or regulations, or 
by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wild-
life Service. 


♦ Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensi-
tive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 


♦ Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as de-
fined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act , or state protected wet-
lands, through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means;  


♦ Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or mi-
gratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or mi-
gratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites. 


♦ Fundamentally conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan 
or natural community conservation plan; 


♦ 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.   Fac-
tors 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 pro-
tected trees to remain, with special consideration given to native trees.   


 Protected trees include the following: 
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 Quercus agrifolia (California or coast live oak) measuring four inches 
diameter at breast height (dbh) or larger, and any other tree measuring 
nine inches dbh or larger except eucalyptus and pinus radiata (Mon-
terey pine); provided, however, that  Monterey pine trees on City 
property and in development-related situations where more than five 
Monterey pine trees per acre are proposed to be removed are consid-
ered to be Protected trees. 


♦ Fundamentally conflict with the City of Oakland Creek Protection 
Ordinance (OMC Chapter 13.16) intended to protect biological re-
sources. Although there are no specific, numeric/quantitative criteria to 
assess impacts, factors to be considered in determining significance in-
clude 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) de-
positing 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. 


 
 
C. Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 
Development of the site would convert the existing grassland, ruderal scrub, 
and sapling trees on the site to residential development.  Most of the site 
would be occupied by structures; a roadway, sidewalks, and driveways; and 
landscaped areas, leaving little undisturbed area for re-establishment of the 
existing natural cover.   
 
1. Special-Status Species 
 
Impact BIO-1:  Grading and construction activities on the site would 
have the potential to harm special-status species or habitat for special-
status species.  (Potentially Significant) 
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As discussed above, the extent of past disturbance of the site from grading and 
the absence of suitable habitat conditions on the site severely limit the poten-
tial for occurrence of special-status plant species.  Sensitive natural commu-
nity types are absent from the site, and no impacts are anticipated.  The grass-
lands on the site are dominated by non-native species and do not have a high 
enough component of native species to qualify as native grasslands.   
 
Essential habitat for special-status animal species is also absent from the site 
and no significant impacts are anticipated.  One or more bird species of con-
cern may occasionally fly over the site, but suitable nesting habitat and im-
portant foraging habitat is absent and no significant impacts would occur as a 
result of development of the site.  The extent of surrounding existing devel-
opment precludes movement of any special-status animal species onto the site 
in the future.  
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1a:  A qualified botanist shall conduct detailed 
preconstruction surveys in spring (March and May) to confirm absence of 
any special-status plant species on the site. The survey shall focus on the 
twelve special-status plant species listed in Table 4 considered to have a re-
mote (highly unlikely) probability of occurrence on the site.  The surveys 
shall be completed and a report of findings shall be submitted to the City be-
fore the onset of any initial ground-disturbing activity or construction. 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1b:  If populations of any special-status plant 
species are encountered, the project applicant shall ensure that construc-
tion-related impacts are avoided or adequately mitigated by retaining a 
qualified botanist to develop and implement a Special-Status Plant Spe-
cies Mitigation and Monitoring Plan.  A Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 
shall  only be required if a listed species, or those maintained on Lists 1B 
or 2 of the CNPS Inventory are encountered during the preconstruction 
survey.  Potential impacts on any species maintained on Lists 3 and 4 of 
the CNPS Inventory would not be considered significant and no addi-
tional mitigation would be required for these species if encountered dur-
ing the preconstruction survey. 
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The Mitigation and Monitoring Plan shall be prepared in consultation with 
the CDFG and shall be approved by the City prior to any initial ground-
disturbing activity or construction.  The Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 
shall be based on the status and vulnerability of the species present with 
avoidance of all or a majority of any populations on the site the preferred 
method of mitigation.   Where complete or even partial avoidance of any spe-
cial-status plant populations on the site is considered infeasible, options for 
mitigation may include a program to salvage and re-establish the population 
at an alternative, suitable location.  Details of any salvage and habitat recrea-
tion effort shall include the following criteria and performance standards: 


♦ Collection of seeds during the appropriate developmental stage of the 
plant. 


♦ Procedures for sowing techniques appropriate to the life cycle of the 
plant. 


♦ Development of a maintenance and monitoring plan specific to the en-
vironmental conditions necessary for survival of the new population.  
Maintenance and monitoring shall be provided for a minimum of five 
years to determine success of re-seeding and habitat creation, and need 
for additional preservation.  


♦ Identification of funding sources by the applicant to provide implemen-
tation of the plan in consultation with the qualified plant ecologist, 
landscape architect, and civil engineer. 


♦ In addition, preservation of another existing occurrence of the affected 
special-status plant species shall be required if monitoring indicates that 
the re-establishment efforts have not been successful after five years.  
The preservation program shall provide for permanent protection of a 
different existing population in Alameda County, which is equal or lar-
ger in size than that encountered on the site (minimum 1:1 replace-
ment), through land acquisition or use of a conservation easement.  Any 
off-site mitigation lands shall include establishment of a management 
endowment as necessary to provide for long-term management of the 
preserved population. 
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Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant 
 
2. Sensitive Natural Communities 
No wetlands, jurisdictional habitat or riparian habitat occur on the site, nor 
would any wetlands be directly affected by the proposed project, so no im-
pact would occur.  A Sedimentation and Erosion Control Plan would be re-
quired as part of the Grading Permit for the project, which would ensure that 
the potential for any off-site sedimentation impacts are adequately controlled. 
 
3. Wildlife Movement 
 
Impact BIO-2: Development of the site would have the potential to re-
move wildlife movement corridors.  (Less than Significant) 
 
Some common ground-mobile species such as pocket gopher and fence lizard 
would be lost during grading and construction.  Birds which utilize the site 
would most likely avoid the area until construction has been completed and 
new landscaping begins to provide replacement cover and foraging opportuni-
ties.  However, the site is isolated from other undeveloped lands and lacks 
protective cover or other important wildlife habitat values, and does not pro-
vide a wildlife corridor, so this loss would not be considered significant.  No 
impacts to native resident or migratory fish or wildlife would occur. 
 
Mitigation: None required. 
 
4. Tree Preservation and Removal Policy 
 
Impact BIO-3:  Although no native live oak saplings on the site would be 
removed as part of the project, they could be harmed by construction.  
(Potentially Significant) 
 
There are six native sapling live oaks along the upper elevations of the site, 
ranging in diameter from four to ten inches.  All of these trees would be pre-
served during grading and construction and incorporated into the final land-
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scaping plan.  However, they could potentially be harmed by construction 
activities if they are not adequately protected.  This would be a significant 
impact.   
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-3:  The six native sapling live oaks along the 
upper elevations of the site shall be preserved to the extent possible and 
adequate measures taken to prevent removal or damage as part of grad-
ing.  The applicant shall work with a consulting arborist and with the Tree 
Services division of the City’s Office of Parks and Recreation to create a tree 
protection plan.  This plan shall include measures such as surveying and map-
ping the trunk locations and elevations of individual trees and adjusting the 
grading plan where feasible to preserve individual trees.  Trees to be preserved 
shall be clearly flagged prior to any grading, and temporary construction re-
striction fencing installed to prevent inadvertent removal, entrance of con-
struction equipment or storage of construction materials. 
 
Where tree removal is unavoidable, the project applicant must apply for a tree 
removal permit, as required by the Tree Removal/Preservation Ordinance. 
This application process includes a detailed review of site plans and tree sur-
veys by the Office of Planning and Zoning, the Office of Parks and Recrea-
tion, and the Public Works Agency. The proposed tree removal must be re-
viewed and approved by all relevant City offices. Any trees that are removed 
shall be replaced at a 3:1 ratio and incorporated into the Landscape Plan rec-
ommended in Mitigation Measure BIO-5b. 
 
Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant. 
 
Impact BIO-4:  The proposed project would necessitate the removal of 
one redwood in the median of Keller Avenue which is protected under 
the City’s Tree Protection/Removal Ordinance.  (Significant) 
 
The project would necessitate the removal of one mature redwood tree in the 
median of Keller Avenue in order to create a left turn lane onto Siena Drive.  
This tree, which is 27 inches in diameter, would be protected by the Tree 
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Removal/Protection Ordinance.  The Ordinance is intended to regulate tree 
removal and replacement by preserving certain trees, preventing unnecessary 
tree loss, minimizing environmental damage from improper tree removal and 
enforcing tree preservation regulations.  In addition to protecting specific 
species such as coast live oak, the ordinance protects all trees measuring nine 
inches in diameter at breast height (dbh).  Since the redwood to be removed is 
over nine inches in diameter, it is protected by the Ordinance, and its re-
moval would be considered a significant impact. 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-4:  The project applicant must apply for a tree 
removal permit for the removal of the redwood, as required by the Tree 
Protection/Removal Ordinance.  This application process includes a de-
tailed review of site plans and tree surveys by the City Planning Department, 
the Office of Parks and Recreation and the Office of Public Works.  The pro-
posed tree removal must be reviewed and approved by all relevant City of-
fices. 
 
Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant. 
 
Impact BIO-5:  Grading would create suitable growing conditions for 
further establishment of invasive French broom on the site, which would 
limit habitat values unless carefully controlled.  (Potentially Significant) 
 
The Conceptual Site Plan shows extensive plantings of trees and shrubs 
around the structures and perimeter of the site that would provide cover for 
species common in suburban habitat which already frequent the site.  A Final 
Landscape Plan has not yet been prepared for the project, but it is anticipated 
that the landscaping would include a minimum planting of 30 mature trees 
and 30 smaller trees on the site.  Careful consideration of the difficult growing 
conditions would be necessary to ensure successful establishment of landscape 
plantings on graded slopes.  Use of native, drought-tolerant and fire-resistant 
species adapted to the adverse conditions of the proposed cut slopes would 
improve the success of landscape efforts and may serve to re-establish some 
limited habitat value for common wildlife in the area.  Grading would also 
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create suitable growing conditions for further establishment of French broom 
on the site, which would further limit habitat values unless carefully con-
trolled. This would be a potentially significant impact. 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-5a:  A program to remove French broom shall 
be incorporated into the Final Landscape Plan for the project to eliminate 
this species from the site and prevent its reestablishment.  Graded slopes 
and areas disturbed as part of the project shall be monitored to prevent rees-
tablishment and spread of broom.  The removal and monitoring program 
shall include annual late winter removal of any rooted plants when soils are 
saturated, and cutting back of any remaining flowering plants in the spring 
before seed begins to set in late April.  Monitoring and routine removal shall 
be provided on an annual basis for a minimum of five years to prevent rees-
tablishment. 
  
Mitigation Measure BIO-5b: A Final Landscape Plan shall be prepared by 
a qualified landscape architect which emphasizes the use of native, 
drought tolerant and fire resistant tree, shrub, and groundcover species 
in landscape plantings, and recognizes the difficult growing conditions 
created by proposed cut slopes on the site.  The following requirements and 
restrictions shall be incorporated into the Plan. 


♦ Unsuitable species include: blue gum (Eucalyptus globulus), acacia (Aca-
cia spp.), pampus grass (Cortaderia selloana), broom (Cytisus spp. and 
Genista spp.), gorse (Ulex europaeus), bamboo (Bambusa spp.), giant reed 
(Arundo donax), English ivy (Hedera helix), German ivy (Senecio milani-
oides), and periwinkle (Vinca sp.). 


♦ Suitable species include: coast live oak, California bay (Umbellularia 
californica), big leaf maple (Acer macrophyllum), California buckeye 
(Aesculus californica), toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), California fuchsia 
(Epilobium canum), sticky monkeyflower (Mimulus aurantiacus), Cali-
fornia sagebrush (Artemisia californica), purple needlegrass (Nasella pul-
chra), and buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum). 
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♦ Plantings in the vicinity of the coast live oak saplings shall follow the 
recommendations of the California Oak Society’s Compatible Plants 
Under and Around Oaks booklet. 


 
Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant. 
 
5. Creek Protection Policy 
The proposed project site does not contain any creeks or other watercourses 
that would be protected under the City’s Creek Protection Ordinance, nor 
would any creeks or watercourses be directly affected by the proposed pro-
ject.  Potential impacts to storm water are discussed further in Chapter 4.6, 
Hydrology, and Chapter 4.10, Utilities and Service Systems. 
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This section describes potential effects from the proposed project on cultural 
resources in the City of Oakland.  It was prepared by Archeo-Tec, Inc., cul-
tural resources consultants.  The Phase I Cultural Resources Evaluation is 
included as Appendix D of this EIR. 
 
 
A. Existing Setting 
 
1. Regulatory Setting 
This section provides an overview of the federal, State and local policies pro-
tecting cultural resources within the City of Oakland. 
 
a. National Register of Historic Places 
Properties are nominated to the National Register of Historic Places by the 
State Historic Preservation Officer of the state in which the property is lo-
cated, by the Federal Preservation Officer for federally owned or controlled 
property, or by the Tribal Preservation Officer for tribally owned property. 
Generally, properties must be at least 50 years old, or “exceptionally impor-
tant” to be considered eligible for listing.  The proposed project site does not 
include any structures eligible for listing on the National Register. 
 
b. State Office of Historic Preservation 
The California Register of Historical Resources identifies the state’s historical 
resources as well as architectural, historical, archaeological, and cultural re-
sources. The California Register includes properties listed in or formally de-
termined eligible for the National Register and lists selected California Regis-
tered Historical Landmarks.  The State Historic Preservation Office also 
sponsors the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS), a 
statewide system for managing information on the full range of historical re-
sources identified in California.  CHRIS provides an integrated database of 
site-specific archaeological and historical resources information.  
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c. Historic Preservation Element of the General Plan 
In March 1994, the City Council adopted the Historic Preservation Element 
of the Oakland General Plan. The element provides a broad, multifaceted 
strategy that seeks to promote preservation of a wide range of historically 
significant older properties and districts in a manner that is reasonably bal-
anced with other concerns and consistent with other City goals and objec-
tives.  The City Council has since amended policies regarding historic preser-
vation and ongoing city activities and made amendments to define historic 
resources for CEQA purposes.   
 
2. Methodology 
The cultural resources impacts evaluation consisted of three distinct tasks: 
review of archival documents, consultation with the Native American Heri-
tage Commission and a surface reconnaissance of the site.   
 
The initial phase of the project consisted of a focused review of relevant maps, 
photographs, written accounts and other archival documents on file at the 
Northwest Information Center, located on the campus of Sonoma State Uni-
versity in Rohnert Park.  The principal objective of this archival literature 
review was to determine whether any archaeological sites or associated cul-
tural resources, of either prehistoric or historic period age and characteristics, 
had been previously recorded within, or closely adjacent to, the subject prop-
erty. 
 
Prior to the start of the archaeological field reconnaissance, maps and other 
archival documents concerning previous archaeological research in and 
around the project site were consulted (File #03-556).  Jonathan Goodrich of 
Archeo-Tec conducted the archival literature review on February 3, 2004 at 
the Northwest Information Center, located on the campus of Sonoma State 
University in Rohnert Park. 
 
The second phase of the evaluation entailed consultation with the Native 
American Heritage Commission’s Sacred Lands File.  The primary objective 
of this consultation was to determine whether any sites deemed sacred to 
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members of the local Native American community had been previously re-
corded within, or closely adjacent to, the borders of the Sienna Hill Project 
site. 
 
As part of the present cultural resources assessment, the present writer con-
sulted the Native American Heritage Commission in Sacramento with the 
intention of determining whether any portion of the present project area may 
encroach upon any sites deemed sacred by members of the local Native 
American Community.  In order to obtain this information, the present 
writer sent a letter to Ms. Debbie Pilas-Treadway of the Native American 
Heritage Commission on February 4, 2004.  This letter formally requested 
that the Native American Heritage Commission consult its "Sacred Lands" 
file in order to obtain the requested information.   
 
The third phase of the cultural resources evaluation consisted of a systematic 
on-site archaeological surface reconnaissance of the 3.9-acre project area.  Ar-
chaeological field reconnaissance of the present subject property parcel was 
undertaken on February 5, 2004.   Jason Claiborne and Jonathan Goodrich of 
Archeo-Tec conducted the archaeological field survey. In an attempt to locate 
and identify cultural resources, the entire project area was criss-crossed in a 
series of five-meter transects.  Throughout the on-site reconnaissance, Mr. 
Claiborne and Mr. Goodrich carefully inspected the surface of the ground in 
an attempt to identify evidence of the presence of potentially significant cul-
tural resources.  All topographic features and/or other places where archaeo-
logical materials might be present were noted and intensively investigated. 
 
3. Ethnographic Background 
The present project area is situated in what was the northern part of the terri-
tory occupied by the Costanoan people prior to the late-eighteenth century 
arrival of the first Europeans.  Comparatively little is known about the Co-
stanoans, so named after the Spanish derivative for “coastal people.”  In 1770 
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the Costanoan numbers were at most around 10,000, perhaps fewer.1  But 
forty years later, by about 1810, much of the aboriginal population and most 
of the traditional culture of these people had completely disappeared in the 
face of European settlement, disease, warfare and displacement.2   
 
The Costanoans -- sometimes referred to synonymously as the Ohlone in the 
anthropological literature3  -- were primary collectors and hunters of fish and 
game.  Of major importance to the aboriginal diet were molluscan resources: 
clams, ocean and bay mussels and oysters were extensively exploited.  Fish 
also contributed a large measure of protein to the Costanoan diet, and were 
taken by net, trap, hook, spear and by poison.  Many other littoral resources, 
including varieties of gastropods and crustaceans contributed protein to the 
diet, as documented in the archaeological literature.4  Other sources of meat 
included all manner of land and waterfowl, and terrestrial and sea mammals.   
 
In common with most Native American groups throughout California, plant 
foods probably contributed the majority of calories to the diet.  The staple 
was the acorn, pounded by stone mortar and pestle to form a mush, a gruel, 
or bread.  Buckeye and berries were also harvested.  Animal remains -- bone, 
tooth, beak and claw -- provided awls, pins, daggers, scraping and cutting 
knives and other tools.  Pelts and feathers provided clothing and bedding. 


                                                         
1 Levy, R. “Costanoan.” In R.F. Heizer, vol. ed., Handbook of North Ameri-


can Indians Vol 8: California 485-495. 1978. and A.L. Kroeber, Handbook of California 
Indians, Bureau of American Ethnology Bulletin 78. 1925. 


2 Cook, S.F., “The conflict between the California Indian and white civiliza-
tion.”  Ibero-Americana 22. 1943. and “The aboriginal population of Alameda and 
Contra Costa counties, California.”  University of California Anthropological Records 
16(4):131-156. 1957. 


3 Levy, R., 1925. 
4 Greengo, R.E., “Molluscan species in California shell middens” Reports of 


the University of California Archaeological Survey 13:1-29., “Shellfish foods of the Cali-
fornia Indians”.  Kroeber Anthropological Society Papers 7:63-114. and “Shellfish” in 
W.J. Wallace and D.W. Lathrap, “A culturally stratified shellmound on the east shore 
of San Francisco Bay.”  Contributions of the Archaeological Research Facility 29. 
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Sinew was used for bow support and bow-strings.  Feather, bone and, espe-
cially, shell were used for items of ornamentation, such as beads, pendants, 
hair bangles, septum inserts, earrings and the like. Local rock and mineral 
sources provided cherts and stones for tool manufacture; and local sandstone 
provided suitable material for grinding and pounding tools.  Exotic materials, 
such as steatite and particularly obsidian, could be obtained in trade.  Other 
valuable resources used to obtain exotic materials in trade with non-coastal 
peoples included salt, shellfish meat, and shell as raw material for ornament 
manufacture. 
 
The family household was the basic social unit, and was extended patrilin-
eally.5  An average of about 15 individuals -- although this varied considerably 
-- made up the household.  The next larger social unit was the clan.6  The larg-
est social unit throughout most of California was the tribelet.  The tribelet, or 
group of interrelated villages under the leadership of a single headman, con-
sisted here of around 200 people per unit.  Each tribelet -- of which there may 
have been several for each of the eight linguistic branches -- served as an 
autonomous political unit, presumably for enforcing equal access to resources 
for its members and for protection from hostile neighbors. 
 
 
B. Standards of Significance 
 
The proposed project would result in a significant impacts if it would result in 
any of the following: 


♦ Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical re-
source as defined in CEQA Guidelines §15064.5.  Specifically,  a substan-
tial 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.”  


                                                         
5 Harrington, J.P. “Report of fieldwork.”  49th Annual Report of the Bureau 


of American Ethnology for the Years 1931-1932: 2-3.  
6 Ibid. 
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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 signifi-
cance 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); 


♦ Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 1506.4. 


♦ Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature. 


♦ Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries. 


 
 
C. Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 
1. Historical Resources 
There are no historic resources on the proposed project site.  The nearest ar-
eas with historic resources identified in the City of Oakland’s General Plan 
Historic Preservation Element are the Mills College Campus, approximately 
three miles northwest of the site, and an area along MacArthur Boulevard 
between 83rd and 98th Avenues, approximately three miles southwest of the 
site.  Therefore, there would be no impacts to historic resources. 
 
2. Archaeological and Paleontological Resources and Human Remains 
 
Impact CUL-1: Although no evidence of cultural resources or human 
remains has been discovered on the site, it is possible that construction 
activities could disturb undiscovered buried cultural resources or human 
remains.  (Potentially Significant) 
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Based upon the findings of the archival literature review and the archaeologi-
cal surface reconnaissance, Archeo-Tec has concluded that the project site 
contains no cultural resources that would qualify as historically significant in 
accordance with any of the criteria or standards for the evaluation of cultural 
resources set forth in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), nor 
would the site be expected to contain unique paleontological resources or 
undiscovered human remains.  A systematic review of the documents on file 
at the Northwest Information Center revealed that no prehistoric or historic 
archaeological sites had been previously recorded within the borders of the 
present project area.  This lack of data is, at least in part, due to the fact that 
the present project site had never been the object of previous archaeological 
scrutiny.  The archival literature review further revealed that no archaeologi-
cal sites had been recorded within a one-quarter mile radius of the present 
subject property.   
 
After appropriate consultation of the “Sacred Lands” file, Ms. Pilas-Treadway 
of the Native American Heritage Commission responded to the present 
writer in a letter dated February 6, 2004.  According to the letter, a “record 
search of the sacred lands file has failed to indicate the presence of Native 
American cultural resources in the immediate project area”.  Nonetheless, the 
above referenced letter cautioned that the “absence of specific site information 
in the sacred land file does not indicate the absence of cultural resources in the 
project area”. 
 
Finally, the site has a history of significant disturbance during the construc-
tion of Keller Avenue, and a thorough field reconnaissance of the subject 
property yielded a total absence of evidence indicating the presence of prehis-
toric and/or historic era cultural resources of significance.  No artifacts were 
encountered at any point within the project area; neither were any soils of 
apparent anthropic origin observed. 
 
However, the possibility exists that unknown cultural resources or human 
remains could be buried on the site, and would be disturbed by grading and 
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excavation for the proposed project.  Therefore, the project shall incorporate 
the following mitigation measures: 
 
Mitigation Measure CUL-1a:  If previously-undetected cultural resources 
of significance are encountered during the course of any construction, all 
earthmoving activity in the area of impact shall stop until the applicant 
retains the services of a qualified archaeological consultant.  The archaeo-
logical consultant shall examine the findings, assess their significance and 
offer proposals for any procedures deemed appropriate to further investi-
gate and/or mitigate adverse impacts to those cultural resources which 
have been encountered. 
 
Mitigation Measure CUL-1b: If previously undetected paleontological 
resources of significance are encountered during the course of any con-
struction, all earthmoving activity in the area of impact shall stop until 
the applicant retains the services of a qualified paleontologist. The pale-
ontologist shall examine the findings, assess their significance and offer 
proposals for any procedures deemed appropriate to further investigate 
and/or mitigate adverse impacts to those cultural resources which have 
been encountered. 
 
Mitigation Measure CUL-1c:  If previously unknown human remains are 
encountered during construction, the County Coroner and an appropri-
ate representative of the Native American Heritage Commission shall be 
informed and consulted, as required by State law. 
 
Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant. 
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This section describes the existing geologic setting and conditions on and 
around the proposed project site, and presents an evaluation of the impacts of 
the proposed project on site geology.  The information presented in this sec-
tion is based on a geotechnical engineering report completed by Gary E. Un-
derdahl, Registered Professional Engineer.  The report is attached in its en-
tirety as Appendix E of this EIR. 
 
 
A. Existing Setting 
 
The site is a steeply sloping, mostly cut, slope on the east side Keller Avenue, 
between Greenridge Drive and Rilea Way. The lot is mostly a 2:1 slope cut 
for the construction of Keller Avenue. The upper part of the slope is cut by 
two swales which were filled, possibly as part of the upslope subdivision(s) or 
as part of the construction of Keller Avenue.  A search by the project appli-
cant of the City of Oakland files found no geotechnical information about 
the Keller Road construction, and no geotechnical reports for the upslope 
subdivision(s) are known to be available.  There is no report of significant 
recent movement or erosion of any site soils.  There is no known contamina-
tion on the site. 
 
The site is a irregularly shaped parcel, with approximately 950 feet of frontage 
on Keller Avenue and a depth of up to 250 feet.  Most of the lot is cut, with 
an approximate 2:1 slope.  Above the cut slope, along the upslope or eastern 
side of the site, the slope is gentler.  The gentler slopes are filled or natural, 
with gradients ranging from 2:1 to 3:1.  Elevations on the site range from 350 
to 460 feet.  Existing drainage occurs in sheet flow down the slope to Keller 
Avenue.   
 
1. Regulatory Setting 
 
a. Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act 
The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act requires the delineation of 
zones along active faults in California. The purpose of the Alquist-Priolo Act 
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is to regulate development on or near fault traces to reduce the hazard of fault 
rupture and to prohibit the location of most structures for human occupancy 
across these traces. Cities and counties must regulate certain development 
projects within the zones.  The proposed project site is not located within an 
Earthquake Fault Zone. 
 
b. Seismic Hazards Mapping Act 
The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act was developed to protect the public from 
the effects of strong ground shaking, liquefaction, 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 development within 
these zones.  Geotechnical investigations must be conducted for sites within a 
Seismic Hazard Zone prior to any development, and appropriate mitigation 
measures must be incorporated into the project design.  The project site and 
most of the surrounding hillsides east and west of I-580 are located within a 
Seismic Hazard Zone for landslides. 
 
c. California Building Code 
The California Building Code is included in Title 24 of the California Code 
of Regulations (CCR), and is a portion of the California Building Standards 
Code.  Under state law, all building standards must be centralized in Title 24 
or they are not enforceable.  The California Building Code incorporates the 
Uniform Building Code (UBC), a widely adopted model building code in the 
United States.  The California Building Code also includes necessary Califor-
nia amendments, including criteria for seismic design.  The 1997 UBC, the 
code currently adopted by the City of Oakland, requires extensive geotechni-
cal analysis and engineering for grading, foundations, retaining walls, and 
structures within seismic zones.  The project site is located within Zone 4, as 
is much of western California.  Of the four seismic zones designated in the 
United States, Zone 4 is expected to experience the greatest effects from 
earthquake ground shaking and therefore has the most stringent requirements 
for seismic design. 
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d. City Of Oakland 
The City of Oakland Building Services Division reviews engineering analyses 
and detailed engineering drawings for all proposed projects in order to ensure 
that all buildings are designed and built in conformance with the seismic re-
quirements of the City of Oakland Building Code.  The engineering analysis 
and drawings for any proposed project must be submitted and approved by 
the Building Services Division prior to excavation, grading, or construction 
activities on a project site. 
 
2. Site Geology 
The City of Oakland lies within the geologic region of California referred to 
as the Coast Ranges geomorphic province.  Discontinuous northwest-
trending mountain ranges, ridges and intervening valleys composed of ancient 
seafloor rocks characterize this province. 
 
The cited geologic maps indicate that the site is on geologically young volcan-
ics, labeled the Leona Rhyolite by Radbruch.1  The bedrock of this formation 
varies considerably in strength and hardness.  The Nilsen Landslide Map 
shows the site to be on rock and colluvial filled swales.  The mapping identi-
fies colluvium and numerous landslides on the adjacent hillsides and swales. 
 
3. Site Seismicity 
The San Francisco Bay Area includes this site and is a very seismically active 
region.  Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones are created by the State Ge-
ologist for faults which are considered to be potentially active.2  Active faults 
are those which show evidence of movement within the last 11,000 years.  
The project site is not within an Earthquake Fault Zone, however, it is in a 
large area of soils with a potential for permanent ground displacement in an  


                                                         
1 Crane, Ron, 1988, Oakland East Quadrangle, geology modified from oth-


ers, and Radbruch, D. H., 1969, Aerial and Engineering Geology of the Oakland East 
7½’ Quadrangle, USGS GQ-769. 


2 Davis, James F., 1982 and 2000, Oakland East Quadrangle, State of Califor-
nia Special Studies Zones and Seismic Hazard Zones, California Division of Mines and 
Geology. 
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TABLE 5   ACTIVE AND POTENTIALLY ACTIVE FAULTS IN THE PROJECT 


SITE VICINITY 


Fault 
Closest 


Distance 


Maximum 
Moment 


Magnitude 


Slip Rate 
(mm/year) 


Recurrence  
Interval 


Hayward 0.06 mi 7.1 9.0 167 years 


Concord 13 mi 6.9 6.0 176 years 


Calaveras 9 mi 6.8 6.0 146 years 


San Andreas 19 mi 7.1 17.0 400 years 


 


earthquake.  There are several mapped faults in the vicinity.  The northwest-
trending Hayward fault is approximately 330 feet to the southwest and is con-
sidered active.  No other nearby faults are mapped as potentially active, and 
no surface ruptures are shown to cross the lot.  Active and potentially active 
faults in the project site vicinity are listed in Table 5. 
 
4. Site Soils 
According to the National Cooperative Soil Survey, the natural soil on the 
project site is Xerorthents-Millsholm complex, found on 50 to 75 percent 
slopes.  Xerorthents is on the cut and fill urban development area and there-
fore has quite variable  characteristics.  It is generally a loamy soil making up 
approximately 60 percent of the area.  The Millsholm is a loam, making up 20 
percent of the area.  Small areas of Maymen loam, Los Gatos loam, and Los 
Osos silty clay loam are included in the soils mapping of the site and making 
up 20 percent of the complex.   
 
The Xerorthents fill is typically a loam, silt loam or light silty clay loam with 
up to 50 percent angular fragments of shale and sandstone.  Xerorthents cut is 
typically interbedded shale and fine-grained sandstone.  The Millsholm is 
typically shallow and formed in the residuum of weathered shale or fine-
grained sandstone.  It is typically composed of two layers, a 7-inch-thick silt 







S I E N A  H I L L  


D R A F T  E I R  
G E O L O G Y ,  S O I L S  A N D  S E I S M I C I T Y  


123 


loam topsoil and a 20-inch-thick silt loam subsoil, underlain by shale.  Both 
soils typically have a low shrink-swell potential, with a Plasticity Index from 
non-plastic to a plascticity of 10, and silt and clay fines content of 50 to 75 
percent.   
 
To supplement the data from the National Cooperative Soil Survey, three test 
pits were dug on the project site at depths ranging from 1.5 to 6 feet. The test 
pit locations are shown in Figure 17.  In general, the three test pits on the site 
found fill over natural clay topsoil and bedrock.  The conditions found in the 
test pits can be grouped as follows: 


♦ Fill.  The upper soil layer in the central swale is a well-compacted fill. 
The fill is composed of a gravelly silt or clay or silty gravel, with the 
gravel consisting of sandstone and shale rock fragments.  


♦ Topsoil.  The natural layer, under the fill, is a firm  and dry sandy clay 
topsoil, ranging from 6 inches to 18 inches in thickness. The topsoil is 
moderately to highly plastic and probably highly expansive. Sand and 
gravel content is relatively high, 46 percent in the sample from Test Pit 3. 


♦ Bedrock.  The bedrock is a hard and strong volcanic. 


♦ Groundwater.  No ground water was found in any of the test pits. 
Depth to ground water is unknown. No ground water is likely to be 
found in the fill or natural soils on the site. 


 
In contrast with the general data provided by the National Cooperative Soil 
Survey, the test results of soil sample 3-1, taken from Test Pit # 3 on the pro-
posed project site, showed a higher plasticity index of 21 and a fines content 
of 53.6 percent.  Soil sample 3-1 was taken from the buried topsoil of the site. 
 
5. Soil Expansion 
The natural layer of topsoil on the site, which lies beneath a layer of fill, 
ranges from six to 18 inches in thickness.  The topsoil is a firm and dry sandy 
clay, moderately to highly plastic and probably highly expansive.  Beneath 
the topsoil, the majority of the site is located on a hard and strong volcanic 
bedrock which is not expansive.   
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B. Standards of Significance 
 
In this section, an impact has found to be significant if it would: 


♦ Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, in-
cluding risk of loss, injury, or death involving  


 Rupture of a known 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 evi-
dence of a known fault (refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publications 42 and 117 and PRC §2690 et. seq.); 


 Strong seismic ground shaking, or seismic related ground failure, in-
cluding liquefaction, lateral spreading, subsidence, collapse; or 


 Landslides. 


♦ Result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil, creating substantial 
risks to life, property, or creeks/waterways. 


♦ 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;  


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


♦ Be located above landfills for which there is no approved closure and 
post-closure plan, or unknown fill soils, creating substantial risks to life 
or property ; or 


♦ 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. 
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C. Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 
The proposed project is not located above a well, pit, swamp, mound, tank 
vault, unmarked sewer line or landfill, and so would not create any risks to 
life or property.  In addition, the proposed project would not include the use 
of septic tanks, so no impacts relating to septic tanks would occur. 
 
1. Fault Rupture 
The project site is located roughly 330 feet from the Hayward Fault, which is 
active.  Additionally, the site is located 13 miles, 9 miles and 19 miles from 
the Concord, Calaveras and San Andreas Faults, none of which are consid-
ered active.  The risk of surface fault rupture on the proposed project site is 
very low because no active faults are known to cross the lot.  Based on the 
State Geologist’s determination that the Earthquake Fault Zone of the Hay-
ward fault is very narrow in the area of the project site, there is no reason to 
believe that there are any undiscovered trace faults on the site.  Therefore, no 
impacts from fault rupture are expected to occur. 
 
2. Ground Shaking 
 
Impact GEO-1:  The proposed project site is within a seismically-active 
region, and the proposed project site will likely be subject to strong seis-
mic ground shaking during its design life.  (Potentially Significant) 
 
Although the proposed project site is not located within an Earthquake Fault 
Zone as mapped on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones created by the 
California State Geologist, it is considered to be in Seismic Zone 4 based on 
the standards of the 1997 Uniform Building Code.  Areas within Zone 4 are 
expected to experience maximum magnitudes and damage in the event of an 
earthquake.   
 
A large magnitude earthquake on any of several Bay Area faults is capable of 
producing damaging levels of ground shaking on the site.  Obviously, the 
highest ground shaking intensities on the site would be associated with a high 
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magnitude earthquake on the Hayward fault.  In addition, the Concord, 
Calaveras, San Andreas faults are all relatively close to the site and can be ex-
pected to cause moderate to strong ground shaking at the site in the event of a 
large earthquake.  A strong earthquake originating on these or other known 
or unmapped faults in the greater San Francisco Bay region can be expected to 
damage structures over a broad area.  The seismic response of the site is ex-
pected to be similar to that of other nearby developed lots and would not be 
affected by the construction of the proposed project.  However, there is a 
high risk of potentially damaging intensities of ground shaking at the site dur-
ing the useful life of the planned structures, which could have impacts on the 
proposed project.  This is a potentially significant impact.  Therefore, the 
project shall incorporate the following mitigation measure: 
 
Mitigation Measure GEO-1:  Structures shall be designed in compliance 
with current building codes related to seismic safety.   
 
Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant. 
 
3. Landslides and Liquefaction 
The risks of earthquake induced landsliding and lurch cracking are essentially 
non-existent on the site, because of the hard rock underlying the site at shal-
low depths.  The risks of earthquake induced liquefaction or lateral spreading 
are also non-existent because of the lack of saturated clean silts or sands on the 
site. 
 
4. Slope Stability 
 
Impact GEO-2:  As the soils on the site become saturated in an earth-
quake event, the slopes become less stable.  (Potentially Significant) 
 
Currently the cut and fill slopes on the site are stable, composed of rock, 
strong fill and firm, natural soils.  However, as the soils on the site become 
saturated in an earthquake event, the slopes become less stable.  As mentioned 
in the project description, a preliminary grading plan has been prepared in 
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which slope grades are limited to 2-to-1 horizontal to vertical ratio with re-
taining walls to support this slope.  However, soil instability in an earthquake 
event is a potentially significant impact. 
 
Mitigation Measure GEO-2a:  The final grading plan for the proposed 
project shall limit slope grades to a maximum 2-to-1 horizontal to vertical 
ratio with retaining walls to support this slope. 
 
Mitigation Measure GEO-2b:  New retaining walls and foundations shall 
be designed following the detailed criteria set forth in the Geotechnical 
Investigation completed for the proposed project. 
 
Mitigation Measure GEO-2c:  Detailed grading plans and construction 
drawings shall be submitted to the City of Oakland Building Services 
Department for approval prior to excavation to ensure that the buildings 
and retaining walls conform with Uniform Building Code requirements. 
 
Mitigation Measure GEO-2d:  Foundations of the buildings shall bear on 
rock. 
 
Mitigation Measure GEO-2e:  In addition to the requirements contained 
in Mitigation Measure HYDRO-3, drainage on the site shall be designed 
and maintained to minimize ponding of surface water and/or saturation 
of the soils, following the detailed criteria in the geotechnical investiga-
tion completed for the project. 
 
Significance After Mitigation: Less than Significant 
 
5. Erosion 
 
Impact GEO-3:  Soils on the site above the fill layer are at risk of erosion.  
(Potentially Significant) 
 
The project site is composed of well-compacted fill, the natural layer of dry, 
sandy topsoil and strong volcanic bedrock.  There is minimal vegetation on 
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this heavily graded site.  Thus, the soils above the fill layer are at risk of ero-
sion.   
 
Mitigation Measure GEO-3a:  An erosion control plan to minimize wind 
and water erosion during the construction period shall be prepared, as is 
standard during the grading and building permit approval process.  This 
erosion control plan shall incorporate appropriate measures in accordance 
with the mitigation measures outlined in Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1, 
HYDRO-2a and HYDRO-2b. 
 
Mitigation Measure GEO-3b:  Long-term erosion shall be addressed 
through installation of landscaping and storm drainage facilities. 
 
Significance After Mitigation: Less than Significant 
 
6. Soil Expansion 
 
Impact GEO-4: The proposed project would be placed on slightly to 
moderately expansive soil and non-expansive bedrock and on steep slopes.  
(Potentially Significant) 
 
As discussed above, the project would be located on a 6- to 18-inch-thick layer 
of topsoil that is moderately to highly plastic and probably highly expansive.  
However, below the topsoil is a hard and strong volcanic bedrock that could 
adequately and safely support the foundations of the proposed units. 
 
Mitigation Measure GEO-4:  Foundations shall be drilled piers and grade 
beams. 
 
Significance After Mitigation: Less than Significant 
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This section describes the existing and future hydrological conditions on and 
around the proposed project site, and presents an evaluation of potential im-
pacts of the project on water quality.  It is based on a report completed by 
Questa Engineering and on calculations by A.C.K. Engineering, which are 
included as Appendices F and G of this EIR, respectively. 
 
 
A. Existing Setting 
 
1. Regulatory Framework 
a. NPDES General Construction Activities Stormwater Permit Require-


ments 
The Clean Water Act (CWA) has nationally regulated the discharge of pollut-
ants to waters of the United States from any point source since 1972. In 1987, 
amendments to the CWA added section 402(p), which established a frame-
work for regulating non point source (NPS) storm water discharges under the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES).  The Phase I 
NPDES storm water program regulates storm water discharges from major 
industrial facilities, large and medium-sized municipal separate storm sewer 
systems (those serving more than 100,000 persons), and construction sites that 
disturb five or more acres of land.  
 
In California, the NPDES General Construction Activities Stormwater Pro-
gram is administered by the California Regional Water Quality Control 
Boards.  Pursuant to the NPDES Stormwater Phase II Final Rule, dated De-
cember 8, 1999, discharges of storm water associated with construction activi-
ties that result in the disturbance of equal to or greater than one acre of land 
must apply for coverage under the statewide General Construction Activities 
Stormwater Permit (General Permit).  Construction activity includes, but is 
not limited to: clearing, grading, demolition, excavation, construction of new 
structures, and reconstruction of existing facilities involving removal and re-
placement that results in soil disturbance.  It is the responsibility of the owner 
of the land where the construction activity is to occur to obtain a permit 
prior to site construction. 
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b. Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program (ACCWP) 
The ACCWP is a group of agencies within Alameda County that discharge 
storm water to the San Francisco Bay.  The ACCWP is required by the San 
Francisco RWQCB to obtain a NPDES permit for storm water discharges 
under the Phase I NPDES storm water program.  As part of the NPDES per-
mit, the ACCWP has developed a storm water management plan to reduce 
pollution in storm water discharges throughout the County.  The City of 
Oakland is a member of the ACCWP. 
 
c. City of Oakland Stormwater Ordinance 
In 1993, water quality BMPs described in the ACCWP storm water manage-
ment program were implemented into City of Oakland Stormwater Ordi-
nance.  The ordinance aims to reduce pollutants in storm water by regulating 
grading, excavation, and filling activities.  The ordinance requires that all pro-
jects develop a site map, grading plan, and drainage plan prior to approval. 
The City of Oakland’s Stormwater Ordinance was revised in 1997 to provide 
new and stronger provisions to safeguard and manage creeks.  The ordinance, 
now called the “Creek Protection, Stormwater Management, and Discharge 
Control Ordinance,” includes permitting guidelines for development and 
construction projects taking place on a creekside property. 
 
2. Physical and Environmental Setting 
 
a. Climate 
The climate of the Oakland Hills is characterized as Mediterranean with cool, 
wet winters and dry, hot summers.  Average annual rainfall in the vicinity of 
the project site is approximately 24 inches.  The region’s rainy season extends 
from November to April, with relatively dry conditions for the majority of 
the year.1  Average temperatures generally range from 45 degrees Fahrenheit 
in winter months to 75 degrees Fahrenheit in summer months.2 


                                                         
1 Alameda County Flood Control (ACFCD), 1989. Hydrology and Hydrau-


lics Criteria Summary, Western Alameda County. 
2 Western Regional Climate Center, 2001. Climate Summary for Oakland 


Museum, California. 
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b. Geology and Soils 
The project site lies along the northwest-trending Oakland Hills of the Coast 
Range Geomorphic Province of California.  The bedrock geology of the pro-
ject site consists of young volcanics.  These volcanics have been labeled as 
Leona Rhyolite.  Colluvium and numerous landslides have been mapped on 
adjacent hillsides and swales.3 
 
The permeability and texture of on-site soils influence drainage patterns at the 
project sites.  Soil permeability is the rate at which water is absorbed under 
saturated conditions and is related to the hydraulic conductivity of the soil.  
Site soils at the project site have been labeled as Xerorthents-Millsholm Loam 
complex.  Xerorthents consist of soil material resulting from cutting or filling 
for urban development.  Xerorthents generally have moderate permeability, 
rapid to very rapid runoff, and a high to very high risk of erosion.  Millsholm 
Loam soils are formed from weathered shale or fine-grained sandstone.  Mill-
sholm Loams generally have moderate permeability, rapid runoff, and a high 
hazard of erosion.4 
 
c. Site Drainage and Regional Storm Drainage System 
The project site is located in the Arroyo Viejo watershed.  The Arroyo Viejo 
watershed has its headwaters in the foothills of East Oakland, east of I-580. 
Arroyo Viejo generally travels west, draining urban development west of I-
580.  The creek discharges to San Leandro Bay at the northern boundary of 
the Oakland Coliseum.  The lowermost reaches of the creek are tidally influ-
enced.  
 
There are currently no drainage improvements on the project site.  Runoff 
currently starts as unconcentrated overland sheet flow that quickly becomes 
concentrated sheet flow as it moves down the steep hillside.  There are two 
drainage swales on the project site. These drainage swales are steep and gullied 


                                                         
3 Underdahl, Gary. 2001. Geotechnical Investigation, Planned Townhouse 


Development, Keller Avenue, Oakland, Alameda County, California. 
4 United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), Soil Conservation Ser-


vice (SCS). 1981. Alameda County Soil Survey. 
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in several areas.  The drainage swales convey runoff to Keller Avenue. Curbs 
and gutters along Keller Avenue carry runoff north-northwest to two existing 
drop inlets, one along Keller Avenue and the other along Greenridge Drive.  
These drop inlets connect to an existing 18-inch pipe under Keller Avenue, 
which ties in to a 21-inch pipe at the intersection of Keller Avenue and 
Greenridge Drive.   
 
d. Flooding 
The project site is located outside of the 100-year flood zone as delineated by 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).5  According to the 
City of Oakland Storm Drainage Department, there are no reported drain-
age/flooding problems in the vicinity of the project site.6  The Alameda 
County Flood Control District l (ACFCD) reports that there are no existing 
flooding/drainage problems along Arroyo Viejo Creek, which is approxi-
mately 1.5 miles downstream of the project site.7   
 
e. Groundwater 
The California Department of Water Resources (DWR) defines state ground-
water basins based on geologic and hydrogeologic conditions.  According to 
the DWR, the project site is not located within a groundwater basin.8 
 
The preparation of the geotechnical investigation for the proposed project 
involved three subsurface investigations to depths of 1.5 to 6 feet.  The test 
pits were dug and sampled in June 2001, when seasonal groundwater levels are 
generally low.  Groundwater was not encountered in any of the test pits.  


                                                         
5 Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), 1996. Q3 Flood Data, 


Alameda, CA. [ArcInfo format]. 
6 Per telephone conversation with Dale Smith, City of Oakland Storm 


Drainage Department. December 18, 2002. 
7 Per messages left by Anderson Allen, Alameda County Flood Control Dis-


trict, December 18 and 20, 2002. 
8 Department of Water Resources (DWR). 1975. California’s Groundwater – 


Bulletin 118. Updated 2002. 
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While depth to groundwater at the project site is unknown, it is not likely 
that groundwater will be found in the fill or natural soils of the project site.9 
 
3. Relevant Project Characteristics 
The proposed project involves the development of 32 single-family homes. 
Runoff within the project area will be carried via a system of curbs and gut-
ters that will discharge runoff into the existing subterranean storm drain net-
work.  All drainage improvements will be constructed in accordance with all 
City of Oakland engineering requirements.  Two existing drop inlets would 
be used to serve the project site. These inlets are located at: (1) Keller Avenue 
at 338 feet above mean sea level (MSL) and (2) at Greenridge Drive at 334 feet 
above MSL.  In addition, as part of the drainage plan, the applicant is propos-
ing a 48-inch-diameter pipe on the project site to contain peak storm water 
runoff.  Figure 18 shows the predicted site hydrology after the proposed de-
velopment. 
 
 
B. Standards of Significance 
 
The project would have a significant impact on the environment if it would: 


♦ Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; 


♦ Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer 
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the pro-
duction rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which 
would not support existing land uses or proposed uses for which permits 
have been granted); 


♦ Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site that would affect 
the quality of receiving waters; 


♦ Result in substantial flooding on- or off-site; 


                                                         
9 Underdahl, Gary. 2001. Geotechnical Investigation, Planned Townhouse 


Development, Keller Avenue, Oakland, Alameda County, California. 
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♦ Create or contribute substantial runoff which would exceed the capacity 
of existing or planned storm water drainage systems;  


♦ Create or contribute substantial runoff which would be an additional 
source of polluted runoff; 


♦ Otherwise substantially degrade water quality; 


♦ Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area, as mapped on a federal 
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood 
hazard delineation map, that would impede or redirect flood flows; 


♦ Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede 
or redirect flood flows; 


♦ Expose people or structures to a substantial risk of loss, injury or death 
involving flooding; 


♦ Result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow;  


♦ Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, includ-
ing through the alteration of the course, or increasing the rate or amount 
of flow, of a Creek, river or stream in a  manner that would result in sub-
stantial erosion, siltation, or flooding, both on- or off-site; or  
Fundamentally conflict with elements of the City of Oakland Creek Pro-
tection (OMC Chapter 13.16) ordinance intended to protect hydrologic 
resources.  Although there are no specific, numeric/quantitative criteria 
to assess impacts, factors to be considered in determining significance in-
clude whether there is substantial degradation of water quality through 
(a) discharging a substantial amount of pollutants into a creek; (b) signifi-
cantly modifying the natural flow of the water or capacity; (c) depositing 
substantial amounts of new material into a creek or causing substantial 
bank erosion or instability; or (d) substantially endangering public or 
private property or threatening public health or safety. 


 







 S I T E  H Y D R O L O G Y


S I E N A  H I L L


FIGURE 18


 D R A F T  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T


Existing drop inlet


Flow direction


Sub basin Boundry


0 40 80 feetN O R T H







S I E N A  H I L L  


D R A F T  E I R  
H Y D R O L O G Y  


139 


C. Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 
The project site does not contain, and is not adjacent to, any creeks or other 
watercourses.  Therefore, the project would not conflict with any elements of 
the City of Oakland Creek Protection Ordinance. 
 
1. Groundwater 
The project site is not located within a groundwater recharge area as defined 
by the California DWR. The project site would be served by East Bay Mu-
nicipal Utility District (EBMUD) and would not rely upon local groundwa-
ter.  Therefore, no impacts to groundwater supplies and/or groundwater re-
charge are anticipated to result from the proposed project. 
 
2. Erosion 
 
IMPACT HYDRO-1: Increased erosion caused by the grading of the pro-
ject site during construction of the project could result in the degradation 
of downstream waterways.  (Potentially Significant) 
 
The project site is located on very steep slopes.  The proposed development 
would require extensive grading activities for roadways and building pads. 
Existing vegetative cover, predominantly grass, which helps to stabilize site 
soils, would be removed from most areas.  Construction operations associated 
with the proposed project would present a threat of soil erosion from soil 
disturbance by subjecting unprotected bare soil areas to the erosional forces of 
runoff.  Increased erosion could result in the degradation of downstream wa-
terways.  Construction-related erosion impacts are considered to be poten-
tially significant. 
 
Mitigation Measure HYDRO- 1:  The project applicant shall prepare a 
storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) prior to construction 
activities, as required by the statewide General Permit for Construction 
Activities.  Implementation of the plan shall start with the commence-
ment of construction and shall continue though the completion of the 
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project.  Upon completion of the project, the sponsor must submit a No-
tice of Termination to the San Francisco RWQCB to indicate that con-
struction is completed.  
 
At a minimum, the SWPPP shall include the following requirements: 


♦ Excavation and grading activities will be scheduled for the dry season 
only (April 15 to October 15), to the extent possible. This will reduce the 
chance of severe erosion from intense rainfall and surface runoff, as well 
as the potential for soil saturation in swale areas. 


♦ If excavation occurs during the rainy season, storm runoff from the con-
struction area will be regulated through a storm water manage-
ment/erosion control plan that may include temporary onsite silt traps 
and/or basins with multiple discharge points to natural drainages and en-
ergy dissipaters. Stockpiles of loose material will be covered and runoff 
diverted away from exposed soil material. If work is stopped due to rain, 
a positive grading away from slopes will be provided to carry the surface 
runoff to areas where flow can be controlled, such as the temporary silt 
basins.  Sediment basin/traps will be located and operated to minimize 
the amount of off site sediment transport.  Any trapped sediment will be 
removed from the basin or trap and placed at a suitable location onsite, 
away from concentrated flows, or removed to an approved disposal site. 


♦ Temporary erosion control measures will be provided until perennial 
revegetation or landscaping is established and can minimize discharge of 
sediment into nearby waterways. For construction within 500 feet of a 
water body, straw bales will be placed upstream adjacent to the water 
body. 


♦ After completion of grading, erosion protection will be provided on all 
cut-and-fill slopes.  Revegetation will be facilitated by mulching, hy-
droseeding, or other methods and should be initiated as soon as possible 
after completion of grading and prior to the onset of the rainy season (by 
November 1). 
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♦ Permanent revegetation/landscaping will emphasize drought-tolerant 
perennial ground coverings, shrubs, and trees to improve the probability 
of slope and soil stabilization without adverse impacts to slope stability 
due to irrigation infiltration and long-term root development. 


♦ BMPs selected and implemented for the project will be in place and op-
erational prior to the onset of major earthwork on the site. The construc-
tion-phase facilities will be maintained regularly and cleared of accumu-
lated sediment as necessary. 


♦ Hazardous materials such as fuels and solvents used on the construction 
sites will be stored in covered containers and protected from rainfall, 
runoff, and vandalism. A stockpile of spill cleanup materials will be read-
ily available at all construction sites. Employees will be trained in spill 
prevention and cleanup, and individuals will be designated as responsible 
for prevention and cleanup activities. 


 
Significance After Mitigation: Less than Significant. 
 
IMPACT HYDRO-2: Increased erosion caused by the increase in imper-
vious surfaces and changes in drainage patterns after construction of the 
project could result in the degradation of downstream waterways.  (Po-
tentially Significant) 
 
Mitigation Measure HYDRO-2a: The proposed project must be devel-
oped in accordance with the Phase II NPDES permit program. Under the 
program, the applicant shall comply with Phase II NPDES General Con-
struction Activities Stormwater Permit Requirements established by the 
CWA.  
 
Mitigation Measure HYDRO-2b: The City of Oakland’s Municipal Code 
requires that the project applicant prepare a grading plan for the pro-
posed project.   
 
Grading plans must include drainage, erosion, and sediment control plans and 
incorporate BMPs to minimize the amount of pollutants entering the storm 
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drain system, to the maximum extent possible.  The project grading plan 
must be approved by a City Engineer.  The grading plan shall include but not 
be limited to the following: 


♦ A proposed schedule of grading activities, monitoring, and infrastructure 
milestones in chronological format;  


♦ Identification of critical areas of high erodibility potential; 


♦ Description of erosion control measures on streets;  


♦ Contour and spot elevations indicating runoff patterns before and after 
grading; 


♦ Filter systems at catch basins (drop inlets) along Keller Avenue and Green-
ridge Drive as a means of sediment control; 


♦ Soil stabilization techniques such as short-term biodegradable erosion con-
trol blankets and hydroseeding should be utilized. Silt fences should be in-
stalled downslope of all graded slopes. Hay bales should be installed in the 
flow path of graded areas receiving concentrated flows, as well as around 
storm drain inlets; and 


♦ The post-construction inspection of all drainage facilities for accumulated 
sediment, and the clearing of these drainage structures of debris and sedi-
ment. 


 
Significance After Mitigation: Less than Significant. 
 
3. Flooding and Mudflows 
The proposed project is not located within a 100-year flood zone as mapped 
in FEMA FIRMs or any other flood hazard delineation map, nor does the 
proposed project include the placement of structures within a 100-year flood 
hazard area.  No impacts associated with 100-year flood zones are anticipated 
to result from the proposed project. 
 
The project site is not located in the vicinity of a large inland water body, 
along coastal waters or in the path of a potential mudflow.  No impacts asso-
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ciated with seiches, tsunamis, or mudflow are anticipated to result from the 
proposed project. 
 
4. Storm Drainage 
According to the City of Oakland Public Works Agency, there are no exist-
ing drainage problems in the vicinity of the project site.10  Alameda County 
Flood Control District (ACFCD) has indicated that there are no drain-
age/flood problems along Arroyo Viejo Creek, downstream of the project 
site.11 
 
Project runoff would be served by two existing drop inlets at Keller Avenue 
and Greenridge Drive.  These drop inlets connect to an existing 18-inch pipe 
under Keller Avenue, which ties in to a 21-inch pipe at the intersection of 
Keller Avenue and Greenridge Drive.  The proposed project would result in 
an increase in impervious surface area across the project site and lead to a re-
duction in the amount of ground surface which would otherwise be available 
for absorption and infiltration of rainfall.  Consequently, the volume and rate 
of runoff would increase.  If downstream drainage infrastructure is under-
sized, increased runoff volume and peak discharge rates could potentially cre-
ate downstream drainage problems.  
 
Impact HYDRO-3:  If storm water runoff from the project is not ade-
quately contained by the on-site drainage system, and exceeds existing 
subbasin or conveyance system capacity, a significant impact would re-
sult. (Potentially Significant) 
 
The project site and surrounding area were divided into two separate sub-
basins, each subbasin discharging into one of the two drop inlets which will 
likely serve the project site. Subbasin 1 (4.5 acres) drains to the drop inlet at 


                                                         
10 Per telephone conversation with Dale Smith, City of Oakland Public 


Works Agency, December 18, 2002, and memorandum from Lorraine Purcell, City of 
Oakland Public Works Agency, March 15, 2004. 


11 Per messages left by Anderson Allen, Alameda County Flood Control 
District, December 18 and 20, 2002. 
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Keller Avenue; Subbasin 2 (5.7 acres) drains to the drop inlet at Greenridge 
Drive. The Rational Method was used to estimate the change in peak dis-
charge for each subbasin as a result of project development. The peak dis-
charge, as computed using Western Alameda County Hydrology and Hy-
draulics criteria, is a function of precipitation, topography, soil characteristics, 
and land use within the project subbasins.  
 
In order to determine whether the existing drainage infrastructure has suffi-
cient capacity to handle the change in peak discharge from the project site, 
the capacity of the two drop inlets at Keller Avenue and Greenridge Drive 
was estimated using the Mannings Equation. The Mannings Equation esti-
mates pipe capacity according to pipe slope, diameter, and the Mannings 
roughness coefficient. The results of the Rational Method and the Mannings 
Equation are presented in Table 6.  
 
A comparison of the results from the Rational Method and Mannings Equa-
tion indicates that downstream infrastructure has sufficient capacity to handle 
the estimated increase in peak discharge from the proposed project during 10-
year storm events, but do not have sufficient capacity available for 100-year 
storm events.  The final drainage plan for the project has not yet been com-
pleted, but the applicant has completed preliminary plans in consultation 
with a hydraulic engineer and the City of Oakland Public Works Agency. 
 
The final formal drainage plan will be required to comply with City of Oak-
land and ACFCD Hydrology and Hydraulics criteria.  The ACFCD requires 
that drainage infrastructure for all proposed projects must be capable of han-
dling flows from 10-year storm events, and that all facilities be capable of 
withstanding a 100-year storm event without failure.  All drainage improve-
ments must be reviewed and approved by a City Engineer to confirm that 
they would meet City and ACFCD standards. 
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TABLE 6   PRE- AND POST-DEVELOPMENT STORM WATER DISCHARGE 


Pipe  
Capacity 


(cfs) 
Peak Discharge (cfs) 


Change in Peak 
Discharge (cfs) 


Percent 
Change  


 Existing Future   


Subbasin 1 
(4.5 acres) 
10-year 8.90 9.63 0.73 9.1 % 


100-year 
11.40 


12.72 13.51 1.13 9.1 % 


Subbasin 2 
(5.7 acres) 
10-year 11.30 12.47 1.17 8.2 % 


100-year 
30.80 


16.12 17.78 1.79 8.2 % 


Source: Hydraulic Calculations by A.C.K. Engineering, August 20, 2004. 


Mitigation Measure HYDRO-3:  Prior to final approval of the project, 
the applicant shall submit final hydrology/hydraulics calculations for the 
project based on final design plans.  These calculations shall be reviewed 
and approved by a City Engineer.  The calculations shall demonstrate 
that the existing drainage infrastructure along Keller Avenue and Green-
ridge Drive are capable of handling flows from the proposed develop-
ment.  If remedial actions must be taken to ensure that the project would 
not impact downstream drainage infrastructure, these actions shall be 
completed prior to construction of the proposed project at the sole cost 
and expense of the applicant, subject to City review and approval. 
 
Significance After Mitigation: Less than Significant. 
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5. Water Quality and Runoff Pollution 
 
IMPACT HYDRO-4: The proposed project could result in water-quality 
impacts including an increase in NPS pollutants and on- or off-site ero-
sion and/or siltation.  (Potentially Significant) 
 
There has been no known water quality monitoring of runoff from the pro-
ject site or vicinity.  Given the existing suburban land use of the area, it is 
likely that the non-point source (NPS) pollutants currently found in runoff 
are oils, grease, metals, and petroleum hydrocarbons.  These NPS pollutants 
are typical of suburban areas.  Typical sources of such NPS pollutants in sub-
urban environments include household products and home maintenance sup-
plies, landscape chemicals, automobiles, and fuels.  Because the proposed pro-
ject would introduce 32 new units into the area, it is anticipated that there 
will be a moderate increase in oil, grease, metals, and petroleum hydrocarbons 
in site runoff.  An increase in NPS pollutants as a result of project develop-
ment is considered to be a potentially significant impact. 
 
In addition, development of the proposed project could result in changes to 
existing drainage patterns that could potentially result in increased erosion 
after construction.  Once the project were completed, the increase in imper-
vious surface area resulting from project development would increase the 
amount of runoff leaving the project site, and could potentially increase ero-
sion on-site.  The onsite runoff, which currently occurs as sheet flow and 
concentrated shallow flow, would be concentrated within curbs and gutters 
and discharged to the subterranean drainage network.  Without mitigation, 
eroded soils from the project site would be deposited into the drainage net-
work and be carried to downstream drainage infrastructure.  Therefore, pro-
ject impacts related to on- or off-site erosion and/or siltation are considered to 
be potentially significant. 
 
Mitigation Measure HYDRO-4a: Filter mechanisms shall be installed at 
all drop inlets receiving runoff from the project site.  
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Filter mechanisms can reduce the amount of sediment and petroleum hydro-
carbons in runoff prior to discharge to downstream drainage facilities. Fossil 
filters and oil/grease separators are two types of filter mechanisms commonly 
used at drop inlets. Both types of filter mechanisms must be regularly main-
tained to ensure functionality. A maintenance schedule must be prepared and 
approved by City staff prior to installation. 
 
Mitigation Measure HYDRO-4b:  The project applicant shall develop a 
long-term storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) to protect 
storm water quality after the construction period.  The SWPPP shall in-
clude the following additional BMPs to protect storm water quality:  


♦ Proper maintenance of parking lots and other paved areas can eliminate 
the majority of litter and debris washing into storm drains and thus, enter-
ing local waterways. Regular sweeping is a simple and effective BMP 
aimed at reducing the amount of litter in storm drain inlets (to prevent 
clogging) and public waterways (for water quality). The project applicant 
shall enter into an agreement with the City of Oakland to ensure this 
maintenance is completed. 


♦ Proper maintenance of filter mechanisms at drop inlets is essential to 
maintain functionality. The maintenance of filter mechanisms will be the 
responsibility of the City of Oakland’s Public Works Department. The 
project applicant shall enter into an agreement with the City of Oakland 
to ensure this maintenance is completed.  


♦ The applicant shall prepare informational literature and guidance on resi-
dential BMPs to minimize pollutant contributions from the proposed de-
velopment. This information shall be distributed to all residences at the 
project site.  At a minimum the information should cover: (1) Proper dis-
posal of household and commercial chemicals; (2) Proper use of landscap-
ing chemicals; (3) Clean-up and appropriate disposal of yard cuttings and 
leaf litter; and (4) Prohibition of any washing and dumping of materials 
and chemicals into storm drains. 


 
Significance After Mitigation: Less than Significant. 
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This section provides an overview of land use policies that are pertinent to 
the proposed project, as well as an analysis of expected impacts and mitigation 
measures.  Documents reviewed include the City of Oakland General Plan, 
Municipal Code and Zoning Ordinance.   
 
 
A. Existing Setting 
 
The project site is within the City limits of Oakland.  City of Oakland land 
use designations, policies, ordinances and standards would apply to the pro-
ject and are relevant to this environmental review.   
 
The General Plan, Zoning Ordinance and Municipal Code contain a number 
of specific goals, policies and regulations to which the proposed Siena Hill 
project must conform in order to be consistent with these documents.  Rele-
vant General Plan policies and Zoning Ordinance regulations, potential im-
pacts of the proposed project, and mitigation measures are discussed here and 
in subsequent chapters. 
 
1. City of Oakland General Plan Land Use and Transportation Element 


Designation and Policies 
Land use policies for the City are contained in the Land Use and Transporta-
tion Element of the General Plan, which was adopted in March 1998.  Ac-
cording to the General Plan, the site’s General Plan land use designation is 
Detached Unit Residential.  This designation is intended to create, maintain, 
and enhance residential areas characterized by detached, single-unit structures.   
 
The General Plan land use designations for parcels adjacent to the project site 
are varied.  Parcels to the north of the project site are designated Housing & 
Business Mix and Resource Conservation Area.   Parcels east of the project 
are designated as Mixed Housing Type Residential.  Parcels to the south, 
within the area of the former Oak Knoll Naval Hospital, are designated as 
Community Commercial, Park and Urban Open Space, Institutional, and 
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Resource Conservation Area.  Parcels to the west of Keller Avenue are also 
designated as Detached Unit Residential. 
 
The following General Plan policies support the proposed project: 
 
Objective N3 Encourage the construction, conservation, and enhancement of 
housing resources in order to meet the current and future needs of the Oakland 
community. 
 
Policy N3.1 Facilitating the construction of housing units should be consid-
ered the highest priority for the City of Oakland. 
 
Policy N3.2 In order to facilitate the construction of needed housing units, 
infill development that is consistent with the General Plan should take place 
throughout the City of Oakland. 
 
Policy N3.8 High-quality design standards should be required of all new 
residential construction. 
 
Policy N3.10 Off-street parking for residential buildings should be adequate 
in amount and conveniently located and laid out, but its visual prominence 
should be minimized. 
 
Policy N6.2 Housing developments that increase home ownership opportuni-
ties for households of all incomes are desirable. 
 
Polity N7.1 New residential development in Detached Unit and Mixed 
Housing Type areas should be compatible with the density, scale, design, and exist-
ing or desired character of surrounding development.  
 
Policy N7.4 Local streets should be designed to create an intimate neighbor-
hood environment and not support high speed nor large volumes of traffic.  Pro-
viding on-site parking for cars and bicycles, planting and maintaining street trees, 
and landscaping, minimizing the width of driveway curb cuts, maintaining 
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streets, bike routes, and sidewalks, and orienting residential buildings towards the 
street all contribute to the desired environment. 
 
Policy N7.8 Private development should maintain local Covenants, Condi-
tions and Restrictions (CC&Rs) that are compatible with City development stan-
dards such as lot size, set backs, and height. 
 
2. City of Oakland General Plan Housing Element 
The housing element is a required element of the General Plan.  State law 
requires the following specific content to be included in the housing element: 


♦ An assessment of existing and projected housing needs. 


♦ Goals, policies and quantified objectives to meeting needs for all income 
levels. 


♦ A five-year action program that is being or will be undertaken to imple-
ment the policies and achieve the goals and actions of the Housing Ele-
ment. 


 
The following goals and policies of the City’s 2004 Housing Element are rele-
vant to the proposed project: 
 
Policy 1.3 APPROPRIATE LOCATIONS AND DENSITIES FOR HOUSING:  
Consistent with the General Plan Land Use and Transportation Element adopted 
in 1998, review and revise its residential development regulations with the intent 
of encouraging and sustaining a diverse mix of housing types and densities 
throughout the City for all income levels. 
 
Policy 1.7 REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS: The City of Oakland will strive to 
meet its fair share of housing needed in the region. 
 
Policy 3.1 EXPEDITE AND SIMPLIFY PERMIT PROCESSES:  Continue to 
implement permit processes that facilitate the provision of housing and annually 
review and revise permit approval processes. 
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Policy 3.2 FLEXIBLE ZONING STANDARDS: Allow flexibility in the applica-
tion of zoning, building, and other regulations.  
Action 3.2.2 Planned Unit Development Zoning: Maintain the provisions in the 
Planning Code for planned unit developments on sites where the strict application 
of zoning standards could make development less feasible. Consider reducing the 
minimum lot area requirement for residential planned unit developments (PUD). 
 
Policy 7.3 INFILL DEVELOPMENT:  Continue to direct development toward 
existing communities and encourage infill development at densities consistent 
with the surrounding communities. 
 
Policy 7.4 COMPACT BUILDING DESIGN: Work with developers to construct 
new housing that reduces the footprint of new construction, preserves green spaces, 
and supports the use of public transit. 
 
3. City of Oakland Planning Code 
The City’s Planning Code includes the Zoning Ordinance, among other regu-
lations.  The project site is in the City of Oakland and therefore must comply 
with the City’s Zoning Ordinance and its regulations.  The following regula-
tions set forth in the Zoning Ordinance apply to the Siena Hill project. 
 
The project site is zoned R-50, Medium Density Residential.  The Zoning 
Ordinance for the City of Oakland permits miscellaneous uses including resi-
dential care, essential service, limited childcare and telecommunications uses 
in addition to residential units, at a density of one unit per lot for lots less 
than 4,000 square feet and two units for lots greater than 4,000 square feet 
(City of Oakland Planning Code, Section 17.24.050).  In R-50 zones, the City 
of Oakland also conditionally permits residential densities of one dwelling 
unit per 1,500 square feet for lots with total areas of greater than 10,000 
square feet (City of Oakland Planning Code, Section 17.24.110).   
 
The City is currently undertaking a comprehensive revision of its planning 
and zoning regulations to make them consistent with the General Plan 
adopted in March 1998.  Because the General Plan was adopted more recently 
than the zoning regulations, the General Plan and zoning regulations may 
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conflict.  When a conflict occurs between zoning regulations and the General 
Plan, the General Plan supercedes the zoning regulations.  To address poten-
tial conflicts between the General Plan and zoning regulations, the City 
adopted “Guidelines for Determining Project Conformity with General Plan 
and Zoning Regulations” in May 1998 (as amended).  Based on these guide-
lines and given the surrounding residential character and constraints of the 
site, City staff have applied the R-30, One-Family Residential zoning classifi-
cation as the “best-fit” zone for the project site.  According to the R-30 zoning 
regulations, one unit is permitted per lot and the minimum lot area is 5,000 
square feet. 
 
Surrounding zoning includes R-50 for areas along Rilea Way, Greenridge 
Drive and west and south of Keller Avenue.  Parcels along Mountain Boule-
vard, Maynard Avenue and Sanford Street north of Keller Avenue are also 
zoned R-50.  The residential area farther east along Keller Avenue and Can-
yon Oaks Drive is zoned R-40, Garden Apartment Residential.  Parcels along 
Sanford Street south of Keller Avenue and along Dickson Court, Kentwood 
Court, Seacor Court and Fontaine Court are zoned R-30, One-Family Resi-
dential.  The two parcels on the corners of Sanford Street and Mountain 
Boulevard are zoned C-10, Local Retail Commercial. 
 
a. Variances 
Chapter 17.102.400, Section A, establishes limitations on paving in yards that 
front on the street.  Specifically, most lots can have a maximum of 50 percent 
paved surface, corner lots are allowed 30 percent maximum paved surface, and 
through lots may have only 25 percent maximum paved surface. 
 
Chapter 17.102.400, Section E, establishes regulations for retaining walls.  It 
states that, with some exceptions, retaining walls may not be more than 6 feet 
in exposed height, must be separated by a minimum of 4 feet, and that any 
portions of a retaining wall visible from the street must have architecturally 
treated surfaces. 
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b. Planned Unit Developments 
The applicant has requested a planned unit development permit in compli-
ance with the regulations in Oakland Municipal Code Chapter 17.  A 
“planned unit development” (PUD) is a large, integrated development adher-
ing to a comprehensive plan, meaning the units of the development will be 
constructed in a similar overall style, rather than being constructed piecemeal 
as individual units.  The PUD regulations are to intended to encourage the 
appropriate development of tracts of land sufficiently large to allow compre-
hensive planning, and to provide flexibility in the application of certain regu-
lations to allow the most effective and efficient use of the site.  In addition, 
PUDs encourage a harmonious variety of uses, allow units to share services 
and facilities, and ensure that new development is created in a way that is at-
tractive, healthful, efficient, stable and compatible with surrounding areas.  
 
 
B. Standards of Significance 
 
The proposed project would have a significant impact if it would: 


♦ Physically divide an established community;  


♦ Result in a fundamental conflict between adjacent or nearby land uses;  


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


♦ Fundamentally conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or 
natural community conservation plan. 
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C. Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 
The proposed project would be integrated in the existing established residen-
tial area surrounding the project site, and would not divide an established 
community.  The project would consist of the same residential uses that al-
ready dominate the area, and would not create conflicts with these uses or 
with the institutional or commercial uses in the area.  The City of Oakland 
does not have any habitat conservation plans or natural community conserva-
tion plans that apply to the project area, so no conflict would occur.  There-
fore, this impact discussion focuses on conflicts with the General Plan and 
Zoning Ordinance policies applicable to the site. 
 
1. General Plan Land Use Designations, Policies and Objectives 
 
Impact LU-1:  The conflict between the proposed attached buildings and 
the General Plan land use designation of Detached Unit Residential has 
been identified as potential inconsistency with current planning policies.  
(Less than Significant) 
 
The site’s General Plan land use designation is Detached Unit Residential.  
This designation is intended to create, maintain, and enhance residential areas 
characterized by detached, single-unit structures.  Although the proposed pro-
ject consists of attached single-family homes rather than detached single-
family homes, the size, scale and design of the units is compatible with both 
the single-family and multi-family homes surrounding the site.  The proposed 
project consists of 32 single-family homes, to be constructed on 32 parcels.  
Each unit will be a single-family home on an individual lot with a zero lot 
line on one side.   
 
By utilizing a zero-lot-line site plan, the project is able to cluster development, 
make the most efficient possible use of the available land on the site and com-
ply with all applicable density requirements.  The maximum allowable den-
sity in the Detached Unit Residential designation is 11 units per gross acre, 
and the density of the proposed project would be 8.2 units per acre, below the 
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maximum allowed.  Put another way, under the Detached Unit Residential 
designation, the 3.9-acre lot could support a maximum number of 52 units. 
The project is well under this number.  Moreover, the project does not exceed 
the density of the surrounding residential areas.  Therefore, it is compatible in 
size and scale with the surrounding neighborhood.  The proposed project also 
complies with the General Plan and Housing Element policies listed above, 
particularly those related to building infill housing, creating homeownership 
opportunities and encouraging compact development.   
 
In summary, while the intent of the Detached Unit Residential classification 
is to “create, maintain, and enhance residential areas characterized by de-
tached, single unit structures,” this does not preclude housing of other types.  
Moreover, the proposed project has front, rear, and one side yard setbacks, 
building footprints, and amount of open space that are similar to buildings in 
this classification.  Only one side of the unit is attached and this is to allow 
for the clustering of units to reduce grading impacts.  The project is request-
ing a PUD which allows for flexibility in the site plan and for clustering of 
units to achieve an integrated and comprehensive development.  In addition, 
the proposed single-family residential project is consistent with the character 
of the Detached Unit Residential which states that “future development 
within this classification should remain residential in character with appro-
priate allowances for schools and other small civic institutions.”  Further-
more, the project is consistent with the density permitted under this classifi-
cation which allows 11 units per acre.  The overall project would be 8.2 units 
per acre, well under the maximum density. 
 
Therefore, the conflict between the proposed attached buildings and the Gen-
eral Plan land use designation of Detached Unit Residential would be a less 
than significant policy impact.  The conflict would not be a physical impact 
in and of itself, but would be a policy determination to be considered by the 
Planning Commission when they review the merits of the proposed project 
and its potential environmental impacts.  The potential physical impacts asso-
ciated with this issue are fully addressed in other sections of this EIR. 
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Mitigation: None required. 
 
2. City of Oakland Municipal Code 
a. Zoning Ordinance 
The project site is zoned R-50, Medium Density Residential.  However, to 
address potential conflicts between the General Plan and zoning regulations, 
City staff have applied a different “Best Fit” zone for the project site under 
the guidelines described above.  Due to the residential densities of the sur-
rounding neighborhoods and the constraints of the site, City staff have de-
termined that the more stringent density requirement of the R-30, One-
Family Residential zone is the “Best Fit” zone for the project site.   
 
According to the R-30 zoning regulations, one unit is permitted per lot and 
the minimum lot area is 5,000 square feet.  Therefore, the 3.9-acre site could 
support a maximum of 33 units.  The project is below this maximum, so no 
impact would occur.  Moreover, the density of the project and the consis-
tency with the proposed R-30 “Best Fit” Zone is more representative of the 
Detached Unit Residential designation than the current R-50 zoning. 
 
b. Other Municipal Code Requirements 
As discussed above, the project applicant has requested a planned unit devel-
opment permit in compliance with Section 17.122 of the Municipal Code.  
Since the project will be subject to approval of a PUD permit, it may qualify 
for a waiver or reduction of yard and other dimensional requirements, as well 
as building height, as set forth in Section 17.122.100, Section G. This means 
that the City may choose to waive or modify these requirements that would 
otherwise apply in the R-30 zone in order to promote an integrated site plan 
such as the one presented in the proposed project.  
 
The required approvals of the PUD permit and variances will ensure that the 
proposed project complies with applicable regulations in Title 17 of the Mu-
nicipal Code, and no impact would occur. 
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This section describes the existing and future noise conditions in the vicinity 
of the project, and presents an evaluation of the significance of project-
generated noise and of environmental noise on the project.  It is based on a 
noise impact analysis completed by Rosen, Goldberg & Der, acoustical con-
sultants, which is included as Appendix H of this EIR. 
 
 
A. Existing Setting 
 
1. Methodology 
Noise can be defined as unwanted sound and is commonly measured with an 
instrument called a sound level meter.  The sound level meter “captures” 
sound with a microphone and converts it into a number called a sound level.  
Sound levels are expressed in units of decibels (dB).   
 
To correlate the microphone signal to a level that corresponds to the way 
humans perceive noise, the A-weighting filter is used.  A-weighting de-
emphasizes low-frequency and very high-frequency sound in a manner similar 
to human hearing.  The use of A-weighting is required by most local agencies 
as well as other federal and state noise regulations (e.g. Caltrans, EPA, OSHA 
and HUD).  The abbreviation dBA is often used when the A-weighted sound 
level is reported. 
 
Because of the time-varying nature of environmental sound, there are many 
descriptors that are used to quantify the sound level.  Although one individ-
ual descriptor alone does not fully describe a particular noise environment, 
taken together, they can more accurately represent the noise environment.  
There are four descriptors that are commonly used in environmental studies; 
the Lmax, Leq, L90 and DNL (or CNEL).   
 
The maximum instantaneous noise level (Lmax) is often used to identify the 
loudness of a single event such as a car pass-by or airplane flyover.  Leq 
(equivalent noise level) is used to express the average noise level.  The Leq can 
be measured over any length of time but is typically reported for periods of 
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15 minutes to 1 hour.  The background noise level is the sound level during 
the quietest moments, usually generated by steady sources such as distant 
freeway traffic.  It can be quantified with the L90, or the sound level exceeded 
90 percent of the time. 
 
To quantify noise levels over a 24-hour period, the Day/Night Average 
Sound Level (Ldn/DNL) or Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) is 
used.  These descriptors are averages like the Leq, but include a 10 dBA pen-
alty for noises that occur during nighttime hours (and a 5 dBA penalty during 
evening hours in the CNEL) to account for increased sensitivity to noise dur-
ing these hours. 
 
In environmental noise, a change in the noise level of 3 dBA is considered a 
just noticeable difference.  A 5 dBA change is clearly noticeable, but not dra-
matic.  A 10 dBA change is perceived as either a halving or doubling in loud-
ness. 
 
2. Regulatory Setting 
 
a. California Environmental Quality Act  
CEQA requires the analysis of potential noise impacts from certain projects.  
The noise impacts are to be assessed with respect to applicable standards and 
significant noise increases.  
 
b. State Building Code 
The State of California’s Building Code (Appendix Chapter 12, Section 
1208A) has requirements for control of environmental noise intrusion into 
new residential construction.  For outdoor noise intrusion, the code states 
that interior noise levels due to external sources shall not exceed a CNEL of 
45 dBA in any habitable room.  If the windows must remain closed in order 
to meet the required noise level, an alternate means of ventilation such as air-
conditioning must be provided.   
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The State building code also has requirements for airborne and impact noise 
isolation between adjacent dwelling units.  The airborne and impact sound 
isolation requirements are typically handled in the architectural design phase 
and are beyond the scope of this environmental noise analysis. 
 
c. State Land Use Compatibility Guidelines 
The Governor’s Office of Planning Research publishes land use compatibility 
guidelines for various land uses.  According to the guidelines, residential de-
velopment, such as duplexes, are considered “normally acceptable” if exposed 
to a CNEL of 60 dBA or less.  A CNEL of 55 to 70 dBA is “Conditionally 
Acceptable” which means that development should only be undertaken after 
a detailed noise analysis that identifies needed noise insulation.  A CNEL of 
70 to 75 dBA is considered “Normally Unacceptable.”  Normally unaccept-
able means that “construction or development should generally be discour-
aged.  If new construction or development does proceed, a detailed analysis of 
the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise insulation 
included in the design.” 
 
d. City of Oakland Noise Element 
The City of Oakland  Noise Element has compatibility guidelines for various 
types of land uses that are expressed in terms of the Ldn or CNEL.  In general, 
the City guidelines are comparable to the State guidelines, with some minor 
variations.  For example, according to the Noise Element, “Normally Unac-
ceptable” means that “the noise exposure is significantly more severe so that 
unusual and costly building construction is necessary to insure adequate per-
formance of activities.” 
 
e. City of Oakland Noise Ordinance 
Section 17.120.050 of the City’s Municipal Code serves as the City’s Noise 
Ordinance and specifies noise level standards which apply to different aspects 
of the project.  Construction noise is addressed in Section 17.120.050(H) of 
the code.  There are different standards for short-term construction opera-
tions (less than 10 days) and long-term operations.  The limits for construc-
tion noise received on residential uses are shown in Table 7.    







S I E N A  H I L L  


D R A F T  E I R  
N O I S E  


162 


TABLE 7   CITY OF OAKLAND CONSTRUCTION NOISE STANDARDS AT RE-


CEIVING PROPERTY LINE, DBA 1 


Receiving Land Use 
Daily 


7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. 
Weekends 


9:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. 


Less than 10 days 


Residential 80 65 


Commercial, Industrial 85 70 


More than 10 days 


Residential 65 55 


Commercial, Industrial 70 60 


1 If the ambient noise level exceeds these standards, the standard shall be ad-
justed to equal the ambient noise level. 


TABLE 8  CITY OF OAKLAND OPERATIONAL NOISE STANDARDS AT RECEIV-


ING PROPERTY LINE, DBA 
1  


Receiving Land Use 


Cumulative number 
of minutes in a one-


hour period 


Daytime 
7:00 a.m. to  
10:00 p.m. 


Nighttime 
10:00 p.m. to 


7:00 a.m. 


20 60 45 


10 65 50 


5 70 55 


1 75 60 


Residential and 
Civic 


0 80 65 


1 These standards are reduced 5 dBA for simple tone noise, noise consisting 
primarily of speech or music, or recurring impact noise.  If the ambient noise level 
exceeds these standards, the standard shall be adjusted to equal the ambient noise level. 


Noise from residential air-conditioning units and refrigeration systems is ad-
dressed in Section 17.120.050(I).  This equipment must not generate an exte-
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rior noise level greater than 50 dBA.  For the purposes of this analysis, it is 
assumed that this standard is applied at the nearest residential property line. 
 
Noise from other occupant activities such domestic power tools and garden-
ing equipment is addressed by Section 17.120.050(A).  Table 8 contains the 
standards for these sources.  For steady, continuous noises, the noise limit is 
60 dBA during the day and 45 dBA at night.  In the event the measured ambi-
ent noise level exceeds the standard, the noise level limit shall be adjusted so 
as to equal the ambient noise level. 
 
The City also addresses vibration and states that all activities, except those 
located within the M-40 zone, or in the M-30 zone more than four hundred 
(400) feet from any legal residentially occupied property, shall be so operated 
as not to create a vibration which is perceptible without instruments by the 
average person at or beyond any lot line of the lot containing such activities. 
Ground vibration caused by motor vehicles, trains, and temporary construc-
tion or demolition work is exempted from this standard. (Section 17.120.060) 
 
3. Existing Noise Environment 
Major noise sources that affect the project site are vehicular traffic on I-580 
and to a lesser extent, traffic on Keller Avenue.  Noise measurements were 
made on and around the project site to quantify the existing noise environ-
ment.  The measurements included one 24-hour noise measurement and six 
short term, 15–minute measurements.  The noise measurement locations are 
shown in Figure 19. 
 
The short-term measurements were made at locations that represent the noise 
exposure of the proposed buildings as well as some existing homes on Green-
ridge Drive and Sanford Street.  The short term measurement results were 
correlated with simultaneous measurements at the long-term monitoring loca-
tion to determine the DNL at the short-term measurement locations.  Table 9 
shows the results of the measurements.  Figure 20 shows the hourly plot of 
the measured noise levels.   
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TABLE 9  EXISTING ENVIRONMENT: SHORT-TERM NOISE MEASUREMENT RESULTS 


A-weighted Sound Level, dBA 
Location Time 


Leq L10 L50 L90 DNL* 


1 
West corner of site, 15’ down hill 
from existing fence 


1:25 p.m. – 
1:40 p.m. 


66 67 65 64 70 


2 
Keller Ave, west half of site, at 
proposed set-back 


1:50 p.m. – 
2:10 p.m. 


68 71 66 63 72 


3 
Keller Ave, east half of site, at 
proposed set-back 


1:35 p.m.– 
1:50 p.m. 


67 70 64 61 71 


4 
East corner of site, 8’ down hill 
from existing fence 


1:25 p.m. – 
1:40 p.m. 


68 69 67 66 72 


5 
Sequoyah Community Church, 8’ 
from edge of curb, 5’ above grade 


12:50 a.m. – 
1:00 p.m. 


66 69 63 60 70 


6 
7971 Sanford Street, at curb, 5’ 
above grade 


1:15 p.m. – 
1:30 p.m. 


57 59 57 55 61 


*  Estimate of DNL based on comparison of Short-term measurements with results of Long-term measurements 
 
 
 
B. Standards of Significance 
 
The proposed project would result in a significant noise impact if it would: 


♦ Expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established 
in the Oakland general plan or applicable standards of other agencies (e.g., 
OSHA); 


♦ Violate the City of Oakland Noise Ordinance (Oakland Planning Code 
Section 17.120.050) regarding operational noise: 


♦ Violate the City of Oakland Noise Ordinance (Oakland Planning Code 
Section 17.120.050) regarding construction noise, except if an acoustical 
analysis is performed and all feasible mitigation measures imposed, includ-
ing the standard City of Oakland noise measures adopted by the Oakland 
City Council on January 16, 2001; 
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♦ Violate the City of Oakland Noise Ordinance (Oakland Municipal Code 
Section 8.18.020) regarding nuisance of persistent construction-related 
noise; 


♦ Create a vibration which is perceptible without instruments by the average 
person at or beyond any lot line containing vibration-causing activities not 
associated with motor vehicles, trains, and temporary construction or 
demolition work, except activities located within the (a) M-40 zone or (b) 
M-30 zone more than 400 feet from any legally occupied residential prop-
erty (Oakland Planning Code Section 17.120.060); 


♦ Generate interior Ldn or CNEL greater than 45 dBA for multi-family 
dwellings, hotels, motels, dormitories and long-term care facilities (and 
may be extended by local legislative action to include single family dwell-
ings) per California Noise Insulation Standards (CCR Part 2, Title 24); 


♦ Result in a 5 dBA permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project; 


♦ Conflict with state land use compatibility guidelines for all specified land 
uses for determination of acceptability of noise;1 


♦ Be located within an airport land use plan and would expose people resid-
ing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels; or 


♦ Be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, and would expose peo-
ple residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels. 


 
 
C. Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 
The proposed project is not within an airport land use plan or in the vicinity 
of a private airstrip, so no impacts would occur. 
 


                                                         
1 Source: State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, 


General Plan Guidelines, 2003 (Appendix C, Figure 2) 
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1. Traffic Noise 
 
Impact NOISE-1:  Traffic from the proposed project could increase local 
traffic noise levels.  (Less than Significant) 
 
According to a traffic analysis, the proposed project would generate approxi-
mately 306 daily trips.  This corresponds to 24 vehicle trips in the morning 
peak hour and 32 vehicle trips in the evening peak hour.  This increase in 
traffic would change traffic noise levels by less than 1 dBA on the streets that 
serve the project.  In the future, cumulative traffic increases caused by growth 
in the area will increase noise from the nearby roads, Keller Avenue and 
Mountain Boulevard, by up to 2 dBA.   
 
The project’s internal roadway, Siena Drive, will be within 25 feet of the 
some of the backyards of existing residences on Greenridge Drive.  The noise 
contribution from traffic on Siena Drive would be less that 1 dBA at these 
backyards due to the relatively low number of new vehicular trips and exist-
ing noise from I-580.  Traffic noise changes due to the project and cumulative 
growth is considered a less than significant impact. 
 
Mitigation: None required. 
 
2. Operational Noise 
 
Impact NOISE-2:  The operation of the proposed project could increase 
noise levels in the proposed project area.  (Less than Significant) 
 
One typical source of noise from residential projects is heating, ventilation 
and air-conditioning systems (HVAC).   Common residential air-conditioners 
include condensing units that are outdoors and can be noisy.  The other 
equipment, such as the heater and fans would be located indoors and not ex-
pected to generate noise outdoors.  According to the project applicant the 
project will not include air-conditioning.  No other significant operational 
noise is expected.  Regardless, mechanical equipment would be required to 
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comply with the City’s noise ordinance.  Noise from mechanical equipment 
is considered a less than significant impact. 
 
Mitigation: None required. 
 
3. Construction Noise 
 
Impact NOISE-3:  Construction noise would impact nearby existing resi-
dential land uses.  It is likely that construction noise would exceed the 
City’s quantitative standards for long-term construction noise at nearby 
residences during most phases of construction.  (Significant) 
 
Noise from construction would occur sporadically as individual units or 
groups of units are constructed.  Depending on the conditions of different 
areas of the site, construction activities could include grading, earthmoving, 
drilling or concrete mixing.  The proposed project would not require any pile 
driving.  Table 10 shows maximum potential noise levels from the heavy ma-
chinery required for some common construction activities. 
 
Noise from the first phase would be loudest during grading and construction 
of Siena Drive when activities are close to Greenridge Drive and Keller Ave-
nue.  At these locations, existing homes are within 25 to 50 feet of the road-
way.  Maximum noise levels would range from 88 to 94 dBA.  The outdoor 
use area of the homes above the site (just below the intersection of Greenridge 
Drive and Rilea Way) and other buildings would be exposed to maximum 
levels of 82 dBA.  Homes below the site on Sanford Street and Dickson Court 
would be exposed to maximum levels of 76 dBA.  
 
Phases two, three and four would include the construction of eight, twelve 
and twelve units, respectively.  Phase one is expected to last from June 2005 
to June 2006, phase two from June 2006 to June 2007, and phase three from 
June 2007 to June 2008.  Building construction noise during these three phases 
would include diesel powered vehicles, stationary compressors, power tools  
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TABLE 10   NOISE LEVELS OF CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 


Equipment 
Noise level  


at 50 feet, dBA 


Backhoe 85 


Concrete mixer 85 


Dozer 88 


Dump truck 88 


Generator 76 


Jackhammer 88 


Paver 89 


Pneumatic tools 85 


Portable air compressor 81 


Pump 76 


Scraper 88 


 


and regular hand tools.  This type of equipment typically emits maximum 
sound levels of 81 to 88 dBA at 50 feet.  This corresponds to noise levels in 
excess of 80 dBA at homes above the site and levels of 69 to 76 dBA at homes 
below the site.  As the building shells are completed and work goes indoors, 
noise levels would be reduced by 10 to 15 dBA.    
 
The City noise ordinance sets a limit of 65 dBA for long term residential con-
struction between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m.  The limit is reduced to 55 dBA on 
weekends between 9 a.m. and 8 p.m.  All construction activities resulting 
from the proposed project have the potential to exceed the City’s noise ordi-
nance limits.  Therefore, the proposed project shall be required to implement 
the construction noise mitigation measures adopted by the Oakland City 
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Council, which are presented below.  The applicant and contractor shall be 
required to implement these mitigation measures throughout the duration of 
construction activity.  If these mitigation measures are implemented, the pro-
ject would be considered to be in compliance with the Noise Ordinance. 
 
Mitigation Measure NOISE-3a:  The project sponsor shall require con-
struction contractors to limit standard construction activities as required 
by the City Building Department.  Such activities are generally limited to 
between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, with extreme 
noise generating activities greater than 90 dBA limited to between 8:00 
a.m. and 4:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, with no extreme noise gen-
erating activity permitted between 12:30 p.m. and 1:30 p.m.  No con-
struction activities shall be allowed on weekends until after the building 
is enclosed, without prior authorization of the Building Services Divi-
sion, and no extreme noise generating activities shall be allowed on week-
ends and holidays. 
 
Mitigation Measure NOISE-3b:  To reduce daytime noise impacts due to 
construction, the project sponsor shall require construction contractors 
to implement the following measures: 


♦ Equipment and trucks used for project construction shall utilize the best 
available noise control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment re-
design, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures and acoustically-
attenuating shields or shrouds, wherever feasible). 


♦ Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) used 
for project construction shall be hydraulically or electrically powered 
wherever possible to avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust 
from pneumatically powered tools.  However, where use of pneumatic 
tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall 
be used; this muffler can lower noise levels from the exhaust by up to 
about 10 dBA.  External jackets on the tools themselves shall be used 
where feasible, and this could achieve a reduction of 5 dBA. Quieter proce-
dures shall be used, such as drills rather than impact equipment, whenever 
feasible. 
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♦ Stationary noise sources shall be located as far from adjacent receptors as 
possible, and they shall be muffled and enclosed within temporary sheds, 
incorporate insulation barriers, or other measures to the extent feasible. 


 
Effectiveness of mitigation measure:  Relocation of noisy equipment would 
provide about 12 dB of noise reduction (relocation from perimeter of site to 
center of site).  A temporary shed could provide up to 15 dB of noise reduc-
tion.  A barrier would provide 5 to 8 dB of reduction. 
 
If noisy activities such as use of power saws are done indoors instead of out-
doors than the noise would be reduced by 10 to 15 dB as it travels from inside 
buildings to the outdoors.  The noise associated with grading and other out-
door activities would not be affected. 
 
In general, a barrier needs to block the line of site from the construction 
equipment to the receiver.  Due to site geometry, this would be most effective 
for homes that are at or above the elevation of the project site.  In those cases, 
the barrier would need to be located so as to block the construction equip-
ment from view. 
 
Mitigation Measure NOISE-3c:  To further mitigate potential extreme 
noise generating construction impacts, a set of site-specific noise attenua-
tion measures shall be completed under the supervision of a qualified 
acoustical consultant.  Prior to commencing construction, a plan for such 
measures shall be submitted for review and approval by the City to en-
sure that maximum feasible noise attenuation will be achieved.  These 
attenuation measures shall include as many of the following control 
strategies as feasible: 


♦ Erect temporary plywood noise barriers around the construction site, 
to shield adjacent  uses; 


 
Effectiveness of mitigation measure:  Noise levels over 90 dBA would occur 
only when grading is closest to the north and east property lines (within 
about 50 feet of residences).  A barrier could provide 5 to 8 dB of reduction.  
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Again, the effectiveness of a barrier will depend on the juxtaposition of 
neighboring properties and construction equipment. 
 
♦ Utilize noise control blankets on the building structure as the build-


ing is erected to reduce noise emission from the site. 
 
Effectiveness of mitigation measure:  Not applicable; noise from indoor 
activities would not exceed 90 dBA at residences. 
 
♦ Evaluate the feasibility of noise control at the receivers by temporar-


ily improving the noise reduction capability of adjacent buildings. 
 
Effectiveness of mitigation measure:  Feasible measures include replacement 
of existing windows with new, sound rated windows or installation of ply-
wood covers over exiting windows.  This measure can provide 5 to 10 dB of 
additional reduction but requires that windows remain closed.  For this 
measure to be effectively implemented, the affected residences should be able 
to get fresh air into the affected rooms to allow for a habitable interior envi-
ronment.  This can be achieved through some form of mechanical ventilation 
such as air-conditioning.  This aspect should be reviewed by a mechanical 
engineer. 
 
♦ Monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by taking 


noise measurements. 
 
Mitigation Measure NOISE-3d:  Prior to the issuance of each building 
permit, along with the submission of construction documents, the project 
sponsor shall submit to the City Building Department a list of measures 
to respond to and track complaints pertaining to construction noise.  
 
These measures shall include: 


♦ A procedure for notifying the City Building Division staff and Oakland 
Police Department; 
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♦ A plan for posting signs on-site pertaining to permitted construction days 
and hours and complaint procedures and who to notify in the event of a 
problem; 


♦ A listing of telephone numbers (during regular construction hours and off-
hours); 


♦ The designation of an on-site construction complaint manager for the pro-
ject; 


♦ Notification of neighbors within 300 feet of the project construction area 
at least 30 days in advance of pile-driving and/or other extreme noise-
generating activities about the estimated duration of the activity; and 


♦ A preconstruction meeting shall be held with the job inspectors and the 
general contractor/on-site project manager to confirm that noise mitiga-
tion and practices (including construction hours, neighborhood notifica-
tion, posted signs, etc.) are completed. 


 
Significance After Mitigation:  Less Than Significant 
 
With the completion of an acoustical analysis and implementation of these 
noise mitigation measures, the project’s construction noise impacts are con-
sidered to be less than significant. 
 
4. Land Use Compatibility 
 
Impact NOISE-4: Future noise from I-580 and Keller Ave will exceed the 
State’s “normally acceptable” noise level goal of a CNEL of 60 dBA at the 
residential buildings along these roadways.  The noise level will also ex-
ceed the State Building Code threshold of a DNL of 60 dBA for new con-
struction. (Significant) 
 
The proposed project site is currently exposed to a DNL of 70 to 72 dBA.  In 
the future, noise levels along local roadways would not be expected to in-
crease the DNL at the project site.  Future increases in I-580 traffic would 
increase the DNL by less than 1 dB .  According to the State’s Land Use 
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Compatibility Guidelines, a DNL of 70 to 72 dBA is considered “normally 
unacceptable”.  Furthermore, the State building code requires that an acousti-
cal study be prepared if noise levels exceed a DNL of 60 dBA on site.  Existing 
and future roadway noise affecting the proposed project site is therefore con-
sidered a potentially significant impact. 
 
Mitigation Measure NOISE-4:  Sound-rated building construction shall 
be used to achieve acceptable indoor noise levels as per the State Building 
Code and City’s Noise Element.   
 
The specification of these treatments shall be developed during the architec-
tural design of the buildings.  In general, rooms along the perimeter of the site 
will require sound rated windows.  All residential units in the project will 
require mechanical ventilation to allow for air circulation while windows are 
closed for noise control.  An acoustical consultant shall review the architec-
tural design and prepare a report for submission to the building department 
prior to issuance of building permits.  The report shall identify the construc-
tions (i.e. window sound ratings) that will enable the project to meet the City 
and State building code requirements. 
 
Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant 
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This section describes the existing traffic and circulation conditions in the 
vicinity of the project, provides an analysis of potential impacts the project 
may have on these conditions and suggests mitigation measures for those im-
pacts.  It is based on a Traffic Impact Analysis completed by Korve Engineer-
ing, included as Appendix I of this EIR. 
 
 
A. Existing Setting 
 
1. Regulatory Setting 
The Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE) of the Oakland General 
Plan contains information on existing circulation conditions as well as goals 
and polices for the development of future circulation systems within the city. 
 
The City has established Level of Service D as the minimum acceptable level 
of operation for intersections outside of the central Downtown area.  There-
fore, a proposed project is considered to have a significant adverse traffic im-
pacts if it would result in an increased level of congestion at LOS D or below. 
 
2. Existing Roadway Network 
There are three main roadways in the vicinity of the proposed project site: 
Keller Avenue, I-580 and Mountain Boulevard.  Keller Avenue runs along the 
west side of the project site.  It is a four-lane arterial roadway extending from 
Greenly Drive just west of I-580 to Skyline Boulevard to the east.  Entry to 
the project site would be provided via a new intersection on Keller Avenue 
between Greenridge Drive and Rilea Way.  All vehicle trips to and from the 
project site would have to use Keller Avenue as part of their trip.  In the 
study area, Keller Avenue has a signed speed limit of 35 miles per hour.  
 
I-580 is the closest freeway to the site, and is almost immediately to the west 
of Keller Avenue.  I-580 is an eight-lane divided freeway extending from 
Highway 101 in San Rafael to State Route 5 in San Joaquin County.  North 
of Keller Avenue, I-580 carries approximately 13,100 peak hour and 145,000 
daily vehicles, according to the most recent monitoring counts conducted by 
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Caltrans.  Eastbound on- and off-ramps to I-580 are provided at the Keller 
Avenue interchange. 
 
Mountain Boulevard is the third main road in the vicinity of the project site.  
In the study area, Mountain Boulevard is a two-lane collector roadway that 
functions as a frontage road east of I-580.  Mountain Boulevard provides a 
north/south connection to I-580 and Golf Links Road for study area trips. 
 
3. Existing Traffic Conditions 
Traffic operations at the study intersections included in this analysis were 
assessed during the weekday morning and evening peak hours of travel for the 
following four scenarios: 


1. Existing 
2. Existing plus Approved Projects; 
3. Existing plus Approved Projects plus Project; and 
4. Cumulative, with Project (Year 2020) 
 
The analysis of existing traffic conditions was included in the first two scenar-
ios.  The following six intersections  in the study area, illustrated in Figure 21, 
were identified as being inclusive of all existing facilities on which the project 
may have a traffic impact: 


1. Mountain Boulevard/Rifle Lane; 
2. Mountain Boulevard/I-580 westbound on-ramp – Maynard Avenue; 
3. Keller Avenue/Greenly Drive; 
4. Keller Avenue/I-580 eastbound ramps; 
5. Mountain Boulevard/Keller Avenue; and 
6. Mountain Boulevard/I-580 westbound off-ramp - Sanford Street 
 
Figure 22 illustrates the lane configurations and control types at the study 
intersections.  The Keller Avenue/I-580 eastbound ramps, Mountain Boule-
vard/Keller Avenue, and Greenly Drive/Keller Avenue intersections are all-
way-stop controlled.  Other study intersections are two-way stop controlled 
with stop sign control on the minor street approach.  
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TABLE 11   INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS 


Level of 
Service Description 


Signalized  
Intersections 


Unsignalized  
Intersections 


A Little or no delay < 10.0 < 10.0 


B 
Short traffic delay > 10.0 and  


< 20.0 
> 10.0 and  


< 15.0 


C 
Average traffic delay >20.0 and  


< 35.0 
> 15.0 and  


< 25.0 


D 
Long traffic delay > 35.0 and  


< 55.0 
> 25.0 and  


< 35.0 


E 
Very long traffic delay > 55.0 and  


< 80.0 
> 35.0 and  


< 50.0 


F Extreme traffic delay > 80.0 > 50.0 


Source:  Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report 209 Transportation Research 
Board, 1997. 


a. Intersection LOS Methodologies 
Level of Service (LOS) is a common measure of traffic service that uses letters 
A through F to indicate the amount of traffic congestion and delay, as shown 
in Table 11.  The LOS concept was developed to correlate numerical traffic 
volumes to subjective descriptions of traffic performance at intersections 
which are the controlling bottlenecks of traffic flow.  LOS levels are qualita-
tively described as follows: 


♦ LOS A indicates free flowing traffic conditions. 


♦ LOS B indicates stable conditions with acceptable delays. 


♦ LOS C indicates stable conditions with slightly longer acceptable delays. 


♦ LOS D indicates average delays in the range of 25 to 40 seconds. 


♦ LOS E is approaching capacity. 


♦ LOS F represents conditions at or above capacity, with average delays 
over 60 seconds. 
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LOS A through LOS C are considered to be fair to good traffic flows.  LOS 
D is considered acceptable for peak hours in urban areas.  LOS E or LOS F 
are typically considered unacceptable levels of service.  The City of Oakland 
has established a LOS standard of LOS D for all areas outside the central 
Downtown. 
 
Traffic conditions at study intersections are evaluated for the morning and 
evening peak hours using the methodology of the Transportation Research 
Board’s 1994 Highway Capacity Manual.  With this methodology a level of 
service is assigned based on average total vehicle delay.  The LOS calculations 
are assessed using the TRAFFIX software.  LOS calculation worksheets for 
each of the seven study intersections and four analysis scenarios are included 
in Appendix I. 
 
b. Existing Intersection Levels of Service 
Figure 23 presents the existing traffic volumes at the existing study intersec-
tions.  Table 12 presents the existing LOS at the study intersections.  This 
table includes two ways of evaluating intersection operations.  The first is 
overall intersection LOS, discussed above.  The second calculation indicates 
“single worst minor street movement.”  This column calculates the single 
worst-case scenario for a vehicle waiting on a side street to enter or cross the 
traffic flow on a major street, such as a car waiting to turn left from Maynard 
Avenue onto Mountain Boulevard during the evening commute hours.  This 
column presents the single worst-case event, rather than the average LOS for 
the intersection.  This calculation is only relevant for intersections that are 
controlled by stop signs on the minor street only, since vehicles at intersec-
tions controlled by all-way stops would not be forced to wait for a break in 
the traffic flow to complete their movement.  In this way, specific problems 
can be identified with certain turning movements. 
 
As illustrated in Table 12, currently all study intersections function at satis-
factory levels (LOS A, B, and C).  Under the existing conditions, the worst 
minor street movements occur at the Mountain Boulevard/I-580 westbound 
on-ramp intersection.  This movement is equivalent to LOS D.   
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TABLE 12   EXISTING CONDITIONS: INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE 


1 


Intersection Control Type 
Peak 
Hour 


Intersection 
Level of  
Service 


(Average  
Vehicle Delay 
in Seconds)2 


 Single Worst 
Minor Street 
 Movement 
 (Delay in  
Seconds) 2 


AM A (0.3) A (4.6) Mountain Boulevard/ 
Rifle Lane 


Stop Control on 
WB Approach PM A (0.2) A (4.1) 


AM A (3.3)  D (23.1) Mountain Boulevard/ I-
580 westbound on-ramp 
– Maynard Avenue 


Two-way Stop 
 PM A (1.7) B (7.8) 


AM A (2.3)  Keller Avenue/ Greenly 
Drive 


All-Way Stop 
PM A (3.1)  


AM B (12.2)  Keller Avenue/I-580 
eastbound ramps 


All-Way Stop 
PM B (14.4)  


AM C (17.5)  Mountain Boulevard/ 
Keller Avenue 


All-Way Stop 
PM B (9.4)  


AM A (3.7) C (10.1) Mountain Boulevard/ I-
580 westbound off-ramp 
- Sanford Street 


Stop Control on 
EB Approach PM B (5.3) B (9.5) 


1.  The Existing Conditions analysis is based on traffic counts conducted in 2000 and 2001. 
2.  The LOS and Average Vehicle Delay in Seconds in this Traffic Impact Analysis are slightly different 
from the Existing Conditions data contained in the Leona Quarry Draft EIR because the traffic 
modeling for the two projects used slightly different peak hour factors.  This difference is not large 
enough to affect the overall conclusions of the Siena Hill Traffic Impact Analysis. 


4. Existing Plus Approved Projects 
The Existing plus Approved Projects scenario analyzed traffic conditions 
from the baseline of existing conditions, with the addition of several projects 
which have already been approved by the City but have not yet been devel-
oped.  The primary approved project in the study area is the Leona Quarry 
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residential development located at 7100 Mountain Boulevard, which would 
include:  


♦ 458 attached residential units in the lower 45 acres with access from Ed-
wards Avenue and 19 single-family detached units with access from 
Campus Drive, for a total of 477 units.  


♦ 3,000 square-feet community center. 
 
Improvements to Mountain Boulevard/Keller Avenue approved as part of the 
Leona Quarry project call for installation of traffic signals and re-striping of 
the eastbound Keller Avenue approach to provide two through lanes.  These 
improvements were considered in the Existing plus Approved Projects sce-
nario. 
 
Traffic volumes under the Existing plus Approved Projects scenario are illus-
trated in Figure 24.   
 
5. Transit Service 
The Alameda/Contra Costa County Transit District (AC Transit) operates 
Routes 46A, 646, and 650 on Keller Avenue.  The nearest bus stops to the 
proposed project site are provided at the Keller Avenue/Rilea Way and Keller 
Avenue/Greenridge Drive intersections.  Local Service Route 46A provides 
service between the Oakland Coliseum BART station and the Fruitvale and 
Montana intersection via Skyline Boulevard.  School Service Routes 646 and 
650 provide service to Montera Middle School, King Estates Middle School, 
and Skyline High School.  In addition, AC Transit Routes NV (Transbay) 
and 56 provide service along Mountain Boulevard.   
 
6. Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 
Keller Avenue is a Class III bicycle route that extends from the Golf Link and 
Mountain Boulevard intersection to the Oakland/Berkeley city borders via 
Keller Avenue and Skyline Boulevard.  Class III bicycle routes are defined as 
those roadways recommended for use by bicycles, which generally connect 
roadways with bike lanes and bike paths and are designated with signs.  Keller  
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Avenue also provides pedestrian sidewalks on both sides of the roadway and 
the nearest pedestrian crossing of Keller Avenue is located at the Mountain 
Boulevard intersection. 
 
7. Parking 
City of Oakland parking standards require projects within the R-30 zone, 
which has been determined to be the “Best Fit” zone for the project site, to 
provide two parking spaces per unit.  City staff also recommends additional 
dedicated off-street parking spaces since cars cannot park on-street due to the 
street width; these spaces have been included in the project analyzed in this 
EIR. 
 
8. On-Site Circulation 
The site is currently undeveloped and does not contain access driveways or 
roadways.  The circulation improvements proposed as part of this project are 
described below. 
 
 
B. Standards Of Significance 
 
The project would have a significant impact on the environment if it would 
cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the traffic load 
and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either 
the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or conges-
tion at intersections), or change the condition of an existing street (i.e., street 
closures, changing direction of travel) in a manner that would substantially 
impact access or traffic load and capacity of the street system.   
 
Specifically, 


♦ at a study, signalized intersection which is located outside the Downtown 
area, the project would cause the level of service (LOS) to degrade to 
worse than  LOS D (i.e., E); 
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♦ at a study, signalized intersection which is located within the Downtown 
area, the project would cause the LOS to degrade to worse than  LOS E 
(i.e., F);  


♦ at a study, signalized intersection outside the Downtown area where the 
level of service is LOS E,  the project would cause the total intersection 
average vehicle delay to increase by four (4) or more seconds, or degrade 
to worse than  LOS E (i.e., F); 


♦ at a study, signalized intersection for all areas where the level of service is 
LOS E, the project would cause an increase in the average delay for any 
of the critical  movements  of six (6) seconds or more, or degrade to 
worse than  LOS E (i.e., F); 


♦ at a study, signalized intersection for all areas where the level of service is 
LOS F, the project would cause  


 (a) the total intersection average vehicle delay to increase by two (2) or 
more seconds, or  


 (b) an increase in average delay for any of the critical  movements  of 
four (4) seconds or more; or  


 (c) the volume-to-capacity (“V/C”) ratio exceeds three (3) percent (but 
only if the delay values cannot be measured accurately); 


♦ at a study, unsignalized intersection which is located outside the Down-
town area, the project would cause the LOS to degrade to worse than  
LOS D (i.e., E).  


 
A project’s contribution to cumulative impacts is considered “considerable” 
when the project would: 


♦ Contribute five (5) percent or more of the cumulative traffic increase as 
measured by the difference between existing  and future cumulative (with 
project) conditions;  


♦ Cause a roadway segment on the Metropolitan Transportation System to 
operate at LOS F or increase the V/C ratio by more than three (3) per-
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cent for a roadway segment that would operate at LOS F without the 
project; 


♦ Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in 
traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks; 


♦ Substantially increase traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicycles, or pe-
destrians due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersec-
tions) that does not comply with Caltrans design standards or incompati-
ble uses (e.g., farm equipment); 


♦ Result in less than two  emergency access routes for streets exceeding 600 
feet in length; 


♦ Fundamentally conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs sup-
porting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle routes); or 


♦ Generate added transit ridership that would: 


 Increase the average ridership on AC Transit lines by three (3) percent 
at bus stops where the average load factor with the project in place 
would exceed 125 percent over a peak thirty minute period; 


 Increase the peak hour average ridership on BART by three (3) percent 
where the passenger volume would exceed the standing capacity of 
BART trains; or 


 Increase the peak hour average ridership at a BART station by three (3) 
percent where average waiting time at fare gates would exceed one min-
ute. 


 
 
C. Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 
This section describes the methodology used for the traffic impact analysis, 
discusses the circulation improvements proposed as part of the project  and 
evaluates traffic impacts that could occur as a result of the project. 
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1. Traffic Impact Analysis Methodology 
As discussed above, traffic operations at the seven study intersections were 
assessed during the weekday morning and evening peak hours of travel for 
four scenarios: 


1. Existing 
2. Existing plus Approved Projects; 
3. Existing plus Approved Projects plus Project; and 
4. Cumulative, with Project (Year 2020) 
 
Traffic operations under the existing conditions, and with the addition of 
projects that have already been approved for development, were discussed 
above under the Existing Setting Section.   
 
Traffic impacts resulting from the proposed project were analyzed under the 
latter two scenarios and are discussed in this section.  In addition to the six 
study intersections discussed above, the traffic impact analysis also considered 
LOS at the intersection of Keller Avenue and the proposed Siena Drive.   
 
The Cumulative scenario includes background traffic growth as well as the 
proposed project.  The Cumulative scenario includes the following specific 
projects in the vicinity of the study area: 


♦ Leona Quarry residential development (19 single-family detached units, 
458 attached units); 


♦ Oak Knoll (577 residential units and 25,000-square-feet of retail space on 
the east side of Mountain Boulevard south of Keller Avenue); 


♦ Eastmont Area (60 residential units on 73rd Avenue west of MacArthur 
Boulevard); 


♦ MacArthur Boulevard (70 residential units, south of 73rd Avenue); and 


♦ Golf Links Road Scattered Site Housing (90 residential units). 
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2. Circulation Components of the Proposed Project 
Access to the proposed project would be directly provided off of Keller Ave-
nue via a new one-way roadway, Siena Drive.  As illustrated in the project site 
plan in Figure 4 in Chapter 3, the centerline of Siena Drive would be located 
approximately 110 feet from the northern edge of the property line along 
Keller Avenue.  Siena Drive would exit the project site onto Greenridge 
Drive at the northwestern corner of the site.  Traffic exiting the project 
would be one-way stop controlled.  The proposed Keller Avenue entrance to 
Siena Drive would not be stop controlled.  In addition, a left turn lane with 
approximately 50 feet of storage would be created on eastbound Keller Ave-
nue for cars entering Siena Drive.  Emergency vehicle access would be pro-
vided directly off of Greenridge Drive.  These facilities would provide ade-
quate circulation to and through the proposed project, and no impact would 
occur. 
 
3. Project Trip Generation 
The number of vehicle trips that would be generated by the proposed project 
was estimated through a trip generation analysis.  Trip generation rates and 
inbound/outbound splits for the land use under consideration were taken 
from the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual, Sixth 
Edition.  The trip generation rates in the Trip Generation Manual are com-
piled based on traffic counts taken for similar types of land uses at hundreds 
of sites throughout the country.  Table 13 presents the results of the project’s 
trip generation analysis. 
 
The proposed project would result in a daily increase in traffic to and from 
the study area.  The proposed project would generate approximately 306 daily 
trips.  In the morning peak hour the proposed project is forecast to generate 
approximately 24 vehicle trips.  In the evening peak commute hour the pro-
ject will generate roughly 32 vehicle trips.  This number of trips would not be 
a significant increase over the number of daily trips that would occur in the 
project area without the proposed project.  Therefore, impacts from project 
trip generation would be less than significant. 
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TABLE 13   PROJECT TRIP GENERATION 


Land Use/Size Generation 
Rate 


Daily 
Trips 


AM 
Peak 


PM 
Peak 


Detached Single Family Housing  
32 Units 


9.6 306 24 32 


 


4. Project Trip Distribution 
Vehicle trips forecast to be generated by the proposed project were assigned 
to the surrounding transportation network based on a distribution pattern 
developed specifically for this study.  The pattern is based on existing traffic 
flows on streets in the study area, the locations of potential origins and desti-
nations and logical circulation patterns on the area’s roadway network, and 
direct observation and personal judgment.  
 
Figure 25 illustrates the project traffic volumes on the study area network.  
Figures 26 and 27 illustrate the project’s anticipated trip distribution pattern 
in the AM peak and PM peak hours, respectively.   
 
As illustrated in Figure 26, in the morning peak hour, approximately twenty 
five percent of project traffic is forecast to arrive from and depart to the east 
via Interstate 580: approximately 55 percent of inbound and 45 percent of 
outbound trips to the north via Interstate 580 and Mountain Boulevard, and 
30 to 35 percent of outbound to the south via Interstate 580, 5 percent to the 
east via Keller Avenue, and 5 to 10 percent to the neighborhoods west of In-
terstate 580.   
 
As illustrated in Figure 27, in the evening peak hour, approximately 50 per-
cent of project traffic is forecast to arrive from and depart to the north via 
Interstate 580 and Mountain Boulevard, 5 percent to the east via Keller Ave-
nue, 45 percent of inbound and 25 percent of outbound to trips to the south 
via Interstate 580 and Mountain Boulevard, and another 8 percent of inbound  
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and 3 percent of outbound trips to and from the neighborhoods west of Inter-
state 580.  Again, since the trips generated by the project itself would create 
less-than-significant impacts on the surrounding roadways, and since the trips 
generated by the proposed project would be expected to follow existing pat-
terns of trip distribution, the impacts of the trip distribution of the proposed 
project would be less than significant. 
 
5. Cumulative Intersection Operations 
As with the existing conditions analysis, the seven study intersections were 
evaluated for both overall level of service and single worst minor street move-
ment under existing, existing plus approved project, existing plus approved 
plus project, and cumulative conditions.  The results of this analysis are de-
scribed below. 
 
a. Cumulative Level of Service 
 
Impact TRAF-1:  With the addition of project-related traffic, the Keller 
Avenue/Mountain Boulevard intersection, currently controlled by four-
way stop signs, would operate at LOS E.  (Significant) 
 
Figure 28 illustrates total cumulative traffic volumes in the Year 2020 sce-
nario, including the proposed project, existing and approved projects, and 
general background increases in traffic.  Table 14 shows the results these vol-
umes would have on average LOS at the seven study intersections both with 
and without the project.  All seven intersections would operate acceptably 
with the project.  The Mountain Boulevard/Keller Avenue intersection 
would operate at LOS E in the PM peak hour in the Year 2020 under Cumu-
lative conditions.  The proposed project’s contribution to this decrease in 
LOS would be a significant impact.   
 
Currently the Mountain Boulevard/Keller Avenue intersection meets volu-
metric signal warrant in the PM peak hour.  In the other three scenarios in-
cluded in this traffic analysis, the intersection meets the peak hour signal war-
rant in both the AM and PM peak hours.   With the installation of a traffic  
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TABLE 14   FUTURE INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY 


  
Intersection Level of Service 


(Average Vehicle Delay in Seconds) 


Intersection 
Peak 
Hour Existing 


Existing +  
Approved 


Existing +  
Approved 
+ Project 


Cumulative   
(Year 2020) 
 


Maximum 
Contribution 
of Project 


Traffic 


AM A (0.3) A (0.2) A (0.2) A(0.2) 1.1% Mountain Blvd/ 
Rifle Lane PM A (0.2) A (0.2) A (0.2) A (0.2)) 1.1% 


AM A (3.3)) A (3.5) A (3.6) B (5.2) 1.4% Mountain Blvd / I-
580 westbound on-
ramp – 
 Maynard Avenue 


PM A (1.7) A (1.5) A (1.5) A (1.9) 1.5% 


AM A (2.3) A (2.3) A (2.3) A (2.7) 0% Keller Avenue / 
Greenly Drive PM A (3.1) A (3.2) A (3.2) A (4.1) 2.3% 


AM B (12.2) B (13.7) B (13.8) C (22.2) 0.7% Keller Avenue / 
I-580 eastbound 
ramps PM B (14.4) B (15.8) C (16.2) D (30.8) 2.0% 


AM C (17.5) C (18.6) C (19.7) D (24.1) 3.6% Mountain Blvd /  
Keller Avenue PM B (9.4) C (11.9) C (12.3) E (40.2) 4.2% 


AM A (3.7)) A (4.4) A (4.4) A (6.4) 0.7% Mountain Blvd / I-
580 westbound off-
ramp - Sanford 
Street 


PM B (5.3)) B (7.2) B (7.3) C (16.1) 1.3% 


AM NA NA A (0.1) A (0.1) 100% Keller Avenue / 
Site Access (Siena 
Drive) PM NA NA A (0.1) A (0.2) 75% 
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TABLE 15   WORST MINOR STREET MOVEMENTS 


  
 Worst Minor Street Movement for Two-Way Stop 


Controlled Intersections  (Delay in Seconds) 


Intersection * 
Peak 
Hour Existing 


Existing + 
Approved 


Existing +  
Approved 
+ Project 


Cumulative 
(Year 2020) 


AM A (4.6) B (5.0) B (5.1) B (5.2) Mountain Blvd/ 
Rifle Lane PM A (4.1) A (4.8) A (4.9) B (5.1) 


AM  D (23.1) E (28.8) E (30.0) F(54.6) Mountain Blvd / 
I-580 westbound 
on-ramp – 
 Maynard Avenue 


PM B (7.8) B (9.5) B (9.8) C (14.4) 


AM C (10.1) C (11.3) C (11.5) D (21.6) Mountain Blvd / 
I-580 westbound 
off-ramp - Sanford 
Street 


PM B (9.5) C (12.4) C (12.7) E (30.4) 


AM NA NA A (3.0) A (4.0) Keller Avenue / 
Site Access (Siena 
Drive) PM NA NA A (3.1) A (3.3) 


* The Keller Avenue / Greenly Drive, Keller Avenue /I-580 eastbound ramps, and 
Mountain Blvd / Keller Avenue intersections are not included in this table because 
they are all-way-stop controlled intersections. 
 
 
 


signal and other improvements already approved as part of the Leona Quarry 
project, the intersection would operate at a satisfactory level (LOS B) in all 
scenarios.  The details of signal warrant analysis and the approved improve-
ments to the Mountain Boulevard/Keller Avenue intersection are provided as 
part of Appendix I. 
 
Mitigation Measure TRAF-1: The project applicant shall pay a propor-
tional share towards installation of the previously approved set of im-
provements at the intersection of Mountain Boulevard and Keller Ave-
nue to improve the level of service ratio to the City of Oakland standard 
of LOS D.  Such payment shall be determined based on the approved cost 
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estimate and a formula as derived from the Leona Quarry Traffic Im-
provement Program and Traffic Improvement Fee (TIP/TIF).  If the 
TIP/TIF is not approved, the fair share payment shall be based on the 
adopted cost estimate for the Mountain Boulevard/Keller Avenue inter-
section as set forth in the Leona Quarry City Council Resolution # 78358. 
 
Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant. 
 
b. Worst Minor Street Movements 
Table 15 shows the single worst minor street movement for vehicles waiting 
on major streets from minor streets at two-way stop controlled intersections.  
This is not equivalent to the average LOS for the intersection, but represents 
the single longest amount of time that a vehicle stopped at a stop sign would 
have to wait to enter or cross a major street not controlled by a stop sign in 
the AM or PM peak hour.   
 
As illustrated in Table 15, minor street movements from Maynard Avenue at 
the Mountain Boulevard/Interstate 580 (I-580) Westbound On-Ramp - May-
nard Avenue intersection would operate at LOS E in Existing plus Approved 
Projects and Existing plus Approved Projects plus Project Conditions in the 
AM peak hour, and would deteriorate to LOS F under Cumulative condi-
tions in the AM peak hour.  This occurs because prevailing traffic volumes on 
the major street, Mountain Boulevard, would be too intense to provide suffi-
cient gaps for traffic on Maynard Avenue to turn into and across the traffic 
flow on Mountain Boulevard.   
 
The minor street movements at the Mountain Boulevard/I-580 westbound 
off-ramp – Sanford Street intersection also fall to LOS E under Cumulative 
Conditions.  This also occurs because prevailing traffic volumes on the Moun-
tain Boulevard would be too intense to provide sufficient gaps for traffic on 
Sanford Street to turn into and across the traffic flow on Mountain Boule-
vard.   
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Traffic impacts are judged based on average intersection LOS rather than on 
single worst minor street movements.  Although two of the four two-way-
stop-controlled intersections in Table 15 would experience single worst-case 
delays of over 30 seconds (equivalent to LOS E and below), the overall LOS 
at these intersections would remain at acceptable levels of D and better.  
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is re-
quired.  In addition, as part of the approved Leona Quarry project, the 
Mountain Boulevard/Keller Avenue intersection would be re-striped and sig-
nalized so that the intersection would operate at LOS C under Cumulative 
Conditions in 2020. 
 
6. Design Hazards 
The project design contains a number of design features that mitigate speed-
ing-related traffic hazards at the proposed intersection with Keller Avenue.  
The intersection at the proposed site entrance would include a deceleration 
lane for right turns onto Siena Drive and a dedicated left turn lane for left 
turns onto Siena Drive.  With the inclusion of these design features, impacts 
from traffic hazards would be less than significant.1 
 
a. Sight Distance from Siena Drive Entrance 
A left turn lane for entry to Siena Drive would be provided on Keller Ave-
nue.  Vehicles in the left-turn lane would have sight distance greater than 400 
feet to turn onto Siena Drive safely, which would meet Caltrans standards for 
adequate sight distance.  Therefore, there would be no significant impacts to 
sight distance at the Siena Drive entrance to the proposed project. 
 
b. Sight Distance to Parallel Parking along Keller Avenue 
As described above, the proposed project would add 22 parallel parking spaces 
along the east side of Keller Avenue.  These parallel parking spaces would 
reduce sight distance in the right-hand westbound lane on Keller Avenue to 
approximately 350 feet.  According to Caltrans Highway Design Manual, Ta-


                                                         
1 Meeting Communication, Henry Choi, Assistant Transportation Engineer, 


City of Oakland Public Works Agency, April 2, 2003. 
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ble 201.1, a clear stopping sight distance of 250 feet must be maintained on 
Keller Avenue, which has a posted speed limit of 35 miles per hour.  If the 
speed limit on Keller Avenue were 40 miles per hour, a stopping sight dis-
tance of 300 feet would be required.  The proposed parallel parking spaces 
would maintain a stopping sight distance of 350 feet, which would be a 
greater-than-adequate distance according to Caltrans standards.  Therefore, no 
impacts to sight distance would occur from the implementation of the pro-
posed parallel parking spaces.2 
 
7. Emergency Vehicle Access 
Siena Drive would be a posted one-way street except in cases of emergency 
vehicle access.  Emergency vehicles would be able to access Siena Drive from 
both Keller Avenue and Greenridge Drive.  Site plans for the proposed pro-
ject and the design of Siena Drive were reviewed by the Oakland Fire De-
partment and were found to provide adequate emergency vehicle access.  
Therefore, impacts to emergency vehicle access would be less than signifi-
cant.3 
 
8. Parking 
The Court of Appeal has held that parking is not part of the permanent 
physical environment, that parking conditions change over time as people 
change their travel patterns, and that unmet parking demand created by a 
project need not be considered a significant environmental impact under 
CEQA unless it would cause significant secondary effects.4  Parking sup-
ply/demand varies by time of day, day of week, and seasonally.  As parking 
demand increases faster than the supply, parking prices rise to reach equilib-
rium between supply and demand.  Decreased availability and increased costs 
result in changes to people’s mode and pattern of travel.  However, the City 


                                                         
2 Bill Burton, Senior Traffic Engineer, Korve Engineering, Memo Re: Keller 


Avenue Sight Distance, April 2, 2004. 
3 Meeting Communication, Ernest Robinson, Fire Marshal, Oakland Fire 


Department, April 2, 2003. 
4 San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. the City and County of 


San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656. 
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of Oakland, in its review of the proposed project, wants to ensure that the 
project’s provision of additional parking spaces along with measures to lessen 
parking demand (by encouraging the use of non auto travel modes) would 
result in minimal adverse effects to project occupants and visitors, and that 
any secondary effects (such as on air quality due to drivers searching for park-
ing spaces) would be minimized.  As such, although not required by CEQA, 
parking conditions are evaluated in this document. 
 
Standard parking demand for the type of housing proposed in the project 
would be 1.11 spaces, resulting in a total of 36 needed spaces for 32 units.  
Standard weekend parking demand would be 0.9 spaces, resulting in a total of 
30 needed spaces for 32 units.5   
 
The adequacy of on-site parking has been assessed using both the City of 
Oakland’s Zoning Ordinance and Municipal Code.  This project is located in 
an R-50 zone.  A detached housing unit in the R-50 zone would be required to 
provide one stall per dwelling unit.  City staff has requested that the project 
include an additional two spaces per unit for guest parking.  Therefore, the 
project would be required to provide a minimum of 96 parking spaces.  The 
proposed project would include 3 spaces for each unit: one space in the garage 
of each unit, and two spaces in each unit’s driveway, for a total of 96 off-street 
parking spaces.  In addition, 7 unassigned off-street parking spaces would be 
scattered throughout the development, for a total of 103 off-street parking 
spaces.   
 
In addition, the applicant would submit an application to the Public Works 
Agency to re-stripe approximately 550 feet of the east side of Keller Avenue 
to provide up to 22 on-street parallel public parking spaces.  These spaces 
would be accessed via two publicly-accessible stairways in the development.  
Keller Avenue is already sufficiently wide to allow two lanes of traffic and 
one lane of parallel parking, but spaces are not currently demarcated  on the 
street.  The Public Works Agency would review this application and study 


                                                         
5 ITE Parking Generation, Second Edition 
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the feasibility and safety of the proposed parking spaces with regard to issues 
such as average speed of traffic, the curve and degree of slope of Keller Ave-
nue, and adequate sight distance.  If the application for re-striping were con-
firmed by the Public Works Agency, it would then be forwarded to the City 
Council for approval. 
 
9. Construction Traffic 
 
Impact TRAF-2:  Truck traffic during construction of the proposed pro-
ject could have a significant impact on local roadways.  (Potentially Sig-
nificant) 
 
The construction of the project would take place in four phases over about 
three years, beginning in April 2005 and ending in June 2008.  The first phase 
will involve grading of the site and construction of retaining walls.  Phases 
two, three and four would include the construction of eight, twelve and 
twelve units, respectively.  During construction, temporary and intermittent 
traffic and possible safety impacts would result from truck movements to and 
from the site. 
 
During the proposed project’s construction, the maximum hourly truck traf-
fic is estimated to be eight truck trips (four inbound and four outbound trips).  
The maximum number of daily truck trips would be 48 truck trips (24 in-
bound and 24 outbound trips).  These trucks would primarily use Seminary 
Avenue or 98th Avenue between the project site and I-880.  Because construc-
tion-generated truck trips would be spread evenly throughout the work day, 
impacts on peak-hour traffic would be limited.  However, truck trips during 
commute hours (7:00 a.m to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.) could cause 
a significant impact on local traffic.   In addition, truck traffic would cause a 
temporary and intermittent lessening of the capacity of local roadways due to 
their slower movements and larger turning radii.  Therefore, a specific Haul 
Route Plan would be prepared in consultation with the City’s Traffic Engi-
neering Division.   
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Temporary lane closures might be required for loading or unloading of spe-
cial equipment or materials; staging of construction vehicles and equipment 
would be located on-site as much as possible.  Traffic control mechanisms 
would be implemented for the duration of any lane closures, including flag-
gers and signs.  Unsafe lane closures or blockages would be a significant im-
pact. 
 
It is anticipated that most construction-related vehicles could be parked on 
the project site itself after grading of the site is completed.  Therefore, impacts 
from parking of construction equipment on Keller Avenue or other local 
roadways would be less than significant. 
 
During the construction period, a perimeter fence around the site would be 
erected for the safety of pedestrians.  During part of the site preparation and 
building construction periods, the Keller Avenue sidewalk along the project 
site frontage might need to be closed and pedestrians re-directed to the side-
walk on the west side of the street.  This would be a less-than-significant im-
pact. 
 
Mitigation Measure TRAF-2:  Prior to construction activity, the project 
applicant shall submit a construction management plan for review and 
approval by the City's Traffic Engineering Division.  
 
This plan shall include, but is not limited to, the following items: 


♦ Identification of routes (in a Haul Route Plan) for the movements of con-
struction vehicles that would minimize the impacts on vehicular traffic 
circulation and safety in the area. 


♦ Staging of the movements of construction materials and equipment so as 
not to hinder the general flow of traffic in the immediate vicinity of the 
project site. 


♦ Identification of areas required for encroachment within the public right-
of-way. 







S I E N A  H I L L  


D R A F T  E I R  
T R A F F I C  A N D  T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  


206 


♦ Accommodation of on-site placement of construction equipment, con-
struction vehicles, and construction worker vehicles. 


♦ Designation of an on-site complaint and enforcement manager to respond 
to and track complaints, as well as posting of signs at the construction 
site that include permitted construction days and hours, a day and eve-
ning contact number for the designated complaint manager, and a day 
and evening contact number for the City of Oakland in the event of 
problems. 


♦ Provision of adequate notification procedures for any road closures. 
 
Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant. 
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The Siena Hill project, as proposed by the applicant, has been described and 
analyzed in the previous chapter with an emphasis on potentially significant 
impacts and recommended mitigation measures to avoid those impacts.  The 
State CEQA guidelines require the description and comparative analysis of a 
range of alternatives to the proposed project that could feasibly attain the 
objectives of the project.  As stated in the project description in Chapter 3 of 
this EIR, the project proponent has the following objectives for the project: 


♦ Develop an underutilized site into a residential community that will en-
hance existing adjacent residential neighborhoods. 


♦ Provide no less than 32 attached single-family homes on this infill site, to 
help maximize meeting the demand for housing in Oakland and imple-
ment elements of Oakland’s General Plan, including the Housing Ele-
ment. 


♦ Provide for a financially-viable project in terms of residential density, 
building massing, parking and other amenities. 


♦ Maximize the efficient use of the project site, given the constraints of the 
site, by clustering homes. 


♦ Utilize architecture and landscaping that conforms to and is sensitive to 
the unique configuration of the site by following the existing slope of the 
site and respecting existing views from the site. 


♦ Provide needed parking to accommodate the housing in a manner that is 
visually concealed from Keller Avenue and the neighborhoods adjacent 
to the proposed project site. 


♦ Respect the character of the existing surrounding residential areas. 


♦ Preserve views from residences upslope of the proposed project site. 


♦ Phase project construction to allow for reasonable absorption rates. 


♦ Provide construction jobs for local workers. 
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The following discussion is intended to inform the public and decision mak-
ers of the feasible alternatives that consider mitigation measures recom-
mended in this EIR.  Three alternatives are discussed below. 
 
CEQA guidelines require consideration of a “No Project Alternative” in 
every EIR.  In most project EIRs, the No Project Alternative is assumed to be 
one in which no development would take place on the project site.  Such an 
alternative is considered as the No Project Alternative in this EIR. 
 
CEQA guidelines also require that the environmentally superior alternative 
be designated.  If the alternative with the least environmental impact is the 
No Project Alternative, then the EIR must also designate the next most envi-
ronmentally superior alternative. 
 
Two project alternatives were considered but rejected from further considera-
tion since they would not avoid or substantially lessen the potential impacts 
of the proposed project.  The project analyzed in this EIR represents a reduc-
tion from the applicant’s original proposal to construct 44 housing units on 
the project site, in a slightly different configuration.  However, prior to the 
start of the environmental review process, the applicant made a voluntary 
reduction in the number of units from 44 to 32.  This reduction of units re-
sulted in a reduction of visual impacts of the amount and height of retaining 
walls that would be needed; the amount of grading that would have to be 
done; and a safer alignment of Siena Drive.  Therefore, in effect, the proposed 
project represents an alternative that has been substantially mitigated from 
the original proposal. 
 
In addition, an alternative of 32 detached single-family residential units was 
considered but rejected from further study due to the steep and irregularly 
shaped site.  This alternative would result in greater environmental impacts 
than the proposed project due to the massive amount of grading required, the 
increased width and height of retaining walls required and the increased visual 
impact of housing dispersed over a greater area of the site.  Accordingly, be-







S I E N A  H I L L   


D R A F T  E I R  
A L T E R N A T I V E S  T O  T H E  P R O P O S E D  P R O J E C T  


217 


cause this alternative would have greater environmental impacts, it was not 
further studied. 
 
The three alternatives analyzed in this chapter are as follows: 
 
1. No Project Alternative 
Construction of 32 units of single-family housing would not occur.  This site 
would remain undeveloped.   
 
2. 16-Unit Detached Alternative 
The project would be developed with 16 detached single-family residential 
units.  Each unit would be twice the size of the units in the proposed project, 
and would share the same footprint as two of the proposed project units with 
a single lot line.  The 16-Unit Alternative would utilize the same site plan 
with respect to retaining walls, landscaping and the configuration of Siena 
Drive. 
 
3. Mitigated Project Alternative 
The Mitigated Project Alternative has the same components as the proposed 
project, but incorporates alternative site design or other mitigations in order 
to mitigate most environmental impacts that were associated with the con-
struction of the project as proposed. 
 
Each alternative is analyzed against the impact factors considered for the pro-
posed project, according to whether it would have a mitigating or adverse 
effect.  Table 16 summarizes the results of the analysis. 
 
 
B. No Project Alternative 
 
1. Principal Characteristics 
Construction of 32 units of single-family housing would not occur.  This site 
would remain undeveloped and unimproved, with ruderal vegetation. 
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TABLE 16   COMPARISON OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 


Topic Project 
Impacts 


No  
Project 


Alternative 
16-Unit 


Alternative 


Mitigated 
Project  


Alternative 


Aesthetics LTS + 0 0 


Air Quality SM + 0 + 


Biological  
Resources 


SM + 0 + 


Cultural  
Resources 


SM + 0 + 


Geology,       
Seismicity and 
Soils 


SM + 0 ++ 


Hydrology SM + 0 ++ 


Land Use LTS - 0 0 


Noise SM ++ 0 + 


Traffic and 
Transportation 


SM + + + 


Utilities and   
Service Systems 


SM + 0 + 


Project  
Objectives 


 - - - - 0 


LTS Less Than Significant 
SM Significant but Mitigable 
 
++ Substantial improvement compared to the proposed project 
+ Some improvement compared to the proposed project 
0 Same impact as proposed project 
- Some deterioration compared to the proposed project 
- - Substantial deterioration compared to the proposed project 
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2. Impact Analysis 
The No Project Alternative would have the following impacts relative to the 
proposed project: 
 
a. Aesthetics 
The site does not currently have a high aesthetic value as a vacant hillside cov-
ered with grass, scattered weedy shrubs, and some live oak saplings along the 
top of the site.  However, the aesthetic and light and glare impacts the pro-
posed project could have would not occur with the No Project Alternative.  
Overall, the No Project Alternative is considered to have less of a visual im-
pact than the proposed project. 
 
b. Air Quality 
The No Project Alternative would have no air quality impacts.  Therefore the 
No Project Alternative is considered a slight improvement compared to the 
air quality impacts of the construction of the proposed project. 
 
c. Biological Resources 
Potentially significant impacts to special-status plant species that could occur 
under the proposed project would not occur under the No Project Alterna-
tive.  Although these impacts could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level 
in the proposed project, they would be avoided entirely if the site were not 
developed.  Therefore the No Project Alternative is considered environmen-
tally superior with regard to biological resources impacts. 
 
d. Cultural Resources 
Neither the proposed project nor the No Project Alternative would be ex-
pected to cause impacts to cultural resources.  Therefore the No Project Al-
ternative is not environmentally superior with regard to cultural resources. 
 
e. Geology, Soils and Seismicity 
Potentially significant impacts regarding slope stability, regional seismic activ-
ity and erosion would result from development of the proposed project.  
These impacts could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level in the pro-
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posed project, but would be avoided entirely if the site were not developed 
under the No Project Alternative.  Therefore the No Project Alternative is 
considered environmentally superior with regard to geologic and seismic im-
pacts. 
 
f. Hydrology and Water Quality 
Potentially significant impacts from construction-related erosion, inadequate 
storm water system capacity and storm water pollution would result from 
development of the proposed project.  These impacts could be mitigated to a 
less-than-significant level, but would be avoided entirely if the site were not 
developed under the No Project Alternative.  Therefore the No Project Al-
ternative is considered environmentally superior with regard to hydrologic 
and water quality impacts. 
 
g. Land Use 
The proposed project would not have any land use impacts.  Moreover. under 
the No Project Alternative, the project site would not be developed with 
housing, for which it is designated in both the General Plan and Municipal 
Code.  Therefore, the proposed project would be superior to the No Project 
Alternative with respect to land use. 
 
h. Noise 
No potentially significant construction-related or indoor noise level impacts 
would occur with the No Project Alternative.  Therefore the No Project Al-
ternative is considered environmentally superior with regard to noise impacts. 
 
i. Traffic and Transportation 
If no development were to occur on the site, traffic conditions would be ex-
pected to remain relatively constant with volumes steadily increasing as a re-
sult of other approved development in the area.  Since the No Project Alter-
native would not cause even a slight increase traffic volumes, this alternative 
is considered environmentally superior to development of the site. 
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j. Utilities and Service Systems 
There would be no increase in wastewater or storm water from the proposed 
project site.  Therefore, the No Project Alternative is considered superior to 
the proposed project. 
 
3. Ability to Meet Project Objectives 
The No Project Alternative would not meet any of the objectives set forward 
for the project since no housing would be constructed on the project site. 
 
 
C. 16-Unit Detached Alternative 
 
1. Principal Characteristics 
The site would be developed with 16 detached single-family residences on 16 
parcels.  Each home and its parcel would be the size of two of the homes in 
the proposed project sharing a zero lot line.  Therefore, although there would 
be only half as many units, each unit would be twice as big as those proposed.  
The buildings would have the same “Italian hill town” architectural style, and 
would step up the slope.  The site configuration and building footprints 
would be the same as the configuration and footprints of the proposed pro-
ject. 
 
2. Impact Analysis 
The 16-Unit Detached Alternative would have the following impacts relative 
to the proposed project: 
 
a. Aesthetics 
The 16-Unit Detached Alternative would have very similar visual impacts as 
the proposed project since the buildings would be the same size, the site 
would have the same configuration, and the lighting would be substantially 
similar.  Therefore, the 16-Unit Detached Alternative would be considered 
the same as the proposed project with respect to aesthetic impacts. 
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b. Air Quality 
The 16-Unit Detached Alternative would require the same amount of grading 
and construction as the proposed project, and thus would be expected to cre-
ate the same level of construction-related air quality impacts. 
 
c. Biology 
The 16-Unit Detached Alternative would be expected to have similar impacts 
to biological resources, since both this alternative and the proposed project 
would disturb most if not all of the existing vegetation on the site.  However, 
neither the proposed project nor the 16-Unit Detached Alternative would 
have significant biological impacts. 
 
d. Cultural Resources 
Since the proposed project site is not thought to contain any cultural re-
sources, neither the proposed project nor the 16-Unit Detached Alternative 
would have any impacts on cultural resources.  Therefore this alternative is 
neither better nor worse than the project as proposed. 
 
e. Geology, Soils and Seismicity 
The 16-Unit Detached Alternative would require the same amount of grad-
ing, retaining walls and soil engineering as the proposed project.  The 16-Unit 
Detached Alternative would be expected to have the same impacts regarding 
slope stability, regional seismic activity and erosion since it would have the 
same site configuration as the proposed project.  Therefore, the 16-Unit De-
tached Alternative would be the same as the proposed project.  
 
f. Hydrology and Water Quality 
The 16-Unit Detached Alternative would be expected to have almost identical 
impacts to site hydrology and water quality from construction-related erosion 
and storm water pollution since it would have a very similar development 
footprint as the proposed project and would include the same amount of im-
pervious surfaces.  Therefore, the 16-Unit Detached Alternative would be 
considered the same as the proposed project.  
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g. Land Use 
The 16-Unit Detached Alternative would meet the requirements of the “Best 
Fit” R-30 zoning, which state that a maximum of 33 units would be allowed 
on the site.  In addition, the 16-Unit Detached Alternative would be consis-
tent with the General Plan designation of Detached Unit Residential.  Since 
neither the proposed project nor the 16-Unit Detached Alternative would 
create any land use impacts, they are considered to be substantially similar. 
 
h. Noise 
Although the construction of the 16-Unit Detached Alternative would in-
volve half the number of units of the proposed project, each unit would be 
twice as big as those included in the proposed project. Therefore, the 16- Unit 
Detached Alternative would require the same amount and duration of con-
struction, resulting in substantially similar construction noise impacts, which 
could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.  The 16-Unit Detached Al-
ternative would be expected to have similar indoor noise level impacts, and 
similar, less-than-significant operational noise impacts.  Overall, the 16-Unit 
Detached Alternative would have the same noise impacts as the proposed 
project. 
 
i. Traffic and Transportation 
The 16-Unit Detached Alternative would represent a 50 percent decrease in 
the number of units below the proposed project.  A corresponding 50 percent 
decrease in the number of trips generated would result in a total of 153 rather 
than 306 trips per day.  While both the 16-Unit Detached Alternative and the 
proposed project would reduce the level of service at the intersection of Keller 
Avenue and Mountain Boulevard to LOS F, the 16-Unit Detached Alterna-
tive would add fewer total vehicles to local intersections.  Therefore, the 16-
Unit Detached Alternative would be considered slightly better than the pro-
posed project.     
 
j. Utilities and Service Systems 
The 16-Unit Detached Alternative would slightly decrease demands on the 
wastewater and storm water facilities in the project area below the demands 
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of the proposed project.  Therefore, the 16-Unit Detached Alternative would 
have slightly less impact than the project as proposed. 
 
3. Ability to Meet Project Objectives 
The 16-Unit Detached Alternative would meet the objectives of providing 
infill housing on the project site; visually concealing project parking, and util-
izing architecture and landscaping that conform to the unique configuration 
of the site.  However, it would not meet the objective of providing “no less 
than 32 single-family homes” on the project site.  Therefore, the 16-Unit De-
tached Alternative would not meet all project objectives as well as the pro-
posed project would.   
 
 
D. Mitigated Project Alternative 
 
1. Principal Characteristics 
In this alternative, the project would be built on the proposed site with the 
site planning and design mitigation measures recommended in Chapter 4.  
Specifically, this alternative would include the following mitigation measures 
during construction: 


♦ The project would comply with Phase II NPDES General Construction 
Activities Stormwater Permit Requirements. 


♦ Grading plans would include drainage, erosion, and sediment control 
plans and incorporate BMPs to minimize the amount of pollutants enter-
ing the storm drain system, to the maximum extent possible. 


♦ The project would follow BAAQMD guidelines for construction Best 
Management Practices. 


♦ In case undiscovered archaeological resources or human remains were 
uncovered during construction, all work on the site would stop, and the 
applicant would consult a qualified archaeological consultant and/or the 
County Coroner, as appropriate. 







S I E N A  H I L L   


D R A F T  E I R  
A L T E R N A T I V E S  T O  T H E  P R O P O S E D  P R O J E C T  


225 


♦ The grading plan for the project would limit slope grades to a maximum 
2-to-1 horizontal to vertical ratio with retaining walls to support this 
slope.  In addition, detailed grading plans and construction drawings 
would be submitted to the City of Oakland Building Services Depart-
ment for approval prior to excavation. 


♦ The project would implement all Oakland City Council adopted con-
struction noise mitigation measures. 


♦ Prior to construction activity, the project applicant shall submit a con-
struction management plan for review and approval by the City's Traffic 
Engineering Division. 


 
Furthermore , the project would include the following mitigation measures 
after construction was completed: 


♦ Filter mechanisms would be installed at all drop inlets receiving runoff 
from the project site. 


♦ The project would include a final drainage plan approved by a City En-
gineer, as well as a long-term storm water pollution prevention plan 
(SWPPP) to protect storm water quality after the construction period.  
The drainage on the site would be designed and maintained to minimize 
ponding of surface water and/or saturation of the soils. 


♦ Additional drop inlets would be installed along the new Siena Drive. 


♦ The project would include payment of proportional costs of installation 
of a signal at the intersection of Keller Avenue and Mountain Boulevard. 


♦ The final landscaping plan would include a program to remove French 
broom, emphasize the use of native tree, shrub, and groundcover species 
in landscape plantings, and recognize the difficult growing conditions 
created by cut slopes on the site. 


♦ The structures would be designed in compliance with current building 
codes related to seismic safety. 


♦ The project would incorporate an erosion control plan to minimize wind 
and water erosion during the construction period and would address 
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long-term erosion through installation of landscaping and storm drainage 
facilities. 


♦ The foundations of the buildings would be drilled piers and grade beams 
bearing on rock. 


 
2. Impact Analysis 
The Mitigated Project Alternative would have the following impacts relative 
to the proposed project: 
 
a. Aesthetics 
The Mitigated Project Alternative would have the same impacts to views of 
and across the site, and would have the same light and glare impacts as the 
proposed project.  Since the proposed project does not have any significant 
aesthetic impacts that require mitigation, the Mitigated Project Alternative 
would substantially the same as the project as proposed. 
 
b. Air Quality 
With the incorporation of BAAQMD guidelines to mitigate air quality im-
pacts from construction of the proposed project, the Mitigated Project Alter-
native would be an improvement over the project as proposed. 
 
c. Biological Resources 
Since the proposed project does not have any significant impacts to biological 
resources that would require mitigation, the Mitigated Project Alternative 
would substantially the same as the project as proposed. 
 
d. Cultural Resources 
With the cultural resources mitigation listed above, the Mitigated Project Al-
ternative would avoid the potential impacts of the proposed project to cul-
tural resources.  Therefore the Mitigated Project Alternative would be better 
than the project as proposed. 
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e. Geology, Soils and Seismicity 
With the incorporation of the numerous geotechnical mitigation measures 
listed above, the geological impacts of the proposed project would not occur.  
Therefore, the Mitigated Project Alternative would be an improvement over 
the project as proposed. 
 
f. Hydrology and Water Quality 
With the water quality mitigation measures listed above, the Mitigated Pro-
ject Alternative would be a significant improvement compared to the project 
as proposed. 
 
g. Land Use 
The proposed project would not create any land use impacts, and therefore 
the Mitigated Project Alternative would not include any land use mitigations.  
Therefore the Mitigated Project Alternative would be neither better nor 
worse than the proposed project with regard to land use. 
 
h. Noise 
The implementation of the mitigation measures included in the Mitigated 
Project Alternative would reduce noise impacts from construction to a less-
than-significant level.  Therefore the Mitigated Project Alternative would be 
an improvement over the project as proposed. 
 
i. Traffic and Transportation 
With the traffic mitigation measures listed above, the Mitigated Project Al-
ternative would be an improvement over the project as proposed. 
 
j. Utilities and Service Systems 
The Mitigated Project Alternative would include both new drop inlets as well 
as water quality mitigation measures that would reduce impacts on the storm 
drain system.  The Mitigated Project Alternative is therefore environmentally 
superior to the proposed project. 
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3. Ability to Meet Project Objectives 
The Mitigated Project Alternative would include the same number of units in 
the same configuration and architectural style as the proposed project.  There-
fore, the Mitigated Project Alternative would meet all project objectives 
equally as well as the proposed project. 
 
 
E. Environmentally Superior Alternative 
 
CEQA requires the identification of the environmentally superior alternative 
in an EIR.  Based on the foregoing analysis, which is summarized in Table 16, 
it can be seen that the No Project Alternative has the least environmental 
impact and is therefore the environmentally superior alternative.   
 
CEQA guidelines also require that if the alternative with the least environ-
mental impact is the No Project Alternative, the EIR must also designate the 
next most environmentally superior alternative.  After the No Development 
Alternative, the Mitigated Project Alternative is the next most environmen-
tally superior alternative.   
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As required by CEQA, this chapter provides an overview of the impacts of 
the proposed project based on the technical topical analyses.  The topics cov-
ered in this chapter include growth inducement; cumulative impacts; un-
avoidable significant effects; significant irreversible changes; short-term uses 
versus long-term productivity; and impacts not found to be significant.  A 
more detailed analysis of the effects the project would have on the environ-
ment is provided in Chapter 4: Environmental Evaluation. 
 
 
A. Growth Inducement 
 
A project is considered to be growth-inducing if it fosters economic or popu-
lation growth beyond the boundaries of the project site.  Typical growth in-
ducements might be the extension of urban services or transportation infra-
structure to a previously unserved or under-served area, or the removal of 
major boundaries to development.  
 
Overall, the proposed project would not be expected to induce growth be-
yond the limits of the project site.  The proposed project site is an undevel-
oped parcel of land within the City of Oakland.  The site is surrounded by 
residential and some commercial development, so it is already served by pub-
lic infrastructure and utilities, and no extension of services into unserved areas 
would be necessary.  In addition, the City has designated the project site for 
residential development in the Oakland General Plan Land Use and Trans-
portation Element at a density above that of the proposed project.  Therefore 
the proposed project would not result in growth or development which 
would not be otherwise anticipated, and no significant growth impacts would 
occur. 
 
 
B. Cumulative Impacts 
 
CEQA Guidelines require consideration of the potential cumulative impacts 
that could result from a proposed project in conjunction with other projects 
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in the vicinity.  Such impacts can occur when two or more individual effects 
either together create a considerable environmental impact or compound 
other environmental consequences.  The cumulative impact analysis in this 
section is based on the impacts of the proposed project in combination with 
all other projects assumed under the buildout of the City of Oakland General 
Plan Land Use and Transportation Element.  The projections of buildout 
contained in the General Plan have been analyzed in the General Plan Land 
Use and Transportation Element EIR, certified by the Oakland City Council 
on March 13, 1998. 
 
The traffic analysis in this EIR considered cumulative traffic impacts by com-
bining projected traffic volumes from other approved projects in the area 
with the project-generated traffic, as described in Section 4.8.  The list of ap-
proved projects, as determined by City staff, included residential development 
at Leona Quarry, residential and commercial development at the former Oak 
Knoll Naval Hospital site, residential development in the Eastmont Area, 
residential development at MacArthur Boulevard and 73rd Avenue, and resi-
dential development on Golf Links Road.  The traffic analysis concluded that 
the project, combined with these approved projects, would have a significant 
cumulative traffic impact on the Mountain Boulevard/Keller Avenue inter-
section.  However, this impact would be mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level with implementation of Mitigation Measure TRAF-1. 
 
Although biological, geological, noise and utility impacts would potentially 
occur as a result of the proposed project, these impacts would not be signifi-
cant enough to contribute to a cumulative impact over a larger area, and 
would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels by the relevant mitigation 
measures included in this EIR.  The potential air quality, hydrology and traf-
fic impacts that would occur as a result of the proposed project may have the 
potential to contribute to a cumulative impact.  However, these impacts have 
already been analyzed in the General Plan Land Use and Transportation 
Element EIR, which included an assumption of development on the project 
site at a density higher than that of the proposed project. 
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No other cumulative impacts are anticipated as a result of the combination of 
the proposed project and the other approved projects in the vicinity. 
 
 
C. Unavoidable Significant Impacts 
 
Unavoidable significant impacts are those significant impacts that cannot be 
mitigated to a less than significant level.  As described in Chapter 4, all of the 
potential impacts from the proposed project are either less than significant or 
could be mitigated to less-than-significant levels by the implementation of 
mitigation measures.  
 
 
D. Significant Irreversible Changes 
 
CEQA requires that an EIR assess whether a project will result in significant 
irreversible changes to the environment.  The CEQA Guidelines describe 
three distinct categories of irreversible changes that should be considered: 
 
1. Changes in Land Use which Commit Future Generations 
The proposed project would commit future generations to development on 
the proposed project site.  Once the proposed project is developed it is 
unlikely to be economically feasible or desirable to change to a significantly 
different land use for several decades or to return the site to its current vacant 
state.  However, this is not considered to be an adverse impact, since the site 
is designated for residential development in the Oakland General Plan. 
 
2. Irreversible Damage from Environmental Accidents 
Since the project does not involve the use or transport of hazardous materials, 
no significant environmental damage, such as the accidental spill or explosion 
of hazardous material, is anticipated as a result of the proposed project.  
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3. Consumption of Natural Resources 
The assessment of a proposed project’s consumption of nonrenewable re-
sources includes increased energy consumption, conservation of agricultural 
lands, and loss of access to mining reserves.  The proposed project will require 
additional utility service, and it will require resources for construction.  
However, it is anticipated that these additional services will be provided with 
no impact to the service providers and without the need for additional staff or 
facilities.  Additionally, the property is not agricultural land, nor does it pro-
vide access to a mining reserve due to the proximity of existing residential 
development.  Moreover, the project is located on a site surrounded by exist-
ing development and would not require the extension of utilities or other 
services to areas that are not currently served by existing infrastructure.  
Overall, the proposed project would not have significant impacts on the con-
sumption of natural resources. 
 
 
E. Impacts Found Not to Be Significant 
 
CEQA allows environmental issues for which there is no likelihood of an 
impact to be “scoped out” during the EIR scoping process and not covered in 
an EIR.  This section summarizes previous findings from the Initial Study 
completed for the project regarding areas of concern which were “scoped out” 
and are not considered further in this EIR: 


♦ Agricultural Resources.  The project site is located on urbanized lands.  
There is no farmland located on or adjacent to the project site and the site 
is not under Williamson Act Contract.  Furthermore, the site is desig-
nated for residential development in both the General Plan and the Zon-
ing Ordinance.  Therefore there would be no impact to agricultural re-
sources. 


♦ Hazardous Materials.  The Initial Study conducted for the project con-
cluded that there was no evidence that the site has ever been developed 
and no reason to anticipate impacts from hazardous materials contamina-
tion on the site as a result of previous uses.  A further analysis of hazard-
ous materials impacts was therefore scoped out of this EIR.  However, in 
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response to a comment letter submitted by the California Department of 
Toxic Substances on the Initial Study, a more thorough records search 
was conducted by the Hazardous Materials Division of the City of Oak-
land Fire Services Agency.  The Hazardous Materials Division maintains 
both City and Alameda County records for all past and current commer-
cial properties handling hazardous materials.  The Division has no re-
cords that any properties on Keller Avenue have handled hazardous ma-
terials now or in the past.1  In addition, surface reconnaissance of the site 
conducted for the cultural resource and geotechnical investigations of the 
site revealed no evidence of past site disturbance that would indicate pos-
sible contamination.  Furthermore, the proposed project would not in-
volve the use or transport of hazardous materials.  Therefore, there is no 
risk of hazardous materials impacts from the proposed project. 


♦ Mineral Resources.  The project site is located in an area classified by the 
California Geological Survey (CGS) as Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ) 2a, 
a zone in which geologic data indicates that significant mineral deposits 
are present.  However, the existing residential development surrounding 
the site does not permit mineral extraction, since there would be signifi-
cant land use conflicts between aggregate mining and the surrounding 
residential uses.  Thus, development of the site would have a less-than-
significant impact on the availability of mineral resources, since extrac-
tion of these resources is essentially impossible with or without the pro-
ject. 


♦ Population and Housing.  The project would create an additional 32 
housing units.  These housing units would result in an additional 88 per-
sons, according to the Association of Bay Area Governments’ household 
size projections.  This project would increase the population in Oakland 
by 0.02 percent,  which is too small to be considered significant.  Since 
there is no existing development on the site, no housing or people will be 
displaced.  No impacts to population or housing are anticipated. 


                                                         
1 Personal communication, Celestina Pacheco, City of Oakland Fire Services 


Agency, Hazardous Materials Division.  March 16, 2004. 
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♦ Public Services.  The proposed project would add 32 housing units and 
88 residents within an area already served by City of Oakland services 
and facilities.  This increase would not create significant impacts on the 
City’s ability to provide fire, police, school, or other public services.  
Oakland Police Department and Oakland Fire Department staff reviewed 
the proposed project and determined that it would not affect their ability 
to maintain acceptable service ratios and response times.2  In addition, fi-
nal project plans must be approved by the Fire Services Agency to ensure 
that adequate fire and life safety measures are designed into the project in 
compliance with all applicable State and City fire safety requirements.  
According to Oakland Unified School District’s student generation rate, 
the project would generate about 17 total students for the OUSD.  The 
existing elementary, middle and high schools in the project area have 
enough capacity to serve 17 additional students.  In addition, the project 
area is already served by existing parks, which would not be significantly 
impacted by 88 potential new users. 


♦ Recreation.  The proposed project area is adequately served by existing 
parks nearby, including the Leona Canyon Regional Open Space Pre-
serve, managed by the East Bay Regional Park District, and King Estates 
Park, managed by the City of Oakland.  Since this project only involves 
the addition of a small increment of population, 32 households, there 
would be no substantial increase in the use of existing recreational facili-
ties or the need for new recreational facilities.   


                                                         
2 Meeting Communication, Ernest Robinson, Fire Marshal, Oakland Fire 


Department, April 2, 2003. 
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This Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) provides an assessment 
of potential environmental consequences of the construction and operation of 
the proposed Siena Hill project.  The City of Oakland is the lead agency for 
the project.  This EIR is intended to inform the City of Oakland decision-
makers, other responsible agencies, and the public-at-large of the nature of the 
project.  Additionally, the report both identifies mitigation measures that, if 
followed, would reduce or avoid potentially significant environmental im-
pacts and examines alternatives to the proposed project. The Draft EIR has 
been prepared in accordance with and in fulfillment of the California Envi-
ronmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements.   
 
 
A. Proposed Action 
 
The proposed project calls for 32 single-family homes on the project site, an 
undeveloped 3.9-acre parcel located on Keller Avenue in Oakland.  Parking 
for the homes would be provided on site with a total of 103 off-street parking 
spaces..  The project site would be accessed from Keller Avenue via Siena 
Drive, a private one-way street constructed as part of the project.  No on-
street parking would be allowed along the private street.  As a separate set of 
approvals, and not part of the project, the project applicant would request re-
striping of 22 parallel parking spaces along Keller Avenue through the Public 
Works Agency, Transportation Services. 
 
Basic data on the proposed project appears in Table 1 on the inside front 
cover of this EIR.  The project is described in more detail in Chapter 3. 
 
 
B. Scope of Environmental Concerns   
 
An Initial Study was completed by the City of Oakland in January 2004.  A 
Notice of Preparation (NOP) for this Draft EIR was issued on January 21, 
2004, and a public scoping meeting was held before the Planning Commission 
on March 17, 2004.  The following issues were identified as potentially sig-
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nificant in the Initial Study, by members of the public at the Scoping Meet-
ing, and through consultation with City of Oakland staff, Planning Commis-
sion and the project applicant.  This EIR addresses the following concerns: 
1. Aesthetics 
2. Air Quality 
3. Biological Resources 
4. Cultural Resources   
5. Geology and Soils 
6. Hydrology and Water Quality 
7. Land Use and Public Policy 
8. Noise   
9. Transportation and Traffic  
10. Utilities and Service Systems 
 
Through the Initial Study, other issues, such as those having to do with agri-
cultural resources, hazardous materials, mineral resources, population and 
housing, and public services were determined not to require further study in 
the EIR.  However, they are addressed briefly in Chapter 6.  
 
 
C. Report Organization 
 
This report is organized into the following chapters: 


♦ Chapter 1: Introduction provides an introduction and overview of the 
document. 


♦ Chapter 2: Report Summary provides a synopsis of the environmental 
impacts from the proposed project, describes recommended mitigation 
measures, and indicates the level of significance of impacts before and af-
ter mitigation.  


♦ Chapter 3: Project Description describes the proposed project in detail, 
including the location, background information, primary objectives, and 
structural and technical characteristics. 
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♦ Chapter 4: Environmental Evaluation provides an analysis of the poten-
tial environmental impacts of the proposed project and presents recom-
mended mitigation measures to reduce their significance.   


♦ Chapter 5: Alternatives to the Proposed Project considers three alterna-
tives to the proposed project, including the CEQA-required “No Project 
Alternative.” 


♦ Chapter 6: Impact Overview briefly explains why the project would not 
have impacts related to other environmental issues included under 
CEQA’s purview. 


♦ Chapter 7: Report Preparation identifies the preparers of the Draft EIR. 
 
 
D. Environmental Review Process 
 
As required by State Law, this Draft EIR will be available for review by the 
public and interested parties, agencies and organizations for a 45-day period. 
 
The City of Oakland will hold a public hearing on the EIR during the review 
period.  The public is invited to attend the hearing to offer oral comments on 
this Draft EIR.  
 
Comments on the Draft EIR may also be submitted in writing to: 
 Heather Klein, Planner II 
 City of Oakland Community and Economic Development Agency 
 250 Frank Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315 
 Oakland, CA  94612-2032 
 
Following the close of the public comment period, a Final Environmental 
Impact Report (FEIR) will be prepared to respond to all substantive com-
ments related to environmental issues surrounding the project.  The FEIR 
will be available for public review prior to consideration of its certification by 
the City of Oakland Planning Commission. 
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Once the Planning Commission certifies the FEIR, the Commission will also 
consider the project itself, which may be approved or denied.  If the project is 
approved, the Commission may require mitigation measures specified in this 
EIR as conditions of project approval.  Alternatively, the Commission could 
require other mitigation measures deemed to be effective mitigations for the 
identified impacts, or it could find that the mitigation measures cannot be 
feasibly implemented.  For any identified significant impacts for which no 
mitigation measure is feasible, the Commission will be required to adopt a 
finding that the mitigation measures are outside the jurisdiction of the City, 
or that the impacts are considered acceptable because specific overriding con-
siderations indicate that the project’s benefits outweigh the impacts in ques-
tion. 
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Archeo-Tec – Cultural Resources 
5283 Broadway 
Oakland, CA  94618 
Tel: (510) 601-6185 
Allen G. Pastron, President 
Jason Claiborne, Research Associate 
 
Donald Ballanti – Air Quality 
1424 Scott Street 
El Cerrito, CA 94530 
Tel: (510) 234-6087 
 
Rosen, Goldberg & Der, Inc - Noise 
1100 Larkspur Landing Circle #354 
Larkspur, CA  94939 
Tel: (415) 464-0150 
Alan Rosen, Principal 
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COMBINED NOTICE OF RELEASE AND AVAILABILITY OF THE  
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND 


NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARINGS ON THE SIENA HILL PROJECT 
 


PROJECT TITLE:   Siena Hill  
 
CASE NO.   ER02-0012 
 
PROJECT SPONSOR:   Edward Patmont, Hillside Homes Inc. 
 
PROJECT LOCATION:  The project site is located on Keller Avenue between Rilea Way and 
Greenridge Drive, and near the Keller Avenue/Mountain Boulevard interchange with Interstate 
580. The Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) is 040A-3457-033-01. 
 
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: The proposed project would develop a Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) and a private street on 3.9 acres off of Keller Ave. The project consists of 32 
three-story, attached, single family homes and 103 off street parking spaces. The homes will be of 
Italian hillside style and will range in size from 1,800 to 1,960 S.F. on an average lot size of 5,300 
S.F. with one shared 0 lot line. The site is currently vacant and is surrounded by a mix of single 
family and multi-family homes. Auto service facilities, convenience stores, and churches are also 
located nearby. The zoning designation for the site is R-50, Medium Density Residential Zone, 
which allows for residential and appropriate civic uses. The General Plan designation is Detached 
Unit Residential. Construction of the proposed project may require obtainment of various zoning 
permits including without limitation: a Planned Unit Development, Variances, and Design 
Review. The site is not included on the last version of the Cortese list that was issued.   
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW: Based on an Initial Study, it was determined that the project 
may have significant environmental impacts.  A Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) was 
then prepared for the project, under the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21000 et. seq. The DEIR analyzes 
potentially significant environmental impacts in the following environmental categories: 
aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hydrology and 
water quality, land use and public policy, noise, transportation and traffic, and utilities and service 
systems.  The Draft EIR concludes that all significant impacts can be reduced to a less-than-
significant level if the mitigation measures in the report were implemented. Several 
environmental factors were scoped out during the Initial Study process and not considered 
further, including agricultural resources, hazards and hazardous materials, mineral resources, 
population and housing, public services, and recreation. Copies of the DEIR are available for 
review or distribution to interested parties at no charge at the Community and Economic 
Development Agency, Planning Division, 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315, Oakland, CA  
94612, Monday through Friday, 8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 







PUBLIC HEARINGS:  The City of Oakland Planning Commission will conduct a public 
hearing on the Draft EIR and the zoning permits on Wednesday, January 5, 2005 at 6:30 p.m. at 
City Hall, 1 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Hearing Room 1, Oakland, California. 


The City of Oakland is hereby releasing this Draft EIR, finding it to be accurate and complete and 
ready for public review.  Members of the public are invited to comment on the EIR and the 
zoning permits.  There is no fee for commenting, and all comments received will be considered 
by the City prior to finalizing the EIR and making a decision on the project.  Comments on the 
Draft EIR should focus on the sufficiency of the EIR in discussing possible impacts on the 
environment, ways in which adverse effects might be minimized, and alternatives to the project in 
light of the EIR’s purpose to provide useful and accurate information about such factors.  
Comments may be made at the public hearing described above or in writing.  Please address all 
written comments to Heather Klein, Planner II, City of Oakland, Community and Economic 
Development Agency, Planning Division, 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315, Oakland, CA 
94612.  Comments should be received no later than 4:00 p.m. on January 5, 2005. If you 
challenge the environmental document or discretionary zoning permits in court, you may be 
limited to raising only those issues raised at the Planning Commission public hearing described 
above, or in written correspondence received by the Community and Economic Development 
Agency on or prior to 4:00 p.m. on January 5, 2005.  After all comments are received, a Final EIR 
will be prepared and the Planning Commission will consider certification of the Final EIR and 
render a decision on the zoning permits for the project at a later meeting date to be scheduled.  If 
you have any questions, please telephone Heather Klein at (510) 238-3659. 


 
CLAUDIA CAPPIO, Development Director 


Date:  November 22, 2004 
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This summary presents an overview of the analysis contained in Chapter 4: 
Environmental Evaluation. CEQA requires that this chapter summarize the 
following: 1) areas of controversy; 2) significant impacts; 3) unavoidable sig-
nificant impacts; 4) implementation of mitigation measures; and 5) alterna-
tives to the project. 
 
 
A. Project Under Review 
 
This Draft EIR provides an assessment of the potential environmental conse-
quences of the construction and operation of a 32-unit single-family residen-
tial development on an undeveloped 3.9-acre parcel in Oakland just east of 
Interstate 580.  The proposed project would include a one-way private road 
and 103 off-street parking spaces. 
 
 
B. Areas of Controversy 
 
The project applicant held two community meetings on the evenings of Oc-
tober 16 and December 4, 2003 to present the project and receive input.  No-
tices of these meetings were mailed to all addresses within a 300-foot radius of 
the proposed project site, according to list generated by the City of Oakland.   
 
In addition, an Initial Study of the project and Notice of Preparation of this 
EIR were published on January 21, 2004.  A formal scoping meeting on the 
project was held before the Oakland Planning Commission on March 17, 
2004.  Public comment received at these meetings and in written responses to 
the Initial Study focused primarily on the following issues: 


♦ Geotechnical impacts and slope stability.  Due to the steep slope of the 
site, many commenters were concerned about soil stability, seismicity, 
and other potential geological impacts.  Specific comments addressed the 
potential for increased erosion during the construction and operation of 
the project, the close proximity of the site to the Hayward fault, a poten-
tial decrease in the stability of the existing slope due to cutting and filling, 
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existing landslides on the site and settling issues on property upslope of 
the project site along Rilea Way. 


♦ Hydrology and water quality.  Several comments addressed site hydrol-
ogy.  Specific concerns included the potential increase in runoff as a result 
of adding impermeable surfaces to the undeveloped site, possible flooding 
and/or drainage problems from runoff uphill of the site, and high 
groundwater levels and very slow drainage on surrounding properties. 


♦ Aesthetics and visual impacts.  Concerns about aesthetics and visual 
impacts fell into two general categories: concerns about the aesthetic im-
pact of the proposed project compared to the currently undeveloped par-
cel, and concerns that the appearance of the project would degrade over 
time.  Neighbors were also concerned that the proposed project may not 
include adequate or mature landscaping to soften the appearance of build-
ings and retaining walls. 


♦ Traffic and transportation.  Most comments about traffic expressed con-
cerns about added traffic on Keller Avenue and on- and off-ramps at the I-
580/Mountain Boulevard interchange.  In addition, a number of 
neighbors cited the high speeds on Keller Avenue and expressed concerns 
about the safety of the proposed Siena Drive entrance and parallel park-
ing along Keller Avenue. 


 
 
C. Significant Impacts 
 
Under CEQA, a significant impact on the environment is defined as a sub-
stantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical con-
ditions within the area affected by the project, including land, air, water, min-
erals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic and aesthetic signifi-
cance. 
 
The proposed project has the potential to generate environmental impacts in 
a number of areas that could be significant: 


♦ Aesthetics 
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♦ Air Quality 


♦ Biological Resources 


♦ Geology and Soils 


♦ Hydrology and Water Quality 


♦ Noise  


♦ Transportation and Traffic  


♦ Utilities and Service Systems 
 
As shown in Table 2 at the end of this chapter, all of the significant impacts in 
these areas would be reduced to a less-than-significant level if the mitigation 
measures recommended in this report were implemented.   
 
 
D. Mitigation Measures 
 
This Draft EIR suggests project-specific mitigation measures that would re-
duce the impacts in the areas identified above to less-than-significant levels, as 
summarized in Table 2.  Project-specific mitigation measures in this Draft 
EIR will form the basis of a project-specific mitigation monitoring program 
to be implemented in accordance with State law. 
 
 
E. Unavoidable Significant Impacts 
 
The proposed project is not expected to cause any significant unavoidable 
impacts.  All potential impacts can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level 
with the implementation of the mitigation measures outlined in this EIR. 
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F. Impacts Not Found to be Significant 
 
CEQA allows environmental issues for which there is no likelihood of a sig-
nificant impact to be “scoped out” during the EIR scoping process and not 
covered in an EIR.  These issues are: 


♦ Agricultural Resources 


♦ Hazards and Hazardous Materials 


♦ Mineral Resources 


♦ Population and Housing 


♦ Public Services 


♦ Recreation 
 
The findings regarding these topics are discussed in depth in Chapter 6 of this 
Draft EIR. 
 
 
G. Alternatives to the Project 
 
This Draft EIR analyzes alternatives to the proposed project.  Three alterna-
tives to the proposed project are considered in Chapter 6: 


♦ The No Project Alternative, as required by CEQA, which would mean 
that the site would remain undeveloped. 


♦ A 16-Unit Alternative, which would include detached single-family 
homes ranging from 3,600 to 3,920 square feet. 


♦ The Mitigated Project Alternative, which would include changes to the 
project to mitigate the impacts identified in the Draft EIR. 


 
Although the No Project Alternative has the least amount of environmental 
consequences, it does not meet any objectives of the proposed project.  The 
Mitigated Project Alternative is the environmentally-superior development 
alternative.   
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H. Summary Table 
 
Table 2 presents a summary of impacts and mitigation measures identified in 
this report.  It is organized to correspond with the environmental issues dis-
cussed in Chapter 4.   
 
The table is arranged in four columns: 1) environmental impacts; 2) signifi-
cance prior to mitigation; 3) mitigation measures; and 4) significance after 
mitigation.  A series of mitigation measures is noted where more than one 
mitigation may be required to achieve a less-than-significant impact.  For a 
complete description of potential impacts and suggested mitigation measures, 
please refer to the specific discussions in Chapter 4.  Additionally, this sum-
mary does not detail the timing of mitigation measures.  Timing will be fur-
ther detailed in the mitigation monitoring program. 
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TABLE 2 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 


Impact Mitigation Measures 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS  


The proposed project would have no significant unavoidable impacts. 


SIGNIFICANT BUT MITIGABLE IMPACTS 
 


Air Quality 


AQ-2:  Project construction would contribute to 
an increase in levels of ROG, NOx and/or PM10. 


AQ-2: The applicant shall implement a construction dust abatement program. BAAQMD sug-
gests a range of best management practices (BMPs) for minimizing construction dust.  The project 
shall incorporate the following BMPs: 


♦ Water all active construction areas at least twice daily and more often during windy periods.  
Active construction areas would be considered to be those under excavation at a given time, 
storage piles and internal roadways.  Watering methods may include water trucks for road-
ways and hoses or sprinklers for storage piles and active excavation. 


♦ Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials offsite, or require all trucks to 
maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard. 


♦ 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 all paved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at 
construction sites;  


♦ Sweep streets daily with water sweepers if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent public 
streets; 


♦ Hydroseed or apply non toxic soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas; 
♦ Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply non toxic soil binders to exposed stockpiles (dirt, 


sand, etc.); 
♦ Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph; 
♦ Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public roadways; 


LS* 
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Impact Mitigation Measures 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


 AQ-2 (cont’d): 
♦ Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible. 
♦ Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or wash off the tires or tracks of all trucks and 


equipment leaving the site; and 
♦ Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 mph. 


 


AQ-5:  The project would expose sensitive recep-
tors to increased concentrations of PM10 during 
construction. 


This impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by implementation of Mitigation 
Measure AQ-2. 


LS 


Biological Resources 


BIO-1:  Grading and construction activities on the 
site would have the potential to harm special-status 
species or habitat for special-status species. 


BIO-1a:  A qualified botanist shall conduct detailed preconstruction surveys in spring (March and 
May) to confirm absence of any special-status plant species on the site. The survey shall focus on 
the twelve special-status plant species listed in Table 4 considered to have a remote (highly 
unlikely) probability of occurrence on the site.  The surveys shall be completed and a report of 
findings shall be submitted to the City before the onset of any initial ground-disturbing activity 
or construction. 
 
BIO-1b:  If populations of any special-status plant species are encountered, the project applicant 
shall ensure that construction-related impacts are avoided or adequately mitigated by retaining a 
qualified botanist to develop and implement a Special-Status Plant Species Mitigation and Moni-
toring Plan.  A Mitigation and Monitoring Plan shall  only be required if a listed species, or those 
maintained on Lists 1B or 2 of the CNPS Inventory are encountered during the preconstruction 
survey.  Potential impacts on any species maintained on Lists 3 and 4 of the CNPS Inventory 
would not be considered significant and no additional mitigation would be required for these 
species if encountered during the preconstruction survey. 
 
The Mitigation and Monitoring Plan shall be prepared in consultation with the CDFG and shall 
be approved by the City prior to any initial ground-disturbing activity or construction.  The 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan shall be based on the status and vulnerability of the species pre-
sent with avoidance of all or a majority of any populations on the site the preferred method of 
mitigation.   Where complete or even partial avoidance of any special-status plant populations on 
the site is considered infeasible, options for mitigation may include a program to salvage and re-
establish the population at an alternative, suitable location.  Details of any salvage and habitat 


LS 
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Impact Mitigation Measures 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


recreation effort shall include the following criteria and performance standards: 


♦ Collection of seeds during the appropriate developmental stage of the plant. 


♦ Procedures for sowing techniques appropriate to the life cycle of the plant. 
 


♦ Development of a maintenance and monitoring plan specific to the environmental condi-
tions necessary for survival of the new population.  Maintenance and monitoring shall be 
provided for a minimum of five years to determine success of re-seeding and habitat crea-
tion, and need for additional preservation.  


♦ Identification of funding sources by the applicant to provide implementation of the plan in 
consultation with the qualified plant ecologist, landscape architect, and civil engineer. 


♦ In addition, preservation of another existing occurrence of the affected special-status plant 
species shall be required if monitoring indicates that the re-establishment efforts have not 
been successful after five years.  The preservation program shall provide for permanent 
protection of a different existing population in Alameda County, which is equal or larger 
in size than that encountered on the site (minimum 1:1 replacement), through land acquisi-
tion or use of a conservation easement.  Any off-site mitigation lands shall include estab-
lishment of a management endowment as necessary to provide for long-term management 
of the preserved population. 


 


BIO-3:  Although no native live oak saplings on 
the site would be removed as part of the project, 
they could be harmed by construction.   


BIO-3:  The six native sapling live oaks along the upper elevations of the site shall be preserved to 
the extent possible and adequate measures taken to prevent removal or damage as part of grading.  
The applicant shall work with a consulting arborist and with the Tree Services division of the 
City’s Department of Infrastructure and Open Space to create a tree protection plan.  This plan 
shall include measures such as surveying and mapping the trunk locations and elevations of indi-
vidual trees and adjusting the grading plan where feasible to preserve individual trees.  Trees to be 
preserved shall be clearly flagged prior to any grading, and temporary construction restriction 
fencing shall be installed to prevent inadvertent removal, entrance of construction equipment or 
storage of construction materials.   
 
Where tree removal is unavoidable, the project applicant must apply for a tree removal permit, as 
required by the Tree Removal/Preservation Ordinance. This application process includes a de-
tailed review of site plans and tree surveys by the Office of Planning and Zoning, the Office of 


LS 
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Impact Mitigation Measures 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


Parks and Recreation, and the Public Works Agency. The proposed tree removal must be re-
viewed and approved by all relevant City offices. Any trees that are removed shall be replaced at a 
3:1 ratio and incorporated into the Landscape Plan recommended in Mitigation Measure BIO-5b. 


BIO-4:  The proposed project would necessitate 
the removal of one redwood in the median of Kel-
ler Avenue which is protected under the City’s 
Tree Protection/Removal Ordinance. 


BIO-4:  The project applicant must apply for a tree removal permit for the removal of the red-
wood, as required by the Tree Protection/Removal Ordinance.  This application process includes 
a detailed review of site plans and tree surveys by the City Planning Department, the Office of 
Parks and Recreation and the Office of Public Works.  The proposed tree removal must be re-
viewed and approved by all relevant City offices. 


LS 


BIO-5:  Grading would create suitable growing 
conditions for further establishment of invasive 
French broom on the site, which would limit 
habitat values unless carefully controlled. 


BIO-5a:  A program to remove French broom shall be incorporated into the Final Landscape Plan 
for the project to eliminate this species from the site and prevent its reestablishment.  Graded 
slopes and areas disturbed as part of the project shall be monitored to prevent reestablishment and 
spread of broom.  The removal and monitoring program shall include annual late winter removal 
of any rooted plants when soils are saturated, and cutting back of any remaining flowering plants 
in the spring before seed begins to set in late April.  Monitoring and routine removal shall be 
provided on an annual basis for a minimum of five years to prevent reestablishment. 


BIO-5b: A Final Landscape Plan shall be prepared by a qualified landscape architect which em-
phasizes the use of native, drought tolerant and fire resistant tree, shrub, and groundcover species 
in landscape plantings, and recognizes the difficult growing conditions created by proposed cut 
slopes on the site.  The following requirements and restrictions shall be incorporated into the 
Plan. 


♦ Unsuitable species include: blue gum (Eucalyptus globulus), acacia (Acacia spp.), pampus grass 
(Cortaderia selloana), broom (Cytisus spp. and Genista spp.), gorse (Ulex europaeus), bamboo 
(Bambusa spp.), giant reed (Arundo donax), English ivy (Hedera helix), German ivy (Senecio 
milanioides), and periwinkle (Vinca sp.). 


♦ Suitable species include: coast live oak, California bay (Umbellularia californica), big leaf 
maple (Acer macrophyllum), California buckeye (Aesculus californica), toyon (Heteromeles 
arbutifolia), California fuchsia (Epilobium canum), sticky monkeyflower (Mimulus aurantia-
cus), California sagebrush (Artemisia californica), purple needlegrass (Nasella pulchra), and 
buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum). 


♦ Plantings in the vicinity of the coast live oak saplings shall follow the recommendations of 
the California Oak Society’s Compatible Plants Under and Around Oaks booklet. 


LS 
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Impact Mitigation Measures 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


 


Cultural Resources 


CUL-1: Although no evidence of cultural re-
sources or human remains has been discovered on 
the site, it is possible that construction activities 
could disturb undiscovered buried cultural re-
sources or human remains. 


CUL-1a:  If previously-undetected cultural resources of significance are encountered during the 
course of any construction, all earthmoving activity in the area of impact shall stop until the ap-
plicant retains the services of a qualified archaeological consultant.  The archaeological consultant 
shall examine the findings, assess their significance and offer proposals for any procedures deemed 
appropriate to further investigate and/or mitigate adverse impacts to those cultural resources 
which have been encountered. 
 
CUL-1b: If previously undetected paleontological resources of significance are encountered during 
the course of any construction, all earthmoving activity in the area of impact shall stop until the 
applicant retains the services of a qualified paleontologist. The paleontologist shall examine the 
findings, assess their significance and offer proposals for any procedures deemed appropriate to 
further investigate and/or mitigate adverse impacts to those cultural resources which have been 
encountered. 


CUL-1c:  If previously unknown human remains are encountered during construction, the 
County Coroner and an appropriate representative of the Native American Heritage Commission 
shall be informed and consulted, as required by State law. 


LS 


Geology, Soils and Seismicity  


GEO-1:  The proposed project site is within a 
seismically-active region, and the proposed project 
site will likely be subject to strong seismic ground 
shaking during its design life. 


GEO-1:  Structures shall be designed in compliance with current building codes related to seismic 
safety.   


LS 
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Impact Mitigation Measures 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


GEO-2:  As the soils on the site become saturated 
in an earthquake event, the slopes become less 
stable. 


GEO-2a:  The grading plan for the proposed project shall limit slope grades to a maximum 2-to-1 
horizontal to vertical ratio with retaining walls to support this slope. 


GEO-2b:  New retaining walls and foundations shall be designed following the detailed criteria set 
forth in the Geotechnical Investigation completed for the proposed project. 


GEO-2c:  Detailed grading plans and construction drawings shall be submitted to the City of 
Oakland Building Services Department for approval prior to excavation to ensure that the build-
ings and retaining walls conform with Uniform Building Code requirements. 


GEO-2d:  Foundations of the buildings shall bear on rock. 


GEO-2e:  In addition to the requirements contained in Mitigation Measure HYDRO-3, drainage 
on the site shall be designed and maintained to minimize ponding of surface water and/or satura-
tion of the soils, following the detailed criteria in the geotechnical investigation completed for the 
project. 


LS 


GEO-3:  Soils on the site above the fill layer are at 
risk of erosion. 


GEO-3a:  An erosion control plan to minimize wind and water erosion during the construction 
period shall be prepared, as is standard during the grading and building permit approval process.  
This erosion control plan shall incorporate appropriate measures in accordance with the mitiga-
tion measures outlined in Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1, HYDRO-2a and HYDRO-2b. 


GEO-3b:  Long-term erosion shall be addressed through installation of landscaping and storm 
drainage facilities. 


LS 


GEO-4: The proposed project would be placed on 
slightly to moderately expansive soil and non-
expansive bedrock and on steep slopes. 


GEO-4:  Foundations shall be drilled piers and grade beams. LS 
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Impact Mitigation Measures 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


Hydrology 


HYDRO-1: Increased erosion caused by the grad-
ing of the project site during construction of the 
project could result in the degradation of down-
stream waterways. 


HYDRO- 1:  The project applicant shall prepare a storm water pollution prevention plan 
(SWPPP) prior to construction activities, as required by the statewide General Permit for Con-
struction Activities.  Implementation of the plan shall start with the commencement of construc-
tion and shall continue though the completion of the project.  Upon completion of the project, 
the sponsor must submit a Notice of Termination to the San Francisco RWQCB to indicate that 
construction is completed.  


At a minimum, the SWPPP shall include the following requirements: 


♦ Excavation and grading activities will be scheduled for the dry season only (April 15 to Oc-
tober 15), to the extent possible. This will reduce the chance of severe erosion from intense 
rainfall and surface runoff, as well as the potential for soil saturation in swale areas. 


♦ If excavation occurs during the rainy season, storm runoff from the construction area will be 
regulated through a storm water management/erosion control plan that may include tempo-
rary onsite silt traps and/or basins with multiple discharge points to natural drainages and 
energy dissipaters. Stockpiles of loose material will be covered and runoff diverted away 
from exposed soil material. If work is stopped due to rain, a positive grading away from 
slopes will be provided to carry the surface runoff to areas where flow can be controlled, 
such as the temporary silt basins.  Sediment basin/traps will be located and operated to 
minimize the amount of off site sediment transport.  Any trapped sediment will be removed 
from the basin or trap and placed at a suitable location onsite, away from concentrated flows, 
or removed to an approved disposal site. 


LS 


 
♦ Temporary erosion control measures will be provided until perennial revegetation or land-


scaping is established and can minimize discharge of sediment into nearby waterways. For 
construction within 500 feet of a water body, straw bales will be placed upstream adjacent to 
the water body. 


♦ After completion of grading, erosion protection will be provided on all cut-and-fill slopes.  
Revegetation will be facilitated by mulching, hydroseeding, or other methods and should be 
initiated as soon as possible after completion of grading and prior to the onset of the rainy 
season (by November 1). 
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Impact Mitigation Measures 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


HYDRO-1 (Cont’d): 


♦ Permanent revegetation/landscaping will emphasize drought-tolerant perennial ground cov-
erings, shrubs, and trees to improve the probability of slope and soil stabilization without 
adverse impacts to slope stability due to irrigation infiltration and long-term root develop-
ment. 


♦ BMPs selected and implemented for the project will be in place and operational prior to the 
onset of major earthwork on the site. The construction-phase facilities will be maintained 
regularly and cleared of accumulated sediment as necessary. 


♦ Hazardous materials such as fuels and solvents used on the construction sites will be stored in 
covered containers and protected from rainfall, runoff, and vandalism. A stockpile of spill 
cleanup materials will be readily available at all construction sites. Employees will be trained 
in spill prevention and cleanup, and individuals will be designated as responsible for preven-
tion and cleanup activities. 


HYDRO-2: Increased erosion caused by the in-
crease in impervious surfaces and changes in drain-
age patterns after construction of the project could 
result in the degradation of downstream water-
ways. 


HYDRO-2a: The proposed project must be developed in accordance with the Phase II NPDES 
permit program. Under the program, the applicant shall comply with Phase II NPDES General 
Construction Activities Stormwater Permit Requirements established by the CWA.  


HYDRO-2b: The City of Oakland’s Municipal Code requires that the project applicant prepare a 
grading plan for the proposed project. 


Grading plans must include drainage, erosion, and sediment control plans and incorporate BMPs 
to minimize the amount of pollutants entering the storm drain system, to the maximum extent 
possible.  The project grading plan must be approved by a City Engineer.  The grading plan shall 
include but not be limited to the following: 


♦ A proposed schedule of grading activities, monitoring, and infrastructure milestones in 
chronological format;  


♦ Identification of critical areas of high erodibility potential; 


♦ Description of erosion control measures on streets;  


♦ Contour and spot elevations indicating runoff patterns before and after grading; 
 


LS 
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Impact Mitigation Measures 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


HYDRO-2 (Cont’d): 


♦ Filter systems at catch basins (drop inlets) along Keller Avenue and Greenridge Drive as a 
means of sediment control; 


♦ Soil stabilization techniques such as short-term biodegradable erosion control blankets and 
hydroseeding should be utilized. Silt fences should be installed downslope of all graded 
slopes. Hay bales should be installed in the flow path of graded areas receiving concentrated 
flows, as well as around storm drain inlets; and 


♦ The post-construction inspection of all drainage facilities for accumulated sediment, and the 
clearing of these drainage structures of debris and sediment. 


HYDRO-3:  If storm water runoff from the pro-
ject is not adequately contained by the on-site 
drainage system, and exceeds existing subbasin or 
conveyance system capacity, a significant impact 
would result. 


HYDRO-3:  Prior to final approval of the project, the applicant shall submit final hydrology/ 
hydraulics calculations for the project based on final design plans.  These calculations shall be 
reviewed and approved by a City Engineer.  The calculations shall demonstrate that the existing 
drainage infrastructure along Keller Avenue and Greenridge Drive are capable of handling flows 
from the proposed development.  If remedial actions must be taken to ensure that the project 
would not impact downstream drainage infrastructure, these actions shall be completed prior to 
construction of the proposed project at the sole cost and expense of the applicant, subject to City 
review and approval. 


LS 
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Impact Mitigation Measures 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


HYDRO-4: The proposed project could result in 
water-quality impacts including an increase in NPS 
pollutants and on- or off-site erosion and/or silta-
tion. 


HYDRO-4a: Filter mechanisms shall be installed at all drop inlets receiving runoff from the pro-
ject site. 


HYDRO-4b: The project applicant shall develop a long-term storm water pollution prevention 
plan (SWPPP) to protect storm water quality after the construction period.  The SWPPP shall 
include the following additional BMPs to protect storm water quality:  


♦ Proper maintenance of parking lots and other paved areas can eliminate the majority of litter 
and debris washing into storm drains and thus, entering local waterways. Regular sweeping is 
a simple and effective BMP aimed at reducing the amount of litter in storm drain inlets (to 
prevent clogging) and public waterways (for water quality). The project applicant shall enter 
into an agreement with the City of Oakland to ensure this maintenance is completed. 


♦ Proper maintenance of filter mechanisms at drop inlets is essential to maintain functionality. 
The maintenance of filter mechanisms will be the responsibility of the City of Oakland’s Pub-
lic Works Department. The project applicant shall enter into an agreement with the City of 
Oakland to ensure this maintenance is completed.  


♦ The applicant shall prepare informational literature and guidance on residential BMPs to mini-
mize pollutant contributions from the proposed development. This information shall be dis-
tributed to all residences at the project site.  At a minimum the information should cover: (1) 
Proper disposal of household and commercial chemicals; (2) Proper use of landscaping chemi-
cals; (3) Clean-up and appropriate disposal of yard cuttings and leaf litter; and (4) Prohibition 
of any washing and dumping of materials and chemicals into storm drains. 


LS 
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Impact Mitigation Measures 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


NOISE-3:  Construction noise would impact 
nearby existing residential land uses.  It is likely 
that construction noise would exceed the City’s 
quantitative standards for long-term construction 
noise at nearby residences during most phases of 
construction. 


NOISE-3a:  The project sponsor shall require construction contractors to limit standard construc-
tion activities as required by the City Building Department.  Such activities are generally limited 
to between 7:00a.m. and 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, with extreme noise generating activi-
ties greater than 90 dBA limited to between 8:00a.m. and 4:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, with 
no extreme noise generating activity permitted between 12:30 p.m. and 1:30 p.m.  No construc-
tion activities shall be allowed on weekends until after the building is enclosed, without prior 
authorization of the Building Services Division, and no extreme noise generating activities shall be 
allowed on weekends and holidays. 
 
NOISE-3b:  To reduce daytime noise impacts due to construction, the project sponsor shall re-
quire construction contractors to implement the following measures: 


♦ Equipment and trucks used for project construction shall utilize the best available noise con-
trol techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, en-
gine enclosures and acoustically-attenuating shields or shrouds, wherever feasible). 


♦ Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) used for project construc-
tion shall be hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated 
with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools.  However, where use of 
pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be used; 
this muffler can lower noise levels from the exhaust by up to about 10 dBA.  External jackets 
on the tools themselves shall be used where feasible, and this could achieve a reduction of 5 
dBA. Quieter procedures shall be used, such as drills rather than impact equipment, whenever 
feasible. 


♦ Stationary noise sources shall be located as far from adjacent receptors as possible, and they 
shall be muffled and enclosed within temporary sheds, incorporate insulation barriers, or other 
measures to the extent feasible. 


LS 
 


  
NOISE-3c:  To further mitigate potential extreme noise generating construction impacts, a set of 
site-specific noise attenuation measures shall be completed under the supervision of a qualified 
acoustical consultant.  Prior to commencing construction, a plan for such measures shall be sub-
mitted for review and approval by the City to ensure that maximum feasible noise attenuation 
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Impact Mitigation Measures 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


 NOISE-3c (Cont’d): will be achieved.  These attenuation measures shall include as many of the 
following control strategies as feasible: 


♦ Erect temporary plywood noise barriers around the construction site, to shield adjacent  uses; 


♦ Utilize noise control blankets on the building structure as the building is erected to reduce 
noise emission from the site. 


♦ Evaluate the feasibility of noise control at the receivers by temporarily improving the noise 
reduction capability of adjacent buildings. 


♦ Monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by taking noise measurements. 
 


NOISE-3d:  Prior to the issuance of each building permit, along with the submission of construc-
tion documents, the project sponsor shall submit to the City Building Department a list of meas-
ures to respond to and track complaints pertaining to construction noise.  These measures shall 
include: 


♦ A procedure for notifying the City Building Division staff and Oakland Police Department; 


♦ A plan for posting signs on-site pertaining to permitted construction days and hours and com-
plaint procedures and who to notify in the event of a problem; 


♦ A listing of telephone numbers (during regular construction hours and off-hours); 


♦ The designation of an on-site construction complaint manager for the project; 


♦ Notification of neighbors within 300 feet of the project construction area at least 30 days in 
advance of pile-driving and/or other extreme noise-generating activities about the estimated 
duration of the activity; and 


A preconstruction meeting shall be held with the job inspectors and the general contractor/on-
site project manager to confirm that noise mitigation and practices (including construction hours, 
neighborhood notification, posted signs, etc.) are completed. 
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Impact Mitigation Measures 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


NOISE-4: Future noise from I-580 and Keller Ave 
will exceed the State’s “normally acceptable” noise 
level goal of a CNEL of 60 dBA at the residential 
buildings along these roadways.  The noise level 
will also exceed the State Building Code threshold 
of a DNL of 60 dBA for new construction. 


NOISE-4:  Sound-rated building construction shall be used to achieve acceptable indoor noise 
levels as per the State Building Code and City’s Noise Element.   


LS 


Traffic and Transportation 


TRAF-1:  With the addition of project-related 
traffic, the Keller Avenue/Mountain Boulevard 
intersection, currently controlled by four-way stop 
signs, would operate at LOS E.   


TRAF-1: The project applicant shall pay a proportional share towards installation of the previ-
ously approved set of improvements at the intersection of Mountain Boulevard and Keller Ave-
nue to improve the level of service ratio to the City of Oakland standard of LOS D.  Such pay-
ment shall be determined based on the approved cost estimate and a formula as derived from the 
Leona Quarry Traffic Improvement Program and Traffic Improvement Fee (TIP/TIF).  If the 
TIP/TIF is not approved, the fair share payment shall be based on the adopted cost estimate for 
the Mountain Boulevard/Keller Avenue intersection as set forth in the Leona Quarry City Coun-
cil Resolution # 78358. 


LS 


TRAF-2:  Truck traffic during construction of the 
proposed project could have a significant impact 
on local roadways. 


TRAF-2:  Prior to construction activity, the project applicant shall submit a construction man-
agement plan for review and approval by the City's Traffic Engineering Division.  


This plan shall include, but is not limited to, the following items: 


♦ Identification of routes (in a Haul Route Plan) for the movements of construction vehicles 
that would minimize the impacts on vehicular traffic circulation and safety in the area. 


♦ Staging of the movements of construction materials and equipment so as not to hinder the 
general flow of traffic in the immediate vicinity of the project site. 


♦ Identification of areas required for encroachment within the public right-of-way. 


♦ Accommodation of on-site placement of construction equipment, construction vehicles, and 
construction worker vehicles. 


 
 
 


LS 
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Impact Mitigation Measures 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


TRAF-2 (Cont’d): 


♦ Designation of an on-site complaint and enforcement manager to respond to and track com-
plaints, as well as posting of signs at the construction site that include permitted construction 
days and hours, a day and evening contact number for the designated complaint manager, 
and a day and evening contact number for the City of Oakland in the event of problems.  


♦ Provision of adequate notification procedures for any road closures. 


Utilities and Service Systems 


UTIL-2:  Existing inlets at Keller Avenue and 
Greenridge Drive may not have adequate capacity 
to accommodate runoff from the proposed project 
site from a 100-year storm event.  This could cre-
ate localized flooding in the area immediately sur-
rounding the existing inlets. 


UTIL-2:  The proposed project shall provide additional drop inlets along the new Siena Drive. LS 


UTIL-3:  The existing pipe capacity in subbasin 1 
would be inadequate to convey flows from the 
100-year storm event under both existing and pro-
posed conditions. 


UTIL-3:  Potential impacts to subbasin 1 would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level by the 
implementation of Mitigation Measure HYDRO-3. 


LS 
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Impact Mitigation Measures 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 
 


Aesthetics 


AES-1:  The proposed project would change views 
from I-580, a scenic highway. 


None required LS 


AES-2:  The proposed project would change the 
visual character of the project site, which is cur-
rently undeveloped. 


None required LS 


AES-3:  Project development would result in new 
sources of light and glare emanating from the site, 
due to the exterior lighting for the homes, street-
lights along Siena Drive and increased traffic enter-
ing and leaving the site from Keller Avenue and 
Greenridge Drive. 


None required LS 


Air Quality 


AQ-1:  Project-related traffic would contribute to 
an increase in levels of local CO concentration. 


None required LS 


AQ-3:  Project-related traffic would contribute to 
an increase in levels of ROG, NOx and/or PM10.   


None required LS 


AQ-4:  The proposed project may create some 
objectionable odors during construction. 


None required LS 


Biological Resources 


BIO-2: Development of the site would have the 
potential to remove wildlife movement corridors. 


None required LS 
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Impact Mitigation Measures 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


Land Use and Public Policy 


LU-1:  The conflict between the proposed attached 
buildings and the General Plan land use designa-
tion of Detached Unit Residential has been identi-
fied as a potential inconsistency with current plan-
ning policies.   


None required LS 


Noise 


NOISE-1:  Traffic from the proposed project could 
increase local traffic noise levels.   


None required LS 


NOISE-2:  The operation of the proposed project 
could increase noise levels in the proposed project 
area.   


None required LS 


Utilities and Service Systems 


UTIL-1:  The proposed project would generate 
increased wastewater, which would require con-
veyance by and treatment at existing facilities. 


None required LS 
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The proposed project would construct 32 single-family homes on the project 
site, an undeveloped 3.9-acre parcel located on Keller Avenue in Oakland.  All 
homes would be located on individual parcels with a zero-lot line on one side.   
 
 
A. Project Site Location and Characteristics 
 
The Siena Hill project site is located on Keller Avenue between Rilea Way 
and Greenridge Drive in Oakland, in Alameda County. The project site is 
located near the Keller Avenue/Mountain Boulevard interchange with Inter-
state 580 (I-580).  Figure 1 shows the regional location of the project and Fig-
ure 2 shows its local setting. 
 
The 3.9-acre project site is currently undeveloped land, bounded on the west 
and south by Keller Avenue, on the east by multifamily housing fronting on 
Rilea Way, and on the north and northeast by housing fronting on Green-
ridge Drive.  The site was cut for the construction of Keller Avenue and now 
slopes down from east to west at an average 2-to-1 horizontal to vertical ratio.  
The upper portion of the slope was once bisected by two swales, which were 
filled during construction of Keller Avenue.   
 
Vegetation on the site includes non-native grasses and six sapling native coast 
live oaks.  There are also larger non-native pines and eucalyptus on the up-
slope boundary of the site, which are part of the landscaping of adjacent resi-
dential properties. 
 
 
B. Surrounding Uses 
 
Land uses surrounding the site are varied, including residential areas, open 
space, churches, and some commercial uses along Mountain Boulevard.  Fig-
ure 3 shows a plan view of the project in the context of its immediate sur-
roundings. 
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♦ To the north of the site are multi-family residential areas and undevel-
oped hillsides covered with grasses and eucalyptus. 


♦ To the east of the site are multi-family homes and duplexes along Green-
ridge Drive and Rilea Way.  Farther east is the Leona Canyon Regional 
Open Space Preserve, operated by the East Bay Regional Park District.    


♦ To the south of the site is the 183-acre former Oak Knoll Naval Hospital, 
which is now closed and is currently inactive. 


♦ To the west of the site are small single-family residences, as well as 
churches, auto service facilities and convenience stores along Mountain 
Boulevard.  Farther west is Interstate 580. 


 
 
C. Policy Setting 
 
The proposed project would be subject to the policies in the City of Oakland 
General Plan and Municipal Code, including the Zoning Ordinance and Tree 
Protection Ordinance.  The project’s compliance with each of these docu-
ments is discussed below. 
 
1. City of Oakland General Plan 
The Land Use and Transportation Element of the General Plan identifies 
policies for appropriate utilization of land in the City.  The current Land Use 
and Transportation Element of the Oakland General Plan was adopted on 
March 24, 1998.  The project site’s General Plan land use designation is De-
tached Unit Residential.  This designation is intended to create, maintain, and 
enhance residential areas characterized by detached, single-unit structures.  
The Detached Unit Residential designation is augmented by a number of 
General Plan policies, including Neighborhood policies N3.1, N3.2, N3.8, 
N3.10, N6.2 N7.1, N7.4, and N7.8.  These policies state that the City should 
encourage the construction of housing resources on infill sites, as well as the 
construction of a mix of housing unit sizes and types; that off-street parking 
for residential development should be adequately located on-site; that housing 
developments that increase home ownership opportunities are desir- 
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able; that local streets should create an intimate neighborhood environment 
and not support high rates of speed; and that private development such as the 
proposed project should maintain Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions 
that are compatible with City development standards.   
 
2. City of Oakland Zoning Ordinance 
The proposed project site is zoned R-50, Medium Density Residential.  In 
residential zones, the Zoning Ordinance permits miscellaneous uses including 
residential care, essential services, limited childcare and telecommunications 
uses in addition to residential units, at a density of one unit per lot for lots 
less than 4,000 square feet and two units for lots greater than 4,000 square feet 
(City of Oakland Planning Code, Section 17.24.050).  In R-50 zones, the City 
of Oakland also conditionally permits residential densities of one dwelling 
unit per 1,500 square feet for lots with total areas of greater than 10,000 
square feet (City of Oakland Planning Code, Section 17.24.110). 
 
3. City of Oakland Municipal Code 
The project applicant has requested a planned unit development permit in 
compliance with the regulations in the Oakland Municipal Code Chapter 
17.122.  A “planned unit development” (PUD) is a large, integrated develop-
ment adhering to a comprehensive plan, meaning the units of the develop-
ment will be constructed in a similar overall style, rather than being con-
structed piecemeal as individual units.  The PUD regulations are intended to 
encourage the appropriate development of tracts of land sufficiently large to 
allow comprehensive planning, and to provide flexibility in the application of 
certain regulations to allow the most effective and efficient use of the site.  In 
addition, PUDs encourage a harmonious variety of uses, allow units to share 
services and facilities, and ensure that new development is created in a way 
that is attractive, healthful, efficient, stable and compatible with surrounding 
areas.  
 
Since the project will be subject to approval of a PUD permit, it may qualify 
for a waiver or reduction of yard and other dimensional requirements, as well 
as building height, as set forth in Municipal Code Chapter 17.122.100, Section 
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G. This means that the City may choose to waive or modify these require-
ments that would otherwise apply in the R-50 zone in order to promote an 
integrated site plan such as the one presented in the proposed project.  The 
project would also require variances for the height and minimum separation 
of retaining walls and the maximum percentage of front yard paving.  
 
4. City of Oakland Tree Protection Ordinance 
Title 12, Chapter 12.36 of the City of Oakland Municipal Code identifies 
protected trees that require a permit for removal.  Protected trees include 
California or coast live oak measuring four inches in diameter at breast height 
(dbh) or larger, and any other tree measuring nine inches dbh or larger except 
Eucalyptus and Monterey Pine.  Six coast live oak saplings, ranging in diame-
ter from 4 to 10 inches, occur along the eastern edge of the site, but would 
not be removed by the project.  In addition, mature redwoods occur in the 
median of Keller Avenue, immediately west of the project site, and one ma-
ture redwood would have to be removed as part of the project.  According to 
the ordinance, a Tree Removal/Protection Permit must be obtained to re-
move any protected trees. 
 
5. Other Agency Approval 
The proposed project would require a National Pollutant Discharge Elimina-
tion System (NPDES) Storm Water Pollution Prevention Permit from the 
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFRWQCB).  No 
other agency would have jurisdiction over the site. 
 
 
D. Project Characteristics 
 
1. Project Buildings 
The proposed project would consist of 32 three-story, attached, single-family 
homes, with a 5,300-square foot average lot size.  The homes would be in a 
Mediterranean architectural style and would range in size from 1,800 to 1,960 
square feet.  The project site would be divided into 32 residential parcels, with 
one home on each lot.  The overall density of the project would be 8.2 units 
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per acre, below the 11 units per acre permitted in the Detached Unit designa-
tion of the General Plan Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE).  
Figures 4 and 5 present plan and section views of the proposed project and 
Figure 6 shows the western elevation of the proposed project. 
 
Minimum setbacks for each home would be: 


♦ Front: 0 feet 


♦ Rear: 15 feet 


♦ Side: 6 feet on unattached side, no setback on attached side. 
 
The side setback provides a side yard for each home’s access stairwells.  The 
project would provide a total of 6,620 square feet of private useable group 
open space, and 103,170 square feet (2.4 acres) of total open space, including 
the landscaped entry and exit areas and the areas above the retaining walls.  
According to Oakland Municipal Code Section 17.126.020, each square foot 
of private useable group open space shall be considered equivalent to two 
square feet of required group useable open space, so the 6,620 square feet of 
private useable group open space would be considered 13,240 square feet of 
private useable group open space. 
 
The materials used for the buildings would include stucco cladding and clay 
tile roofs, consistent with the Mediterranean architectural style.  In keeping 
with the overall “Italian hill town” theme of the project, the buildings would 
step up the slope from Keller Avenue, with upper stories being set back from 
the stories below, as illustrated in Figure 5.  Several of the buildings would be 
accented with round or square towers.  Additional accents would include 
painted wooden shutters and arched windows.  While the architectural style, 
bulk and massing of the buildings has been established, details such as win-
dow quality, recesses and trim have not yet been finalized. 
 
2. Circulation and Parking 
Entrance to the development would be from Keller Avenue via a new access 
road, Siena Drive.  Siena Drive would be a private, one-way road, 20 feet in  
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width, a short segment of which would be divided by a median.  Siena Drive 
would exit on to Greenridge Drive.  In addition, the project would include 
the removal of a portion of the median strip on Keller Avenue in order to 
create a left-turn lane for entry to Siena Drive.  This median cut would re-
quire that the applicant submit site plans to the City’s Public Works Agency, 
Transportation Services and Engineering Design Departments for review.  
The Public Works Agency must issue an excavation permit and P-Job permit 
for the removal of the section of median strip.  P-Job permits cover any pri-
vately-constructed public improvement. 
 
The development would include 103 off-street parking spaces.  Each home 
would have three dedicated parking spaces.  There would be an additional 
seven guest parking spaces located throughout the development.  In addition, 
the applicant would submit an application to the Public Works Agency to re-
stripe Keller Avenue to provide up to 22 on-street parallel public parking 
spaces.  These spaces would be accessed via two publicly-accessible stairways 
in the development.  The Public Works Agency would review this applica-
tion and study the feasibility and safety of the proposed parking spaces with 
regard to issues such as average speed of traffic, the curve and degree of slope 
of Keller Avenue, and adequate sight distance.  If the application for re-
striping were confirmed by the Public Works Agency, it would then be for-
warded to the City Council for approval. 
 
Emergency vehicles would be allowed to utilize Siena Drive as a two-way 
road, and would be allowed to enter the site from both Keller Avenue and 
Greenridge Drive. 
 
3. Landscaping 
The site would be landscaped to minimize erosion and contribute to aesthetic 
quality.  A final landscaping plan would be prepared prior to construction, 
which would show the dimensions and location of trees to be protected and 
would include provisions for native landscaping and planting of species to 
prevent the establishment of the invasive French Broom species.  At this time, 
it is anticipated that the landscaping would include a minimum planting of 30  
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mature trees and 30 smaller trees on the site.  Landscaping will also include 
drought-resistant and fire-retardant plants. 
 
The project would also include the construction of a series of retaining walls 
for slope stability.  Some of these walls would be incorporated into the foun-
dations of the homes and therefore would not be visible.  However, other 
retaining walls would be visible along Keller Avenue at the foot of the site, in 
the landscaped areas at the entrance and exit of Siena Drive, and behind the 
upslope units.  All retaining walls on the site would be ten feet or less in ex-
posed height.  In addition, the final landscaping plan for the project would 
incorporate shrubs at the base of the walls and trailing plants along the top to 
further camouflage all visible retaining walls. 
 
The site would also include a steel fence along Keller Avenue and along the 
northern and southern ends of the housing units, which would mark the 
boundary between the private parcels and the publicly-oriented areas main-
tained by the Homeowners Association or through a Geologic Assessment 
District.   
 
The project site is currently mostly void of habitat value.  There are native 
sapling live oaks along the upper elevations of the site, which would be pre-
served.  No existing trees covered under the City’s Tree Protection Ordi-
nance will be removed from the project site itself, but the project would ne-
cessitate the removal of one mature redwood tree in the median of Keller 
Avenue in order to create a left turn lane onto Siena Drive.  This tree is cov-
ered by the Tree Protection ordinance. 
 
4. Lighting 
The project’s exterior lighting would include low-level street and pedestrian-
scale light fixtures installed along Siena Drive.  Outdoor lighting would be 
subject to review and approval by the Electrical Services Division of the Pub-
lic Works Agency, as established by the City’s Outdoor Lighting Standards.  
Where appropriate and feasible, outdoor light fixtures would include timing 
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devices that direct light and prevent glare, and minimize the amount of time 
that project lighting, including street lighting, would be in use. 
 
5. Grading and Fill 
Considerable grading, cut and fill would be required to construct the pro-
posed project on the site since it is relatively steep.  This would include the 
movement of up to 12,750 cubic yards of soil.  Approximately half of the soil 
would be used as fill on the site, and 6,000 to 7,000 cubic yards of soil would 
be hauled off the site.  Depending on which phase of construction is under-
way, between 140 and 480 cubic yards of soil would be removed from the site 
per day, with an average of seven truckloads leaving the site per day over the 
three-year construction period.  Overall, the grading and fill process is ex-
pected to take approximately 45 days.  Graded areas would be replanted and 
re-landscaped. 
 
A preliminary grading plan has been prepared that would limit slope grades 
to a 2-to-1 horizontal to vertical ratio.  All retaining walls supporting this 
slope are ten feet or less in exposed height.   
 
 
E. Project Objectives 
 
The project proponent has the following objectives for the project: 


♦ Develop an underutilized site into a residential community that will en-
hance existing adjacent residential neighborhoods. 


♦ Provide no less than 32 attached single-family homes on this infill site, to 
help maximize meeting the demand for housing in Oakland and imple-
ment elements of Oakland’s General Plan, including the Housing Ele-
ment. 


♦ Provide for a financially-viable project in terms of residential density, 
building massing, parking and other amenities. 


♦ Maximize the efficient use of the project site, given the constraints of the 
site, by clustering homes. 
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♦ Utilize architecture and landscaping that conforms to and is sensitive to 
the unique configuration of the site by following the existing slope of the 
site and respecting existing views from the site. 


♦ Provide needed parking to accommodate the housing in a manner that is 
visually concealed from Keller Avenue and the neighborhoods adjacent 
to the proposed project site. 


♦ Respect the character of the existing surrounding residential areas. 


♦ Preserve views from residences upslope of the proposed project site. 


♦ Phase project construction to allow for reasonable absorption rates. 


♦ Provide construction jobs for local workers. 
 
 
F. Required Project Approvals 
 
Permits and approvals required from the City of Oakland include: 


♦ Tentative Tract Map and Final Map approval  


♦ Planned Unit Development approval 


♦ Variances from Development Standards in the Oakland Planning Code 


♦ Tree Removal/Protection Permit 


♦ Grading Permit 


♦ Construction Permit 


♦ Design Review 
 
As mentioned above, the applicant will also need to obtain an NPDES 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Permit from the SFRWQCB. 
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