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A. Persons And Organizations Commenting In Writing 
  
A. William Kirkpatrick, Manager of Water Distribution 


Planning, East Bay Municipal Utilities District 
December 30, 2004 


B. Robert Floerke, Regional Manager,  
California Department of Fish and Game 


December 31, 2004 


C.  Mary Curry, Sanford Street Resident January 5, 2005 
 
 
 
B. Comments Received After the Close of the Comment Period 
 
D. Terry Roberts, Director,  


California State Clearinghouse 
January 6, 2005 


 
 
C. Persons Commenting at the Public Hearing 
 
The following persons provided public testimony at the Oakland City Plan-
ning Commission Public Hearing on the Draft EIR, held at City Hall on 
Wednesday, January 5, 2005: 


♦ Planning Commissioner Lee 


♦ Planning Commissioner Lighty 


♦ Planning Commissioner Killian 


♦ Planning Commissioner Jang 
 
A summary of the comments made at the public hearing is included in Chap-
ter 5 of this Final EIR. A response is provided following the summary of each 
comment. 







S I E N A  H I L L  


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


 
 


6 


 
 


 








4 RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS 
 
 


7 
 
 


This chapter includes a reproduction of, and responses to, each letter received 
during the public review period.  Each letter is reproduced in its entirety, and 
is immediately followed by responses to the comments in it.  Letters are ar-
ranged in chronological order by the date sent. Each comment and response is 
labeled with a reference number in the margin. 
 
Where the same comment has been made more than once, a response may 
direct the reader to another numbered comment and response.  Where a re-
sponse requires revisions to the Draft EIR, these revisions are shown in Chap-
ter 2 of the Final EIR. 







LETTER  A 


A-2


A-1


A-3







LETTER  A 


A-4
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LETTER A: William Kirkpatrick, Manager of Water Distribution Plan-
ning, East Bay Municipal Utilities District (EBMUD), December 30, 
2004. 


 
A-1: Comment noted.  This is not a  comment on the adequacy of the 


Draft EIR, so no further response is required. 
 
A-2: This comment notes that the project would be served by EBMUD’s 


Piedmont Pressure Zone, and that the project sponsor should contact 
EBMUD directly regarding a new main extension and new water 
service estimate.  This is not a comment on the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR.  No response is required. 


 
A-3: This is a comment about the merits and features of the proposed pro-


ject, and specifically about possible opportunities to incorporate wa-
ter conservation measures into the project.  This is not a comment 
on the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  No response is required. 


 
A-4: This comment contains a number of corrections and clarifications 


regarding the description of wastewater service to the project on 
pages 207 and 208 of the Draft EIR.  In response to this comment, 
these corrections and clarifications have been made to the relevant 
text, as reflected in Chapter 2 of this Final EIR.  These revisions do 
not affect the EIR’s overall finding that increased wastewater gener-
ated by the project would be adequately served by existing infra-
structure, and that impacts to wastewater service would be less than 
significant. 







LETTER B


B-1
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LETTER B: Robert Floerke, Regional Manager,  California Department 
of Fish and Game, December 31, 2004. 
 
B-1: This letter states that the California Department of Fish and Game 


has reviewed the Draft EIR and does not have any comments on the 
proposed project or its impacts on biological resources.  The letter 
requests payment of an environmental filing fee.  It is not a comment 
on the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no further response is required. 







LETTER  C


C-1


C-3


C-4


C-2







LETTER  C


C-4


C-5


C-6


C-7


C-8







S I E N A  H I L L  


F I N A L  E I R  
R E S P O N S E S  T O  W R I T T E N  C O M M E N T S  


 


 


15 


 
 


LETTER C:  Mary Curry, Sanford Street Resident, January 5, 2005. 
 
C-1: This comment describes the author’s background and overall con-


cern regarding the total amount of potential development in the area 
around the proposed Siena Hill project site.  It is not a comment on 
the Siena Hill project specifically, nor on the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR.  No further response is required.  However, for information, it 
should be noted that the 32 units included in the proposed project 
would constitute approximately 0.02 percent of the possible 1,300 
units the commentor mentions.   


 
C-2: This comment summarizes this issues about which the commentor 


has specific concerns.  Each issue is more specifically addressed in re-
sponses C-3, C-4, C-5 and C-6. 


 
C-3: This comment cites existing traffic problems at the intersections of 


Keller Avenue/580 Westbound ramp and predicts that the traffic will 
worsen with the possible future addition of 1,300 units and 25,000 
square feet of retail space.  The comment regarding where City of 
Oakland Planning Commissioners live is not a comment on the ade-
quacy of the EIR, and no response is required.   


 
 A detailed discussion of cumulative traffic impacts, and the proposed 


project’s contribution to these impacts, can be found on pages 190 
through 201 of the Draft EIR.  With regard to “how much worse” 
traffic would be under cumulative conditions, the Traffic Impact 
Analysis and Draft EIR concluded that all intersections in the project 
site vicinity would operate at satisfactory levels, with the exception 
of the Mountain Boulevard/Keller Avenue intersection.  The Moun-
tain Boulevard/Keller Avenue intersection would operate at  Level of 
Service (LOS) E, which is worse than the City’s minimum standard 
of LOS D.  Therefore, the Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure 
TRAF-1, which requires the project applicant to pay a proportional 
share towards improvements at the Mountain Boulevard/Keller 
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Avenue intersection.  After these improvements are installed, the in-
tersection would operate at an acceptable LOS B.  This comment 
does not question the accuracy or adequacy of the cumulative traffic 
analysis conducted for the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no further re-
sponse is required. 


 
C-4: This comment states broad concerns that the commentor has about 


specific potential impacts.  Each issue is more specifically addressed 
in responses C-3, C-4, C-5 and C-6. 


 
C-5: Discussions of storm water runoff and infrastructure can be found on 


pages 133 through 135, 143 through 145, 208 though 209, and 212 
through 213 of the Draft EIR.  The commentor correctly states that 
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 existing and pro-
posed conditions.  These calculations are based on preliminary drain-
age plans, since final grading and drainage plans for the site have not 
yet been completed.   


 
 However, as discussed on pages 144 and 213 of the Draft EIR, both 


the City of Oakland and the Alameda County Flood Control Dis-
trict (ACFCD) require that that drainage infrastructure for all pro-
posed projects must be capable of handling flows from 10-year storm 
events, and that all facilities be capable of withstanding a 100-year 
storm event without failure. Therefore, the final drainage plans and 
calculations for the project will be required to demonstrate clearly 
that the project will not cause a failure of the storm water infrastruc-
ture during a 100-year storm event.  The City of Oakland Public 
Works Agency will review all final grading and drainage plans and 
calculations to ensure that these requirements are met, as stated in 
Mitigation Measure HYDRO-3.  The Public Works Agency will not 
approve the drainage plan for the project if these requirements are 
not met. 
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 Regarding impacts to downhill residences, according to the City’s 


maps of sewer and storm drain pipelines shown on Sewer Sheet 116, 
the storm drain infrastructure serving the proposed project site is lo-
cated under Keller Avenue.  These pipes are separate from the pipe-
lines serving homes at the foot of the hill, along Sanford Street, 
Shone Avenue, Dickson Court, Kentwood Court, Seacor Court, and 
Fontaine Court.  Storm water from these residences drains from 18- 
and 12-inch mains in the cul-de-sacs to a 48-inch main under Moun-
tain Boulevard.  Therefore, the storm water infrastructure serving 
the proposed project is separate from the storm water infrastructure 
serving the commentor’s property.  Moreover, as discussed above, 
the applicant will be required to demonstrate to the satisfaction of 
the Public Works Agency that the storm water infrastructure serving 
the site is adequate to accommodate all storm water runoff.  There-
fore, the proposed project would not exacerbate existing drainage 
problems on the commentor’s property.  


 
C-6: Views of the proposed project from the west, in the area of the 


commentor’s residence, are discussed on page 73 of the Draft EIR.  It 
should be noted that impacts to views from private residences are not 
considered significant under CEQA.   


 
 However, for information, the homes downslope of the project site, 


along Sanford Street, are separated from the nearest edge of the pro-
ject site by a grassy and vegetated slope a minimum of 80 feet wide 
and approximately 30 feet tall, as well as by Keller Avenue, which is 
also 80 feet wide and includes a median lined with mature redwood 
trees.  In addition, the proposed project would include a landscaped 
strip along the east side of Keller Avenue approximately 15 feet wide.   


 
 In summary, downslope homes would be separated from the closest 


structure on the proposed project site by a 175-foot-width of open 
space and mature vegetation.  Moreover, the project has been care-
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fully designed “step up” the hill, reflecting City of Oakland Design 
Review Criteria that require hillside buildings to relate to the topog-
raphy and grade of the hill.  These two factors would ensure that the 
project does not “loom directly over” existing downslope homes.  
Therefore, as the Draft EIR concludes on page 70, although the con-
struction of the housing units would dramatically change the appear-
ance of the site, the quality of their design would reduce the visual 
impact of the buildings to a less-than-significant level. 


 
C-7: The proposed landscaping on the site is described on pages 38 and 41 


of the Project Description in the Draft EIR.  As discussed in the Aes-
thetics section on page 64 of the Draft EIR, both the architecture and 
landscaping of the project would be designed specifically to minimize 
its visual impact and screen the homes from view.   


 
 The removal of one of the 15 mature redwood trees in the median of 


Keller Avenue is discussed on pages 106 and 107 of the Biological Re-
sources chapter of the Draft EIR.  As stated, this tree is covered by 
the City’s Tree Removal/Protection Ordinance.  Therefore, the de-
tails of its removal and possible replacement would be approved and 
overseen by the Tree Services division of the City’s Office of Parks 
and Recreation.   


 
C-8: As discussed in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR, the No Project Alterna-


tive, since it would include no development, would have the least 
environmental impact.  However, as stated on page 221, this alterna-
tive would not meet the objectives of the City of Oakland nor of the 
project applicant.  In addition, it should be noted that all potential 
impacts of the proposed project would be mitigated to a less-than-
significant level by the mitigation measures proposed in the Draft 
EIR.   


 
 







LETTER  D


D-1
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LETTER D: Terry Roberts, Director, California State Clearinghouse, 
 January 6, 2005. 


 
D-1: This comment acknowledges that the State Clearinghouse has re-
ceived the Draft EIR and has circulated copies of the document to selected 
State agencies for review.  The letter further states that the City of Oakland 
has complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft en-
vironmental documents, pursuant to CEQA.  No further response is neces-
sary. 
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The City of Oakland Planning Commission held a public hearing on January 
5, 2005, to provide the public an opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR.  
No members of the public made comments at the hearing.  The following 
comments, presented in summary form, were received from members of the 
Planning Commission. 
 
Comment 
COMMISSIONER LEE stated that she likes the project and feels the archi-
tect has done a good job. 
 
Response 
This is a comment on merits and features of the proposed project, not on the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR.  No response is required. 
 
Comment 
COMMISSIONER LIGHTY stated that it is a good idea to ensure that the 
EIR answers all questions, since the lack of an answer can create the percep-
tion of a problem.  He cited the need for the project applicant to work with 
City engineers to determine that the project would not cause any hydrologi-
cal impacts downstream and quantify the amount of storm water runoff from 
the proposed project.   
 
Response 
As described on pages 143 through 145 and 212 through 213 of the Draft EIR, 
and in response to Comment C-4, above, the final storm water calculations 
will be made based on final grading and drainage plans that have not yet been 
completed.  However, when these plans are finalized, they will be reviewed 
by the City of Oakland Public Works Agency to ensure that the project 
would not have significant impacts on downstream storm water infrastruc-
ture. 
 
Comment 
COMMISSIONER LIGHTY requested clarification regarding the reduction 
of internal noise in the proposed units generated by traffic on Interstate 580.   
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Response 
As described in Mitigation Measure NOISE-4 on page 175, the project would 
be required to comply with both the State Building Code and the City’s 
Noise Element to ensure that interior noise in the proposed units is reduced 
below 60 dBA.  This will require the use of sound-rated building construc-
tion.  The specific treatments will be developed as part of the final construc-
tion drawings for the project, but are likely to include sound rated windows 
and doors in all rooms along the perimeter of the site.   
 
Details such as the thickness of the panes of the windows, type of window 
sash and window perimeter, and thickness and material of doorways have not 
yet been finalized.  However, these details must be shown in the final draw-
ings of the project.  In addition, the applicant must submit an acoustical study 
as part of the final plan check before a building permit is issued.  Both the 
drawings and the acoustical study must confirm that interior noise levels will 
be below acceptable limits. 
 
Comment 
COMMISSIONER LIGHTY commented that the environmental review of 
the project should address cumulative impacts and ensure that they are miti-
gated to the extent that the project contributes. 
 
Response 
The cumulative impacts of the proposed project in conjunction with other 
possible development in the surrounding area are discussed on pages 229 
through 231 of the Draft EIR.  This discussion concludes that cumulative 
traffic impacts would be significant, but that these impacts would be miti-
gated by Mitigation Measure TRAF-1.  Potential impacts to biological, geo-
logical, noise and utilities would not be significant 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.  
Potential air quality and hydrology impacts from the proposed project may 
have the potential to contribute to a cumulative impact, but these impacts 
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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.  Commissioner 
Lighty’s comment did not indicate that the Siena Hill Draft EIR or the Gen-
eral Plan Land Use and Transportation Element EIR contain inadequate 
analysis of cumulative impacts.  No further response is needed. 
 
Comment 
COMMISSIONER JANG pointed out that the cumulative impact analysis in 
the Traffic section of the Draft EIR considered impacts from development of 
the former Oak Knoll Naval Hospital site, even though there is currently no 
specific proposal for that site.  In light of the uncertainties about the extent 
and timing of future development in the area, he asked when the proposed 
project would participate in traffic mitigation measures (such as Mitigation 
Measure TRAF-1. 
 
Response 
The proposed project’s participation in Mitigation Measure TRAF-1 will be 
in the form of payment of a proportional share of the improvement costs of 
the Mountain Boulevard/Keller Avenue intersection, according to the Leona 
Quarry Traffic Improvement Program and Traffic Improvement Fee 
(TIP/TIF).  The TIP/TIF has already been approved as part of the Leona 
Quarry project and the improvements will be implemented within the next 
five to ten years as the Leona Quarry project is built.  The developers of the 
Leona Quarry project have agreed to complete the payments for these im-
provements prior to the occupancy of the last unit at Leona Quarry.  The 
proposed project’s share of the cost of improvements will be based on the 
number of trips generated by the Siena Hill project, as a ratio of the total 
number of trips generated by both Siena Hill and Leona Quarry.  The appli-
cant for the Siena Hill project will be required to pay the project’s propor-
tional share when the City issues a certificate of occupancy for each phase of 
the project. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
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A. Purpose of the Environmental Impact Report 
 
This document has been prepared in the form of an addendum to the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Siena Hill project.  The 
Draft EIR identified the likely environmental consequences associated with 
the project, and recommended mitigation measures to reduce potential sig-
nificant impacts.   
 
The Final EIR responds to comments on the Draft EIR and makes revisions 
to the Draft EIR as necessary in response to these comments. 
 
This document, together with the Draft EIR, will constitute the Final EIR if 
the City of Oakland Planning Commission certifies it as complete and ade-
quate under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).   
 
 
B. Environmental Review Process 
 
According to CEQA, lead agencies are required to consult with public agen-
cies having jurisdiction over a proposed project, and to provide the general 
public and project applicant with an opportunity to comment on the Draft 
EIR.  This Final EIR has been prepared to respond to those comments re-
ceived on the Draft EIR and to clarify any errors, omissions, or misinterpre-
tation of discussions of findings in the Draft EIR. 
 
The Draft EIR was made available for public review on November 22, 2004.  
The Draft EIR was distributed to local and State responsible and trustee agen-
cies and the general public was advised of the availability of the Draft EIR 
through public notice posted by the City Clerk of the City of Oakland as 
required by law.  The 45-day public comment period on the Draft EIR ended 
on January 5, 2005. 
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Copies of all written comments received on the Draft EIR are contained in 
this report.  A summary of comments made at the public hearings is also in-
cluded. 
 
 
C. Method of Organization 
 
This Final EIR for the proposed Siena Hill project contains information in 
response to concerns raised during the public comment period.  This report is 
organized into the following chapters: 


♦ Following this introductory Chapter 1, Chapter 2 of this document con-
tains text changes (initiated by the Oakland Community and Economic 
Development Department staff and those resulting from comments on 
the Draft EIR) and errata to the Draft EIR.  


♦ Chapter 3 contains a list of all persons and organizations that submitted 
written comments on the Draft EIR and that testified at the public hear-
ing held on January 2, 2005. 


♦ Chapter 4 contains comment letters received during the comment period 
and the responses to each comment. Each comment is labeled with a 
number in the margin and the response to each comment is presented 
immediately after the comment letter.  


♦ Chapter 5 contains a summary of the public comments received during 
the public hearing held on January 5, 2005, and the responses to the 
comments received during the public hearings. 
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This chapter presents specific changes to the text of the Draft EIR that are 
being made in response to internal review and to comments made by the pub-
lic and/or reviewing agencies.  In each case, the revised page and location on 
the page is set forth, followed by the revision. 
 
Revised or new language is double-underlined (except where all of the indi-
cated text is new). Deleted language is indicated by strikethrough text. Where 
a change is made as part of a response to a comment on the Draft EIR, the 
comment number is noted in brackets at the end of the text change. Where 
no comment number is given, the change is initiated by City staff. 
 
 
The incomplete paragraph starting at the top of page 33 is hereby 
amended as follows: 
 
This means that the City may choose to waive or modify these requirements 
that would otherwise apply in the R-50 zone in order to promote an inte-
grated site plan such as the one presented in the proposed project.  The pro-
ject would also require variances for the height and minimum separation of 
retaining walls, and the maximum percentage of front yard paving and build-
ing length along side lot lines. 
 
 
Page 153 is hereby amended to add the following paragraph under the 
heading “a. Variances”: 
 
Chapter 17.16.140 establishes limitations for building length along side lot 
lines.  Specifically, if the slope of the area to be covered by the primary build-
ing exceeds 20 percent, and if the building is within 10 feet of the side lot line, 
then the building length facing a side lot line shall be limited to 35 feet. 
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The third complete paragraph on page 157 is hereby amended as follows: 
 
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 and building length along the site lot line, 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 pro-
posed project.  
 
 
The last paragraph on page 207 and the first paragraph on page 208 are 
hereby amended as follows: 
 
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 mMain wWastewater tTreatment 
pPlant.  It The plant 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.   
 
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 Main Wastewater Treatment Plant as well as at 
four three additional wet-weather treatment plants.  The total combined exist-
ing wet weather capacity of the SD-1 service area is 775 MGD.  [A-3] 
 
                                                         


1 Dave Freitas, EBMUD Wastewater Shift Operator, personal communica-
tion, September 16, 2004. 







