
I
t
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

PORT OF OAIOAND
F'IELD SUPPORT SERVICES COMPLEX

*o fr,'
'-J]--'

Former Shipper's Imperial Site
7b and Maritime Streets

Porl of Oakland Maritime Area

Draft Initial Study/Irlegative Declaration

Prepared By:
Porr of Oakland, Lead Agency

530 Water Street
Oakland, Califomia 94607

Draft: August 5, 2002



oo*
e
e

%
PORT OF OAKLAND

FIELD SUPPORT SERVICES COMPLEX

I
I
I
I
t
I
I
t
I

Former Shipper's lmperial Site
7'" and Maritime Streets

Port of Oakland Maritime Area

Draft Initial Study/I'{egative Declaration

Prepared By:
Port of Oakland, Lead Agency

530 Water Street
Oakland, Califomia 9 4607

Draft: August 5, 2002



PORTOFOAKIAf{D 
*uoo

%
August 5, 2002

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Port Field Support Services Complex
Port of Oakland Maritime Area/7th and Maritime Streets

Notice is hereby given that a proposed Initial Study and Negative Declaration on the subject project is
available for public review. The project proponent is the Port of Oakland, 530 Water Street, Oakland,
California94607. The Lead Agency is also the Port ofOakland.

Project Description and Location. The Port Field Support Services Complex project (project) would
relocate and consolidate the existing Port ofOakland (Port) Harbor Facilities Maintenance and Construction
departments into a new centralized complex, which would primarily serve the Port Maritime area. These
facilities would include both interior spaces for offices, shops, and storage, as well as exterior areas for
parking, storage, and work staging areas. The four buildings on the site would house administrative, survey,
construction management, storage, fleet services, welding, diving, fire prevention, electrical, marina
maintenance, carpentry, paving and roofing, painting, gardening, and custodial activities. A portion ofthe
site would consist of parking, outdoor storage, and work staging areas. The site is located at the intersection
of 7rn and Maritime Streets in the Port's Maritime area. The site is approximately 8 acres in size.

No potentially significant environmental impacts ofthe project during and after construction have been
identified.

Sire Status Per Calilornifl Goternment Code Section 65962.5: The project site is an active remedidtion
site. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2, a categorical exemption shall not be used for a project located
on a site which is included on any list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 ofthe Government Code;
active remediation sites under the oversight ofthe Alameda County Department of Environmental Health,
suoh as the project site, are included on the list referenced in this section. An initial study which assesses the
potential environmental impacts ofthe project is required for the proposed project.

The proposed document has been prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act and the
Port of Oakland's Guidelines for the Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act. All
persons interested in reviewing the Initial Study and proposed Negative Declaration, in receiving a copy of
the environmental documents, or in reviewing the materials referenced by the subject document are invit€d
to contact the Port ofOakland, Environmental Planning Department; 530 Water St., Oaktand, CA, 94607,
(5r0) 627-ts7s.

Deudline: Comments must be received in writing by the end of the 30-day review period, which begins
Monday, August 5, 2002, and ends Tuesday, September 3, 2002 at 5:00 PM. Submit comments to the
Port of Oakland, Environmental Planning Department, attn: Christy Herron, 530 Water St., Oakland, CA
94607. Action on the project design documents and the Initial Study and proposed Negative Declaration
will be taken by the Board of Port Commissioners, Po'rt of Oakland.

530 Water Street r Jack London Square r P.O. Box 2064 r Oakland, California 94604-2064
Telephone: (510)627-1100 r Facsimile: (510) 627-1826 I Web Page: www.pottofoakland.com
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Enyirormental Dept. File No. 01017

NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Port of Oakland

Port Field Support Services Complex

Former Shipper's Imperial Site (7'' and Maritime Sheers), Port
of Oakland Maritime Area

Port of Oakland
530 Water Street
Oakland, CA 94607
Contact: Christy Heffon, Environmental Planning Department

BRIEF DESCRIPTION: The Port Field Support Services Complex project (project) would result in the
consolidation and relocation ofthe Port ofOakland (Port) Maritime Facilities Maintenance and Construction
departTnents into a new centralized complex, which would primarily serve the Port's Maritime area. These facilities
would include both interior spaces for offices, shops, and storage; as well as exterlor areas for parking, storage, and
work staging areas. The two buildings on the site would total approximately 61,000 square feet and would
accommodate administrative, survey, construction management, general storage, crane spare parts storage, fire
prevention, plumbing, electrical, general maintenance, welding, carpentry, painting, gardening, and custodial
activities, as well as a divers' shop and a fleet services garage. Approximately 290,000 square feet (6.6 acres) ofthe
site would consist ofparking, outdoor storage, and work staging areas.

DETERMINATION: The proposed project could not have a significant impact on the environment. A
NEGATM DECLARATION has been prepared.

FINDING OF NO SICNIFICANT EFFECT ON TIIE ENVIRONMENT: Based on the lnitial Study of possible
significant effects ofthe proposed project, it has been determined that the project will not have a significant advers€
effect on the environment. Preparation ofan EIR is not required.

DECLARATION OF COMPLIANCE WITH THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT:
This document has been prepared in accordance with the Califomia Environmental Quatity Act and the Port of
Oakland's Guidelines for the lmplementation of the Califomia Environmental Quality Act.

oate: 8/g/oL

PROJECT PROPONENT:

PROJECT TITLE:

PROJECT LOCATION:

LEAD AGENCY:

530 Water Street r Jack London Square
Telephone: (510) 627-1100 r Facsimile:

r P.O. Box 2064
(s10)  627-1826 I

I Oakland, Calilornia 94604-2064
Web Page: www.potlofoakland.com
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DETERMINATION

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on
the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on
the enviroDment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because
the mitigation measures described in Chapter VII ofthis lnitial Study have
been added to the project by tlie project sponsor. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that the project MAY have a significant effect on the environment
and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT Rf,PORT is required.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant
impact" or "potentially significant unless mitigated" impact on the
environment, but at least one effect i) has been adequately analyzed in an
earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as
described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
R-EPORT is required, but it rnust analyze only the effects that remain to
be addressed.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on
the environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been
analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVf, DECLARATION
pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated
pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATI\aE DECLARATION, including
revisions or mitigation measures that are irrposed upon the proposed
project, nothing further is required.

Jam$ McCrath - Signature
Errviionmental Plann ing Depafl.ment Manager
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Project Name

Porl of Oakland Field Support Services Complex Project

Lead AgencylProject Sponsor iVame and Address

Port of Oakland
530 Water Street
Oakland, CA 94607

Contact Persons and Phone Numbers

Jon Amdur, Port ofOakland Environn.rental Planning Department, (510) 627 -1582

Project Location

Three parcels at the former Shipper's Imperial Site (7tr' and Maritime Streets), at addresses 2225 and
2277 7'\ Street, Port of Oakland Maritime Area

Assessor Parce I Numbers

0-355-1-2
0 -355- l - l 0
0-3 55-2- l

General PIan Designation

City of Oakland Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designation: Gene"al Industrial/Transporlation

Zoning

NA

Project Description

The Port Field Support Services Complex project (project) would relocate and cousolidate the existing
Port of Oakland (Port) Maritime Facilities Maintenance and Construction departments into a new
centralized complex, which woLrld primarily serve the Port Maritime area. These facilities would
include both interior spaces for offices, slrops, and storage, as well as exterior areas for parking,
storage, and work staging areas. The two buildings on the site would house administrative, survey,
construction management, general storage, crane spare parts storage, fleet services, welding, diving,
fire prevention, electrical, marina maintenance, carpentry, paving and roofing, painting, gardening,
and custodial activities. A portion ofthe site would consist ofparking, outdoor storage, and work
staging areas.

Poi Field Suppod SeNices Complex AugusI 5, 2002



Pott of Oakland

For more information, refer to Chapter II, Project Context, Setting and Description, ofthis Initial
Study,D{e gative Dec Iaration.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting

See Chapter II, Project Context, Setting and Description, ofthis Initial StudyA{egative Declaration.

Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required

City of Oakland Fire Depanrnenl
Port of Oakland
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board

Envi ron mental Factors Potenti al Iy Affected

No environmental factors would be potentially affected by this project, as indicated by the checklist on
the following pages.

t
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tr Aesthetics
tr Biological Resources
tr Hazards and Hazardous

Materials
tr Mineral Resources
tr Public Services
n Utilities/ServiceSystems

! Agricultural Resources tr Air Quality
tr Cultural Resources E Geology/Soils
! Hydrology/Water Quality tr Land Use/Planning

I Noise tr Population/Housing
tr Recreation tr Transportation/Traffic
tr Mandatory Findings of

Significance
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ll. Project Context, Setting and Description

A. Introduction

Project Context and Objectives
The Port ofOakland (Port) currertly operates maintenance and construction facilities for the Port's
Maritime area in Building D-833 on Middle Harbor Road, and at several other satellite locations on
Port-owned property. The Port's Maritime Division has finalized an agreement with a terminal
operator which will reqr"rire the deurolition of Building D-833 in order to make way for a new terminal
entrance. Due to this planned terminal reconfiguration, and in order to improve efiiciencv of
maintenance and construction facilities operations, the Port proposes to consolidate these facilities, as
well as tl,e other satellite facilities, into the Port Field Services Support Complex (project), locating
the project at the site at 7'" and Maritime Streets (known as the fonner Shipper's Imperial site) in the
Port's Maritime area. T)re uewly consolidated facilities would primarily serve the Port's Maritime
area. This is tl.re project for which dris initial stndy has been prepared.

The potential environmental impacts ofthe proposed project are described in Chapter III, Evalnation of
Potential Project Impacts, of this hitial StudyA{egative Declaration. The environnental setting for
specific parameters (air quality, biological resources, etc.) are included in Chapter III as necessary for
each topical section.

Initial Study Preparation
This Initial Study has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA), Title 14 ofthe California Administrative Code, and the Port of Oakland's Guidelines for
the Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act. This document is a preliminary
analysis to determine whether an Environurental Impact Report (EIR), Negative Declaration, or
Mitigated Negative Declaration is the appropriate CEQA document for the project.

Pursuant to CEQA, a Negative Declaration is a written statement by the Iead agency which briefly
describes the reasons that a proposed action would r.rot have a significant effect on the environment
and lvould therefore Dot require the preparatiorr ofan EIR. A Mitigated Negative Declaration, although
sim ilar to a Negative Declaration, is prepared when potentially significant irnpacts of a project can be
reduced to a less-than-significant level witli the application of specified mitigation measures.

Throughout this document, outside materials are cited by reference to a source list presented in
Chapter V, References and Report Preparers.

B. Project Location and Setting

The regional location and setting for the proposed project is in Oakland, Califomia in Alameda
County, as shown in Figlre 1. Tlie project site is located on three parcels at 7''' and Maritime Streets in
the Port's Maritime area, in the location shown in Figure 2. Currently, the Port leases several parcels
ofthe Port-owned propefiy to two private companies, Dongary Investments (Dongary) and Sea-Land
Services (Sea-Land). The site is approximately 8 acres in size, and is located in the general area of the
Port's Joint lntermodal Terminal (JIT) project area. Three structures, Port buildings C-401, C-406, and
C-407 currently exist on the site. The site is located immediately west of Maritime Street, and
immediately south of 7"' Street. Tracks for the Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) train are located along
the northern side ofthe site; several other railroad tracks are also located along the northern side ofthe
site. iust south ofthe BART tracks.

I
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The general topography on the project site is flat; vegetation is rninimal and consists of small patches
or strips of grass, isolated trees, and other similar ground cover.

Utility systems, ir.rcluding r.vater, sewer, electric, gas, communication, and stormwater utilities are in
place in the project area and will serve the project site.

Site Access
The project site is accessible from the JIT access road, which is accessible from Nlaritime Street.
Interstate 880 (the Cypress Freeway), an elevated state highway, passes to the east approximately one-

. quarter of a mile from the site, A ramp from the Cypress Freeway (north) exits at 7"' Street. Somewhat
obstructed views ofthe site can be seen from 7"'and Maritime Streets. The site is not available or
suitable for public access.

Historical Site Condition and Uses
The project site historically consisted of shallow water tidal marshes, which were buried with dredge
spoils and other fil l rlaterials beginning in the late l800s.r The site lias been developed with buildings
since approximately the 1950s. Port buildings C-401, C-406, and C-407 on the site are one- to two-
story buildings of various construction, including steel frame. The site and site buildings have been
used to support transloading (moving shipped containers and goods to trucks) uses. Figure 3 shows the
locations of tlie existing br-rildings on the site. A subsurface (soil and groundrvater) plun.re ofpetroleum
hydrocarbon corstituents, related to former industrial uses (truck fueling), underlies the site. More
detail about the soil and gror.urdwater conditions at the site can be found in Chapter III, Evaluation of
Potential Project Impacts, Section G, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, ofthis Initial Study,A{egative
Declaration. Sorne oi the previous uses at the site are described further, below.

Building C-40l: The east end of Building C-401 was formerly used for truck repair- Though currently
vacant, the building was last occupied by Pacific Container Company (PCC), and was occupied by
sea-Land Auto prior to PCC.

Iour undergronnd storage tanks (USTs) which contained gasoline and diesel were removed from a
location to the soulh of Building C-401 in September 1993.'A plume ofdiesel constituents exists in

' groundwater between Building C-401 and Building C-407.'Free product has been observed on
groundwater. A rernediation system for free product was installed in 1996 and continues to operate at
the site."

Building C-406: This building was previously leased by Dongary to ANR Transport and more
recently to NW Transport Services. The nofihern two-thirds of Building C-406 burned in the 1990s,
including the office space portion ofthe building. The structure is still standing, but there is no roof on
the bumed portion ofthe building. The southern end ofthe building is currently used for offices,

' AGS, Inc., 2002. Di" aft Geotechnical Study Report, Port ofOakland Support Services Complex Proiect,
Maritime Street. lune.

' Harding ESE, 2002. Second Quarter oJ'2002 Quarterly Groundwqler Monitoring and Product Recovery
Report, 1277 Seventh Slreet; Semi-Antlual 2002 Groundwater Monltoring Report, 2225 Seventh Streel. July 18.

I
I
I

I
I

t

I
t
l
t
I
I
I
l

I tbid.

' tb id ,

Poft Field Suppoll Sevices Camplex

I
t
I
t
t

August 5, 2002



t
I
I
I
I
I
I
!
I
I
t

Pod of Oakland

storage, and receiving areas for transloading by Three Rivers Trucking (TRT). TRT parks trucks
around the facility.

Buildins C-407: Building C-407 has been used most recently as a truck washing and maintenance
facility. The wasbing facility has reportedly been out of use for at least four years. The building was
formerly leased from Dongary to Sea-Land.

A total ofnine USTs were removed from a pit adjacent to Building C-407 in 1989 and 1992,5
including seven diesel tanks and two oil tanks. Leaks fiom one or several ofthe diesel tanks are
suspected to be at least ore ofthe sources ofthe free product in the groundwater between Building C-
407 and Building C-401. Free product diesel has been recovered with an active pumping system slnce
the excavation ofthe tanks.

Local Planning Context
The project site is located in the Port's Maritime area, an area characterjzed prirnarily by
transportation (sh ipping and trucking) and industr;al uses. The project site is located in the general
area ofthe JIT, within the Port's Vision 2000 project area. The ongoing Vision 2000 project has
resulted in tlie developnrent of the fonner Fleet Industrial Supply Center Oakland area with ship, rail,
and t ruck cargo handl ing fac i l i t ies.

Land use in the Port's Maritime area as envisioned in the City of Oakland Comprehensive Plan (Land
Use and Transportation Element)o is General Industrial/Transportation. The project site is also under the
jurisdiction ofthe San Frcmcisco Bqy Area Seaport PIan (Seaport Plan), and within an area designated
in the Seaport Plan as a Poft Priority Use area.' Port Priority Use areas are designated as such to indicate
their importance to future port development, and are to be reserued for "port-related and other uses that
will not impede development ofthe sites for port purposes."o

Land Uses Surrounding the Project Site
Land r"rses in the area surrounding tlie project site include primarily transportation (shipping, trucking,
and rail) and industrial uses. The nearest residential area is located more than one-quarter of a mile
from the site. Land uses in an approximate one-quarter-mile radius surrounding the project site include
marine terminals, trucking facilities and railyards. Most ofthe Port's Vision 2000 project area is
located irnrnediately south and west of tl.re project site. Ongoing development in this area includes five
new shipping berths (Befihs 55 to 59), the JIT area, and Middle Harbor Shoreline Park. Established
shipping terminals and yards are also located to the north and west ofthe project site. The former
Oakland Army Base is located to the north ofthe project site.

J lbid.

u 
City of Oakland, 1998. City of Oakland Comprehensive PIan, Land Llse and Transportqtion Element.March.

? San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission and Metropolitan Transportation Commissron,
1996. San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan. April.

' Ib id . ,  p .  t .

I
I
T
I
I
I
I

Poi Field Suppad SeNices Canplex August 5, 2002



Pod of Oakland

C. Project Description

The project wor.rld result in the consolidation of existing Port Maritime naintenance and construction
facilities at the location ofthe project site. Descriptions ofthe Port's existing field scrvice support
facilities and the proposed project are presented below.

Existing Port Field Service Support Facilities
Buildins D-833. Building D-833 is approxirnately 44,800 square feet and houses most ofthe existing
Maritime maintenance and construction facilities, including the Pod's survey, construction
manogement, welding, fire prevention, electrical, marina maintenance, carpentry, paving and roofing,
painting, gardening, and custodial departments and activities, as well as administrative offices. Parking' 
and outdoor storage (including work staging) areas at D-833 total approximately 60,000 square feet.
D-833 is located approximately one-half mile south ofthe proposed project site, at the location shown
in Figure 2.

Buildings D-5 I l, D-514 and D-5 I 5. Building D-5 I I is located adjacent to the project site, and is
currently used by the Port for storage of miscellaneous materials. Building D-5 14 (also known as
Building D-511E) is located approxirnately 300 feet soutlrwest ofthe project site, and is currently used
by the Port for storage ofmiscellaneous materials. The areas around Buildings D-51 1 and D-514 are
also used for storage of miscellaneous materials and objects.

A hazardous materials storage locker, X-120, is located adjacent to Building D-514. This hazardor.rs
materials storage locker holds 55-gallon drums and containers for hazardous wastes and rnaterials,
including waste oil-based paints and solvents, waste asphalt/diesel l 'uel, and other miscellaneous
wastes. (This nobile storage locker will be moved to the area at the northern end ofthe project site
once project construction is complete.)

Building D-515 (also knorv as BLrildir.rg D-51 l D) is located adjacent to Building D-514. This building
is currently used as a fueling station by the Port.'fhree fuel punps are located south of this building.

Buildinss E-4I2, E-{1 l, and E-{14. The facilities at this location at 3'd and Brush Streets include
approximately 19,500 square feet of buildings, primarily used for storage ofmiscellaneous materials
and objects by the Port, facilities for divers, and a former gasoline and diesel fueling facility (not
currently in use). These facilities will be demolished in late 2002, and the USTs associated with the
former fueling facility will be removed.

In addition, the Port uses facilities at Jack London Square and several otber locations along the
Oakland Estuary and the l.rarbor, prin.rarily for storage ofmaintenance equipment and construction
materials.

All ofthese locations have ceased or will cease operations after the project has been constructed and is
operational, with the exception of X 120 as described above. A table listing these facilities, and the
square feet of space that they occupy, is shown below:
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Table 1: E Port Field rt Services Facilities Uses

I
I
I

Bui ld ing  D-51
Building Area 13,500
Parking and Srurage 10,000

Building D-514
Building Area 6,000
Parking and Outtloor Storage* 6,200

Building D-515
Building Area 2,500
Parking and Ouldoor Sturuge 5,000

Building D-833
Building Area 44,800
Parking and Outdoor Storage 60,000

Bui ld ing  E-412,  -413,  -414

Building Area 19,500
Parking and Utrtdoot Storcge 5 1 , 0 0 0

Six th  Avenue (CI in ton  Bas in )
Building Area 12,000
Outdoor Storage 240,000

TOTAL SQUARE FEET
BU]LDING AREAS 98,300 2.3

PA RK]NC AND OUTDOOR STOR4GE 3 72,200 8.5
TOTAL 470,500 10.8

I
Proposed Project
A Harbor Maintenance Facilities Complex Master Pian' (Master Plan) was completed and used by
the Port in site selection and determining space needs for the project. Several sites were initially
considered, but rejected. Sites considered include the following:

Rowtdhouse Site. The relocation of Maritime maintenance and constrLrction facilities was initially
planned for an area known as the Roundhouse site, located on Port property adjacent to the American
President Lines (APL) Terminal on Middle Harbor Road. The Port's Maritime Division determined
that the use ofthis area for the expansion ofcertain maritime uses (such as the expansion ofthe APL
terminal) was more desirable than the utilization ofthe site for the proposed project.

I
I
I
I
I
I
T

West Oakland, 6h and Castro Streets. The Port evaluated a site at 6'r'and Castro Streets in the City of
Oakland. This site is located in an area of West Oakland near residential areas; the quasi-industrial use
ofthe project would have required a conditional use permit from the City of Oakland. In addition,
parts ofthe site showed elevated levels of chemical constituents in soil and groundwater- Rernediation
ofthese constituents would have significantly increased the cost ofthe constructed project. Finally, the
size and configuration of tlie parce)s comprising the site would have limited the size ofthe facilities
that could have been built, and prevented the Port from constructing a project tliat would have fulfilled
the Port's needs as described in the Master Plan. Forthese reasons, the Port's Maritime Division
detennined that this site was unsuitable for the Droiect.

'Port ofOakland,2000. Herbor Maintenqnce Fqcilities Master Plan. Augrst 4.

I
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Proposed Proiect. Former Shipper's Jmperial Site,7't' and Mmitime Streets. The Port's chosen
project site would accommodate two bLrildings which would house administrative offices, nine shops
including a fleet services garage, a storage warehouse, and a crane spare parts storage area. The project
site would also accommodate a vehicle fueling area with above-ground storage tanks, parking, outdoor
storage, and work staging areas. The project site plan is shown in Figure 4.

The primary purpose of the proposed project would be to provide facilities maintenance and
construction services for the Port's maritime areas. The activities which now occur at D-833 and the
other locations described above tbrougl.rout Port property would be relocated and consolidated at the
project site. Tbe project buildi[gs would total approxirnately 61,000 square feet in area; areas for
parking, outdoor storage, and work staging total approximately 287,000 square feet. The project site is
approxirnately 8 acres and, upon completion, would consist ofthe uses and accommodate employees
as shown below in Table 2. As shown in Tables I and 2, and because the consolidation ofPort
facilities would provide a rnore effective use ofspace, the building, yard, and total areas ofthe
proposed complex are actually srnaller in size than the combined area of existing facilities.

Figures 5 through 7 show the floor plans for the proposed buildings; Figure 8 shows building
elevatior.rs. The following provides a brief description ofthe activities and uses tlrat would take place
in the areas described above:

Facilities Administrative Olfices. The project buildings would include offices for the administration of
maintenance and construction functions. Approximately 40 people would work in flie administratiolr
area, which would consist ofapproximately 41 office spaces, three conference roofirs, one break room,
restrooms with and withotrt showers, a copy room, a kitchen, and several storage areas for files and
other lnaterials.

Storaqe Warehouse and Crane Spare Parts Storape. The storage warehouse would consist ofstorage
for equiprnent and materials for marina maintenance, electrical, carpentry, paving and roofing,
painting, and gardening services. A small shipping and receiving area would also be located in this
building. The crane spare parts storage area would be located adjacent to the storage warehouse-

Fleet Services Garage. Port fleet vehicles, street sweepers, trlowers, and other maintenance-related
equipment would be maintained at the new project site. The fleet services garage area would consist of
a lube/compressor room; a common work area; a tire repair bay; one heavy repair bay; two bays for
medium repair; two bays for light repair; tire, parts, equipment and battery storage areas; and a
shipping/receiving area. A waste oil storage tank would be located adjacent to the west wall ofthe
garage.

Shor: Buildings. Shop buildings at the site would include a fire prevention shop, a plumbing shop, an
electrical,ESE shop, a general maintenance shop, a welding shop, a carpentry shop, a painting shop,
and a divers'shop. The painting shop would include a supply room, spray room and sign shop. The
divers' shop would include a bay for a truck, boat and boat trailer, as well as an equipment cleaning
room, a file/computer room, and women's and men's bathrooms.
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Table 2: Proiect Area Uses
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Facilities and Construction Administrative Offices t6,97 5 40
Storage Warehouse 8,490
Crane Spare Parts Storage 4,200
SHOPS 44

Fire Prevention 2,3 t0
Plumbing 2,660
Electrical/ESE 4,690
General Mal'ntenance l 4 t o

Weldlng Shop and Cominon Areas 2,450
Caryentry 2,065
Painting 2,080
Divers 'Shop 2,800
F leet Services Garage 8,8 5rl

BIJ]LDING AREA 61,000 1 . 4
YARD FACILlTIES

Guesl and Employee Parking (77 spaces) 12,4',7 5
Light Vehicle Parking (93 spaces) 23,250
Heavy Vchicle Parking (49 spaces) 20,580
Other Yard Facilities (storage, work

staging, fueling) ?31,000
YARD FAC]L]TIES AREA 2E7,U9t) 6 . 6

TOTAL 348,000 I 84

I
I

Yard Facilities, The yard facilities on the project site would include yard storage, parking, a vehicle
wash rack, a vehicle fueling area, vehicle maintenance parking, and work staging areas. Parking would
include 77 spaces for guest and eniployee parking,93 spaces for light vehicle parking, and 49 spaces
for heavy vehicle parking. The fueling area would include two fuel lanes, and two 10,000-gallon
above-ground storage tanks containing gasoline and diesel, respectively. Other yard facilities would
include nine areas for the storage of hazardous materials, associated with activities that would take
place in the shops and located outside the slrop areas.

A chain-link fence would enclose tlre entire site. A main gate at the southern side ofthe fence would
provide primary access to the site.

Building Demolition
Two structures on the project site, Building C-407 and Building C-406, portions of which are currently
being used as storage areas and administrative offices for Sea-Land, would be demolished as part of
the project. A portion of building C-401, which is currently not in use, would also be demolished as
part ofthe project. The ervironmental impacts associated with the demolition ofthese buildings have
been evaluated in the Port's D;'sposal and Reuse oJ Fleet Industrial Supply Center, Oakland Vi.gion
2000 Maritime Development Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (Vision
2000 Ers/ErR).

Excavation and Disposal of On-site Soils
Approximately 700 cubic yards ofsoil would be excavated at the project site during construction, and
either stockpiled on the site or trucked to a landfill. Some excavation of soil that has been chemically
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impacted by releases from the forrner USTs at the site is likely to take place at the project site.
Although the project br-tildings would be constructed using "slab-on-grade" foundations, which would
not involve significant excavation, trenching for the accommodation of utilities at the new project
buildings would involve some excavation. If chemically irrrpacted soil is encountered at the project
site during constructjon activities, tbe soil would be segregated and handled appropriately. Testing
would be conducted to delenrine ifthe soil would be classified as "hazardous material" by California
hazardous waste criteria; in this case, tlre soilwould be trucked to a Class I landfill. Ifthe soil is
determined not to be hazardous, it would be re-used on-site or trucked to a Class 2 landfill, depending
on the level of contamination.

Sustainable Project Compon€nts
Several aspects ofthe proposed project would contribute to the overall sustainability ofthe project, as
described below.

Site Grading: Beneficial Re-Use ofDredsed Material. Initial gradingatthe site would involve
importing approximately 19,000 cubic yards ofengineered construction fil l rnaterial, which would
likely be composed of dredged Merritt Sand from the Port's Berths 55 - 59 project and/or the Oakland
Harbor Navigation Improvement (-50 FoOt) project, in order to raise the site grade for purposes of
irnproved site drainage and circulation. Beneficial re-use of dredged material has been identified by
the Port as a desirable sustainable practice.

Remediation of Chemicallv Impacted Site. The project would re-use a site with an existing subsurface
(soil and groundwater) plume of petroleum hydrocarbon constituents. Some design and constructiot.t
measures ofthe proposed project, such as excavation ofon-site soils, the installation of soil ar,d
groundwater treatment systems, and the grading and paving of some portions ofthe site (which would
effectively "cap" chemical constituents in the most impacted areas ofthe site) would contribute to the
remediation ofthe project site.

Sustainable Site and Buildinp Desim. Several aspects of building and site design would eff'ectively
reduce the amount of energy required to heat, cool, and light the project buildings. The compact form
and location of tlre site buildings would reduce the need for heating and cooling. Translucent roof
panels (skylights) would provide light for the interior of both ofthe buildings on the site, and reduce
the need for anificial lighting.

Other sustainable aspects ofprcject design, such as utilizing drought-tolerant and low-maintenance
plants for site landscaping, util izing semi-permeable paving materials whenever possible and feasible
to improve stormwater absorption, the use of ash content in concrete paving at the site, and the
utilization of site furnishings that are manufactured from recycled materials, may also be incltrded in
the final project design.

Demolition Material Re-use. To the greatest extent possible, the materials from the Port Maritime
maintenance and construction facilities that will be demolished after oroiect constmction will be
salvaged and re-used.

Reduced Traffic from Facilities Consolidation Currently, the Port's Maritime maintenance and
construction facilities operate from several different locations, some of which are several tniles apafi.
Many Port staff are required to drive from one location to another in the course of a day irr order to
take advantage ofdifferent facilities. The consolidation offacilities provided by the proposed project
would reduce the need for Port staffto travel from one site to another, and would redr:ce traffic and
imoacts related to traffic.
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Site Landscaping
Minimal landscaping would be completed as part ofthe project. A small terrace located outside the
administrative office area lvonld include several benches and trees, and could be used as a break or
lunch area by on-site err.rployees. A row oftrees would also be planted along the eastem side of the site

. (along Maritime Street, inside the site fence). A grassy srvale or biofiltration area that would receive
stormwater runoff from the site would also be included in the landscaoins ofthe site.

Proj€ct Scheduling
The Port proposes to begin construction on the project in early 2003. Project construction would take
place wi th in a l2-morr th per iod.

Related Projec(s
Related Port projects that are or will be taking place in or near the project vicinity include tl.re 7"' Street
Realignment and New Road project, the Middle Harbor Road Realignment, the Befths 55 - 59 Wharfs
and Yards, and the JIT project. The road re-alignment projects v'ould take place after project
construction, and have been accounted for in the project design.

D. Permits, Approvals, and Agreements

The proposed project will require several approvals from agencies with jurisdiction over the project
area, as described below.

CEOA Review. The project site is an active remediation site. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2, a
categorical exemption sl.rall not be used for a project located on a site which is included on any list
compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 ofthe Government Code; active remediation sites under the
oversiglrt ofthe Alameda County Department ofEnvironmental Health (ACDEH), such as the project
site, are ir.rcluded on the list referenced in this section. An Initial Study prepared in accordance with the
CEQA Guidelines which assesses the potential environmental irnpacts of tlie project is drerefore required
for the proposed project.

City of Oakland Fire Department The use, storage, and disposal of potentially hazardous materials,
including gasoline and diesel f'uel, on the project site would comply with the requirements ofthe City of
Oakland Fire Department (OFD). These requirements would consist of obtaining a permit for the
abovegtound storage offuel from the OFD, and preparation and submittal ofHazardous Materials
Management Plans (Business Plans) to the OFD.

San Francisco Bay Regional llrater Ouality Control Board. Tl.re project site is greater than one acre, and
will fall under the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board's (Water Board's) Alameda
County NPDES General Pemit for Discharges of Stormwater (Mut.ticipal Phase II Pennit), which is
expected to be ratified in late 2002. Under this permit, the Port, as the project proponent, will be required
to implement post-construction stormwater controls for the project. The project will include at least the
construction of a grassy swale area or similar post-construction stormwater control to receive site runoff.
The project construction documents will include site features that comply with the terms of the Water
Board permit, and will be reviewed by the Water Board prior to project construction.

Reports that would demonstrate compliance with stormwater pollution prevention plans would also need
to be submitted to the Water Board after project construction.
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E. Polential Environmental lmpacts

The project has been detemined to have no potentially significant environmental impacts. A
discussion ofpotential project impacts is presented in Chapter III, Evaluation of Potential Project
Impacts, of this Initial Study,4'legative Declaration.
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i lr. Evaluation of Potential Project lmpacts

While the CEQA Guidelines do not specify the precise format for an Initial Study, the Guidelines do
require that the Initial Study identif a projecfs potential environmental effects. A checklist is commonly
adopted by lead agencies as an efficient screening mechanism to satisfu this requirement and focus the

. attention ofdecision makers, the project team, and the public on key environmental issues. The checklist
must also contain factual data and/or explanations to support its conclusions, In the checklist on the
following pages, this supporting information is provided in the Comments section following each set of
checklist questions.

E nv i ro n m ental C h ec kl i st

The format for the environmental checklist has been taken from Appendix G, Environmental Cliecklist
Form, of the CEQA Guidelines, with sorne minor changes. The metliods for completing tl.re
environmental checklist, as they are found in Appendix G, are listed below.

I . A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impacf' answers that are adequately
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentieses following each question.

A "No lmpact" answer is adequateJy supported if the referenced infonnation sources show that the
irnpact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault

rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific

factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants,

based on a project-specific screening analysis).

2. All answers must take account ofthe whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site,
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational

. impacts.

3. Once the lead agency bas determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist
answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with
mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact' is appropriate ifthere is
substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. Ifthere are one or more "Potentially
Significant lmpact" entries when the detennination is nade, an EIR is required.

4. "I'legative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potential)y Significant Impact" to
a "Less Than Significant hnpact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and
briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from

Section XVII, "Earlier Analysis," may be cross-referenced).

5. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EiR, or odrer CEQA process,

an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063
(cX3XO). ln this case, a briefdiscussion should identiS the following:

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identifl, and state where they are available for review.
b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identifl which effects from the above checklist were within

the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal
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standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the
earlier analysis.

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less Than Significant With Mitigation Measures
Incorporated," describe the rnitigation measures that were incorporated or refined from the
earlier docunent and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for
potential impacts (e.g,, general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or
outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the
statement is substantiated-

Supporting Information Sollrces: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead
agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's

environmental effects in lvhatever format is selected.

The explanation oleach issue should identifu:
a) tl.re significance criteria or threshold, ifany, used to evaluate each question; and
b) the mitigation measure identified, ifany, to reduce the impact to a less than significant level.
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A. AESTHETICS

Would the project:

CEQA CHECKLIST

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Potl ot Oakland

Less Than No lmpact
Significant

Impact

Potentially
Significant

Impact Unless
Mitigation

lDcorporatedI
I
t
t
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
T
I

1. Have a substantial adveme €ffect on a sccnlc
v ista?

2. SubstantialLy damage scenic resources, including,
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buiLdings witltin a state scenic-highway?

3. Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or qualiq of the sit€ and ifs
surroundings?

4. Create a new source ofsubstartial light or glare
which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area?

Comments:

Item 1:
No Irnpact. The visual character ofthe area surrounding the project site is predominately industrial,
with maritime, trucking, and rail uses. The project site is flat and is at a similar elevation to the
surrounding buildings and streets. The height and character ofthe project buildings would be sjmilar
to the existing buildings on and in the vicinity ofthe project site. The proposed project would not have
a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.

Item 2:
No Impact. No scenic liigliways are located near the proposed project site; no scenic resources would
be affected by the proposed project.

Item 3:
No Impact. See response to Item l, above. The project would not result in a long-term impact to the
visual character or quality ofthe site and its surroundings.

Item 4:
Less-than-significnnt Impact, The project would involve the installation of new lighting to
illuminate tlie project bLrilding and yard facilities. The project would not involve the installation of a
significant amount ofreflective surfhces that would result in a new source ofglare. Installation ofnew
lighting at the project site would be conducted in accordance with the Port's Exterior Lighting Policy
(Policy). The Policy applies to all new development that includes the construction ofexterior lighting

I Pod Fietd suppotl seNices camptex

I
15 August 5. 2002



continue to increase in this area. The BAAQMD air quality monitoring stations closest to the project site
are located in Oakland and San Leandro. Ozone and carbon monoxide are monitored at the Oakland site,
and ozone and pafticulate matter are monitored at the San Leandro srre.

Potenti al P roj e ct I nttrtac ts

Item 1:
Less-than-significant Impact. After construction, the project lvould result in additional vehicle trips to
the site. Building D-833 currently houses most ofthe existing Maritirre maiutenance and construction
facilities, and is located approximately one-half n.rile from the project site; once this facility is
demolished, vehicle trips to this location would cease. The existing fbcilities at D-833 are not
significantly snlaller than the proposed project facilities, with regards to the total number of employees
ald the number and frequency ofvehicle trips to and from both facilities - the existing number and
frequency of vehicle trips to and from D-833 would not be significantly less than the likely number of
trips to and from the new project facitity. In addition, the two facilities are located relatively near one
another and are accessible from the same traffic routes. Because ofthese two factors, traffic would not
be increased overall by the constnrction and operation ofthe proposed project. The proposed project
would not result in an overall increase in vehicle trips to and from the project site, and project
operation would Dot violate an existing or projected air quality standard.

During grading and other corstruction activities at the project site, air emissions and dust could
potentially be generated. Fugitive dust emissions (particulate rnatter) from clearing, grading and
earthmoving activities would cornprise the major source ofconstruction dust emissions; but vehicle
travel on paved and unpaved surfaces, vehicle equipment exhaust, and general disturbance ofthe soil
may also generate significant emissions. Depending on the weather, soil conditions, and the amolurt of
activity taking place, dnst emissions could potentially affect construction workers and other workers in
the area. This potential impact wotrld occur over a period ofapproximately 12 months while project
construction is underway. This impact would not significantly conflict with nor obstruct implementation
ofany air quality plans, and would be mitigated by the implementation ofa dust arrd air pollution
management plan for project construction. This dust and air pollution management plan would be
included as a requirement ofthe project construction specifications, would be implemented by the
project contractor, and would satisfy any BA-AQMD requirements for the control of air pollutants during
demolition and constructior activities.

Item 2:
Less-than-significrnt Impact. See response to Item l, above. The project would not violate any air
quality standard nor contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation.

Item 3:
Less-than-significant Impact. The proposed project would not result in a cumulatively collsiderable
net increase ofany criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable
federal or State ambient air quality standard.

Item 4:
Less-than-significant Impact. See response to Item l, above. There are currently no sensitive
receptors (i.e., schools, l.rospitals, or residential areas) within one-quarter-mile ofthe site- Construction
workers or other workers could be exposed to air emissions from the proposed construction activities.
This, however, is a temporary impact, and would be mitigated by the implementation of tlie dust and
air pollution management plan for project construction discussed above.
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Item 5:
Less-than-signifi cant Impact.
equiprnent could result in some
significant.

Pott ol Oakland

During project construction activities, emissions from construction
unpleasant odors. This impact, however, is temporary, and less than

D.

Would the project:

BIOLOGICAL RESOIJRCES

I
T

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Potentially
Significant

Impact Unless
Mitigation

Incorporated

Less Than No Impact
Significant

Impact

X

6.
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l Have a substantial adverse effect, eithef directly X
or through habitat modillcatioos, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or sp€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 Wildlife
Service?

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other seisitive natufal community
identilled in Iocal or regional plans, policies, and
regulatjons or by the CaLjfomia Department of
Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildl i fe Servicc?

Have a substantial adverse efl-ect on federally
protccted wetiands as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act ( including, but not l imited
to, narsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) th.ough
direct removal. l i l l ing. hydrological inrerruprion,
or other means?

Interfere substantially with the ntovement ofany
native resident or migratory fish or wildLife
species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wiLdlife nursery sites?

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a hee
preservation policy or ordinance?

Conflict with the provisions ofan adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other apFroved local,
regional, or state habitat coflservation plan?

4.

l .

l .
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Comments:

Em)ironmental Setting

Several listed species (federally and/or State protected animal or plant species) may occur in the
Oakland Estuary (Estuary). The federal- and State-listed endangered California brown pelican
(Pelecanus occidentalis californicus), and the federal- and State-listed Califorr]ia least tern (Sterna
antillarum browni),have been observed to forage in Oakland Harbor. A Califbrnia listed species of
special concern, the double crested cormorant, has been observed near Estuary Park north ofthe
project site; the Barrow's goldeneye, another species of concern, has been observed along the Lake
Merritt Channel.'' The federal- and Statelisted Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon occurs
in some areas ofthe San Francisco Bay. The Central California Coast steelhead trout also may occur
in the project area, and is listed as threatened by the federal government.

Estuary waters are also considered a lirrited habitat resource for commercial fisl.r such as Pacilic
herring, jacksmelt, and topsn'lelt, which are for"rnd tbror:ghout San Francisco Bay.

The project site is located more than one-quarter mile from the Port's Berth 25 and the Outer Oakland
Harbor, The site is located in an urban, industrial setting ar.rd is completely developed; no wetlands or
other sensitive natural communities exist at or in the vicinity of tLre project site.

Polential Project Impacts

Item l:
No Imp:rct. Candidate, sensitive, or special status species do not occur on or near the project site, and
would not be affected by project construction and operation.

Item 2:
No Impact. No wetlands, riparian habitat, or other sensitive natural communities exist at or in the
v ic in i ty  of  the pro ject  s i re .

Item 3:
No Impact. See response to Item 2, above.

Item 4:
No Impact. See responses to Items I and 2, above.

Item 5:
No Impact. See responses to Items I and 2, above. The project would not conflict with any local
(City of Oakland or Pon ofOakland) policies or ordinances protecting biological resources.

Item 6:
No Impact. No Habitat Conservation Plans, Natural Community Conservation Plans, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plans have been adopted for the project site or
area.

" Port of Oakland, 1998. Jack London Aquqtic Center at Estuary Park Final Mitigqted Negqtive Decluratiott/
Init ial Stady.Noyember 10, p.21.
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E. CULTURAL RESOURCES

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Potentially
Sigrificant

Impact Unless
Mitigation

Incorporated

Less Than No Impact
Significant

Impact
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l Cause a substaotial adverse change in the
significance ofa historicalresource as clefinecl in
Seclion 15064.5?

Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to Seotion 15064.5?

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological r€source or site or unique
geologic feature?

Disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of foflnal cemeteries?

X

4.

Comments:

Items 1 to 4:
No Impact. The existing buildings at the project site do not contain any historic resource value; no
historical resources exist at the project site. The project area consists of previously disturbed Bay fill;
no known archaeological or paleontological resources are known to exist at tl.re project site. Pursuant
to Section 21083.2 (i) ofthe Public Resources Code, in the event any archaeological resoutces are
encountered during site preparation or construction, all work in the immediate vicinity (within 20
meters of the discovered resources) shall cease and a qualified archaeologist or historian will be
consulted to evaluate the find. No further mitigation is necessary.

I
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F.

Would the project:

GEOLOGY and SOILS I
IPotedtially

Significant
Impact

Poteolially
Sjgnificant

Impact Unless
Mitigation

Incorporated

Less Than No Impact
Significant

Impact

Expose people or structures to polgntial
substantial adverse effects, inciuding the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:

i. Rupture ofa known earthquake fault,
as delineated on thc most recenr
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on
othgr substantial €vidence of a known
fault? Rcferto Division of Mines and
Geolory Special Publication 42.

ii. Stong seismic ground shnking?

Seisrnic-related ground faiLure,
incLuding liquefaction?

Landsl ides?
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3.

5.

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?

Be localed on a gcologic unit or soil that is
uostable, or that would become unstable a result
ofthe project, and potentially result in on- or off-
site landslide, lateral spfeading, subsidence,
liquefaction or coLlapse?

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code ( 1994),
creating substantial risks to life or properly?

Have soils incapable ofadequately supporting
the use ofseptic taDks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems wLrere sewe$ are not available
for the disposal ofwastewater?
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Comments:

Environmental Setting

The project site is located within rhe seismically active San Francisco Bay Area region. The nearest
major earthquake fault in the project area is the Hapvard fault, which is located approxirnately 2 niles
northeast ofthe site. The Calaveras fault is also located approximately 6 miles east ofthe site, and the
San Andreas fault is located approximately 16 miles southwest ofthe site. The site is located in an area
that has been identified as having a Modified Mercalli htensity Damage Level of 9 to 10, indicating that
damage from an eadhquake would range from lreavy to extreme. The Working Group on California
Eartl.rquake Probabilities has estimated that there is a 70 percent probability that one or more large
earthquakes (rnagnitude 6.7 or greater) will occur along one ofthe major fault zones (San Andreas, San
Gregorio, Haylvard, Calaveras, or Rodgers Creek) and minor faults in the San Francisco Bay Area
during the 30-year period between 2000 and 2030.'' The faults in the region are capable ofgenerating
ea(hquakes ofat least 7.0 in magnitude; therefore, it can be expected that earthqriakes would produce
very strong ground shaking at the project site.

Soils in the project vicinity are unconsolidated, loose sediments, and are susceptible to earthquake-
induced differential seftlement and secondary ground failures (ground lurching, liquefaction).

P otentiul Proj ect Impac ts

Items f .i. to ii i.:
Less-than-significant lmpact. The project site is located in a regiolr of Califomia with a high degree of
seismic activity. The site is not traversed by any identified active faults; however, several nearby active
faults could impact the project. It is reasonably likely that the project area would be subject to intense
groundshaking during the life of tl.re project buildings. Unconsolidated soils such as those found on the
project site can suffer amplified and prolonged shaking during earthquakes, resulting in greater damage
to structures. The rupture of a known eafihquake fault, strong seismic groundshaking, and seisrnic-
related ground failure such as liquefaction could poteniially result in substantial adverse effects at the
site, to both site workers during project construction as well as future users ofthe project buildings.

The new buildings at the site would be constructed to 1997 Uniform Building Code (UBC) standards.
The UBC requires the detennination of expected seismic shaking at the location ofthe project site. The
project buildings and foundations will be designed based on the results of the final site-specific
geotechnical study prepared for the project, and the determination of expected seismic shaking.
Appropriate grading, shoring, and construction practices would be implemented during construction to
ensure safety ofworkers and/or equipment.

The risk of damage resulting from strong groundshaking during regional eartliquakes cannot be
eliminated at the project site. On-going development within the San Francisco Bay Region indicates that
this risk is apparently recognized and acceptable.

Project buildings may also be subject to settlement or displacement caused by liquefaction during strong
groundshaking. The Association of Bay Area Governments classifies the project vicinity as having a

tt United States Geological Survey (USGS), 1999. Earthquake Probabilities in the San Francisco Bdy Region:
2000 to 2030 - A Summary of Findings, USGS Open-File Report 99-517.
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high liquefaction susceptibility.rr Loose to medium dense sandy soils underlie the project site,la ano may
be susceptible to liquefaction. During a liquefaction event, lateral spreading and seismically-induced
settlement could take place at the project site. These potential impacts would be reduced by designing
and constructing the bLrilding in compliance with recomrnendations contained in the final geotechnical
evaluation for the project, which would minimize the potential for structural deformation durirrg
liquefaction.

Item f .iv.:
No Impact. The project site is relatively flat ar.rd wor"rld not be at risk for slope failure. Therefore, no
additional risks related to geology (i.e., landslides) would be caused by the proposed project.

Item 2:
Less-than-significant Impact. Sorne soil would be exposed at tl.re site during project construction, and
would be susceptible to erosion. Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be implemented as part of
the required Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program (SWPPP) for the project, and would reduce the
potential for erosion during coustruction (see Section H, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this chapter
for a discussion of the SWPPP). In addition, after the project is constructed, tlie site will be almost totally
covered with low-pemeability surfaces, and the potential for erosion after project construction wonld
also be low. Thus, the potential for substantial erosion or loss of topsoil does not present a significant
impact.

Item 3:
Less-than-significant Impact. Loose to medium dense sandy soils exist in the subsurface at the project
site," indicating that there could be a risk of liquefaction. This potential impact would be reduced by
designing and constructing the building in compliance with recommendations contained in the final
geotechnical evaluation for the project, which would minimize the potential for structural deformation
caused during liquefaction.

Item 4:
Less-than-significant Impact. The project is located on Bay fill, and on sandy soils with a relatively
low expansion potential.'' Construction and long-term impacts associated with the potential for
expansive soils on the site were assessed as part of the geotechnical study for the site and the project
buildings, and recommendations will be provided for tl.re design and construction of the buildings in the
final geotechnical evaluation for tl.re project. Implementation ofthese recommendations would take place
as parl ofthe final project design; this impact would not be significant.

Item 5:
No Impact. Project construction and operation would not involve the use of septic tank or altemative
waste water disposal systems. No impact would resr"rlt.

T
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- ABAG, 1980. Liquefaction Potential, Sqn Francisco Bay Region,

'* AGS, lnc. 2002.

ts Ibid.

tu Ibid.
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G. IIAZARDS flnd HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
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Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
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proposed school?
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hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code 65962,5 and, as a result.
would it create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment?

For a project located within an airport land us€
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted.
within two miles of a publ ic airport or publ ic use
airport, would the proiect result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the
pro.ject area?

For a project withir the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard lbr people residing or working in the
project area?

Impair imFLementatiofl of or physically illterfere
with ari adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

Expose people or structures to a significant risk
ofloss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including wh€re wildlands ar€ adiacent to
ulbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?
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Comments:

Environmental Setting

Historic land uses at tl.re project site have been primarily industrial in nature. Releases from former
underground storage tanks (USTs) located at the site have resulted in subsr.rrface (soil and groundwater)
concentrations ofpetroleum hydrocarbon constituents at tlie site, and a separate phase hydrocarbon
plume. Four USTs, including two 10,000-gallon gasoline tanks, were removed from a location adjacent
to tlre south side of Building C-401 ir.r September 1993." A total of nine USTs, including seven diesel
tanks and two oil tanks, were removed from a pit located adjacent to Building C-407, in 1989 and
1992. A plume ofdiesel constituents exists in groundwater between Building C-401 and Building C-
407. Leaks from at least one of the diesel tanks adjacent to Building C-407 are suspected to be the
source ofthe free product plume in the groundwater between Building C-407 and Building C-401 . An
active pumping remediation system for free product diesel was installed in 1996, and continues to
operate at the site.

The most recent groundwater monitoring at the project site took place on June l3'r', 2002. The
groundwater sanples taken during this monitoring event were analyzed for total petroleum
hydrocarbons as gasoline (TPLIg); benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes (BTEX); methyl
tertiary-butyl ether (MTBE); total petroleur hydrocarbons as diesel (TPHd); and total petroleum
hydrocarbons as motor oil (TPHmo). Free product thickness and the groundwater gradient direction
were also measured during this event.

Groundwater at the project site appears to be moving towards the north from Building C-407 toward
Building C-401. Free product was found in three monitoring wells at the site; two ofthese monitoring
wells were located between Building C-40l and Building C-407, and one was located north of
Building C-401. TPHg dissolved in groundwater was reported at levels up to 830 micrograms per liter
(pgll-) in one monitoring r.vell. Benzene was reported at levels up to 250 ;tglL in one monitoring well
located in the northwest corner ofthe site, north of Building C-401. MTBE was detected at
concentrations up to 51 pg/L in one monitoring well, and TPHd was detected at concentrations up to
670 TtglL in another monitoring well. These levels of dissolved gasoline and diesel constifl ients were
detected primarily in monitoring wells located between Building C-401 and BuildingC-401.
Groundwater monitoring and remediation at the project site are overseen by the Alameda County
Department ofEnvironmental Health (ACDEH), and will continue until free product has been
removed.

Due to the success ofthe existing product recovery system in reducing the free product thickness at
the site, an expanded free product recovery system of similar design has been proposed to replace the
existing system. During development of the proposed project, it may be necessary to remove the
existing free product system and all ofthe existing monitoring wells at the site. Rernedial measures
beyond free product rernoval may also be taken, depending on the effectiveness ofthe free product
extraction system and the presence and concentration of residual gasoline and diesel constituents in the
groundwater. Ultimately, the Poft \vill request site closure from tlie ACDEH, based on cleanup
guidance requirements established by tbe State Department of Toxic Substances Control and the San
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board.

r? Harding ESE,2002.
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The Port has conducted a Phase II environmental assessment at the project site, under the oversight of
the ACDEH, iu order to collect the necessary soil, groundwater, and soil gas chernical data to support
an adequate, site specific lruman health risk assessment. A total of46 borings were drilled at the site
from March 25 thror:gh March 28,2002; oil, groundwater, and soil gas data were collected from these
borings. Soil samples were tested for total petroleum hydrocarbons, volatile organic compounds
(VOCs), inorganic metals, organic lead, and semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs). Groundwater
samples were analyzed for total petroleum hydrocarbons, VOCs, organic lead, and SVOCs. Soil gas
was tested for total petroleum hydrocarbons, VOCs, methane, and fixed gases. The Phase II site
assessment concluded that liniited detections of VOCS and SVOCS in soil and groundwater, metals in
soil, and methane in soil gas are potential concerns for site redevelopment.tS The Phase II site
assessment fnrther confimed tlrat a hLrrnan health risk assessment sl.rould be conducted for the project
and the site, to identily which chemicals and related concerns may require consideration for
redevelopment  and bLr i ld  ing design.r "

Preparation of the human health risk assessment is currently underway, and will be submitted to the
ACDEH for review and approval prior to project corstruction. The human health risk assessment will
evaluate the risks to project construction workers as well as the eventual occupants ofthe project
buildings. Appropliate measures to reduce any identified risks to human healtlr from exposure to
chemical constituents in soil and groundwater at the project site will be formulated based on the results
and conclusions ofthe hr.rman health risk assessment, and will be incorporated into the final project
design and construction. The installation of an underliner, or vapor barrier, for the project buildings
will likely be included as a feature of final project design. In addition, tl.re planned location of the
project buildings is over areas ofthe site where subsurface concentrations ofdiesel and gasoline
constituents are generally low. The potential risk of exposure by future occupants to subsurface
chemical constituents will therefore be minimized.

Grading and paving at the site will further reduce the exposure offuture employees to subsurface
chemical constituents at the site, by effectively "capping" the areas ofthe site most impacted by
subsurface chemical constituents. Grading at the site would include importing and spreading
approximately 1,900 cubic yards ofengineered construction fil l material, which is likely to consist of
dredged Merritt Sand from the Port's Berths 55 - 59 project and/or the Oakland Harbor Navigation
Improvement (-50 Foot) project, to the site.

Potential Project Impdcts

Item 1 :
Less-than-significant Impact. Operation ofthe proposed project buildings would involve the routine
use and disposal ofpotentially hazardous materials, such as painting and welding materials, primarily
associated witli the shops. Fuel storage would also take place at the project site; two 10,000-gallon

' above-ground storage tanks (ASTs) containing gasoline and diesel, respectively, would be installed
and used at the project site.

The storage, use and disposal of potentially hazardous materials, including the fuel.contained in the
two ASTs, at the project site would comply with the requirements of the Port's Environmental Health
and Safety Compliance Department and the City of Oakland Fire Department (OFD). These

r8 lris/Cambria JV, 2002. Phctse tI Environmental Site Assessment, Future Port Field Support Services Complex,
2225 & 2277 Seventh Street. Port ofOakland. Jur'e ll.

' t  Ibid.
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requirements consist ofobtajning a permit for the aboveground storage offuel from the OFD, and
preparation and sr.rbmittal of Hazardous Materials Management Plans (Business Plans) to the Port and
the OFD. Any potential irnpacts associated with the use, storage, or disposal ofhazardous materials at
the project site would therefore be appropriately addressed; no additional mitigation measures are
required.

Item 2:
Less-than-significant Impact. The constructiorl ofthe project buildings rnay entail the excavation
and transport off-site of up to 700 cr.rbic yards of potentially chemically-impacted soils. Exposure to
these soils could potentially affect construction workers, adjacent properties, and the environment,
During project construction, disturbance of soils could also result in the generation of chemically-
irnpacted dust being blown off-site, which could affect the environment as well as off-site residents or
workers.

In accordance with federal and State regulations, construction workers must be trained and perform
work in accordance with a site-specific liealth and safety plan. The preparation of a site-specific liealtli
and safety plan will be included as a requirement in the project construction specifications. The health
and safety plan would be prepared by the project contractor and reviewed by the Port's Environmental
Health and Safety Cornpliance Department prior to construction. In addition, the project contractor
will be required to prepare a dust and air pollution management plan for project construction. This
dust and air pollution management plan would reduce human and environmental exposure to
chernically-impacted dust dr,rring project construction activities. No further mitigation is required.

Item 3:
No Impact. The project site is not located within one-quarter mile ofany existing or proposed
schools. No impact would result.

Item 4:
Less-than-significant Impact. See response to Item 2, above. Active groundwater remediation sites
under the oversight of the Alarneda County Department of Environr.nental Health (ACDEH), such as
the project site, are included on the list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 ofthe Government Code
referenced in this item. Potential in.rpacts related to the excavation and disposal of chemically-
impacted soil at the site would be addressed by the implementation ofa site-specific healtlr and safety
plan, and dust and air polJution management plan, in the project construction specifications. No fudher
mitigation is required.

Item 5:
No Imp:rct. The site is not located within two miles of the Metropolitan Oakland International
Airport, nor is it within an airport land use plan area, and therefore would not result in a safety hazard
for people living or working in the area.

Item 6:
No Impact. No private airstrips are located in the vicinity ofthe project site.

Item 7:
No Impact. The project activity would not cause any delay in response time for fire and police
protection. Construction activities involving heavy equipment would take place within less.than l2
montls at tlie project site; trucks and equipment would not need access to the portions of 7'n and
Maritime Streets at the project site 6n a regular basis. No equipment would be parked on the street.
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Item 8:
No Impact. The project site is located in an urban/industrial area, which is mostly paved. The project
site is not located near any wildland areas.
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H. HYDROLOGY and WATER QUALITY
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lnundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
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Comments:

Item 1:
Less-than-significant Impact, During project construction activities, degradation in rLrnoff water
quality could occur due to disturbance of site soils. Ground clearing and the excavation, handling, and
transport of soils could expose soil to erosion during storms. The proposed spreading of excavated
soils imported to the project site may also expose soil to erosion. Fine soil particles and chemical
constituents potentially contained in soils could be transported in runoff and enter the San Francisco' 
Bay, impacting surface water quality. The degree of impact on surface water quality will depend on
the extent and type of soils distr,rbed, stormwater flows, and the natlue of construction activities. The
project site is greater tlian five acres, and will fall under the State Water Resources Control Board
General Permit for Stonnwater Discharges Associated with Construction Activity (General Permit).
The project contractor will prepare a project-specific Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP), which would include an erosion and sedimentation control element.

Because the project site is greater than one acre, it will also fall under the San Francisco Bay Regional
Water Quality Control Board's (Water Board's) Alameda County General Permit for Discharges of
Stormwater (Municipal Phase II Permit), which is expected to be ratified in late 2002. Under this
permit, the Port, as the project proponent, will be required to implement post-construction stormwater
controls for the project. The project will include at least the construction of a grassy swale area,
biofiltration area, or similar post-construction stormwater control to receive site mnoff infiltration.
This post-constn:ction stormwater control area would be located over an area of the site where
subsurface concentrations of dissolved gasoline and diesel constitr.rents have been characterized as
generally low. The project construction documents will include site features that comply with the
tems of the Water Board pen'nit.

In addition, the grading plan for the proposed project would include Best Management Practices
(BMPs) to minimize the potential for erosion and sedimentation associated with soil handling
(excavation, stockpiling, and transport) during project construction. BMPs employed during

. construction may include scl.reduling excavation and grading activities for dry weather periods, taking
measures to prevent erosion, keeping construction materials protected from rain, and other general
rneasures. No further mitigation for stormwater-related impacts is required.

No use of groundwater is proposed at the project site, although some dewatering could potentially be
required during construction activities. The project would not strbstantially change the amount of
precipitation currently infiltrating through the soil to groundwater. Due to its existir.rg poor quality
(high total solids and poor chemical quality), shallow groundwater underlying the project site is not
currently used as a source of drinking water. The potential temporary effects the project may pose to
groundwater during project construction would not be significant.

Item 2:
Less-than-significant Impact. Limited excavation would take place at the site to accommodate the
proposed project. Project construction could potentially result in some dewatering, but not to a
significant degree that would affect aquiler volume. The project would not substantially deplete
groundwater supplies nor interfere substantially with groundwater recharge.

Item 3:
Less-than-significant Impact. The existing project site is almost entirely covered with low-
permeability surfaces (buildings, pavement, or compacted soil), and precipitation that falls on the site
currently runs off into the stonn sewer system. Construction of tlie proposed project buildings and new

I
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paving at the site would not alter the existing drainage pattern ofthe site, because it would not result in
a significant net increase in impervious surface area; precipitation would continue to run off into the
storm sewer system, and would not increase erosion or sedimentation. In addition, one measure that
would be included in the final project design would be the construction of a grassy swale, biofiltration
area or other similar post-construction stonnwater control measure, which would further reduce the
impact ofrunoff at the project site

Item 4:
Less-than-significant Impact. See response to Item 3, above. Construction ofthe proposed project
buildings and new paving at the site would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the site. In
addition, the construction of a grassy swale or other similar post-construction stormwater control
measure would further reduce the impact of runoff from the project site. Therefore, tl.re project would
not result in increased flooding on- or off-site.

Item 5:
Less-than-significant Impact. See resporrse to Item l, above. The project could result in additional
sources of cherr ically-impacted runofl, as described above, during and after project construction.
Elements of the project design, irnplementation of BMPs during project demolition and construction,
and preparation of a project-specific SWPPP would address and reduce or eliminate runoff into the
San Francisco Bay after project construction-

Item 6:
Less-than-significant Impflct. See response to Itern 1, above. The project is not anticipated to
otherwise substantially degrade water quality.

Item 7:
No Impact. Tlre Environmental Hazards Element of tlte Oakland Comprehensive P/an shows that the
project site is not located in an area subject to potential flooding and/or dam inundation.2o No housing
is proposed for the project; no impact would result.

Item 8:
No Impact. See the response to Item 7, above. No impact would result.

Item 9:
No Impact, See the response to Iteur 7, above. No impact would result.

Item l0:
Less-than-significant Impact. The project is unlikely to result in impacts from seiche, because it is
not located near an enclosed body of water that would be prone to seiche. The project is not located
within a volcanic hazard zone.

The Environmental Hazards Element ofthe Oakland Comprehensite Plan shows that^at least a portion
of the project site is located in an area potentially subject to inundation by tsunami.' ' A tsunami is a
sea wave produced by an offsliore earthquake, volcanic eruption, or landslide. TsuniLmis can be

'zo City of Oakland, 1914. OaUand Comprehensiye P!an, Environmental Hazards Element. September. p. 25.

?' Ibid., pp. 23-25.
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exceedingly destrllctive upon reaching exposed coastlines, where they are capable of rising to 100 feet
in height and moving at 30 miles per hour.

Several mitigating factors relating to tsunami occurrence in the San Francisco Bay Area wor"rld result
in a less-than-significant risk of darnage due to tsunamis in the project area. First, the types of offshore
earthquakes that are likely to occur in the Bay Area tend to have relatively small arnounts of vertical
offset, and are not typically associated with high tsunami risk. Second, sites located adjacent to the

. Bay, as well as other harbor or cove water areas, are likely to be buffered by their location - tsunamls
tend to dissipate once they move from open, deep waters to shallower Bay waters. Finally, existing
tsunami early warning programs that are implemented by the United States Geological Survey and the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, and emergency evacuation plans and procedures
already in place, are likely to provide sufficient warning to any employees at the project site of the
potential risk oftsunami after an offshore earthquake.

I
I. LAND USE AND PLANNING
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L Physically divide an establisbed community?

2. Conflict with any applicable lard use plan,
policy, or regulation ofan agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not
limited to the general pJan, specific pLan, local
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted
for lhe purpose ofavoiding or nritigating an
environmental effect?

3. Conflict with any appticable habitat conservation
plan or natural community conservatioo pLan?

Comm€nts:

Enyironmental Setting; Applicable Plans and Policies

City of Oaklqnd Comprehensh'e Plan. The Pofi of Oakland is governed by a Board of Comm issioners,
and is an independent department ofthe City of Oakland. The planning policies ofthe City ofOakland
are contained in a combination ofseveral elements of the Oakland Comprehernive PIan The Land Use
and Trarsportation Element ofthe Oakland Comprehensive PIan (adopted in 1998) designates the land
use at the project site as "General Industrial/Transportation,"" a classification intended to support a

" City ofOakland, 1998. Oakland Comprehensive Plan,Land Use and Transportation Element. March.
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wide variety of uses - sLtch as heavy industrial, manufacturing, trarsportation, distribution and
warehousing - that rnay have the potential to create off-site impacts such as noise and truck traffic.2l

Because the Port is an autonomoLls Clty department, the Port area is not subject to City zoning
designations; however, Port uses must be consistent with the Oakland Comprehensiye Plan.

San Francisco Bay Area Seaport PIon. The San Francisco Bay Area Seaport PIan (Seaport Plan) is
the product of a cooperative planning effort of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)
and flre San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC). The Seaport Plan,
adopted in 1996 and amended in 1997, is dsed by the MTC to assist in managing tJre metropolitan
transportation system, and by the BCDC in guiding its regulatory decisions on permit applications,
consistency deteminations, and related matters. One of the main goals promoted by the ,Se aport Plan
is to reserve sufficient slioreline areas to accommodate future growtlr in maritime cargo, thereby
minimizing the need for new Bay fill tbr Port development.

The project site is located within the jtirisdictional arca of the Seaport P/an, and within an area
designated in the Seaport Pla,l as a Poft Priority Use area.24 Pod Priority Use areas are determined to
be necessary for future port development, and are to be reserved for "poft-related and other uses that
will not impede development ofthe sites for port pLrrposes."" Policy I under the General Policies:
Port Priority Use Areas section ofthe Seaport Plan states that "Local governments and the Bay Area
ports should protect poft priority use areas for marine terminals and^other directly related port
activities through tlieir land use planning and regulatory authority."'"

Polent ial Proj ecl Impacts

Item I :
No Impact. The project site is primarily industrial in nature; no established community would be
physicalty divided by the proposed prolect.

Item 2:
Less-than-significant Impact. The project is consistent with all applicable policies and development
regulations contained inthe Oakland Comprehensi,e PIan and the Seaport Plan.

The Oakland Comprehensive PIan Land Use and Transportation Element designates the land use at
the project site as General Industrial/Transportation. The desired character and uses for this
designation include heavy industrial and transportation uses. The project, which is primarily industrial
in nature and would result in heavy and light vehicle traffic to and from the project site, would be
consistent with this land use designation.

The project would also be consistent witlttbe Seaport P/az's designation of the site as a Port Priority
Use area. The proposed project would primarily serve the Port's Maritime area, and the project use rs

t t  tb id . ,  p .  t53 .

2a San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission and Metropolitan Transportation
Commission, 1996, Sqn Fruncisco Bqt Area Seaport PIan. Aprrl

" Ibid., p. l.

tu Ibid., p. 9.
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directly related to pod activities. No project uses would render the project site unsuitable for future
development of tl.re site for other port purposes, such as marine terminal, trucking, transloading, or
railway support uses.

Item 3:
No Impact. The project site is not located within any habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan area.

J. MINERALRESOURCES
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delineated on a local general plan, specitic plan
or other land use pLan?

Comments:

Item 1:
No Impact. No known mineral resources are present at the project site.

Item 2:
No Impact. See response to Item 1.
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K. NOISE
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plan or, wherc such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles ofa public ajrpofi orpublic use
airport, would the projeat expose people residing
or working in the projecL area to excessive noisc
levels?

For a project within the vicinity of a pr!vate
airstrip, would the project expose people residillg
or working in [he proiecl area to e\cessi!e noise
tevels?

Comments:

Env ir onmenlal S et t ing :

The project site is located in an area of chiefly industrial uses. The project site a:rd area are subject to
noise from vehicular traffic on 7tr' and Maritime Streets - primarily truck traffic related to shipping
activities - train traffic from the rails nofth and east ofthe project site, and various industrial
operations in the project viciniry

Excavation and grading activities at the project site would involve the use of diesel-powered heavy
equipment for earth moving, delivery of materials, and backfilling of excavated areas. Based on U.S.
EPA data on typical noise ranges generated by construction equipment, impact equipment

fiackhammers and rock drills) would generate temporary noise levels of approximately 82 to 98 dBA

I
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at 50 feet from the source. Earth-rnoving vehicles (excavators, backhoes, and trucks) would generate
temporary noise levels of approximately 72 to 95 dBA at 50 feet. In general, noise levels generated by
construction activity at the project site would range from 72 to 95 dBA at 50 feet, with the loudest
noise being cause by impact equipment, should its use be requirec.

Noise generated during project operation would be associated with activities (welding, construction,
vehicle rnaintenance) that would take place in and around the shop buildings, as well as truck traffic to
and from the project site.

Potenlial Project Impacts:

Item I :
Less-than-significant Impact, The City ofOakland Planning Code contains noise performance
standards that apply to temporary, shoft-term noise such as construction activity (the project, however,
is not required to cornply with zoning and related regulations ofthe Oakland Municipal Code).
Chapter 17.120.050(H) of fie City Planning Code requires that any "nonscheduled, intermitten! short-
term construction or demolition operation" for industrial uses shall not exceed a noise level of over 85
decibels (dBA) during the daytirne hours, or 70 A-weighted dBA during weekends. Project
construction would be generally consistent with these levels. Due to the location ofthe project site iu
an existing industrial area at least one-quarter of a mile from any sensitive receptors (residential areas,
schools, or hospitals), and due to the temporary nature of the construction noise (construction would
take place over the course of 12 months), the increase in noise level caused by project construction
would not be significant.

Although the project site and the proposed project are industrial in character, some uses ofthe project,
primarily tlie administrative office functions, would be more sensitive to higher noise levels after
project construction than an industrial use. Due to the industrial nature ofthe project area, Port
employees using the new project buildings could be exposed to levels of noise up to 75 dBA (Leq, or
equivalent energy noise level).'' The Noise Element of the Oakland Comprehensive Plan states that
"normally acceptable" noise levels for office uses would generally include noise levels less than 75
dBA (Ldn, or day-night average sound level;.28 This indicates that the noise that on-site employees
would be exposed to from industrial uses in the project vicinity would occur at generally acceptable
levels. and no long-term irnpact would resrrl[.

Noise impacts resulting from tl.re proposed project would be cl.riefly limited to the construction phase.
Although some activities that would take place during project operation would be noise-generating,
this noise would be consistent with the industrial character ofthe project site and area, the land use
designation ofthe site as General Industrial/Transportation in the Oakland Comprehensive Plan, and
the industrial noise seneration infonnation contained in the Noise Element ofthe Oakland
Comorehensive Plai.2e

?7 Pon ofOakland, 1998, Berths 55-58 Project Draft Environment{.tl Imp.}ct Report, December 11. pp. 3:4-8.

'8 City ofOakland, l9'14. Noise: An Element of the Oakland Comprehensive Pldn. September. p.24.

tt Ibid.

I
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Item 2:
Less'than-significant Impact. See the response to Item 1, above. During project construction,
groundborne vibration or groundbome noise levels could be increased; this is a short-term, temporary
impact and would be less than significant.

Item 3:
No Impact. See the response to ltem l, above.

Item 4:
Less-than Significant Impact. See the response to Item 1, above. The project would cause a
temporary increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the
project; this impact would be short-tem and less than significant.

Item 5:
No Impact. The proposed project is not located within an airport land use plan nor within two miles of
a public airport or public use airport,

Item 6:
No Impact. The proposed project is not located within the vicinity ofa private airstrip.

L. POPULATION/HOUSING

Would the project:

Potentially Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant Significant Significart

Impact lmpact Unless Impact
Mitigation

Incoaporated

t
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
I

1. Induqe substantial population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirect ly (for
example, throlrgh extensioo ofroads or other
infrastructureX

2, Displace substantiaL oumbers of existing housing,
necessitatiog the constnrction of replacemcnt
housing elsewhere?

3. Displace substantial numbers ofpeoplg,
Ilecessitating the construction of replacement
housing €lsewhere?

I
I
I
t
I
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Comments:

Item l;
No Irnpact. The project would not result in the construction of new homes and businesses,
recreational areas, or any other cornponents that could affect population growth. The project would
accommodate existing Port employees, and would not create any new infrastructure. The project
would not directly nor indirectly indr"rce substantial population growth.

Item 2:
No Impact. See the response to Iten 1, above. The project would have no effect on existing housing.

Item 3:
No Impact. See the response to Item l, above. The project would not displace any people.

I
I
I

M. PUBLIC SERVICES

Potentially
Signil icant

Impact

Potentially
Significarl

Impact Unless
Mitigation

Incorporated

l.ess Than No lmpact
Significant

Impact

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t

L Would the project result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental facilities,
need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction ofwhich could cause
significant enviroDmental impacts, ln oroer ro
maintain acceptable service mtios, response .
times or other perfomance objectives for any of
the public seryices:

i- Fire protection?

ii. Police protection?

ii i. Schools?

iv. Parks or other recreation facilities'l

v. Other public facilities?

Comments:

Items f .i. to 1.v.
No Impact. The project would consolidate existing facilities, including fueling facilities, and would
have no adverse effects on schools or recreational areas, or other public facilities.
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N. RECREATION

I
I

PotertialLy
Significant

Impact

Pot€ntialty
Significant

Impact UnLess
Mitigation

Incorporated

Less Than No Impact
Significant

linpact I
l . Would the prcject ircrease the use ofexisting

neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of thc facility would occur
or be accelerated?

Does the project include rec.eational facilities or
require the conslruct ion of e\pansion of
recreational facilitics which might bave an
adverse physical effect on the environment?

Comments:

Items I and 2:
No Impact. The existing character ofthe site is prirrarily industrial, and the proposed project is also
primarily industrial in nature. Use ofthe project site by recreational users would not increase as a
result ofthe project, nor would other recreational facilities in the area experience an increase in use as
a result ofthe project. The project would not involve the construction or expansion ofrecreational
facilities.

I
I
I
T
t
I
I
I

X

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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O. TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC

Would the projectl

Potentially
Sjgnificant

Impact

Potentially
. Signihcant
Impact Unless

Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than No Impact
Significant

lmpact

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
t
I
I

l .

3 .

4 ,

5.

Cause an increase in traftic which is substaltial
in rclation to the existing traffic load and
capacity of lhe street system (i .e..  resulr in x
substantial increase in eilher the number of
vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on
roads, or congcstion at intersections)?

Exceed, eitber individually or cumulatively, a
level ofservice standard established by the
county congestion maoagement agency for
designated roads or highways?

Result in a change in air traffic patterns,
including either an incrcase in tralfic levels or a
change in location that results in subst0ntial
safety risks?

Substantially increase hazards duc to a design
feature (e.g., sharp cunes or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., larm
equiplnellt)?

Result io inadequate energency access?

Result in inadequate parking capacity?

7. Confl ict with adopted pol icies, plans, or
programs supporting alternative transportation
(e.9., bus turnouts, bicycLe racks)?

Comments:

Items 1 and 2:
Less-than-significant Impact. After construction, the project would result in additional vehicle trips to
the site. Building D-833 currently houses most ofthe existing Madtime maintenance and construction
facilities, and is located approximately onehalf mile from the project site; once this facility is
demolished, vehicle trips to this location would cease. The existing facilities at D-833 are not
significantly smaller than the proposed project facilities, with regards to the number ald frequency of
trips to and from both facilities -the existing number and frequency ofvehicle trips to and tiom D-833
would not be significantly less than the likely number oftrips to and from the new project facility, In
addition, the two facilities are located relatively near one another and are accessible from the same
traffic routes. Because ofthese two factors. trafhc would not be increased overall by the construction

I Pott Field Suppolt Seruices complex
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and operation ofthe proposed project. The proposed project would not cause an overall increase in
traffic; therefore, the project would have no effect on capacity or level of service standards.

Item 3:
No Impact. No increase in vehicular or air traffic would occur as a result of the project, and no
impact would result.

Items 4 to 6:
Less-than-significant Impact. The project design contractor has evaluated the proposed site
circulation, site access (including emergency access), and parking components ofthe proposed project,
and has concluded tl.rat the project wor:ld not increase hazards related to traffic due to a design feature
or incompatible uses, lvould not result in inadequate emergency access, and would not result in
inadequate parking capacity.

Item 7:
No Impact. The project wor.rld not affect nor be affected by adopted policies, plals, or programs
supporting alternative transportation, and would not be in conflict with such policies, plans, and
programs.

I

I
I

I
I

I
I
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I P. UTILITIES and SER\TCE SYSTEMS

Would the oroi€ct:

I
I

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Potentially
Sjgnificant

Impact Unless
Mitieation

Incorporated

Less Than No Impact
Signif icant

Impact

X

4.

I
I
t
t
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
I
I
I

l .

l

5 .

'7.

Comments:

Items 1 to 7:
No Impact. The proposed project would not generate arry wastewater or runoff that would adversely
affect wastewater or stormwater facilities. The project would not generate any demand for water
significantly greater than tl.re existing water demand at Port facilities building D-833, whicll would be
demolished after project construction. Soil excavated during project construction would be salvaged and
re-used to the greatest extent possible; existing capacity at local landfills could accommodate any
remaining amount of material from project construction that would be required to be trucked off-site.
The project would comply with federal, state, and local stah-rtes and regulations related to solid waste.

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable llegional Water Quality Control
Board?

Require or result in the construction ofnew water
or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant envirolmentaL effects?

Require or r€sult in the construction of new
stom water drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which
could cause signifi cant elvironmental effccts?

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve
the project from existiog entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?

Result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider whjch serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve tbe
project's projected demaDd in addition to the
provider's exist ing commitments?

Be served by a landfill with sullicient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project's solid
waste disposal needs?

Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?
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A. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Pursuant to Section 15065 of the State of Califbrnia CEQA Gu idelines, a project shall be fbuad to have a significart elfect on
th€ environment if any ofthe lbllowiog are true:

NO

I
I
I

l ,

3 .

Potential to degrnde: The project has the potential to degfade the
qualit/ ofthe envirol'rment, substantially reduce thg habittrt ofa fish
or wildl i fe species, cause a f ish or wi ldl i fe populat ion to drop below
self.sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, reduce the oumber or restrict the rangc ofa rare or
endangered plant or animal or climinate jmportant examples ofthe
major periods ofCalifofnja history or prehistory.

Cumulative: Thc project has possible environmental effects which
are ir ldividual ly l imited but cumulatively considerable.
("Cumulatively considerable" means that thc incrementaL effects of
an individual project ar€ considerable when viewed in conn€ction
with the effect ofpast proiects, the ellicts ofother current projects,
and the effects ofprobable iuture projects.)

Substantial adverse: The environmental el lects ofthe project wi i l
cause substantial adverse eft-ects on human beines. either directlv or
indirect ly.

I
I
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I
I
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I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

X
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Figure 1: Regional Location and Setting



Figure 2: Project Site Location and Surrounding Land Uses: Maritime Area
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