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CHAPTER 9 
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

9.1 INTRODUCTION 
This chapter presents agency and public comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact 

Report (EIR) and the University’s (University or UC) responses to those comments. Each 

comment letter is marked to divide the letter into distinct comments. This chapter includes each 

marked comment letter followed by responses corresponding to those marked comments. A 

petition received during the comment period is included, followed by the responses to the 

petition’s substantive comments. The Draft EIR public hearing transcript follows the petition, 

followed by the responses to the substantive comments made at the public hearing. Unless 

otherwise specified, all references to chapters and page numbers pertain to the Draft EIR as 

published on November 15, 2013. Where responses have resulted in changes to the text of the 

Draft EIR, these changes are reflected in Final EIR Volume I and are highlighted in Chapter 10 of 

this volume. 

This chapter is organized to present lists of the commenters, master responses, and the individual 

comments and responses.  

Written Comments 
The state agencies, regional agencies, local agencies, organizations, and individuals listed below 

provided written comments during the public review period:   

State Agencies 

 California Department of Toxic Substances Control, February 11, 2014 (responses begin on 

page 9-49) 

 California Department of Transportation, January 17, 2014 (responses begin on page 9-52) 

Regional Agencies 

 East Bay Regional Park District, January 8, 2014 (responses begin on page 9-62) 

 San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit, January 21, 2014 (responses begin on page 9-67) 

Local Agencies 

 City of Richmond, January 21, 2014 (responses begin on page 9-73) 

 Richmond Police Department, January 9, 2014 (responses begin on page 9-76) 

Organizations 

 California Native Grasslands Association, January 22, 2014 (responses begin on page 9-87) 

 California Native Plant Society, January 21, 2014 (responses begin on page 9-103) 

 Citizens for East Shore Parks, January 21, 2014 (responses begin on page 9-108) 

 Committee to Minimize Toxic Waste, January 20, 2014 (responses begin on page 9-125) 

 Contra Costa Interfaith Supporting Community Organization and Alliance of Californians for 

Community Empowerment, January 7, 2014 (responses begin on page 9-130) 

 Contra Costa Interfaith Supporting Community Organization and Alliance of Californians for 

Community Empowerment, January 21, 2014 (responses begin on page 9-189) 

 Golden Gate Audubon Society, January 21, 2014 (responses begin on page 9-221) 

 Richmond Annex Neighborhood Council, December 10, 2013 (responses begin on page 9-

232) 

 Richmond Annex Neighborhood Council, January 20, 2014 (responses begin on page 9-241) 

 Richmond Progressive Alliance, January 21, 2014 (responses begin on page 9-245) 
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 Richmond Southeast Shoreline Area Community Advisory Group, January 21, 2014 

(responses begin on page 9-254) 

 San Francisco Bay Trail Project, January 21, 2014 (responses begin on page 9-264) 

 Sierra Club and Sustainability, Parks, Recycling and Wildlife Legal Defense Fund, January 

20, 2014 (responses begin on page 9-284) 

 Trails for Richmond Action Committee, November 19, 2013 (responses begin on page 9-297) 

 Trails for Richmond Action Committee, December 10, 2013 (responses begin on page 9-304) 

 Trails for Richmond Action Committee, December 12, 2013 (responses begin on page 9-309) 

 Unitarian Universalist Church of Berkeley, January 21, 2014 (responses begin on page 9-312) 

Individuals 

 Peter Alstone, February 3, 2014 (responses begin on page 9-314) 

 Helen Jefferson, November 18, 2013 (responses begin on page 9-316) 

 Maggie Lazar, January 21, 2014 (responses begin on page 9-318) 

 Jean Rabovsky, January 20, 2014 (responses begin on page 9-330) 

 Barbara Robben, January 21, 2014 (responses begin on page 9-346) 

 Jean Robertson, December 5, 2013 (responses begin on page 9-352) 

 Nita Sisamouth, January 21, 2014 (responses begin on page 9-354) 

 Patricia Smith, January 17, 2014 (responses begin on page 9-356) 

 Erika St. John, December 10, 2013 (responses begin on page 9-358) 

Petition 
A petition representing the concerns of Richmond South Shore residents and signed by 167 

individuals was submitted during the public comment period. Responses to these comments begin 

on page 9-377. 

Public Hearing Comments 
The following persons provided public comments at the formal Draft EIR public hearing, which 

was held at the Richmond City Hall on December 11, 2013 (responses to these comments begin 

on page 9-453):  

 Eli Moore 

 Jean Rabovsky 

 Don Schnepf 

 Mary Selva 

 Beryl Golden 

 Joan Lichterman 

 Donnell Jones 

 Patricia Jones 

 Jim Hanson 

 Ellen Barth 

 Mack Casterman 

 Sherry Padgett 

 Mike Parker 

 Garlan Ellis 

 Lorenzo Avita 

 Juan Reardon 

 David Sharples 

 Stephen Linsley 

 Eric Blum 
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 Melvin Willis 

 Carolyn Graves 

 LaVern Vaughn 

 Greg Henderson 

 Theo Fitanides 

 Jean Robertson 

9.2 MASTER RESPONSES 
To address substantive comment topics raised by multiple Commenters, the University developed 

the following master responses. These master responses avoid unnecessary duplication and 

provide a comprehensive and detailed treatment of these topics in a single location in this chapter. 

Below is a list of each master response and the topic it addresses: 

 Master Response 1 (Social/Economic Impacts) 

 Master Response 2 (Coordination with City of Richmond General Plan) 

 Master Response 3 (Site Characterization) 

 Master Response 4 (Timing of Site Remediation) 

 Master Response 5 (Community Partnerships) 

 Master Response 6 (Biological Resource Surveys) 

 Master Response 7 (Concerns Outside the University's Jurisdiction) 

 Master Response 8 (Community Advisory Group) 

 Master Response 9 (Scale of Development) 

 Master Response 10 (Cumulative Impact Analysis) 

 Master Response 11 (Climate Action Plan and Greenhouse Gas Emissions) 

 Master Response 12 (Bicycles and the Bay Trail) 

 Master Response 13 (Groundwater Contamination) 

 Master Response 14 (Community Review) 

 Master Response 15 (Transportation Demand Management) 

 Master Response 16 (Coastal Terrace Prairie Grasslands) 

 Master Response 17 (Protectiveness of Clean-Up) 

 Master Response 18 (Protection of Species and Habitat) 

Master Response-1 (Social/Economic Impacts) 
Some Commenters wrote that the EIR does not address social and/or economic impacts to the 

surrounding community, City of Richmond, or region. Some Commenters opined that the 

proposed project may cause or exacerbate social and/or economic impacts and conditions in the 

area, such as by increasing housing costs, affecting residential choices, or affecting wages. 

The EIR scope does not include significance evaluation of potentially occurring social and 

economic impacts. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) defines that impact 

significance determination should be based on direct and indirect (but reasonably foreseeable) 

"physical changes in the environment which may be caused by the project."  (CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15064(d)). CEQA Guidelines at Section 15064(e) go on to state that, "economic or social 

changes resulting from a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment." 

Economic and social consequences that result from physical environmental project effects can be 

used to help determine the impact significance of those physical environmental changes. Also, if 

a social or economic change causes a physical environmental effect, that effect may be found to 

be significant. However, if a change is only "speculative" or not "reasonably foreseeable," it may 
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not be considered in the evaluation of environmental impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 

15064(d)(3), et seq.). 

Some Commenters have suggested that development of the Richmond Bay Campus (RBC) could 

change or increase housing costs and rental rates in the Richmond area due to additional housing 

demand. If this were to happen, it would be an economic issue and not a physical impact on the 

environment as prescribed by CEQA. 

Some Commenters have further suggested that if housing and rental prices were to increase, then 

some Richmond resident/workers might be displaced and perhaps would look for more affordable 

housing in distant areas; if substantial numbers of such people were to commute back to 

Richmond for work, the resulting traffic and air emissions might represent an indirect physical 

impact (e.g., air quality, greenhouse gases, and traffic). This scenario is both speculative and not 

supported by the EIR analysis. The EIR analysis (Section 4.11, Population and Housing) finds 

that, even under the most conservative scenario, "the project-related impact due to increased 

employee housing demand" would be incremental and less than significant, especially when 

compared to the increase in housing supply anticipated in the City of Richmond General Plan 

(Draft EIR pp. 4-210, 4-211). But even if—hypothetically and contrary to the EIR analysis—all 

future RBC workers were to displace current Richmond residents at a 1:1 ratio, and then all 

displaced Richmond residents were to commute back to Richmond on a daily basis (a scenario 

that compounds several very unlikely assumptions), the environmental impacts of the displaced 

Richmond residents commuting back to Richmond would be roughly similar to what is analyzed 

and reported in the RBC EIR. That is because the total number of daily automobile trips would be 

roughly the same, whether they were RBC workers driving into Richmond, or former Richmond 

residents driving into Richmond.  

Master Response-2 (Coordination with City of Richmond General Plan) 
Some Commenters have expressed a concern that the RBC EIR and/or RBC Long Range 

Development Plan (LRDP) project do not address or adhere to provisions of the City of 

Richmond General Plan or South Shoreline Specific Plan.  

The RBC EIR considers provisions of the Richmond General Plan in each resource area; the EIR 

also identifies areas where there may be inconsistencies between the Richmond General Plan and 

the proposed Project. The Richmond General Plan is used as a guide and benchmark for 

anticipating future development both for impacts analyses (e.g., future traffic conditions) and for 

cumulative impacts analyses throughout the EIR. In each resource section in Chapter 4, under the 

Regulatory Considerations heading, there appears a summary of the Richmond General Plan 

goals, policies, and actions related to that specific resource. Information on the City of 

Richmond’s anticipated South Shoreline Specific Plan is discussed in the EIR’s cumulative 

analysis, addressing future development proposed in the plan area. Please also see Master 

Response-10 on cumulative impacts. 

Regarding adherence of the RBC LRDP with provisions of the Richmond General Plan or 

anticipated South Shoreline Specific Plans, as explained in the Draft EIR (see, e.g., page 1-6, 

Evaluation of Local Plans and Zoning), "the State of California and its constitutionally created 

agencies are generally exempt from a city's planning and zoning regulations...Because the RBC 

will be operated by the UC on UC land for UC purposes, it is exempt from local zoning 

regulations pursuant to Section 9 [referencing Article IX Section 9 of the California state 

constitution]. However, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory (LBNL) and UC Berkeley seek 

to cooperate with local jurisdictions to reduce any physical consequences of potential land use 

conflicts to the extent feasible."  
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Master Response-3 (Site Characterization) 
Some Commenters expressed a concern that the entire project site has not been characterized to 

identify all areas of contamination. Site characterization and cleanup activities have been 

conducted at the Richmond Field Station (RFS) beginning in the 1980s, through the present. 

Under the oversight of the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) beginning in 1999, 

UC investigated major sources of cinder, mercury, and polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) 

contamination in the uplands and marsh, resulting in significant contaminated soil and sediment 

removal – approximately 60,000 cubic yards. In 2005, agency oversight jurisdiction was 

transferred to the California Environmental Protection Agency, Department of Toxic Substances 

Control (DTSC), and the first significant document was completed the 2008:  the Current 

Conditions Report. The Current Conditions Report serves as a baseline of all known and 

suspected remaining contamination at the RFS and identifies data gaps to be investigated.  

In 2010, UC completed the Field Sampling Workplan (FSW) identifying the methods and five-

phase approach to completing site investigations at the RFS.  UC has since completed three 

phases of robust sampling, including soil data gaps and comprehensive groundwater analysis. UC 

has also completed several soil cleanup actions under the oversight of DTSC, and 5 years of 

sampling and monitoring of the cleanup of the contaminants identified at the Western Stege 

Marsh resulting in project completion. 

All major significant data gaps identified in the Current Conditions Report have been 

characterized, including RFS-wide groundwater. Remaining areas which have not been sampled 

to date will either be sampled in the future prior to any new projects within the Research, 

Education, and Support area, per the sampling protocols identified in the draft Removal Action 

Workplan (RAW) and its Appendix C, Soil Management Plan (SMP), or, for areas which require 

sampling within the Natural Open Space area, under the fourth and fifth phase of sampling, per 

the FSW. All sampling activities continue under the oversight and jurisdiction of DTSC pursuant 

to the Richmond Field Station Site Investigation and Remediation Order. 

The objective of site characterization is not the removal of all uncertainty from a site, but rather to 

gather sufficient information to support an informed risk management decision regarding which 

remedy appears to be most appropriate for a given site. DTSC concurred that adequate soil and 

groundwater characterization data have been collected to support the recommended remedy 

through their approval of the Final Site Characterization Report in May 2013. Additional soil 

characterization at all locations does not improve or affect the protectiveness of the recommended 

remedy, since the remedy includes proposed cleanup options for all future investigation results. 

The primary documents referenced can be found at DTSC’s EnviroStor website at:  

http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/profile_report.asp?global_id=07730003. 

The documents are also provided at the UC website for the RFS at: http://rfs-

env.berkeley.edu/index.html 

Master Response-4 (Timing of Site Remediation) 
Some Commenters insisted that all existing contamination should be completely removed before 

development at the RBC can begin. 

Land owners and regulatory agencies commonly develop cleanup strategies based on current or 

future land uses. The US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) typically considers the 

reasonably anticipated future land use of a site in the remedy selection process (EPA OSWER 

Directive 9355.7). Cleanups under DTSC oversight also allow for strategies to incorporate the 

most reasonable land use.  
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The site is currently safe for workers, visitors, and other receptors including visiting children, 

based on the Evaluation of Exposure to Contaminants at the University of California, Berkeley, 

Richmond Field Station, 1301 South 46th Street, Richmond, Contra Costa County, California, 

EPA Facility ID: CAD980673628, March 17, 2010 prepared by the California Department of 

Public Health under a cooperative agreement with the U.S. Department of Health and Human 

Services, Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ASTDR). The report concludes that 

“it is safe for people to walk on RFS grounds. The main exposure concern is to RFS maintenance 

workers who may dig and come into contact with contaminated soil… Much of the RFS is paved, 

has sidewalks or vegetation covering the soil, which limits contact and resuspension of soil into 

the air. Simply walking on the RFS grounds would not expose people to contaminants that would 

pose a health risk.”  The RAW, including the SMP, reflects consideration of, and protections for, 

the current and anticipated reuse scenarios, including onsite workers, staff, and all potential 

visitors. There is no added benefit or protectiveness provided by conducting cleanups before 

development at the site.  

Combining the cleanup with the future development allows UC to focus sampling and cleanup 

efforts in those areas most likely to change or be impacted during redevelopment. Because 

redevelopment of the site is expected, the RAW presents a SMP to ensure that sampling is 

conducted prior to development. If the sampling indicates that contamination is present, the area 

will be property remediated according to DTSC approval. This approach enables the proposed 

cleanup to focus the highest level of scrutiny to those areas most sensitive to future exposure. 

Cleanup coordinated with a development is both efficient and effective. Results from ongoing 

groundwater investigations support the finding that contamination currently present in soil is not 

migrating to groundwater.  

In regard to protection of receptors from exposure to groundwater chemicals, vapor intrusion to 

future receptors has been identified as the primary pathway of concern (RAW Section 2.7.2). 

Only two chemicals exceed the vapor intrusion remedial goal for groundwater: carbon 

tetrachloride and trichloroethylene (TCE). RAW Figure 2-9 shows sample locations with 

exceedances of this remedial goal. Carbon tetrachloride is proposed for monitored natural 

attenuation under the draft RAW, and TCE is proposed for monitoring and treatment as necessary 

under the Zeneca Order. Groundwater results support the finding that these chemicals are not 

migrating off-site or towards the Western Stege Marsh and the San Francisco Bay (Final 2013 

Groundwater Sampling Results Technical Memorandum, October 10, 2013), and therefore do not 

require more active cleanup measures than proposed. There are no current or proposed 

redevelopment projects in areas with groundwater remedial goals exceeded. The RAW mandates 

that DTSC be consulted before any future projects are considered in areas with groundwater 

contamination to ensure proper protection of future receptors. Finally, all groundwater at RFS 

will continue to be monitored under the existing groundwater monitoring program (Tetra Tech 

2012) and proposed long-term monitoring under the RAW. For additional discussion regarding 

TCE, please see Master Response-13. 

In regard to potential hazards in the Research, Education, and Support area which may impact 

adjacent or downgradient Natural Open Space areas, including Western Stege Marsh, all future 

investigations and recommended cleanups of soil, sediment, or surface waters within the Natural 

Open Space area will continue pursuant to the existing Site Investigation and Remediation Order 

for Richmond Field Station. Following receipt and analysis of investigation results, any future 

cleanup activities within the Natural Open Space area of soil, sediment, or surface water, 

including Western Stege Marsh, would be subject to public review documents such as a RAW or 

remedial action plan (RAP) under the oversight of DTSC in connection with the current RFS 

Order. In addition, UC continues to conduct annual sediment sampling at the restored portion of 
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the Western Stege Marsh. Data do not indicate that contaminants are at higher levels than 

previously encountered or that contaminant concentrations are increasing, therefore not 

suggesting that there is significant pollutant loading from Research, Education, and Support area 

soils or groundwater. 

Conducting the cleanup as development occurs also enables UC and DTSC to review the current 

science and regulatory policies to ensure that the most up-to-date policies are followed. The 

proposed cleanup action includes a yearly review of state and federal cleanup programs prior to 

initiation of new projects. 

Since the RAW and future implementation of the SMP are based on the current and most 

reasonable reuse scenarios, including onsite workers, staff, and all potential visitors, a cleanup 

prior to development does not increase the protectiveness of the cleanup. 

The primary documents referenced can be found at DTSC’s EnviroStor website at:  

http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/profile_report.asp?global_id=07730003 

The documents are also provided at the UC website for the RFS at: http://rfs-

env.berkeley.edu/index.html.  

Master Response-5 (Community Partnerships) 
Many Commenters sought more direct economic or social benefits from the proposed new 

development. 

The University (both UC Berkeley and LBNL) is committed to working with the community to 

leverage limited resources for the benefit of all parties, as evidenced in the last two years of 

planning for the RBC. UC Berkeley and LBNL are already strengthening and expanding 

partnerships in the Richmond community in education, research and public service, and outreach 

for employment and procurement opportunities. Some examples of existing initiatives and actions 

include:  

Programs at Richmond Schools 

In a partnership that has extended more than 40 years, at Richmond High School the 

University offers college access programs and services through Berkeley’s Center for 

Educational Partnerships. Programs include UC Berkeley's Destination College Advising 

Corps and the University's Early Academic Outreach Program. 

Over the past two academic years students from Richmond High School are assisting the City 

of Richmond with the identification of local transportation issues and opportunities through 

Y-Plan. Y-Plan (Youth-Plan, Learn, Act Now!) is a UC Center for Cities and Schools award-

winning initiative that engages youth as stakeholders and participants in local planning 

projects with the mentorship of UC Berkeley students.  

Richmond High was the first high school visited by new UC Berkeley Chancellor Nicholas 

Dirks in October 2013. 

The LBNL Center for Science Education and Engineering programs match high school and 

community college students from disadvantaged neighborhoods with paid LBNL summer 

internships. For applications and more information about LBNL’s science education program 

please go to: http://csee.lbl.gov/. 

http://csee.lbl.gov/
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UC Berkeley Course- and Fieldwork in Richmond 

Graduate level courses regularly seek Richmond-based clients for applied coursework and 

fieldwork, including Community Organizing, Community Based Participatory Research, 

Program Planning and Program Evaluation in the School of Public Health (SPH), and studios 

in the Department of City and Regional Planning (DCRP). During the 2013-14 academic 

year, students in Environmental Policy and Regulation (DCRP) are assisting the City of 

Richmond to develop its first-ever Climate Action Plan (CAP).  

Institutional Partnerships 

UC faculty have developed strong partnerships with the City of Richmond and other local 

institutions. Professor Jason Corburn (DCRP/SPH) has supported and advised the Richmond 

Health Equity Partnership, which includes leadership from the West Contra Costa Unified 

School District, the City of Richmond, and Contra Costa Health Services and is funded in 

part by the California Endowment. 

Professors Corburn and Malo Andre Hutson (DCRP) have also led teams of graduate students 

to support Healthy Richmond, a 10-year partnership between community organizations, the 

City of Richmond, and foundations to improve the health of children and youth in Richmond. 

This work is part of the Building Healthy Communities initiative, sponsored by the California 

Endowment. 

Part of the Center for Cities and Schools (DRRP), the PLUS (Planning and Learning United 

for Systems-Change) Leadership Initiative continues to place interdisciplinary graduate 

students with the West Contra Costa Unified School District, where they are supporting the 

development and implementation of Full Service Community Schools in Richmond. 

UC Berkeley's Graduate School of Education prepares leaders for San Francisco Bay Area 

urban schools through the Principal’s Leadership Institute. Students completing the program 

receive a Masters Degree in Education and a recommendation toward an Administrative 

Services Credential. This Credential authorizes service as a superintendent, associate 

superintendent, deputy superintendent, principal, assistant principal, dean, supervisor, 

consultant, coordinator, or in an equivalent or intermediate-level administrative position. 

Upon graduation, school leaders can participate in the Leadership Support program, offering 

one-on-one coaching, monthly meetings, etc. Thirty-six percent of West Contra Costa 

Unified School District administrators are Principal’s Leadership Institute graduates.  

Engaged Scholarship 

UC faculty from departments like the School of Public Health and Environmental Science, 

Policy, and Management have a history of engaged scholarship in Richmond, on issues like 

environmental justice, smoking prevention, community organizing for public health, and 

more.  

Capacity Building 

University programs such as the Haas Institute for a Fair and Inclusive Society participate in 

and provide leadership for community capacity building programs. The CCISCO letter on the 

Draft EIR includes one example of this work.  

Regional Partnerships for Education, Workforce and Economic Development  

UC Berkeley is a member of several regional partnerships that serve Richmond residents 

including: the “Design It— Build It—Ship It”  Department of Labor-funded  partnership that 

includes Contra Costa Community College District, industry, and workforce representatives; 

the East Bay Biomedical Manufacturing Network, which promotes East Bay business 
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assistance, technology transfer, education and training, and economic development; and the 

East Bay Green Corridor Partnership, which focuses on business and workforce development 

in green technology and innovation. 

LBNL through its Workforce Development and Education programs has engaged with the 

Richmond community in a number of different ways. Here are some examples:  

a. Family Science Night at Washington Elementary School in Point Richmond  

b. Several Richmond and West Contra Costa Unified School District fifth grade classes 

have come and will come to participate in the onsite BLAZES program for 5th graders. 

BLAZES provides hands-on activities, a research lab tour, and talks from scientist 

volunteers. LBNL provides bus transportation for several classes that are otherwise 

unable to come, working with WCCUSD Superintendent Bruce Harter's office. 

c. Richmond students were involved in a new program with Google hangout held in 

February, 2014. LBNL education staff serves on the Richmond High School Engineering 

Academy Advisory Board. 

d. LBNL provided a community Bubble Festival spring 2013 as part of a program at the 

Richmond Art Center and hope to do the same in spring 2014. 

e. LBNL recruits interns from Contra Costa College each year for Community College 

Internship and Science Undergraduate Laboratory Internship programs, working 

with Contra Costa College's Center for Science Excellence. 

The University expects this work to continue, both as the community refines its own 

understanding of where University resources can make the most difference, and as the University 

develops additional programs with potential for outreach and engagement at the growing RBC. 

Ongoing partnerships between UC Berkeley, LBNL, and the community do not require revisions 

to the Draft EIR nor further analysis in this Final EIR. The purpose of the environmental impact 

report is to comply with CEQA.  CEQA requires analysis of impacts to the physical environment. 

See Section 15064 (d)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines.  

The University works to ensure a diverse pool of applicants for campus positions, and makes 

good faith efforts to monitor and meet affirmative action goals. The UC Berkeley community is 

committed to being a leading institution with respect to diversity and inclusion, with a division of 

Equity, Inclusion, and Diversity reporting directly to the Chancellor, and a director of “Staff 

Diversity Initiatives” (see diversity.berkeley.edu Organizational Chart). A core principle is, “We 

recognize the intrinsic relationship between diversity and excellence in our endeavors.”  As 

operations of the RBC expand, the University expects to grow outreach efforts to the Richmond 

community for any and all employment opportunities. Diversity in employment, and how to 

undertake effective opportunity outreach, are ongoing discussion topics between the University 

and the Richmond community but are not physical impacts of the proposed LRDP, and are not 

discussed in detail in this EIR. 

The University recognizes that Richmond is a unique community with a unique history, and 

anticipates a long and fruitful partnership that allows the RBC to thrive in a context of community 

well-being. 
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Master Response-6 (Biological Resource Surveys) 
Some Commenters suggested that the biological resource surveys of site were not sufficient to 

characterize existing conditions for the purposes of RBC EIR analysis. 

Since 2000, numerous studies have been conducted at the RFS to document existing biological 

resources and conditions. More recently, the University has commissioned several new studies to 

complement and update this information, especially for the defined area that would be affected by 

the LRDP. This information was used to describe current conditions and form the environmental 

baseline for the EIR impact analysis. These studies and surveys are identified on Draft EIR page 

4-55 and pages 4-87 and 4-88. The earlier surveys and reports include an RFS botanical survey 

(URS 2007); a monitoring report for the Western Stege Marsh Restoration Project (Tetra Tech, 

2010); a report on flowering plants at RFS (Lidicker, et. al., 1992 with a 2003 update); an RFS 

biological assessment report (Blasland, Bouck and Lee, 2003); and an article on Remnant Coastal 

Terrace Prairie at RFS (Amme, 2005). The recent and RBC-related reports and surveys include an 

RFS Habitat Assessment Report (WRA, et al, 2011); an RFS Grasslands Constraints Analysis 

(WRC, et al, 2013); a wetland delineation survey (Tetra Tech, 2013); and a general biological 

survey (Tetra Tech, 2013).  

Indeed, among large development sites in California, the RFS is uncommon for the extent to 

which its biota has been characterized and studied. The proposed RBC site has had a long 

association with UC Berkeley and has been a field site for research for many years. In his 1993 

report for the University, biologist David Amme includes appendices that include: a listing of 

Ecological Research Programs at the RFS beginning as early as 1963; lists of species found on 

the site including reptiles and amphibians of the RFS, mammals of the RFS, birds recorded in the 

grasslands at the UC RFS January 1987 to March 1989; and grassland maps. Amme’s 1993 report 

and other recent reports are available for public review on the internet (see rfs-env.berkeley.edu/ 

restoration.html). In addition to published studies completed for the RBC LRDP and EIR effort, 

the University has maintained a plant inventory of the site, "The Flora of the Richmond Field 

Station" (Ertter compendium) initiated by Professor William Lidicker and updated by Dr. Barbara 

Ertter, curator of Western North American Flora at the Jepson Herbarium. This work is cited in 

the Watershed project report at page 29 (Watershed Project 2007). The 2007 work of The 

Watershed Project on restoration at the RFS included collaboration between UC Berkeley’s 

Jepson Herbarium, established to understand and conserve California flora, as well as UC 

Berkeley faculty, staff, and local restorationists. 

The level of detail and methodology used in these surveys is adequate and appropriate for a 

programmatic EIR level analysis and meets the requirements of CEQA (CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15168 et seq.). For more detailed information about the surveys and protocols involving 

site grasslands, please see Master Response-16. 

Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), future specific projects proposed at the RBC 

would be evaluated for the need for further, updated, or more in-depth biological resources 

studies. Please also see revisions to mitigation measure BIO-5 in Master Response-16.  

Master Response-7 (Concerns Outside the University's Jurisdiction) 
Several Commenters have requested discretionary actions that are not part of the scope of the 

RBC LRDP or EIR analysis and that are not within the jurisdiction of UC. Commenters are 

respectfully advised to direct such requests to the appropriate local, state, and/or federal agencies 

that may have the discretionary authority to grant such requests, or to private organizations over 

which the University has no authority. The Commenters' requests are noted by the University in 

this Final EIR.  
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Master Response-8 (Community Advisory Group) 
Some Commenters have requested the establishment of a RBC Community Advisory Group 

(CAG) or other RBC-related community outreach. 

Since LBNL’s identification of the Richmond properties as the preferred site in 2012, UCB and 

LBNL have been holding open public meetings to seek community input, comments, and 

questions. Such planning outreach efforts have included community workshops featuring 

discussion of transportation, campus character, utilities, and sustainability, resulting in the 

identification of principles to guide RBC planning and development. Community workshops in 

2012 and 2013 focused on the science envisioned to be conducted at the new campus, 

architectural and site character, and the draft LRDP. Several public meetings were held in 2013 

for environmental and regulatory purposes, including a CEQA scoping session, a Draft EIR 

public hearing, and meetings to discuss the proposed RAW. The University has met with the City 

of Richmond regularly; the University has maintained a website for distribution of information 

about RBC planning. 

The University has made clear in its presentations to the public that it intends to continue to 

engage the community in forthcoming public meetings and forums on a variety of issues. The 

University also intends to further develop its relationship and lines of communication with the 

neighboring communities. In addition, the University is working on community partnership 

initiatives. These are considered sufficient, appropriate, and effective ways to engage the public at 

this time.  

Master Response-9 (Scale of Development) 
Some Commenters have opined that the proposed RBC LRDP would overdevelop and/or 

overpopulate the site. Some Commenters have further claimed that full RBC development under 

the 2014 LRDP would be out of scale with the surrounding area. 

Using local benchmarks, the RBC site would not be "overdeveloped" under the proposed LRDP. 

The City of Richmond General Plan 2030 designates land uses and sets parameters for 

development density and intensity throughout the City. While these designations don't apply to 

the proposed RBC, they can be useful in evaluating how RBC development would compare to 

similar and adjacent land uses. The "Business/Light Industrial" land use classification, which 

includes "institutional uses such as a large-scale research and development campus" and which 

applies to land uses surrounding the proposed RBC site, prescribes a development intensity Floor-

Area-Ratio (FAR) of up to 3.0. As noted in the Community Draft LRDP at page 4.10, with 5.4 

million square feet the FAR of the RBC would be 1.15. Even at full LRDP development, the 

RBC project would be substantially below the allowable development intensity of a comparable 

parcel in the City's planning jurisdiction. 

Environmental effects and impacts of full LRDP implementation on the shoreline and other 

resource areas are fully described and analyzed in RBC LRDP Draft EIR Chapter 4. 

Further, the LRDP presents an overview of anticipated development at the RBC site; specific 

projects will be analyzed and approved individually. Please also see Master Response-14.  

Master Response-10 (Cumulative Impact Analysis) 
The LRDP EIR’s comprehensive cumulative impact analysis portrays projected future growth in 

the relevant resource study areas for each resource topic as it was understood by the University at 

the time of the LRDP EIR’s drafting. To assess cumulative impacts, CEQA Guidelines Section 

15130 requires that a lead agency use either a “list of past, present, and probable future projects” 

or a “summary of projections contained in an adopted local, regional or statewide plan, or related 
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planning document.”  For the LRDP EIR, the University conservatively used both a list of 

projects and a summary of projections as the basis for its analysis. (See Draft EIR, pp. 4-3 to 4-6.)  

The list of projects included the following probable future projects: Bio-Rad Laboratories 

office/laboratory upgrade, Marina Bay Ferry Terminal, Marina Bay/trails landscaping, Officer 

Bradley A. Moody Memorial Underpass, Fort Building rehabilitation, and Terminal One 

development. (For the Alameda alternative, the University analyzed an appropriate set of projects 

and plans focused on the area around the potential Alameda site.)  The University derived its 

summary of projections from the City of Richmond’s General Plan 2030 (“General Plan”). The 

City began General Plan development in November 2005; a Notice of Preparation was issued in 

February 2008; and the General Plan EIR was released in February 2011 and ultimately adopted 

in April 2012 with the accompanying CEQA documentation. Hence, that plan represents very 

recent projections of growth and development. The Draft EIR also includes a reference to the 

City’s South Shoreline Specific Plan, which is within the boundaries of the City’s General Plan 

and is in the preliminary planning phase, and used the projections for the proposed SSSP site 

included in the General Plan. By combining the aforementioned probable future projects with the 

city’s General Plan projections, the University grounded its cumulative impacts analysis in a 

more extensive and inclusive set of assumptions than CEQA mandates.  

The geographic scope of the LRDP EIR’s analysis, furthermore, is appropriate for the cumulative 

impacts under consideration. With respect to cumulative impacts on traffic, for instance, the 

University employed the CCTA Countywide Travel Demand Model, which incorporates 

assumptions about residential and non-residential growth consistent with the Association of Bay 

Area Governments’ projections; these growth assumptions were verified for consistency with the 

City of Richmond’s General Plan. (See Draft EIR, App. F, p. 73.)  With respect to toxic air 

contaminants (TACs), the Draft EIR discloses emissions from sources located within the 

BAAQMD-recommended 1,000-foot zone of impacts. (See Draft EIR, pp. 4-49 to 4-53.)  With 

respect to the many other cumulative impact discussions too numerous to include here, the Draft 

EIR defines the geographic scope of cumulative impacts to include projects within an appropriate 

distance from the RBC based on the nature of the impact and resource concerned. 

Despite the University’s inclusion of more comprehensive and conservative assumptions that the 

CEQA Guidelines require, the scope and nature of the LRDP prevent the University from 

engaging in the type of project-specific cumulative impact analysis suggested by some 

Commenters. This EIR is a programmatic analysis covering several decades of potential 

development; as described throughout the EIR, there are no proposals at this time for specific 

RBC development that the University could review and evaluate. Furthermore, apart from the 

probable future projects listed above and considered in the Draft EIR, there are no proposals from 

entities other than the University that are sufficiently advanced to warrant consideration. While 

establishing overall space and population projections for the entire campus is "reasonably 

foreseeable" for CEQA analysis in this document, a detailed analysis of specific future projects 

that no one has yet defined or proposed would be a speculative exercise beyond what CEQA 

requires. Although several Commenters have requested identification and analysis of cumulative 

impacts involving such future projects—including future research programs, future private 

ventures and partnerships, and future indirect growth outside of the RBC (restaurants, service 

retail, etc.)—the University can evaluate unknown future development only in a broad and 

general way at this time and in this programmatic EIR. The City of Richmond’s General Plan 

provides the best currently approved summary of projections for such future growth and therefore 

formed a crucial component of the EIR’s cumulative impact analysis assumptions. The University 

will complete cumulative impact analysis of future proposals—with updated cumulative impact 

assumptions, as appropriate—when those proposals are ready for CEQA review. Please also see 

Master Response-14. 
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In addition to the recently adopted General Plan, the City of Richmond is currently preparing a 

South Shoreline Specific Plan (“SSSP”). Although the City of Richmond is many months or even 

years away from adopting the SSSP, thus preventing the University from considering specific 

elements of that document as part of the LRDP EIR’s summary of projections for cumulative 

impact analysis, the University acknowledges the city’s preparation of the SSSP. The Draft EIR 

notes that the SSSP is a foreseeable development plan (subject to discretionary action by the 

Richmond city council) expected to tier off the recently adopted General Plan and promote higher 

residential densities, industrial, research, and development uses. As the City of Richmond has 

described, “[t]he Specific Plan [SSSP] will facilitate the implementation of Richmond's new 

General Plan.”  (See http://www.ci.richmond.ca.us/index.aspx?NID=2647 (last visited April 7, 

2014).)  In its comment letter on the LRDP Draft EIR, the city also noted that it is “in the early 

stages of building on … General Plan Policies and Goals, through preparing a South Shoreline 

Specific Plan to be compatible with and facilitate the planned Richmond Bay Campus within the 

City’s broader land use planning area…. At the time of this DEIR public review, we recognize 

that we have not filed a Notice of Preparation for the SSSP. Accordingly, we appreciate that the 

DEIR has not had the benefit of considering the City’s proposed plans with any degree of 

certainty.”  (City of Richmond, letter to Philliber dated January 21, 2014, p. 2.) 

The City’s comment letter recommended that, when the University proposes subsequent specific 

projects under the LRDP, the University should utilize future projections that reflect the then-

current growth potential for parcels within the South Shoreline Area; the city also stated that it 

will continue to communicate with the University regarding the city’s analysis of shoreline 

development potential, which will provide relevant information for the University’s analysis of 

any future specific projects at the RBC. (City of Richmond, letter to Philliber dated January 21, 

2014, pp. 4-5.)  The University will follow this suggested course of action during any subsequent 

consideration of specific projects proposed for the RBC, and the University will update its 

cumulative assumptions to reflect the development potential encapsulated within the SSSP or any 

other future planning document that the City of Richmond may adopt. 

The University additionally notes that the City of Richmond will prepare its own CEQA analysis 

of the SSSP’s impacts, although that CEQA analysis has not yet begun because of the SSSP’s 

inchoate status. This CEQA analysis will include consideration of the cumulative impacts of 

development along the Richmond shoreline, including the RBC’s potential development as 

anticipated in the LRDP. Thus, should the SSSP ultimately encompass substantially different 

development assumptions from the adopted General Plan, the City of Richmond’s CEQA analysis 

of the SSSP and of any potential accompanying General Plan amendment will capture the 

resulting differences in cumulative impacts. At this time, however, the University cannot and did 

not analyze specific development assumptions that the City of Richmond may in the future adopt 

through the SSSP.  

Master Response-11 (Climate Action Plan and Greenhouse Gas Emissions) 
As noted by several Commenters, the RBC LRDP Draft EIR found a significant unavoidable 

impact due to greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) associated with operations at the RBC. It is not 

uncommon for major plans to conservatively find that climate change impacts may be significant, 

given the difficulty of quantifying emission reductions in the abstract. See, for example, City of 

Richmond General Plan EIR, p 3.6-28, which concluded that even after implementation of 

mitigation measures, operational impacts of the General Plan would increase GHG emissions 

above Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) thresholds.  

The University will develop a CAP that complies with University policy and meets State 

requirements. Given UC President Napolitano's January 2014 announcement that UC will achieve 
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carbon neutrality by 2025, the CAP will outline how the RBC would achieve carbon neutrality by 

2025, using a mix of energy efficiency, renewable energy, and offset measures, including 

measures being undertaken at the system-wide level. These existing commitments are sufficient 

to constitute the CAP for the RBC in this phase. Starting in 2014, the RBC would have a 

greenhouse gas emissions inventory separate from the main UC Berkeley campus. Work to 

expand and formalize a CAP (beyond the existing policy requirements) would coincide with the 

design phase of the first new building construction project. The University expects to also 

consider and include appropriate policies developed in the pending City of Richmond CAP. 

The Draft EIR appropriately mitigates impacts of the RBC LRDP related to GHG emissions; 

measures would be implemented as the campus is developed. The development and use of a CAP 

to ensure that future GHG emissions are avoided or minimized is consistent with state law and 

BAAQMD guidance that supports the use of a GHG reduction strategy. CAPs provide a 

framework for reducing site- or facility-wide emissions, so that while each individual project may 

not be able to meet Assembly Bill (AB) 32 or Executive Order targets, the CAP’s facility-wide 

programs help meet the facility’s aggregate targets. CAPs are being used widely by institutions 

and cities to comply with AB 32. In the LRDP itself, the fact that the RBC will be subject to 

system-wide sustainability policies has been noted. See, for example, page 4.39 of the LRDP, 

policy S6 (second bullet).  

Mitigation measure MM GHG-1 lists the performance standards that the CAP will meet. The 

CAP is required to include target emission rates per service population that are consistent with 

AB 32 and Executive Order S-3-05. The service population rate of 4.6 metric ton of carbon 

dioxide equivalent (MTCOe) per service person is the BAAQMD-recommended rate based on 

AB 32. However, the Draft EIR acknowledges that this rate would not apply to growth that 

occurs after 2020 and therefore requires that the CAP be prepared with a more stringent target 

emission rate that complies with Executive Order S-3-05.  

The mitigation measure also identifies the types of measures that would be included in the CAP 

and applied campus-wide and/or in conjunction with specific building projects that are proposed 

on the campus. Similar to the CAPs developed and currently being implemented at UC campuses, 

the RBC CAP would identify existing and future emission sources and emission levels; establish 

reduction targets that are consistent with AB 32, Executive Order S-3-05, and UC Sustainability 

Policy; identify campus-wide and project-specific measures to be implemented in conjunction 

with specific building projects; and list monitoring requirements. If, based on monitoring, it is 

determined that additional measures are needed, the CAP would be expanded to include them. 

The Attorney General's list of mitigation measures, and those that are proposed in the pending 

City of Richmond CAP, would be considered for inclusion in the RBC CAP. At minimum the 

CAP would include all items listed at page 4-137 of the Draft EIR, including "programs to track 

energy use and discover opportunities to reduce waste"; "aggressive recycling goals with 

incentives" "composting systems for general buildings and dining areas"; "incentives for drivers 

using renewable fuel or hybrid vehicles" and "design guidelines for new buildings that require 

specific levels of energy efficiency."   

As the information and technologies available to control or avoid GHG emissions continue to 

evolve, the CAP would continue to be updated and refined. This would be consistent with the 

practice at other UC campuses.  

As noted at p. 4-132 of the Draft EIR, default emissions factors were used to develop estimates 

for GHG emissions, given that no specific building project was under development for analysis. 

Therefore, as stated in the Draft EIR (page 4-136), the findings are conservative. Development at 

the RBC site would implement each of the sustainability measures included in the LRDP itself, 
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including "Maximize on-site generation of renewable energy" and "Purchase grid power from 

100% renewable sources where available at reasonable cost" (see RBC Community Draft LRDP, 

November 2013, p. 4.38), as well as UC President Napolitano's new policy that the University 

would achieve carbon neutrality in its operations by 2025, using a mix of energy efficiency, 

renewable energy, and offset measures, including measures being undertaken at the system-wide 

level.  

Please see UC Berkeley's CAP and annual Sustainability Reports for samples of plans and reports 

on greenhouse gas and sustainability measures. Similar reports would be prepared for the RBC 

site. 

GHG emissions that would result from the vehicle trips to the RBC site were estimated and 

included in the total non-stationary source GHG emissions associated with the proposed project 

and reported on page 4-136. The Draft EIR explains that the non-stationary source emissions are 

evenly split between electricity use and vehicle travel. As the impact from these emissions would 

be significant, the Draft EIR MM GHG-1 includes the preparation and implementation of a CAP, 

which will include measures to minimize vehicle trips and encourage the use of renewable fuel 

vehicles. Please also see Master Response-15. 

Master Response-12 (Bicycles and the Bay Trail) 
 

Physical Impacts 

Commenters express concern that the RBC would cause deterioration and increase maintenance 

costs for the regional Bay Trail and related facilities, and argue that the RBC should mitigate 

these costs with funding and improvements to the Bay Trail.  

On the main Berkeley campus, UC Berkeley has a history of partnering with the City of Berkeley 

to apply for grant funding for improvements in the public right of way, such as those that widened 

sidewalks on the south side of Center Street between Oxford and Shattuck. More recently, UC 

Berkeley has partnered with the City of Berkeley to design improvements on Hearst Avenue. The 

University looks forward to fruitful partnerships with agencies in the vicinity of the RBC site for 

mutually desirable improvements in public rights of way. These mutually beneficial partnerships, 

however, are the result of collaborative efforts and not required as mitigation for environmental 

impacts.  

Under CEQA, thresholds of significance are used to help public agencies determine when an 

action may create an environmental effect that is considered significant. For the Bay Trail, the 

relevant question is whether or not development of the RBC would “substantially degrade” this 

facility. Common measures of degradation would be if use resulted in deterioration of the 

amenity, or if RBC development reduced the availability of this amenity. The City of Richmond 

General Plan EIR noted “a significant impact would occur … if the use of existing park facilities 

by new residents causes a substantial physical deterioration of those facilities.” (General Plan 

Draft EIR, p. 3.11-7, February 2011).  

The RBC Draft EIR concludes that development under the LRDP would not substantially degrade 

parks and recreational facilities including the Bay Trail. This finding is consistent with the City of 

Richmond General Plan EIR finding that assumed much more development and the addition of 

many more residents to Richmond. The General Plan included Policy CR1.D, requiring “property 

owners along the shoreline to provide maximum feasible public access to the shoreline and to 

complete the Bay Trail” as part of any project approval process. See City of Richmond General 

Plan EIR, Section 3.14. None of the RBC Draft EIR comment letters present criteria for 
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determining otherwise. Nor do these letters point to any existing studies that might help measure 

how trail usage—rather than for example weather and age—is linked to deterioration. Further, 

facilities along the trail such as vault toilets and trash containers are likely more highly used by 

recreational visitors than noon time users recreating from their work place along the shoreline, or 

commuting cyclists going between home and work. One reason for this is that RBC staff would 

have access to their own workplace restrooms that, in all likelihood, would be more pleasant for 

them to use than public restrooms located along the Bay Trail. 

Finally, these comments fail to note that the RBC LRDP includes development of a connection 

through the RBC at Lark Drive that parallels the Bay Trail and would alleviate some portion of 

demand for the Bay Trail. This connection is consistent with bicycle improvements envisioned at 

the Richmond General Plan as shown in the City of Richmond General Plan EIR, Figure 3.14-9. 

As described in the RBC LRDP, Lark Drive will be configured to promote pedestrian and bicycle 

use. 

Commuter Bicycling Projections  

As described in the Draft EIR (page 4-222), according to the Bay Area Travel Survey (BATS) 

2000 conducted by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), about 1.8% of home-

based work trips in the Bay Area were made by bicycle, and at full development of the campus, 

up to 175 new employees (1.8% of the 9,700 new employees) could use the trail on a daily basis 

to commute to RBC. This is a conservative assumption, as not all employees commuting by 

bicycle would use the Bay Trail.  

A number of Commenters have stated that the MTC study is outdated and that bicycling as a 

recreational and commute option has significantly increased over the last decade and a half. 

Commenters have stated that the percentage of home-based work trips made by bicycles is 

higher, with suggestions that the EIR analyze rates ranging from 8% to 20%. One Commenter 

suggests that because the LRDP includes a policy to provide bicycle parking for 20% of peak 

period occupancy in a building at the RBC (See LRDP policy ACP2), the EIR analysis should 

assume that 20% of campus commuters may arrive on bicycles, but this fails to account for 

potential bike sharing programs on the project site (also discussed in ACP2) and the fact that peak 

period building usage may result from events or activities in a building, with users subsequently 

returning to other buildings across the site. An analogy would be standards for disabled parking 

and toilet facilities: providing capacity to accommodate bicycle parking does not equate to 

demand. 

MTC prepared an update to the Regional Bicycle Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area in 2009, 

relying on U.S. Census 2000 information (Regional Bicycle Plan Update, MTC, 2009, p. 17). The 

City of Richmond Bicycle Master Plan also reports data from the 2000 Census and indicates that 

in 2000, about 0.6% of home to work trips in Richmond were made by bicycle. More recent data 

published by the U.S. Census Bureau as part of the annual American Community Surveys (2005 

through 2012) was examined for the San Jose-San Francisco-Oakland combined statistical area, 

City of Richmond, Contra Costa County and Alameda County to determine what percentage of 

home-based work trips are made by bicycle in the years since the MTC study was published. 

Table 1 below presents the percentages for the combined statistical area, the City and the two 

counties. As the data show, although the use of bicycles for transit to work has increased over the 

last decade and a half, bicycling as a means of transit to work continues to make only 1.8% of the 

total transit to work trips. Therefore the Draft EIR rate of 1.8% is appropriate.  
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Year 

San Jose-San 

Francisco-Oakland* City of Richmond 

Contra Costa 

County Alameda County 

Bicycle as 

Means of 

Transit to 

Work (%) 

Margin 

of Error 

(+/-) 

Bicycle as 

Means of 

Transit to 

Work (%) 

Margin 

of Error 

(+/-) 

Bicycle as 

Means of 

Transit to 

Work (%) 

Margin 

of 

Error 

(+/-) 

Bicycle as 

Means of 

Transit to 

Work (%) 

Margin 

of 

Error 

(+/-) 

2012 1.8 0.1 1.5 1.1 0.4 0.1 1.9 0.3 

2011 1.8 0.2 1.1 0.8 0.5 0.1 2.2 0.3 

2010 1.5 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.7 0.2 1.4 0.3 

2009 1.5 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.6 0.2 1.7 0.3 

2008 1.6 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.2 1.4 0.2 

2007 1.3 0.1 0.3 0.4 0.7 0.3 1.4 0.2 

2006 1.2 0.1 0.7 0.8 0.5 0.2 1.6 0.3 

2005 1.0 0.1 0.8 0.7 0.5 0.2 0.9 0.2 

Source: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 

2005- 2012 

    * Combined Statistical Area 
       

However, the data indicates that the use of bicycles for transit to work has been increasing at an 

annual rate of approximately 10% for the San Jose-San Francisco-Oakland combined statistical 

area as a whole. If this trend is maintained, by 2020, about 3.86% of the home-based work trips 

would be made by bicycles and by 2030, about 10% of the home-based work trips would be made 

by bicycle. These rates would not be achieved everywhere in the Bay Area; in fact, the City of 

Richmond bicycle plan projects that Richmond could triple the number of cycling commuters, 

which would still result in a percentage of cycling commuters far below 10% (City of Richmond 

Bicycle Master Plan, October 2011, p. 32). As the table above shows, the rates for the City of 

Richmond and Contra Costa County are currently lower than the Bay Area average. It may be 

reasonable to assume that a campus in Richmond would have a bicycle commute rate near the 

range of that in the City of Richmond: the existing bicycle commute rate for UC Berkeley campus 

faculty and staff is approximately 10% (source:  UC Berkeley 2013 Sustainability Report, p. 39), 

which is only slightly higher than the City of Berkeley’s bicycle commute rate of 8% (source:  

City of Berkeley Climate Action Goals & Metrics for Transportation & Land Use, 

http://www.cityofberkeley.info/ContentDisplay.aspx?id=71002#Goal_2:_Increase_cycling_and_

walking) and UC Berkeley is generally much more bicycle accessible than the RBC. (Note that 

the cycling commute rates at LBNL are more influenced by the significant elevation change at the 

existing Berkeley site and so less relevant to projections of future behavior at the RBC site.) 

For purposes of discussion here, however, if a future rate of 10% is used for cycling commuters 

to and from the RBC, at full development about 970 employees would use bicycles to commute 

from home to work. As noted above, not all these trips would be made via the Bay Trail. Trips 

would not be added to the trail immediately but incrementally over time as new buildings are 

built on the RBC. Even this very conservative projection would not be reasonably expected to 

“substantially degrade” the Bay Trail and trigger a significant impact.  
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Master Response-13 (Groundwater Contamination) 
Some Commenters suggested that it is not appropriate to defer clean-up of the former Zeneca site 

due to concerns about migrating groundwater contamination.  

The Draft EIR Section 3.9 (RFS Contamination) presents the University’s role in conducting 

environmental actions under the oversight of the DTSC under Docket No. IS/E-RAO 06/07-004, 

Site Investigation and Remediation Order for the Richmond Field Station (RFS Order). The 

proposed cleanup actions necessary to ensure there are no unsafe or unwarranted exposures at the 

RBC to historic contaminants at RFS are proposed in the draft RAW for the cleanup of soil in 

developable areas (Research, Education, and Support areas) and groundwater throughout RFS. 

Ongoing investigation and future cleanup activities for the Natural Open Space are subject to 

DTSC’s continued oversight under the RFS Order. 

The draft RAW specifies that the remedy for contaminants in groundwater originating from the 

former Zeneca Site, including TCE and its breakdown components, is subject to Docket No. IS/E-

RAO 06/07-005, Site Investigation and Remediation Order for the Zeneca Site (Zeneca Order). 

The draft RAW also states that on-going monitoring for groundwater impacted by TCE will 

continue under the current RFS Site-wide groundwater monitoring program, in addition to any 

requirements necessary for contaminants in groundwater originating from the former Zeneca Site 

per the Zeneca Order. 

DTSC is currently reviewing the draft final Feasibility Study and Remedial Action Plan 

(FS/RAP) under the Zeneca Order. The FS/RAP summarizes the remedial actions, source 

removal activities, and pilot and treatability studies that have been conducted at the Campus Bay 

site to date and evaluates the various remedial alternatives developed for the Campus Bay site 

including addressing the contaminants in groundwater that originates on Lots 1, 2, and 3 of the 

Campus Bay site and extend onto the eastern portion of the RBC near the RFS Corporation Yard 

and Building 478. The FS/RAP will propose a monitoring and cleanup strategy for contaminants 

present at RFS which originate from the Zeneca Site. It is DTSC’s responsibility to ensure that 

the recommended remedy for contaminants originating from the Zeneca site is protective of the 

RFS property, and the remedial action objectives established within the RFS Order. 

In regard to specific TCE contamination at RFS, the draft RAW presents a remedial goal of 270 

micrograms per liter (ug/L) for TCE in groundwater which is based on protecting against vapor 

intrusion risks for the commercial use receptor. This remedial goal is not a proposed cleanup 

standard, but instead is the concentration which merits the collection of a soil-gas sample to 

determine if TCE (or other contaminants) are migrating from groundwater to near subsurface 

soils.  

The TCE identified near Building 478 is currently being monitored by DTSC under a pilot 

treatment study. Regarding the TCE contamination near the Corporation Yard, with the exception 

of one groundwater sample collected from piezometer RFS-GW-B178 collected in September 

2010, TCE concentrations are less than the remedial goal. Consequently, in October 2011, Zeneca 

collected soil-gas samples near piezometer RFS-GW-B178 and at other locations within the 

Corporation Yard to evaluate if TCE or other compound were migrating from groundwater to 

subsurface soils. The results of the soil-gas samples were compared to the site-specific goals 

(SSG) calculated by Zeneca for the commercial/industrial worker (CIW) and 

groundskeeper/maintenance worker (GMW). The detected concentrations detected in the soil-gas 

samples in the RFS Corporation Yard including near piezometer RFS-GW-B178 were all less 

than the CIW and GMW SSGs. In addition, the soil-gas data was compared to the California 

Human Health Screening Level (CHHSL) for vapor intrusion in the commercial/industrial land 
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use scenario: the soil-gas data results less than the applicable CHHSLs. Finally, the TCE 

concentrations in groundwater samples collected in piezometer RFS-GW-B178 in five subsequent 

sampling events have been substantially lower than the remedial goal for TCE in groundwater. 

TCE concentrations in groundwater will continue to be monitored under the on-going 

groundwater monitoring program at RFS and UC will consult with DTSC in the event future TCE 

concentrations in groundwater increase and exceed the remedial goal provided in the RAW, or if 

any other specific actions must be conducted to be within compliance with the FS/RAP prepared 

under the Zeneca Order, when finalized by DTSC.  

The primary documents referenced can be found at DTSC’s EnviroStor website at:  

http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/profile_report.asp?global_id=07730003. 

The documents are also provided at the UC website for the RFS at: http://rfs-

env.berkeley.edu/index.html  

Master Response-14 (Community Review) 
The State of California grants municipalities the right of local governance, delegating land use 

planning to city councils and boards of supervisors (State of California, A Citizen’s Guide to 

Planning, Introduction, at ceres.ca.gov/planning/planning_guide/plan_index.html). However the 

state maintains planning authority for its own agencies. As summarized in the Draft EIR at page 

1-6, the University was established by Article IX, Section 9 of the California Constitution, which 

grants to the UC Regents broad authority for management and disposition of its property. This 

serves a public policy purpose, where the agency with broader purpose (for example, educating 

the state’s youth or generating the research for economic growth in California) has authority to 

undertake its work, with immunity from local land use regulatory controls. 

Nonetheless, the University is subject to the requirements of CEQA, which mandates an 

opportunity for public involvement in proposed projects with potentially significant impacts. As 

described in the Draft EIR, projects proposed by UC that implement the RCB LRDP will be 

evaluated against the impact conclusion in the RBC LRDP EIR to determine whether subsequent 

or supplemental CEQA review is required based on consistency of the proposed project with the 

LRDP, changed circumstances, and/or new information. If the analysis reveals the potential for 

new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of significant impacts identified in 

the RBC LRDP EIR, tiered, focused, supplemental or subsequent CEQA documentation would be 

required, which would be circulated for public review as required by CEQA.  

Small scale projects, generally meeting the criteria of CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301- 15333 

and within the envelope of impacts anticipated in the LRDP EIR would not require additional 

documentation. However, if the proposed project implementing the RBC LRDP is a major project 

and determined to be within the envelope of impacts as identified in the LRDP EIR, the 

University would publish its determination in an addendum to the LRDP EIR, likely in the form 

of an initial study checklist or CEQA findings. Although not required by CEQA, the University 

will provide notice to the public of such major projects proposed for approval on its website. The 

public is always welcome to submit comments to the University regarding its proposed projects, 

and such comments are reviewed and considered by the University prior to considering whether 

or not to approve a project.  

Master Response-15 (Transportation Demand Management) 
A number of Commenters asked about implementation of mitigation measure TRA-1; responses 

and minor amendments to the text of mitigation measure TRA-1 are discussed in this master 

response. 
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As stated in the RBC LRDP and Draft EIR, UC Berkeley and LBNL would implement measures 

for the RBC to address the potential transportation-related effects of future growth (Access and 

Circulation Policy 2). As stated in LRDP MM TRA-1, “The University shall develop and 

implement a campus traffic mitigation program, a multi-component program to monitor trip 

generation, reduce peak hour trips to the extent feasible, or participate in intersection 

improvements to mitigate off-site impacts at the intersections affected by the proposed project.”  

The campus-wide mitigation program would include development of a transportation demand 

management (TDM) program.  

The TDM programs developed for the RBC would be developed with similar commitment and 

strength as the TDM programs that have been offered at the Berkeley campuses since the 1980s. 

Some Commenters request that the EIR include a performance standard for the proposed TDM 

program. The clearest, most easily quantified goal presented in the LRDP is a very significant 

one:  "Target less than 50 percent of all trips being made to the campus in single occupant 

vehicles by supporting alternative modes of transit."  See p. 4-246 of the Draft EIR. Although the 

goal is aggressive and would be reached over time, it is sufficiently quantitative to allow 

measurement of all development that involves new trips to the RBC, and measurement of 

activities undertaken to reduce such trips.  

Both institutions share a commitment to sustainability and reducing potential impacts from their 

activities on the surrounding community, which is further iterated in LRDP Access and 

Circulation Policies 1 and 2. Both institutions have committed to the implementation of programs 

such as more robust local transit, shuttles to Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART), bikeways, shuttles 

to UC Berkeley and the main LBNL site, carpooling/rideshare matching services, car share 

access, and convenient bicycle parking (LRDP pg 4.22). The LRDP outlines some of the specific 

TDM programs that would be implemented on the RBC (see page 4.24-25), including but not 

limited to: 

 coordinating transit, bicycle and pedestrian planning work the City and other relevant 

transportation agencies,  

 connecting the campus to public transit and ferry service via transit, shuttle and bicycle 

routes, 

 implementing campus shuttle service improvements with initial development and 

additional improvements as needed for each subsequent project implementing the LRDP  

 providing shuttle stops throughout the campus within walking distance of buildings, 

 providing infrastructure to support transit, including real time arrival information at stops, 

building lobbies, and over the network, and making transit an attractive option with 

network access and bicycle racks on shuttles, 

 providing infrastructure for alternative fuel and electric vehicles,  

 minimizing land devoted to parking, 

 providing bicycle parking for 20% of building occupants, as well as showering facilities 

and changing rooms, 

 implementing a campus bicycle share program, 

 improving connections to the Bay Trail and other nearby amenities, and 

 providing infrastructure for virtual connectivity and telecommuting. 
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LRDP Draft EIR Mitigation Measure TRA-1 notes, among other elements, that the formal TDM 

program would be developed in consultation with the City of Richmond (see Draft EIR p. 4-251). 

The City is undertaking comprehensive connectivity planning for the South Shoreline Area; the 

connectivity plan effort had a community kick-off meeting in January 2014 and is expected to be 

complete in October 2014 (source:  South Richmond Transportation Connectivity Plan 

presentation, 1/15/14, downloaded from www.ci.richmond.ca.us 2/14/14). Both UC Berkeley and 

LBNL are participants in this planning process. 

The formalization of a TDM program would coincide with the design phase of the first new 

building construction project, in order to tailor the program to needs of new campus staff—the 

timing of the first new building construction project is not known at this time. Campus traffic 

impact monitoring would be conducted initially no later than fall 2015, providing a baseline 

commute profile for the campus; as stated in Mitigation Measure TRA-1, this survey would be 

conducted regularly to monitor progress and adapt TDM programs as needed (similar to what 

occurs at the Berkeley campuses).  

As discussed in the Draft EIR pages 4-251 to 4-252, pursuant to MM TRA-1, the University is 

also committing to other mitigation measures, including paying a fair-share contribution for the 

cost of necessary improvements at the locations where significant impacts are anticipated. 

Because the University is not relying on the TDM program alone to mitigate all of the LRDP’s 

significant traffic impacts, a further performance standard relative to the TDM program is not 

required. Nonetheless, in order to clarify the University’s intentions with regard to both travel 

demand monitoring and management, and intersection mitigation, the language of Mitigation 

Measure TRA-1 is revised as follows: 

LRDP MM TRA-1: The University shall develop and implement a campus traffic mitigation 

program… 

Travel Transportation Demand Management. To reduce on- and off-campus vehicle trips 

and resulting impacts, the University shall develop and implement a TDM program in 

consultation with the City of Richmond. The program shall be adopted by the University 

following The Regents’ approval of the RBC LRDP. The TDM program shall include 

measures to increase transit and shuttle use, encourage alternative transportation modes 

including bicycle transportation, implement parking policies that reduce demand, and other 

mechanisms that reduce vehicle trips to and from the campus. The University shall monitor 

the performance of RBC TDM strategies through annual surveys. The University shall 

report on implementation of adopted TDM strategies, whether defined in the Long 

Range Development Plan or in a stand-alone TDM program, annually following 

completion of an initial traffic-inducing project under the RBC LRDP. 

Campus Traffic Impact Monitoring. The University shall conduct traffic counts at key 

RBC gateway locations not less than every 5 years to determine campus-generated traffic. 

The University may undertake such traffic counts in connection with specific 

development projects at the RBC in order to inform signal warrant analyses and to help 

guide the selection of improvements that would mitigate significant traffic impacts. 

Mitigation Payments. The University shall contribute funding on a fair-share basis (to be 

determined in consultation with the City of Richmond and Caltrans) for improvements to 

signalized and unsignalized intersections, roadway segments, and in connection with 

railroad crossings that are necessary to mitigate the RBC’s significant traffic impacts. 

Those improvements may include, but are not limited to, new traffic signals, conversion 

of intersection approaches, conversion or optimization of traffic signal operations, and 

advance queue warning signs. The University’s contribution, which shall be 
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proportional to the University’s responsibility for any traffic increases that necessitate 

mitigation, shall include funds for the design and construction of required 

improvements. When determining the University’s contribution, the University’s 

proportional responsibility for traffic impacts shall be measured through comparison to 

the traffic conditions that prevailed at the time of the LRDP’s approval, as described 

and analyzed in the LRDP EIR’s discussion of existing traffic conditions. 

With respect to unsignalized intersections specifically, the University shall contribute 

funding on a fair-share basis—following University approval of traffic-inducing 

development at the RBC—for periodic (annually or less frequently, as agreed among 

consulting agencies)signal warrant analyses at unsignalized intersections significantly 

impacted by the project.traffic resulting from the approved development. Data from the 

University’s campus traffic impact monitoring counts, described above, may inform the 

signal warrant analyses. Those analyses would be used by the City to determine when a 

signal is needed.  

When these signal warrant analyses show that a signal is warranted and the City determines 

that the required intersection improvements are needed, the University shall reimburse the 

City on a fair-share basis for thedesign and construction of the required mitigation, including 

new traffic signals and related improvements at the intersection impacted by the project. 

Should the City determine that alternative mitigation strategies may reduce or avoid the 

significant impact, the University shall work with the City and Caltrans to identify and 

implement such alternative feasible measures on a fair-share basis. 

Also, a cross reference is added at the end of the discussion under LRDP Impact TRA-3 

regarding potential impacts to freeways as follows: 

Mitigation Measures:    Implement LRDP MM TRA-1. 

Master Response-16 (Coastal Terrace Prairie Grasslands) 
At the core of many Draft EIR comments related to grasslands is a position about mapping and 

classification. Commenters suggest that the University should preserve areas where any coastal 

terrace prairie grassland indicator species may be found.  

These comments seem not to take into account the fact that by preserving the core resource at the 

level of the meadow rather than individual polygons, the RBC LRDP applies an already 

expansive definition of the grassland resource, and it proposes critical and sensitive stewardship 

of a resource that has only “limited recognition” under law or regulation (see CNPS Position 

Statement, Rare Natural Communities Initiative, downloaded September 2013 from 

www.cnps.org). 

Please see discussion below for responses to particular comments. 

Commenters expressed doubt about the University’s commitment to grasslands preservation for 

reasons expressed as follows (Commenter list shown in parentheses are examples, not 

exhaustive): 

1. Many currently undeveloped open areas at the RFS, featuring specimen of marker 

grassland alliances of  Nassella pulchra (Purple Needlegrass) and Danthonia californica 

(California Oatgrass), would be developed under the LRDP (PubHear-29, GGAS-3, 

CNGA-1) and relatedly, 

2. Methodological concerns regarding how preservation areas were selected (CNGA-2, 

CNGA-3, GGAS-6) 
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3. Failure to include the Northwest Meadow within the designated Natural Open Space area 

(CNPS-9, CNGA-8, LaForce-14, CESP-6) 

4. Concern that Lark Drive would intrude upon and disconnect the grasslands (CNGA-5, 

GGAS-13) 

5. Concern that the coastal prairie is undergoing substantial degradation due to invasive 

weeds (CNGA-10, CNPS-1, CNPS-4) 

6. Advocacy for different ratios to mitigate for loss of native grass  (CNPS-5 (p5), CNGA-7, 

CESP- 3) 

7. Feasibility of mitigations proposed (GGAS-11) 

8. Exclusion of a riparian corridor from the LRDP as proposed (CNPS). 

While each of these concerns is addressed in turn below, the primary grasslands impact 

conclusion of the Draft EIR – that the LRDP would not have a substantial adverse effect on 

sensitive natural communities after mitigation (emphasis added) – is not altered by any aspect of 

the concerns outlined. Indeed, the resource is benefited by implementation of the LRDP, as 

described in the EIR and discussed further below. 

The pertinent significance criterion is not loss of individual occurrences of the resource – readers 

may recall from the Draft EIR discussion at page 4-56 that none of the plants that occur in these 

grassland alliances are rare or endangered according to regulatory guidelines. Instead the 

significance criterion is whether or not the project would have a substantial adverse effect on a 

sensitive natural community. Survey protocols published by the CDFW in 2009 support an 

approach that considers the site as a whole and even the area beyond the site, allowing evaluation 

of impacts to account for “nearby populations and total species distribution,” as well as “nearby 

occurrences and natural community distribution” as shown below (source: 

https://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/pdfs/Protocols_for_Surveying_and_Evaluating_Impact

s.pdf):   

(excerpt) 

Assessment of potential impacts 

 A discussion of the significance of special status plant populations in the project area 

considering nearby populations and total species distribution;  

 A discussion of the significance of special status natural communities in the project 

area considering nearby occurrences and natural community distribution;  

 A discussion of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to the plants and natural 

communities;  

 A discussion of threats, including those from invasive species, to the plants and 

natural communities;  

 A discussion of the degree of impact, if any, of the proposed project on unoccupied, 

potential habitat of the species;  

 A discussion of the immediacy of potential impacts; and,  

 Recommended measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts. 
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The 2014 LRDP and EIR do precisely this assessment (see description, Draft EIR pp 4-58 to 4-

59, and impact assessment p. 4-81to 4-83). The Draft EIR analysis of biological resources does 

not find impacts to the meadows east of the Natural Open Space area to be significant.  

Implementation of the 2014 LRDP and mitigation measures included in MM BIO-5 would result 

in a net benefit, over existing and “no project” conditions, to the quality and continuing 

preservation of the sensitive natural coastal terrace prairie community at the project site. See RBC 

LRDP EIR, p. 4-82. 

Some Commenters hold the view that any polygon anywhere on the RBC site that features 

indicator species for coastal terrace prairie is a  potential “high value natural resource” (for 

example, as stated at CNPS-3). As described above, however, survey protocols account for 

consideration of distribution and nearby occurrences and the CEQA criterion asks whether 

possible impacts are “substantial(ly) adverse”. Scientific best practice considers whether the area 

around a resource is ecologically intact or native (Stromberg, 2014) . Therefore, the decision to 

distinguish these occurrences from the core resource, as done in studies prepared for the EIR, as 

reflected in the EIR, and as discussed further below, is appropriate and supportable under CEQA 

guidance for evaluating impacts to sensitive natural communities. 

Nonetheless, to further signal its strong commitment to preservation of these grassland resources, 

two amendments are proposed to the Draft EIR mitigation measure BIO-5 on the topic of coastal 

terrace prairie grasslands.  

First, LRDP MM BIO-5 would be amended as shown below to include a Coastal Terrace Prairie 

Management Plan whose implementation would commence with the adoption of the RBC LRDP. 

The University previously intended to prepare a Coastal Terrace Prairie Management Plan “once 

a project that may alter high quality grassland within the Natural Open Space land use zone … is 

proposed.”  See RBC LRDP EIR, p. 4-82 (LRDP MM BIO-5 (c)). The 2014 Richmond Bay 

Campus Coastal Terrace Prairie Management Plan— written by Dr. Mark Stromberg, co-editor of 

California Grasslands: Ecology and Management and formerly Resident Reserve Director at 

Hastings Natural History Reserve, University of California, Berkeley—is now included in this 

Final EIR as Appendix G. The inclusion of the 2014 Richmond Bay Campus Coastal Terrace 

Prairie Management Plan in the Final EIR does not signal any change in the University’s 

assessment of the significance of the LRDP’s impacts on grasslands. As already noted in the 

Draft EIR, the University has concluded that the LRDP’s impacts on grasslands could be 

potentially significant, but mitigation would reduce those impacts to a less than significant level. 

See RBC LRDP EIR, p. 4-81. By completing the plan now, the University is poised to further 

reduce those impacts rather than delaying preparation of a Coastal Terrace Prairie Management 

Plan until proposal of the first construction project that would impact grasslands of concern. The 

LRDP’s impacts on grasslands continue to remain less than significant with mitigation. The 

revised text of LRDP MM BIO-5 reads as follows: 

b. 1. ) Once the RBC LRDP is approved for implementation, UC Berkeley would 

commence initial phase implementation of a Coastal Terrace Prairie Management Plan 

that addresses exotics removal, tree and baccharis removal, weed management, and 

programs for native plant stock preservation to aid in preservation and enhancement of 

the grassland portion of the Natural Open Space area. See Final EIR Appendix G for 

the 2014 Richmond Bay Campus Coastal Terrace Prairie Management Plan.  

b. 2.) As initial projects under the LRDP are implemented, proactive (not passive) measures 

to improve the quality of the native grasslands in the Natural Open Space area shall be funded 

and undertaken. This may take the form of support for research and education into effective 
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restoration. Possible fund sources include the UC Berkeley Capital Renewal Program, which 

assesses a four percent fee on all capital budgets (UC Berkeley 2013). 

c) Once a project is proposed that may alter high quality grassland within the Natural Open 

Space land use zone by constructing minor access roads, structures, or boardwalks, the 

University shall prepare a update its Coastal Terrace Prairie Management Plan to guide 

conservation and enhancement efforts, as well as the siting of boardwalks and minor access 

roads and structures in a resource-sensitive manner. The plan shall include weed management 

actions, annual monitoring and reporting, and adaptive management sufficient to maintain or 

improve the quality of the grasslands preserved in the designated Natural Open Space. The 

effectiveness of the plan shall be continually evaluated and the plan adjusted as needed. 

Second, LRDP MM BIO-5 would be amended as shown below, based upon recommendations of 

Commenters on the Draft EIR: 

d. 2. ) Prior to approving any action to develop the Northwest Meadow or to develop on 

other designated high, medium or low quality grasslands outside of the Natural Open Space 

land use zone, the University shall conduct a site-specific native plant survey. All survey 

results would be published to the University environmental website for the RBC. The 

University would apply the results of such surveys to  implement a program to that would 

use the native plant stock from such area to aid enhancement and restoration in Natural Open 

Space grassland areas  not currently designated high quality, and to develop or restore 

meadow acreage elsewhere, as described in the Coastal Terrace Prairie Management Plan. 

Possible locations include formal landscaped open areas of the RBC, rooftops of buildings at 

the RBC, demonstration meadows at UC Berkeley or in the city of Richmond that help 

explain the former extent of regional coastal terrace prairie grasslands. Note: certain edits to 

this paragraph reflect recommendations from Comments NLForce-14 and CNPS-3.  

1. Methodological concerns  

Among large development sites in California, the RFS is uncommon for the extent to which its 

biota has been characterized and studied. As noted in the CDFW protocols, the purpose of the 

protocols is to maximize the potential of locating a special status plant species or natural 

community.  

The proposed RBC site has had a long association with UC, Berkeley and been a field site for 

research for many years. In his 1993 report for the University, biologist David Amme includes an 

appendix listing Ecological Research Programs at the RFS beginning as early as 1963, and 

includes lists of species found on the site including Reptiles and Amphibians of the Richmond 

Field Station, Mammals of the Richmond Field Station, Birds Recorded in the Grasslands at the 

UC Richmond Field Station January 1987 to March 1989, and grassland maps. Amme’s 1993 

report and other recent reports are available for public review on the internet (see rfs-

env.berkeley.edu/ restoration.html). In addition to published studies completed for the RBC 

LRDP and EIR effort, the University has maintained a plant inventory of the site, The Flora of 

the Richmond Field Station (Ertter compendium) initiated by Professor William Lidicker and 

updated by Dr. Barbara Ertter, curator of Western North American Flora at the Jepson 

Herbarium. This work is cited in the Watershed project report at page 29 (Watershed Project 

2007). The inventory was recently updated to reflect nomenclature of the Jepson Manual, and is 

included here as Attachment 1. See also the list of reports reviewed for the Grasslands Constraints 

Analysis on p. 7 of Appendix C of the Draft EIR.  

The 2007 work of The Watershed Project on restoration at the RFS included collaboration 

between UC Berkeley’s Jepson Herbarium, established to understand and conserve California 
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flora, as well as UC Berkeley faculty, staff, and local restorationists (Wildlife RA, 2013 RFS 

Enhancement and Mitigation Analysis report, p. 6). 

One result is that the RFS grasslands have been inventoried over a wider variety of climatic 

circumstances (drought years, rain years, etc) than (so far as is known) other typical development 

sites. As certain native species are more likely to flower or not given climate conditions, and 

given the highly variable California climate, this history of a wide range of inventory 

circumstances has resulted in a very long list of plants found on the site, meeting the core 

objective of the CDFW protocols more substantively than surveys that may typically be 

undertaken in advance of development. See new Appendix G, Coastal Terrace Prairie 

Management Plan, Stromberg 2014. 

Timing: Commenters assert that surveys “were made at the wrong time of year” (CNPS-3). 

However, the most recent (2012 and 2013) field studies were not designed to be full season 

floristic surveys. The field studies were conducted within the flowering period for the RBC site 

grasses. These grass species were observed in flower at the time of the April and May 2012 

surveys in the meadow areas that had not been mowed. For Nassella pulchra, the flowering 

season is March, April, and May (Calflora 2014). The flowering period for Danthonia californica 

is February and March (Calflora 2014). As discussed above, the flowering season for species can 

vary depending on weather conditions, nevertheless these grass species were in flower at the time 

of the April and May 2012 field studies. 

The methodology for studies conducted preparatory to the LRDP and LRDP EIR is outlined in 

pages 7 to 10 of the report at Appendix C. The 2013 Wildlife RA Habitat Enhancement and 

Mitigation Analysis, was an internal work product. However, because it was mistakenly cited it 

has been added to the references that appeared on p. 4-88 of the Draft EIR, and was sent to the 

California Native Plant Society (CNPS) upon their request during the LRDP EIR comment 

period. As noted by Commenters such as at CNGA-3, the methodology did not include 

documentation or study to the level of detail outlined in the CDFW protocols (see Protocols for 

Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and Natural 

Communities, California Natural Resources Agency, November 2009 at 

http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/pdfs/Protocols_for_Surveying_and_Evaluating_Impacts

.pdf). However, as also noted by Commenters, and described at footnote 15 of the Protocols, such 

surveys are quickly outdated and would not be particularly relevant at the current stage of 

planning for the RBC because development would occur over the course of several decades. The 

University would conduct the appropriate surveys prior to any action that would alter a meadow 

at the RBC site, as amended above at LRDP MM BIO-5.  

Absolute versus relative cover: Commenters asked about omission of information about relative 

cover information for grassland studies (see, for example, Comment GGAS-6). Cover, or absolute 

cover, is generally the percentage of ground surface covered by vegetation (BLM, Sampling 

Vegetation Attributes, 1999,  p. 25; see also Vegetation Keys, National Park Service Inventory 

and Monitoring Program, glossary at 

http://science.nature.nps.gov/im/inventory/veg/docs/Best_Practices_FieldKeys.pdf). Relative 

cover helps to describe the overall composition of an area – the individual value of a species is 

divided by the total value of the entire population (BLM p. 28). An example provided:  

If a tree layer is comprised of 40% absolute cover of boxelder (Acer negundo), 20% cover of 

sweet gum (Acer negundo) and 20 % cover of American sycamore (Platanus occidentalis), 

then the relative  cover of boxelder for the observed area is 50% (40% divided by the sum of 

40% + 20% + 20%) and the  relative cover of the other two species is 25% each. The relative 
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cover for all species for an observation area, or for a specified vegetation layer in an 

observation area must sum to 100%. (op.cit.).  

Absolute cover was used for the grasslands analysis prepared by Wildlife RA. This decision 

resulted in finding more meadows that qualify as native coastal terrace prairie. Under the Manual 

of California Vegetation, Second Edition’s membership rules, the applicable requirements for 

membership as measured by absolute cover are half as high as the requirements for relative cover 

(e.g., Danthonia californica > 25% absolute cover vs. > 50% relative cover; Nassella pulchra > 

5% absolute cover vs. > 10% relative cover (see Draft EIR, Appendix C)). Thus, in general, 

relative cover values would be significant if the overall total vegetation cover were low, which 

would make the relative cover a higher value. However, the open spaces on the RFS site have 

high overall total vegetation cover (ranging from 90% to 100%) and therefore, relative cover of 

species of interest goes down. For example, if a given area were 90% vegetated and Danthonia 

californica comprised 30% of that vegetation, the absolute cover of Danthonia californica would 

exceed the 25% threshold for absolute cover membership, whereas the relative cover of 

Danthonia californica would not meet the 50% threshold for relative cover membership. For this 

reason, the use of absolute cover in the analysis at the programmatic level for the Draft EIR 

provided a lower threshold for determining the quality of the open space – in other words, more 

meadow areas were found to have characteristics of sensitive natural communities than would 

have occurred by using both the absolute and relative cover standards or by using the relative 

cover standard alone.  

Completion of both absolute and relative cover surveys would meet an objective of the CDFW 

protocols: “An indication of the prevalence (estimated total numbers, percent cover, density, etc.) 

of the species and communities on the site is also useful to assess the significance of a particular 

population.” The protocols state that this determination is useful in determining significance, but 

they do not state it is required.  

Reproduction present/absent: The evaluation of reproduction presence/absence was based on 

visual observation of California oatgrass and purple needlegrass in flower, and not of the other 

plants in the stand. The visual estimate was based on a qualitative and not quantitative evaluation. 

Consultants evaluated whether the overall cover had increased from what had been reported in the 

Botanical Survey Report (URS 2007), thus indicating that the species was increasing in numbers 

and/or cover. Consultants compared the maps provided in Appendix C of the Botanical Survey 

Report (URS 2007) to observations on the ground in 2012. If a larger area was covered by 

California oatgrass and/or purple needlegrass, then reproduction was considered to be present. If 

the area covered was the same or less as depicted on the maps, then reproduction was considered 

to be absent. 

Draft EIR text corrections relative to grasslands:   

1. p. 4-55:  Information and analysis in this section is based on ….RFS Grasslands 

Constraints Analysis (WRA and Jane Valerius Environmental Consulting 2013), URS 2007 

Botanical Survey Report, The Watershed Project 2007 Remediation and Restoration 

Progress Report, Lidicker et al compendium of flowering plants at the Richmond Field 

Station, The Manual of California Vegetation.... 

2. p. 4-71 under California Environmental Quality Act, second to last sentence, add “in some 

jurisdictions.” 

3. p. 4-76:  add same references as in item 1 to list of reports under Analytical Methods. 

4. Page 4-76 of Draft EIR – Under Analytical Methods the Draft EIR references RFS 

Constraints Analysis (WRA and Jane Valerius Environmental Consulting 2012);  although 
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this document was an internal draft and is not complete nor fully reviewed, because it was 

mistakenly cited it has been added to the references that appeared on p. 4-88 of the Draft EIR. 

5. Page 4-87 of Draft EIR – Reference updated as follows:  Lidicker, W.Z., B. Ertter, and 

B.G, Baldwin. 2003. Flowering Plants of the Richmond Field Station University of 

California, Berkeley. Taken from J.A. Powell’s compilation in 1992, and updated February 

2003 and 2013.  

6. Page 4-88 under WRA (Wildlife Research Associates) et al: 

____. 2013. Richmond Field Station Habitat Enhancement and Mitigation Analysis. 

Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, University of California, April 11, 2013. 11 pp. 

7. In Draft EIR Appendix C, page 10, footnote to Table 1 should be added stating “Species 

diversity was based on the Botanical Survey Report (URS 2007) report and includes 

those native species that were identified by the EBCNPS for Ranks A and B, excluding 

the two grass species, Nassella sp. and Danthonia sp.”   

8. Page 8-2 of Draft EIR – Section 8.1.3, list of UC Berkeley EIR Contributors, add Dr. 

Mark Stromberg, Emeritus Resident Director, Hastings Reserve 

Supported by substantial evidence:  Commenters argue that the Draft EIR conclusions 

regarding potential impact to sensitive natural grassland communities, and the efficacy of 

mitigations proposed, are not supported by substantial evidence. As noted in the text of the Draft 

EIR (p. 4-58), human understanding of coastal prairie grasslands has evolved over time, and 

stewards continue to explore management practices. See also the discussion “The History of 

Vegetation Classification and Mapping in California”, by Todd Keeler-Wolf, pp 1 to 4, in 

Terrestrial vegetation of California, Barbour, Michael et al 

(http://www.ucpress.edu/content/chapters/10124.ch01.pdf). The resource is dynamic, as is the 

understanding of appropriate classification and mitigation. In addition to the documentation 

referenced in the Draft and Final EIR, significance conclusions and mitigation proposals in the 

Draft EIR with regard to grasslands were made in consultation with expert reviewer Dr. Mark 

Stromberg, co-editor of a multi-authored book California Grasslands:  Ecology and Management, 

published by UC Press (2007). Stromberg has visited the RFS, reviewed and advised on these 

responses to comments, and prepared the Coastal Terrace Prairie Management Plan included here 

as Appendix G. 

2. Natural Open Space preserve area too restrictive  

Some Commenters suggest that the criteria used to distinguish high-quality grasslands from other 

grasslands are arbitrary, and that use of other criteria would have resulted in a different 

configuration of the Natural Open Space preservation area. Indeed, one Commenter suggests 

“most of the entire proposed campus site” should be preserved (CNGA-3 p. 6) and another says 

“Areas of notable native species density and diversity cannot be written off simply because they 

are located near disturbed areas or because it would be convenient to develop upon them” 

(CNPS-3 p. 4).  

Contrary to these assertions, the University’s definition of high-quality grasslands is already 

expansive. In its letter CNPS “disputes the whole-meadow tactic of classification.”  However, had 

the University adopted the polygon approach, it is likely that far less area would be proposed for 

preservation. For example, in a student report on the grasslands prepared in 2012, invasive 

Harding grass was shown to be prominent in large portions of the east and north sides of the Big 

Meadow (Cai, Donnelly-Shores et al, ESPM 187 Spring 2012 report – see rfs-

env.berkeley.edu/restoration, under “Flora and Fauna” - Figure 3.1); the students found that 
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“Harding grass cover…along the eastern and northern periphery of the meadow…is likely near 

100%” (Cai, Donnelly-Shores et al, ESPM 187, Spring 2012, p. 18). 

Exclusion of the insulated interior meadows is supported by the CDFW framework for addressing 

high-priority vegetation, which includes criteria such as past disturbance, presence of exotic 

species, evidence of reproduction, and defensibility. This framework is outlined by the CDFW at 

http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/vegcamp/natural_comm_background.asp and described in the 

Richmond Field Station Enhancement and Mitigation Potential report, and referenced in the Draft 

EIR. With respect to ranking natural communities, CDFW recommends the following protocols. 

(Excerpt) 

Addressing high ranking vegetation types in project review should take on the following 

basic outline: 

 Identify all natural communities within the project footprint using the best means 

possible including keying them out in the Manual of California, Second Edition or in 

reports, many of which are available from 

http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/vegcamp/veg_classification_reports_maps.asp. 

 Refer to the current standard list of natural communities to determine if any of these 

types are considered of special concern (S1-S3 rank); if so, the CEQA Guidelines 

checklist (at IVb) should be considered. 

 Ascertain if project-affected stands of these vegetation types or natural communities 

can be considered as high-quality occurrences of the given community. The judgment 

of whether a stand is high quality or not involves a flexible set of criteria such as the 

range of existing sustainable occurrences of this element or vegetation type based on 

site quality, defensibility, size, and surrounding landscapes. These criteria vary based 

on the type of vegetation or natural community and the range of existing occurrences 

known. For example, it is likely that although there are many individual stands (or 

occurrences) and many thousands of acres of Douglas-fir/Vine maple/Oregon grape 

association (*82.200.20 Pseudotsuga menziesii / Acer circinatum - Mahonia nervosa) 

in northwestern California, there are only a few that reflect the most exemplary 

qualities of natural vegetation including:  

1. lack of invasive exotic species, 

2. no evidence of human-caused disturbance such as roads or excessive 

livestock grazing, or high-grade logging, 

3. evidence of reproduction present (sprouts, seedlings, adult individuals of 

reproductive age), and 

4. no significant insect or disease damage, etc. 

For this community, these characteristics exemplify high quality, sustainable, old growth 

characteristics. Thus the ranking of this association is based on the restricted high quality 

examples. If a project would affect a small acreage of second growth stand of this type, 

unless there are other plant or animal elements of significance associated with it, it is unlikely 

that this would constitute a significant impact. Modification of this stand would be considered 

less likely to be a serious threat to the existence of all high quality stands of this type. 



 Chapter 9 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

  April 2014 

9-30 

 Other things to consider when assessing potential impacts to vegetation types from a 

project include:  

o Compliance with the state’s wetlands and riparian policies and codes, as certain 

vegetation types are restricted to wetlands or riparian settings. 

o Compliance with the Native Plant Protection Act and the state and federal 

Endangered Species Acts, as some vegetation types either support rare species or 

are defined by the dominance or presence of such species. 

o Compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15065(a), which mandates 

completion of an EIR if a project would threaten to eliminate a plant community. 

o Compliance with local regional plans, regulations, or ordinances that call for 

consideration of impacts to rare plant communities or vegetation types. 

o The possibility that a vegetation type in the project area has not previously been 

described, and could therefore be considered high priority. In this case, please 

contact VegCAMP (Todd Keeler-Wolf or Diana Hickson) about documenting the 

vegetation type.  

Of critical relevance here, the CDFW recommendations excerpted above specify that a “flexible 

set of criteria” guide the determination of whether a particular instance of natural community 

constitutes a high-quality example of that community and therefore deserves special attention 

under CEQA. The University properly applied the type of criteria suggested by CDFW in order to 

rank the quality of grasslands within the RFS. While this necessarily involves the exercise of 

discretion, the University’s consultants appropriately used their expertise to develop a ranking 

system that captures the ecological qualities of concern. In contrast to the implications of several 

Commenters, no purely objective protocol exists for determining when impacts to a natural 

community represent a significant adverse impact requiring mitigation. 

Under the aforementioned ranking system developed in accordance with CDFW’s general 

guidance, the reasons for which the insulated interior meadows are excluded from the Natural 

Open Space area is not a matter of the particular biota appearing in these areas (these biota have 

no special status individually). Rather, it is a matter of the history of the site, as well as contiguity 

of the natural open space area and the ability of areas preserved to contribute to a preserved 

natural and largely undisturbed open space. The configuration of the Natural Open Space area is 

drawn chiefly from historical identification of the grasslands area to be preserved (Amme, 1993), 

recognizing this area as “perhaps the last known undisturbed native coastal terrace grassland 

adjacent to the San Francisco Bay shoreline” (emphasis added, Amme, 2005); contiguous 

expansion of this area for ecologically functional connectivity to the Western Stege Marsh; and 

inclusion of previously identified mitigation areas.  

Amme’s 1993 study distinguishes between Area 1 and Area 2 at the RFS. He notes “Area 1 has a 

long history of industrial use and has been thoroughly disturbed since the turn of the century”  

(Amme, 1993, page 2 and Map 1). “Area 1” largely conforms to the entire eastern area of the 

proposed RBC and includes meadows contested by certain Commenters, such as Eucalyptus 

Meadow, Gull Meadow, Central Meadow, and North Meadow. The fact of past disturbance of 

these areas is also illustrated by Figure 5 in the RAW SMP, which illustrate historic use and 

remediation areas. It is simply not accurate to state, for example, that Gull Meadow is undisturbed 

(CNPS-9). Gull, North, Central, and Eucalyptus meadows are previously disturbed sites that 

would not meet the criteria for the RBC Natural Open Space areas. 

Amme updated his work in 2005, noting “The remnant coastal terrace prairie plant community of 

the Richmond Field Station totals approximately 6½ acres within an overall 14 acre open space 

stretching from the original shoreline to approximately a quarter of a mile inland. The soil is a 
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poorly drained clay of the Clear Lake Series that often forms a perched water table in the winter 

rainy season (SCS 1977).”  UC Richmond Field Station’s Remnant Coastal Terrace Grassland, 

Amme, 2005. 

3. The Northwest Meadow  

As noted in the Draft EIR, the Northwest Meadow, unlike the eastern meadows, is considered 

high-quality coastal terrace prairie. (At the time of the Amme study in 1993, the Northwest 

Meadow was included in Area 2 but was denoted as “disturbed, closely mowed grassland” rather 

than Coastal Prairie. This area has been continuously mowed.)  Upon removal of the existing 

building 280 at the proposed RBC site, the meadow would be largely contiguous with the Natural 

Open Space area.  

The LRDP proposes development of the Northwest Meadow; as shown in the Illustrative 

Development Scenario, uses may include active recreation. This small-scale, low-intensity 

development could be an appropriate buffer between the Natural Open Space and urban scale 

development to the west. However, if the use of this meadow were to be high-volume or 

intensive, development could require soil grading and foundation work that would likely destroy 

the sensitive flora of the site. 

In the near term, the University would manage the Northwest Meadow as part of the Natural 

Open Space of the RBC, under the Coastal Terrace Prairie Management Plan (Appendix G). If 

the University proceeds to develop the Northwest Meadow, the measures noted in LRDP MM 

BIO-5 and in the 2014 Richmond Bay Campus Coastal Terrace Prairie Management Plan would 

be implemented to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.  

4. Lark Drive  

Commenters are concerned that Lark Drive would intrude upon and bifurcate the coastal terrace 

prairie open space area. However, both the LRDP and the EIR specifically address this concern. 

In the LRDP (November 2013 Community Draft), Lark Drive is described at p. 4.16: “The street 

will be designed to calm traffic with elements such as narrow roadway width, intersection 

treatments (e.g., curve radii) and special paving that prioritize pedestrian and bicycle travel and 

safety. The open space north of Lark Drive will be physically connected to the open space south 

of Lark Drive with a culvert under the road to provide safe passage for wildlife…”  See, for 

example, Wildlife Crossing Structure Handbook, published by the Federal Highway 

Administration, March 2011, for information about ways to design roadways for wildlife 

connectivity. 

Although its alignment would be altered and made continuous through the site, Lark Drive is an 

existing roadway at the project site (as noted by CNPS in Comment CNPS-8). See LRDP p. 2.21, 

figure 2.9. 

As noted in the LRDP EIR Impact BIO-5 and mitigation measure BIO-5 item c), siting of Lark 

Drive—a “minor access road” —would be undertaken in a resource-sensitive manner and subject 

to the RBC Grasslands Management Plan. 

5. Degradation of the prairie 

Commenters note that the coastal terrace prairie is at threat (CNGA-10; CNPS-1; CNPS-4) and 

urge the University to immediately prepare a management plan and implement actions to protect 

the prairie. This existing condition is described in the Draft EIR at p. 4-82. To further reflect this 

concern, the Final EIR description of the No Project Alternative, appearing at p. 6-20 of the Draft 

EIR, would be revised as follows: 
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Biological Resources 

Under this alternative, the project would not be implemented, and the existing biological 

resources environment would not be altered. Grassland resources would continue to 

degrade. Therefore, no new impacts would occur from construction of new facilities, and no 

new impacts from changed operations and altered landscapes would occur. No mitigation 

measures would be necessary. 

It is not the intent of the University to allow the prairie to further degrade under any 

circumstances. But the means to actively reverse the trend is tied to the potential of the RBC. It is 

the RBC that would increasingly activate the site and vicinity, bring central administrative 

attention to sitewide considerations, and bring a clear vision to embrace natural features of the 

site, developing a location of choice with an appealing character and strong sense of place. To 

further emphasize the benefit of the RBC to the well-being of the prairie grasslands, and in 

response to Commenters’ requests, MM BIO-5 has been amended as shown above to require 

implementation of the newly prepared 2014 RBC Coastal Terrace Prairie Management Plan once 

the RBC is approved for implementation, and the Coastal Terrace Prairie Management Plan is 

included herein as Appendix G. 

6. Acreage and ratios  

As described elsewhere in this Master Response, at the RBC, the University has taken an 

expansive definition of the area to be preserved, expanding beyond polygons of native grasses to 

support the potential, with restoration and rehabilitation activities outlined in the Coastal Terrace 

Prairie Management Plan, of a cohesive grassland resource at the RBC. Nonetheless, some 

Commenters dispute the amount of RBC grassland acreage to be set aside and preserved, and they 

call for a high ratio of mitigation area to compensate for any grassland acreage lost. One 

Commenter suggests a 3:1 mitigation ratio, another 5:1 (Comment CNPS-5, page 5; Comment 

CNGA-7, page 9 of its letter). The difference in ratios proposed points to the fact that no standard 

exists. Despite the Commenters’ assertions, the University has not adopted a specific mitigation 

ratio. Instead, the University’s mitigation strategy and management concepts, as described in the 

Draft EIR and in the Coastal Terrace Prairie Management Plan, are intended to preserve certain 

areas as Natural Open Space while salvaging fragmented remnants of native coastal terrace 

prairie to improve and expand a native coastal terrace prairie for high ecological value. Over 

existing conditions, which is the CEQA standard and as described in the Draft EIR, this will 

provide a net benefit to the resource. 

Of the 15-acre high-quality grassland preserve area, a considerable portion of the acreage in the 

Big Meadow, the West Meadow, the EPA North, and EPA South requires enhancement or 

restoration. As noted in Appendix C, under the Qualitative Grassland Evaluation, for example, 

the West Meadow “is composed of both disturbed/exotic grassland and disturbed coastal prairie, 

with an isolated patch of minimally disturbed coastal prairie.”  EPA Meadow North, also in the 

Natural Open Space area, does not meet criteria for high-quality grassland and would be restored 

under the LRDP, which states “Monitoring and proactive maintenance of the grasslands and 

marsh, which are threatened by invasive species, will add biological value and promote the visual 

interest of these areas” (Community Draft LRDP p. 4.28). Under the Coastal Terrace Prairie 

Grassland Management Plan (new Appendix G), enhancement and/or restoration within the entire 

grassland portion of the Natural Open Space would take place wherever there is room to improve 

the resource. 

One Commenter remarks that “out of the 22 ‘high quality’ grassland acres identified, one-third 

are designated for development (Comment GGAS-9). This is explained in part by the inclusion of 

the three-acre Northwest Meadow in the development area (see discussion of Northwest Meadow, 
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above), and by the need to square off corners to establish buffer areas between grassland and 

building sites. While these changes alter the shape of the meadow as delineated in maps, the area 

preserved is fully protective of the prime resources in, for example, the Big Meadow, as edges are 

heavily invaded. See for example Figure 4.1.1a, RFS Habitat Restoration Progress Report, 2003 

to 2007, p. 46; see also the Coastal Terrace Prairie Grassland Management Plan (new Appendix 

G). 

Please also refer to “Natural Open Space too restrictive” in this master response, above, for 

discussion relevant to concerns about percent of RBC site grassland to be preserved.  

The University concurs with Commenter(s) that approximately 4 acres of the designated Natural 

Open Space, in the southern portion of the Big Meadow and the central portion of the West 

Meadow, are preserved as mitigation for a past project at the RFS. They are not preserved solely 

by the RBC plan and will not be “credited” toward any mitigation proposed in association with 

the RBC LRDP. 

7. Feasibility of mitigations proposed  

Some Commenters expressed concern about the feasibility of Draft EIR Mitigation Measure BIO-

5d, which is intended to address the loss of high-quality grasslands. One Commenter declared that 

mitigation at any other location would not be mitigation at all, given Amme’s statement that the 

soil type at the project site is critical to the uniqueness of the remnant coastal prairie grassland 

(Comment GGAS-10). The opinion of the Commenter is noted. Mitigation Measure BIO-5, 

among other things, refers to using native plant stock to aid enhancement and restoration in the 

Natural Open Space grassland. Enhancement and restoration of the grasslands portion of the 

Natural Open Space area is a substantial undertaking (see, for background, The Watershed 

Project report, 2007; and Cai, Shore-Donnelly et al 2012) and the chief benefit and mitigation 

proposed.  

The science of coastal grassland habitat restoration has progressed in recent years and successful 

restoration was undertaken at the RFS between 2003 and 2007. See The Watershed Project report, 

2007, pp 29 – 31; see also Kephart, “Resource Management Demonstration at Russian Ridge 

Preserve”, in Grasslands Volume XI, No. 1, Spring 2001. In 2003, Amme published an article 

“Creating a Native California Meadow” with instructions for the home gardener on creation of a 

California Coastal Prairie. See Grasslands, A Publication of the California Native Grass 

Association, 13(3):1, 9-11, 2003. Others have successfully reproduced a native grassland on a 

rooftop. See, for example, the Gap building in South San Francisco, described in California 

Home + Design, September 2006. However, as noted in the 2014 Richmond Bay Campus Coastal 

Terrace Prairie Management Plan (new Appendix G), the chief proposed technique is not creation 

of a coastal terrace prairie whole cloth anew, but restoration and rehabilitation by   salvaging and 

transplanting native coastal terrace prairie remnants from one portion of the RBC site to another. 

8. Riparian corridor and Regatta Blvd  

As noted at p. 4-161 of the Draft EIR, Meeker Ditch is a trapezoidal concrete-lined storm drain, 

draining a heavily urbanized watershed; it shallows gradually, but in its alignment near the RBC 

site is approximately ten feet deep (Hans, personal communication). The alignment of the ditch is 

largely on City of Richmond property. In the 1930s, the natural watershed was re-routed from 

what is now Marina Bay to the current Meeker Ditch, to facilitate development of the waterfront 

as a cargo port. The configuration of the ditch, with the addition of a breakwater further out into 

the Bay, contributed to evolution of mud flats into the current Stege Marsh. Meeker Ditch at low 

tide is drainage to a permanent body of water and is therefore within the jurisdiction of the US 

Army Corps of Engineers. 
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The fact that certain Commenters support a riparian meander at the existing Meeker Ditch is 

noted. 

When the University initially proposed the concept of a riparian meander at the area of the 

existing Meeker Ditch, environmental groups expressed concern that the meander could reduce 

acreage of grasslands; other reviewers have expressed concern that changes to the existing 

condition could alter the water table of the grasslands, noted as an important condition by Amme 

(2005) as discussed above; and potentially influential on success of the coastal terrace prairie 

species (Watershed Project, 2007, p. 71). Subsequently, environmental groups suggested the 

meander could occur on the alignment of current Regatta Boulevard, without impact to 

grasslands.  

The University determined that the riparian meander was a premature notion, given potential 

impacts to grasslands and uncertainty about costs and environmental implications. The concept 

does not therefore appear in the LRDP as proposed. If the riparian meander were to be pursued in 

the future, detailed studies and environmental review of the proposal would address the potential 

for impacts to the grasslands and Stege Marsh. 

9. Retain community views into the coastal prairie  

The request that community views into the coastal prairie from Regatta Boulevard—a major 

thoroughfare connecting to the Bayview freeway onramp—be retained, is noted. It is possible that 

design of a future building at this site could take into consideration public views to the prairie. 

However, both the Lark Drive connection and the proposed boardwalks in this area are expected 

to maximize the availability of the grassland resource to the community, at a pace that facilitates 

its appreciation. 

10. Alternatives  (see Comment CNGA-8 and Comment LaForce - Amme attachment) 

Further pressing the theme that all meadows at the RBC should be preserved, Commenters 

suggested the University revise EIR alternatives to retain all meadow space. Under CEQA, 

alternatives should be proposed that substantially lessen any significant effects of a project. The 

RBC LRDP as proposed does not create a substantial adverse effect to grasslands, and benefits 

the grassland resource. Therefore, it is not necessary to consider alternatives. Nonetheless, in 

response to requests, the University here amends the EIR as shown below: 

Section 6.4, page 6-2 of the Draft EIR, is amended to add a new paragraph under the existing 

paragraph at 6.4, as follows: 

COASTAL TERRACE PRAIRIE CAMPUS ALTERNATIVE 

As proposed, the 2014 Long Range Development Plan prioritizes new development on 

previously disturbed areas of the former Richmond Field Station. Between the late 1800s and 

1948, several companies, including the California Cap Company, manufactured explosives at 

the RFS (RFS Final Site Characterization Report, p. 2-1; see also Figure 3-1 of the SCR). 

Meadows on the RFS site identified as North Meadow, Gull Meadow, and Central Meadow 

are each within areas of previous disturbance; however, an alternative to the proposed project 

would revise the RBC land use plan to widen the Natural Open Space and allow these 

meadows to be retained as open space, and connected to the main prairie habitat. This 

alternative would also remove Lark Drive and provide a fully contiguous prairie open space 

area.  

The alternative was rejected because it would fail to meet most of the basic objectives of the 

RBC 2014 LRDP. The purpose of the RBC LRDP is not to establish a prairie reserve alone. 

The alternative would significantly limit developable area of the RBC to the Regatta Property 

and to a narrow band adjacent to South 46th Street and Meade Street. In the RBC LRDP as 



 Chapter 9 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

  April 2014 

9-35 

proposed, an effort was made to graduate building heights south to north to allow views 

across the site, resulting in a need for the lateral coverage for buildings portrayed in the 

Illustrative Development Scenario. A safe and effective circulation and utilities framework 

requires additional lateral coverage. The prospective RBC workforce is likely similar to 

current University researchers who place a high value on physical exercise as a means to 

maintain health and wellness as well as build and maintain relationships with other workers 

on campus. This resulted in depicting recreation fields instead of building footprints on a 

portion of the developable area. Such recreational areas would likely need to be eliminated in 

this alternative, making the campus less appealing and less suited to the needs of its staff.  

In order to have development capacity of 5.4 million gross square feet, the remaining 

developable areas would be developed at substantially higher densities and heights. Buildings 

would be taller and more expensive, reducing their potential for efficient constructability and 

preventing the maximization of shared views while also producing more substantial aesthetic 

impacts in the surrounding community. If developed, the campus would be denser and less 

welcoming. Presumably, this alternative assumes removal of existing asphalt roadway that 

partially bisects the proposed Natural Open Space area. Without Lark Drive, bicyclists, 

pedestrians and transit would route to the perimeters, including the Bay Trail and Meade 

Street/Regatta, adding demand on these rights of way. Traffic would also be more intensely 

concentrated around fewer buildings, leading to potentially more significant traffic impacts. 

With fewer connectivity options, development at the RBC would be less attractive and less 

likely to occur. Thus, one potential fund source for grassland restoration and maintenance 

would be reduced, potentially of net detriment to the grassland resource itself. The alternative 

would not meet core objectives that the RBC be readily accessible to a variety of transit 

modes and foster connectivity with the surrounding community. The limited development 

area and necessary verticality of development would not foster synergy and collaboration 

between researchers within and across disciplines, institutions and public and private sectors.  

The aforementioned problems with this alternative led to its rejection for failure to meet most 

of the basic project objectives. 
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Scientific Name1 Common Name1 Native or Non-Native Invasive?
Y/N or NA

Special Status Grassland Marsh Marsh Upland Bulb Priority Plan Grass? Added?

DENNSTAEDTIACEAE  BRACKEN FAMILY
Pteridium aquilinum  var. pubescens western bracken fern native NA X
POLYPODIACEAE POLYPODY FAMILY
Polypodium californicum California polypody native NA X
PTERIDACEAE  BRAKE FAMILY
Pentagramma triangularis subsp. triangularis goldback fern native NA X

CUPRESSACEAE CYPRESS FAMILY
Hesperocyparis macrocarpa [Cupressus macrocarpa ]2 Monterey cypress native NA X
PINACEAE PINE FAMILY
Pinus radiata Monterey pine native NA X X
Pseudotsuga menziesii var. menziesii Douglas-fir native NA X

AIZOACEAE ICEPLANT FAMILY
Carpobrotus chilensis sea fig  non-native X X X Y
Carpobrotus edulis freeway iceplant  non-native X X X
Tetragonia tetragonioides New Zealand spinach non-native X 
ALLIACEAE ONION OR GARLIC FAMILY
Allium triquetrum white flowered onion non-native X
ANACARDIACEAE SUMAC FAMILY
Schinus molle pepper tree non-native X
Toxicodendron diversilobum Western poison oak native NA X X X Y
APIACEAE CARROT FAMILY
Conium maculatum poison hemlock non-native X
Eryngium armatum coastal button-celery native NA A2 X X Y
Foeniculum vulgare Fennel non-native X X X X Y
Heracleum maximum  [Heracleum lanatum ] cow parsnip native NA X 
Sanicula crassicaulis gamble weed native NA X 
Torilis  spp. X
ASTERACEAE SUNFLOWER FAMILY
Achillea millefolium yarrow native NA X Y
Anthemis cotula mayweed  non-native X X 
Arctotheca calendula capeweed non-native X
Artemisia californica California sagebrush native NA X Y
Artemisia douglasiana mugwort  native NA X X Y
Baccharis pilularis Coyote brush native NA X X X X Y
Carduus pycnocephalus  var. pycnocephalus Italian thistle non-native X X X Y
Centaurea solstitialis yellow star-thistle non-native X X Y
Cichorium intybus Chicory non-native X 
Cirsium vulgare bull thistle non-native X X Y
Cotula australis Australian cotula non-native X X 
Cotula coronopifolia brass-buttons  non-native X X X Y
Cynara cardunculus artichoke thistle non-native X
Dittrichia graveolens stinkwort non-native X X Y
Erigeron bonariensis [Conyza bonariensis ] flax-leaved horseweed non-native X X Y
Erigeron canadensis [Conyza canadensis ] horseweed native NA X
Eriophyllum staechadifolium seaside woolly sunflower native NA X X 
Gamochaeta purpurea [Gnaphalium purpureum ] spoonleaf purple everlasting native NA X
Grindelia hirsutula gumplant native NA C X X Y
Grindelia stricta var. angustifolia marsh gumplant native NA X X X Y
Helminthotheca echioides  [Picris echioides ] bristly ox-tongue non-native X X X X Y
Hemizonia congesta hayfield tarweed native NA B X X 
Hemizonia congesta subsp. luzulifolia hayfield tarweed native NA A2 X X 
Heterotheca sessiliflora subsp. bolanderi [Heterotheca bolanderi ] Bolander's goldenaster native NA X
Hypochaeris glabra smooth cat's-ear non-native X
Hypochaeris radicata rough cat’s-ear non-native X X 
Jaumea carnosa marsh Jaumea native NA X X X Y

ANGIOSPERMS: DICOTS

Western Stege Marsh Floral Compendium

GYMNOSPERMS

FERNS
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Lactuca saligna narrow leaved wild lettuce non-native X X Y Yes
Lactuca serriola prickly lettuce non-native X X X Y
Lagophylla ramosissima (spp. not identified) branched lagophylla native NA X
Lasthenia glabrata yellow rayed lasthenia native NA X 
Logfia gallica  [Filago gallica ] daggerleaf cottonrose non-native X
Madia gracilis gumweed native NA X
Madia sativa coast tarweed native NA X X Y
Matricaria discoidea [Chamomilla suaveolens ] pineapple weed non-native X X 
Pseudognaphalium beneolens [Gnaphalium canescens subsp. beneolens ] cudweed native NA X
Pseudognaphalium californicum [Gnaphalium californicum ] ladies' tobacco native NA X 
Pseudognaphalium luteoalbum [Gnaphalium luteoalbum ] Jersey cudweed non-native X X 
Senecio vulgaris common groundsel non-native X X X 
Silybum marianum milk thistle non-native X X X
Solidago velutina subsp. californica [Solidago californica ] California goldenrod native NA
Soliva sessilis South American soliva non-native X
Sonchus asper  subsp. asper prickly sow thistle non-native X X X Y
Sonchus oleraceus common sow thistle non-native X X X Y
Symphyotrichum chilense [Aster chilensis ] Pacific aster native NA X X Y
Symphyotrichum subulatum [Aster subulatus var. lingulatus ] annual saltmarsh aster native NA X Y
Taraxacum officinale common dandelion non-native X
Tragopogon porrifolius salsify non-native X X Yes
Wyethia angustifolia narrow leaf mule’s ears native NA X X 
BORAGINACEAE BORAGE FAMILY
Amsinckia intermedia  [Amsinckia menziesii  var. intermedia ] common fiddleneck native NA X
Heliotropium curassavicum  var. oculatum seaside heliotrope native NA X 
BRASSICACEAE MUSTARD FAMILY
Brassica nigra black mustard non-native X
Brassica rapa turnip non-native X X X
Cakile maritime European searocket non-native X X 
Cardamine californica milk maids native NA X
Cardamine hirsuta hairy bitter cress non-native X X 
Hirschfeldia incana shortpod mustard non-native X X X
Lepidium didymum [Coronopus didymus ] lesser swine cress non-native X X 
Lepidium latifolium perennial pepperweed non-native Yes X X X Y Yes
Lepidium nitidum peppergrass native NA X
Raphanus raphinastrum jointed charlock non-native X
Raphanus sativus radish non-native X X X X Y
CACTACEAE CACTUS FAMILY
Opuntia spp. prickly-pear X X
CARYOPHYLLACEAE PINK FAMILY
Cerastium glomeratum sticky mouse-ear chickweed non-native X X 
Silene gallica small-flower catchfly non-native X X 
Spergula arvensis Stickwort non-native X X 
Spergularia macrotheca var. macrotheca sticky sand-spurrey native NA X X X Y
CHENOPODIACEAE GOOSEFOOT FAMILY
Atriplex prostrata  [Atriplex triangularis ] fat-hen native NA X X X Y
Atriplex semibaccata Australian saltbush non-native NA X X 
Bassia hyssopifolia five horn bassia non-native X X Y
Beta vulgaris subsp. maritima sea beet non-native X 
Chenopodium spp. pigweed X
Salicornia pacifica  [Salicornia virginica ] Pickleweed native NA X X X X Y
Salsola soda alkali Russian thistle non-native X X X Y
Salsola tragus Russian thistle non-native X X X
CONVOLVULACEAE MORNING-GLORY FAMILY
Calystegia occidentalis  subsp. occidentalis Modoc morning-glory native NA X
Calystegia subacaulis  subsp. subacaulis Cambria morning-glory native NA X
Convolvulus arvensis bindweed non-native X X
Cuscuta pacifica  var. pacifica [Cuscuta salina var. major ] dodder native NA X Y
Dichondra donelliana California ponysfoot native NA A2 X
CRASSULACEAE STONECROP FAMILY
Crassula connata pygmy-weed native NA

RICHMOND FIELD STATION PLANT INVENTORY 
Compilation initiated in 1992 (Powell), observations expanded over time (Lidicker, Ertter, others)
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DIPSACACEAE TEASEL FAMILY
Dipsacus fullonum wild teasel non-native X
Dipsacus sativus fuller's teasel non-native X X
EUPHORBIACEAE SPURGE FAMILY
Euphorbia maculata  [Chamaesyce maculata ] spotted spurge non-native X
Euphorbia peplus petty spurge non-native X
Ricinus communis castor bean non-native X 
FABACEAE LEGUME FAMILY
Acacia baileyana cootamundra wattle non-native X 
Acacia melanoxylon blackwood acacia non-native X X 
Acmispon americanus var. americanus [Lotus purshianus var. purshianus ] Spanish lotus native NA X
Acmispon brachycarpus [Lotus humistratus ] short podded lotus native NA X
Acmispon wrangelianus [Lotus wrangelianus ] Chilean trefoil native NA X
Cercis occidentalis  (planted) western redbud native NA X
Genista monspessulana French broom non-native X X Y
Lathyrus vestitus var. vestitus common Pacific pea native NA X
Lotus corniculatus bird’s-foot trefoil non-native X X X Y
Lupinus albifrons silver lupine native NA X X 
Lupinus arboreus yellow bush lupine native NA X Y
Lupinus bicolor miniature lupine native NA X X 
Lupinus formosus var. formosus summer lupine native NA X
Lupinus nanus valley sky lupine native NA X
Lupinus propinquus yellow bush lupine native NA X
Lupinus succulentus arroyo lupine native NA X X
Medicago polymorpha California burclover non-native X X X X Y
Melilotus albus white sweetclover non-native X Y
Melilotus indicus sourclover non-native X X X Y
Trifolium dubium little hop clover non-native X X 
Trifolium fragiferum strawberry clover non-native X X
Trifolium hirtum rose clover non-native X
Trifolium repens white clover non-native X
Trifolium subterraneum subterranean clover non-native X X
Trifolium tomentosum woolly clover non-native X X
Vicia benghalensis purple vetch non-native X
Vicia sativa subsp. sativa spring vetch non-native X X X Y Yes
Vicia villosa subsp. varia hairy vetch non-native X X 
FAGACEAE OAK FAMILY
Quercus agrifolia coast live oak native NA X
FRANKENIACEAE FRANKENIA FAMILY
Frankenia salina alkali heath native NA X Y
GENTIANACEAE GENTIAN FAMILY
Cicendia quadrangularis timwort native NA B X
GERANIACEAE GERANIUM FAMILY
Erodium botrys long beaked filaree native NA X X X Y
Erodium cicutarium redstem filaree non-native X
Geranium carolinianum Carolina geranium non-native X
Geranium dissectum cranesbill non-native X X X Y
Geranium molle dove’s foot geranium non-native X X Y Yes
GROSSULARIACEAE GOOSEBERRY FAMILY
Ribes menziesii canyon gooseberry native NA X 
Ribes sanguineum red-flowering currant native NA X 
LAMIACEAE MINT FAMILY
Stachys ajugoides Ajuga hedge nettle native NA A2 X
Stachys bergii [Stachys ajugoides var. rigida ] Berg's hedge nettle native NA X
LAURACEAE LAUREL FAMILY
Umbellularia californica California bay native NA X
LINACEAE FLAX FAMILY
Linum bienne narrow leaved flax non-native X X 
LYTHRACEAE LOOSESTRIFE FAMILY
Lythrum hyssopifolia Hyssop loosestrife non-native X X Y Yes
MALVACEAE MALLOW FAMILY
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Malva sp. mallow non-native X 
Malva nicaeensis bull mallow non-native X X X
Malva parviflora cheeseweed non-native X
Malva pseudolavatera [Lavatera cretica ] cretan mallow non-native 
Malvella leprosa alkali-mallow native NA X
MONTIACEAE MINER'S LETTUCE FAMILY
Calandrinia ciliata red maids native NA X
MYRICACEAE WAX MYRTLE FAMILY
Morella californica  [Myrica californica ] wax myrtle native NA X
MYRSINACEAE MYRSINE FAMILY
Anagallis arvensis scarlet pimpernel non-native X X Y
Anagallis minima [Centunculus minimus ] chaffweed native NA A1 X
Claytonia perfoliata subsp. perfoliata miner's lettuce  native NA X
MYRTACEAE MYRTLE FAMILY
Eucalyptus globulus blue gum non-native X X
Eucalyptus polyanthemos silver dollar gum non-native X
ONAGRACEAE EVENING-PRIMROSE FAMILY
Clarkia rubicunda farewell to spring native NA X 
Epilobium brachycarpum annual fireweed native NA X X 
Taraxia ovata  [Camissonia ovata ] sun cup native NA C X X 
OLEACEAE OLIVE FAMILY
Olea europaea olive   non-native X
OROBANCHACEAE BROOMRAPE FAMILY
Bellardia trixago Mediterranean linseed non-native X
Castilleja exserta subsp. exserta purple owl's-clover native NA X
Triphysaria pusilla dwarf owl's-clover native NA X
OXALIDACEAE OXALIS FAMILY
Oxalis pes-caprae Bermuda buttercup non-native X X
PAPAVERACEAE POPPY FAMILY
Eschscholzia californica California poppy native NA X X Y
PHRYMACEAE LOPSEED FAMILY
Mimulus aurantiacus bush monkeyflower native NA X Y
PLANTAGINACEAE PLANTAIN FAMILY
Callitriche heterophylla water star-wort native NA X
Kickxia elatine sharp leaved fluellin non-native X 
Plantago coronopus cut leaf plantain non-native X X X Y Yes
Plantago erecta California plantain native NA X X 
Plantago lanceolata English plantain non-native X X X Y
Veronica spp. speedwell X
PLUMBAGINACEAE LEADWORT FAMILY
Limonium californicum Western marsh-rosemary native NA X X Y
POLYGONACEAE BUCKWHEAT FAMILY
Eriogonum latifolium seaside wild buckwheat native NA X Y
Persicaria lapathifolia [Polygonum lapathifolium ] willow weed native NA X X 
Polygonum aviculare  subsp. depressum  [Polygonum arenastrum ] prostrate knotweed non-native X X 
Rumex acetosella sheep sorrel non-native X
Rumex crispus curly dock non-native X X X X Y
Rumex pulcher fiddle dock non-native X
Rumex salicifolius willow dock native NA B X X
PORTULACACEAE PURSLANE FAMILY
Portulaca oleraceae purslane   non-native X
RANUNCULACEAE BUTTERCUP FAMILY
Ranunculus californicus California buttercup native NA X X 
RHAMNACEAE BUCKTHORN FAMILY
Ceanothus  spp. ceanothus X
Frangula californica  [Rhamnus californica ] California coffee berry native NA X X 
ROSACEAE ROSE FAMILY
Cotoneaster pannosus silverleaf cotoneaster non-native X X X
Heteromeles arbutifolia Christmas berry, toyon native NA X X X Y
Prunus armeniaca apricot non-native X
Pyracantha angustifolia slender firethorn non-native X X Yes
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Pyrus communis common pear non-native 
Rubus armeniacus  [Rubus discolor ] Himalayan blackberry non-native X X Y
RUBIACEAE MADDER FAMILY
Galium aparine goose grass native NA X X 
SAPINDACEAE SOAPBERRY FAMILY
Acer spp. Maple non-native X
SCROPHULARIACEAE FIGWORT FAMILY
Myoporum laetum Myoporum, Ngaio tree non-native X X Yes
Scrophularia californica California figwort native NA X X 
Verbascum thapsus woolly mullein non-native X
SOLANACEAE NIGHTSHADE FAMILY
Solanum spp. nightshade   X
VALERIANACEAE VALERIAN FAMILY
Centranthus ruber red valerian non-native X X Y

AGAVACEAE CENTURY PLANT FAMILY
Chlorogalum pomeridianum  var. divaricatum soap plant native NA X X 
CYPERACEAE SEDGE FAMILY
Bolboschoenus maritimus  subsp. paludosus  [Scirpus maritimus ] saltmarsh bulrush native NA X Y
Bolboschoenus robustus [Scirpus robustus ] seacoast bulrush native NA X 
Carex densa dense sedge native NA A2 X X Y
Carex subbracteata small-bracted sedge native NA B X X 
Carex tumulicola foothill sedge native NA C X
Cyperus eragrostis tall cyperus native NA X
Eleocharis macrostachya spikerush native NA X X 
IRIDACEAE IRIS FAMILY
Sisyrinchium bellum Western blue-eyed-grass native NA X X Y
JUNCACEAE RUSH FAMILY
Juncus acuminatus tapered rush native NA X
Juncus balticus  subsp. ater Baltic rush native NA X X Y
Juncus bufonius  var. bufonius toad rush native NA X X 
Juncus bufonius  var. congestus clustered toad rush native NA C X
Juncus capitatus dwarf rush non-native X
Juncus occidentalis Western rush native NA X X Y
Juncus patens spreading rush native NA X X Y
Juncus phaeocephalus brownheaded rush native NA C/B? X X 
JUNCAGINACEAE ARROW-GRASS FAMILY
Triglochin concinna arrow-grass native NA X 
Triglochin concinna var. concinna seaside arrow-grass native NA X X Y
Triglochin maritima common arrow-grass native NA X Y
ORCHIDACEAE ORCHID FAMILY
Spiranthes romanzoffiana ladies' tresses native NA A1 X
POACEAE GRASS FAMILY
Agrostis  spp. bent grass
Aira caryophyllea silver hair grass non-native X 
Avena barbata slender wild oay non-native X X Y
Avena fatua wild oat non-native X X Y
Briza maxima rattlesnake grass non-native X Y Y
Briza minor annual quaking grass non-native X
Bromus carinatus California brome native NA X X Y Y
Bromus catharticus rescue grass non-native X X Y Y
Bromus catharticus  var. elatus  [Bromus stamineus ] Chilean brome non-native X X X Y Y
Bromus diandrus ripgut grass non-native X X X X Y Y
Bromus hordeaceus soft chess non-native X X X X Y Y
Bromus madritensis subsp. madritensis foxtail chess non-native X X 
Bromus madritensis subsp. rubens red brome non-native X X X X Y Y
Cortaderia jubata purple pampas grass non-native X X Y
Cynodon dactylon Bermuda grass non-native X X X X Y Yes
Dactylis glomerata orchard grass non-native X
Danthonia californica California oat grass native NA C X X Y Y
Distichlis spicata salt grass native NA X X X X Y Y

ANGIOSPERMS: MONOCOTS
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Ehrharta erecta panic veldt grass non-native X X Y
Elymus glaucus  subsp. glaucus blue wild-rye native NA X X Y Y
Elymus multisetus big squirreltail native NA C X X Y Y
Elymus trachycaulus  subsp. trachycaulus slender wheat grass native NA B X X 
Elymus triticoides  [Leymus triticoides ] beardless wild rye native NA X Y Y
Festuca arundinaceae tall fescue non-native X
Festuca bromoides  [Vulpia bromoides ] brome fescue non-native X X X Y Y
Festuca idahoensis Idahoe fescue native NA X X 
Festuca myuros  [Vulpia myuros  var. myuros ] rattail sixweeks grass non-native X X
Festuca perennis  [Lolium multiflorum, L. perenne ] rye grass non-native X X X X Y Y
Hordeum brachyantherum  subsp. brachyantherum northern barley native NA X X X Y Y
Hordeum jubatum subsp. jubatum foxtail barley native NA A2 X
Hordeum marinum subsp. gussoneanum Mediterranean barley non-native X X X
Hordeum murinum  subsp. leporinum hare barley non-native X X X Y Y
Melica californica California melic native NA X Y
Parapholis incurva curved sickle grass non-native X X X Y
Paspalum dilatatum dallis grass non-native X
Phalaris aquatica harding grass non-native X X X X Y Y
Poa annua blue grass non-native X X 
Poa pratensis subsp. pratensis Kentucky blue grass non-native X
Polypogon interruptus ditch beard grass non-native X
Polypogon monspeliensis rabbitfoot grass non-native X X X Y Y
Spartina foliosa California cord grass native NA X Y
Stipa pulchra [Nassella pulchra ] purple needle grass native NA C X X Y Y
THEMIDACEAE BRODIAEA FAMILY
Brodiaea elegans subsp. elegans harvest brodiaea native NA X
Triteleia hyacinthina white brodiaea native NA X
Triteleia laxa Ithuriel's spear native NA X
TYPHACEAE CATTAIL FAMILY
Typha angustifolia narrow-leaved cattail native NA X X Y
Typha latifolia broad-leaved cattail native NA X X

2 Scientific names used prior to The Jepson Manual 2012 update are in square brackets [ ].

1  Floral nomenclature follows The Jepson Manual: vascular plants of California, second edition 2012. Where no common name was listed in The Jepson Manual, CALFLORA was used to supplement.
Baldwin, B.G., D.H. Goldman, D.J. Keil, R. Patterson, T.J. Rosatti, and D.H. Wilken, editors. 2012. The Jepson manual: vascular plants of California, second edition. University of California Press, Berkeley.
CALFLORA. Accessed November 2013: http://www.calflora.org/
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Master Response-17 (Protectiveness of Clean-Up) 
Some Commenters have questioned whether proposed remediation cleanup levels are sufficiently 

protective of the environment and human health. 

UC and DTSC have identified the most likely receptors at the proposed RBC to consist of office 

workers, public and private researchers, teachers, graduate and undergraduate students, on-site 

maintenance workers, construction workers, and all visitors including adults, children, and the 

elderly, as presented in RAW Section 3.1. These categories of receptors are included in the risk 

assessment and informed the development of cleanup standards (Final Site Characterization 

Report, Section 7.3.2), and are categorized by DTSC as “commercial receptors.” The RAW 

recommends that cleanup standards protective of all these receptors be implemented for the soil 

and groundwater actions because the standards are protective of human health for all likely and 

reasonable receptors at RFS.  

Identifying the appropriate receptors is important as the current and reasonably foreseeable future 

land use is used to determine the types of potential exposures (who may be exposed and how) and 

the frequency of exposures that may occur from a contaminant present at a site. For example, the 

future maintenance worker is assumed to be exposed directly to site soils and groundwater, while 

a visitor or off-site receptors are assumed to be exposed to contaminants by dust/inhalation only, 

since there are UC policies and protocols prohibiting the unsupervised disturbance of all soil at 

RFS. 

This approach is consistent with the RFS Site Investigation and Restoration Order which states:   

“The reasonably foreseeable future land use of the Site is commercial/educational and open 

space. Therefore, remedial action objectives for contaminated media shall be developed that 

are protective of adults and children in a commercial/education scenario and as recreational 

users of open space” RFS Order, Section 5.1.2 (b).  

Since the primary pathway for off-site receptors (including neighboring residents and businesses), 

is inhalation of dust particles, the final RAW will be amended to include remedial goals for soil 

for the off-site receptors identified in the comment. These concentrations have already been 

calculated and are presented in the Final Site Characterization Report, Appendix C, Table C-10. 

Note that the concentrations protective of off-site receptors under the residential/unrestricted 

scenario are all higher than the proposed RAW remedial goals for on-site receptors; therefore, the 

current cleanup values are protective of off-site receptors.  

The draft RAW meets the requirements identified in California Health and Safety Code Section 

25356 to conduct a cleanup action, in an effective manner, that is protective of the public health 

and safety and the environment. The proposed cleanup activities protect human health and the 

environment for all proposed uses and receptors discussed in the LDRP. The draft RAW is also 

subject to the terms and conditions outlined in the RFS Site Investigation and Remediation Order 

under Health and Safety Code Sections 25358.3(a), 25355.5(a)(1)(B), 58009, and 58010. These 

sections authorize DTSC to include issuance of an order, establish schedules for removing or 

remedying releases of hazardous substances, determination of site characterization, and oversight 

of removal or remedial actions completed. DTSC is authorized to maintain and enforce its rules 

and regulations to meet the remedial action objectives identified under the Order.  

UC published the draft RAW on November 26, 2013. The draft RAW incorporated comments 

received from DTSC on a previous draft version, and represented DTSC’s concurrence regarding 

the draft RAW recommendations, pending the public review process. The public review process 

included (1) a Public Notice in the Contra Costa Times, (2) a fact sheet and Public Notice mailer 
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to 5,700 nearby residents, elected officials, government agencies, environmental organizations, 

other interested parties, and the DTSC Regional and Statewide Mandatory mailing list, (3) a fact 

sheet and Public Notice email to the 300 recipients of the RBC public email distribution list, (4) a 

public meeting on December 5, 2013 to present the document and collect verbal comments, and 

(5) public comment period for written comments to DTSC from November 26, 2013 through 

January 17, 2014. DTSC will provide UC with a response to all public comments, and UC will 

incorporate the comments into the final RAW. DTSC will approve the Final RAW following UC 

Regent certification of the Draft EIR. After consideration of all comments received on the draft 

RAW, UC does not anticipate any significant or critical changes to the proposed remedy in the 

draft RAW. 

Since the draft RAW addresses Research, Education, and Support areas and groundwater 

throughout the RFS portions of RBC, all future investigations and recommended cleanups of soil, 

sediment, or surface waters within the Natural Open Space area will continue as a part of the 

Field Sampling Workplan activities pursuant to the existing Site Investigation and Remediation 

Order for Richmond Field Station. Following receipt and analysis of investigation results, any 

future cleanup activities within the Natural Open Space soil, sediment, or surface water, including 

Western Stege Marsh, would be subject to public review documents such as a RAW or RAP 

under the oversight of DTSC in connection with the current RFS Order. 

The primary documents referenced can be found at DTSC’s EnviroStor website at:  

http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/profile_report.asp?global_id=07730003 

The documents are also provided at the UC website for the RFS at: http://rfs-

env.berkeley.edu/index.html 

Master Response-18 (Protection of Species and Habitat) 
Several Commenters have suggested that sensitive biological resources at the RBC site, including 

certain plants, wildlife, insects, habitat, and sensitive natural communities must be spared from 

any degree of development or impact, or that any loss of such resources should be offset by 

extraordinary levels of compensatory mitigation.  

The standard for determining a significant impact under CEQA is described at page 4-75 of the 

Draft EIR. Impacts to sensitive species or their habitat must be “substantial(ly) adverse” to merit 

a significance finding under CEQA. A recent environmental impact report prepared by the state 

Department of Fish and Wildlife elaborates on this criterion with regard to plant species, stating:  

The analysis considers both species and their habitats. A less than significant impact 

generally refers to a situation where there is a measurable impact, but the impact is not likely 

to result in an adverse outcome for the survival or fitness of a particular species, or a 

widespread or long-lasting adverse effect on a natural community. Conversely, an impact 

would be considered potentially significant if it may substantially decrease the likelihood of 

survival or fitness of a particular species (e.g., substantial decrease in a local population size 

or extirpation), or result in widespread or long-lasting adverse effects on a natural 

community. For impacts found to be "potentially significant", mitigation measures are 

proposed. Any impact that remains significant after application of all feasible mitigation is 

considered significant and unavoidable.  

(Source:  San Joaquin River Restoration Program Salmon Conservation and Research 

Facility & Related Fisheries Management Actions Project Draft Environmental Impact 

Report, California Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW], October 2013, p. 7-36.) 
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The University recognizes that some jurisdictions consider some locally unique or rare plant 

species to be “special-status” but this is not the criterion used in the Draft EIR, and is not the 

necessary criterion under CEQA. As stated in the Draft EIR, no special status plants occur on the 

RBC site. As indicated in the species compendium (referenced attachment to Master Response-

16) and in the Richmond Field Station Final Botanical Survey Report, August 2007, Table 3-1, no 

plant species considered sensitive at the state or national level occur on the RBC site. Nor does 

any potential impact of the RBC on plant habitat or species rise to a measure of “substantially 

adverse” if the measures used in the CDFW EIR referenced above are applied.  

The EIR analyzes the potential direct and indirect effects on other non-plant sensitive species 

from proposed LRDP implementation. The Draft EIR analysis demonstrates that, with mitigation 

applied, no animals  or their habitat would be significantly impacted. This analysis is carried out 

on Draft EIR pages 4-77 through 4-86. Criteria for determining impact significance are clearly set 

out on Draft EIR page 4-75. More detailed information regarding sensitive bird species and their 

habitat at the proposed RBC site has been added to the discussion under Final EIR Impact BIO-2 

in Section 4.3.4. 

The LRDP avoids most direct impacts to sensitive species and habitat by designating the Western 

Stege Marsh as Natural Open Space and avoids most, but not all, direct impacts to sensitive 

communities by designating much of the coastal terrace prairie as Natural Open Space. For 

further discussion of impact avoidance and mitigation related to RBC site grasslands, please see 

Master Response-16. 

Some Commenters have questioned whether the University should promote a project that would 

cause any level of impacts to the plants and animal species or their habitat on the RBC site. In the 

case of the proposed RBC project, as the EIR discloses, some impacts could occur to a limited 

portion of the site’s existing biological resources. By limiting these impacts to less than 

significance through project design and mitigation and by seeking to create a project that would 

be beneficial to the local population as well as the people of California, the University’s proposed 

LRDP conforms to the balancing of objectives and environmental values intended by CEQA. A 

basic purpose of CEQA is to inform governmental decision makers about potential, significant 

environmental effects of a proposed project and to assist the decision makers in avoiding or 

mitigating such potential significant effects (CEQA Guidelines Section 15002(a)). Nevertheless, 

in dealing with potentially significant impacts, CEQA recognizes that a balance must be struck 

between affected environmental resources and the public interest and objectives of a government 

agency. As described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15021(d), "CEQA recognizes that in 

determining whether and how a project should be approved, a public agency has an obligation to 

balance a variety of public objectives, including economic, environmental, and social factors and 

in particular the goal of providing a decent home and satisfying living environment for every 

Californian. An agency shall prepare a statement of overriding considerations as described in 

Section 15093 to reflect the ultimate balancing of competing public objectives when the agency 

decides to approve a project that will cause one or more significant effects on the environment."  

Again, in the case of the proposed RBC, there would be no significant, unavoidable biological 

resources impacts. 
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The University does not limit its efforts and commitment to enhancing environmental values and 

minimizing its footprint on existing biological resources to what is articulated in this EIR. Over 

the duration of the proposed Project and in accordance with the proposed LRDP, the University 

would continually strive to maintain and improve the natural environment at the site, and it would 

do so in such a way that reasonably balances the objectives and needs of the RBC, UC, the 

natural environment, and the public. 
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9.3 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL, FEBRUARY 11, 2014 
(Comment DTSC) 

Response DTSC-1 
The Commenter's concern regarding monitoring wells and the Natural Open Space area is noted. 

The discussion of RAW Impact BIO-1 has been revised to clarify that monitoring wells will be 

installed in the Natural Open Space areas. Any work in the coastal terrace prairie portion of the 

Natural Open Space would be subject to mitigation measure BIO-5, including management of 

activity in this vicinity in accordance with the Coastal Terrace Prairie Management Plan strictly 

limiting disturbance (see new Appendix G to this LRDP EIR) and siting in a resource-sensitive 

manner to the extent feasible. 

Response DTSC-2 
This statement has been revised to “approximately February 1 through August 31” in Section 

4.3.4 of the Final EIR. Also, Mitigation Measure MM BIO-2 has been revised so that the start 

date is February 1 rather than March 1.  
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9.4 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, JANUARY 17, 2014 
(Comment DOT) 

Response DOT-1 
This information is provided in the analysis of existing conditions in Appendix F: Transportation 

Impact Analysis-Richmond Bay Campus Development Plan, pp. 22-39. 

Response DOT-2 
As noted in the Draft EIR, trip generation rates assumed for analysis at the RBC site are 

conservative (see pp 4-241 to 4-242) and do not take into account the LRDP goal that fewer than 

50% of all trips to the RBC be by single-occupant vehicle. The Commenter highlights three areas 

where the Draft EIR determined that RBC-related traffic could impact I-580. Each is addressed 

below.  

At-grade rail crossing and Regatta Blvd/Meade Street. The number of times the at-grade rail 

crossing is closed at the present time is low. As reported on page 4-230 of the Draft EIR, on 

average, about four trains travel through the Meade Street railroad crossing per day. If the train 

frequency on the rail line continues to remain low and the crossing is not closed during the 

morning commute time, the potential for RBC bound traffic to result in a traffic backup that 

extends to the I-580 main line also would be low. However future changes in train frequency 

through 2050 cannot be reasonably predicted at this time and the University acknowledges that 

the Meade Street eastbound off-ramp has limited storage capacity. Therefore to address this 

concern expressed by Caltrans, the University has revised Mitigation Measure TRA-1 to include a 

commitment to work with Caltrans and provide a fair-share contribution to the cost of necessary 

improvements, including advance queue warning signs, should it be determined that those are 

necessary. Please also see Master Response-15.  

Meeker Avenue/23rd Street/ Marina Bay Parkway (Intersection 4). With respect to Caltrans’ 

concern that this intersection could back up on the I-580 Marina Bay Parkway southbound off-

ramp, please note that the improvements described in the Draft EIR for this intersection, if 

implemented, will eliminate the potential for back-up on the southbound off-ramp. As noted in 

the Draft EIR, implementation of the improvements to Intersection 4 requires coordination with 

the City and Caltrans, and as noted above the University has revised Mitigation Measure TRA-1 

in Section 4.13.4 of the EIR to include a commitment on the part of the University to work with 

Caltrans and the City of Richmond and to pay the project’s fair share of the cost of improvements 

necessary to mitigate the project’s impacts. Please also see Master Response-15. 

Demand Management to reduce freeway impacts. With respect to Impact TRA-3, the University 

concurs with Caltrans that other methods such as demand management strategies that do not 

necessarily involve freeway widening or capacity expansion should be considered. As described 

in Mitigation Measure TRA-1, the RBC would develop a transportation demand management 

(TDM) plan and implement it so as to minimize the number of additional vehicle trips to the 

RBC. A cross-reference to Mitigation Measure TRA-1 has been added to Impact TRA-3 in 

Section 4.13.4 of the EIR, acknowledging that a TDM program would be implemented by the 

University to minimize Impact TRA-3 to the extent feasible. Please also see Master Response-15. 

Response DOT-3 
Specific TDM activities are described in the RBC LRDP, and referenced in the Draft EIR at pp 4-

245 to 4-247. These include coordination with city, regional, and state authorities to improve 

connectivity. The clearest, most easily quantified goal presented in the LRDP is a very significant 

one:  "Target less than 50 percent of all trips being made to the campus in single occupant 
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vehicles by supporting alternative modes of transit."  See p. 4-246 of the Draft EIR. Although the 

goal is aggressive and would be reached over time, it is sufficiently quantitative to allow 

measurement of all development that involves new trips to the RBC, and to allow measurement of 

activities undertaken to reduce such trips. A sentence has been added to Mitigation Measure 

TRA-1 in Section 4.13.4 of the EIR to address information gathering to guide implementation of 

measures supporting LRDP goals. Please see Master Response-15. 

Response DOT-4 
The University's commitment to doing everything stated in MM TRA-1 and TRA-2 that is within 

its control, including working with the City of Richmond and Caltrans to "identify and implement 

alternative feasible mitigation on a fair share basis," can be and would be assured upon approval 

and implementation of the LRDP. The University has noted the Commenter's conclusion that 

actual completion of the mitigation measures can be assured. However, as explained in TRA-1 

and in TRA-2 as revised, because some of the measures that the University would be required to 

implement are contingent on action within the jurisdiction and discretion of other agencies, and 

because these other agencies have not yet programmed specific improvements that would address 

impacts TRA-1 and TRA-2, the University itself cannot ensure the completion of these mitigation 

measures, and the associated impacts therefore remain significant and unavoidable for the 

purposes of analysis. Nonetheless, the Draft EIR shows that almost all potentially significant 

traffic impacts could be reduced to less than significant levels if the appropriate mitigation 

measures are implemented. 

MM TRA-1 would be included in the mitigation monitoring and reporting plan; the MMRP 

would lay out how traffic monitoring and intersection warrants would be funded and conducted. 

Over the course of the LRDP, if this ongoing monitoring determined that an impact was triggered 

and mitigation was warranted, then the University would commence negotiations with the 

associated transportation agency to ensure that applicable mitigation was funded and 

implemented on a fair-share basis. Please also see the response to Comment DOT-3.   
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9.5 EAST BAY REGIONAL PARK DISTRICT, JANUARY 8, 2014 
(Comment EBRPD) 

Response EBRPD-1 
This information suggested by the Commenter has been incorporated into Sections 4.9.2, 4.9.4, 

4.10.2, 4.12.2, and 4.12.4 of the Final EIR. 

Response EBRPD-2 
As described in the proposed 2014 LRDP and as depicted in the "Illustrative Development 

Scenario" in the Draft EIR visual simulations (Draft EIR Section 4.1), the proposed project could 

include construction of an "iconic element" that could be a structure of "considerable 

height."  Even with this iconic element included, the Draft EIR Aesthetics and Visual Quality 

analysis finds that no significant, unavoidable impacts would result. 

As shown in the six visual simulations that support the analysis, an iconic structure of 

considerable height (as compared with surrounding RBC buildings) would be visually prominent 

from viewpoints along the Bay Trail (Visual Simulations 4-2 through 4-2), but it would blend in 

with surrounding development and with nearby structures such as utility towers when viewed 

from more distant, inland viewpoints (Visual Simulations 4-5 through 4-7).  The mere state of 

being noticeable (from some nearby public viewpoints) does not by itself trigger the CEQA 

significance criteria for visual impacts that are identified on Draft EIR page 4-11.  If such an 

iconic element were to be proposed, it would be designed specifically to be aesthetically pleasing 

to a broad audience of viewers.  In addition, according to Mitigation Measure AES-1, the 

structure would be designed in conformance with the RBC Physical Design Framework (PDF), 

which includes process and policy in support of sensitive design.  Accordingly, and as reported in 

the Draft EIR, an iconic structure would not substantially degrade the existing visual character 

and quality of the RBC site and its surroundings. 

Nevertheless, the commenter's suggestion that a building height of up to 100 feet in height could 

meet the objectives for building such an iconic element is noted by the University and will be 

taken into consideration if and when such a structure may be designed and proposed in the future. 

Response EBRPD-3 
At p. 4-79 of the Draft EIR, MM BIO-2 states that a 150 foot wide temporary "no disturbance" 

buffer would be placed around the wetland/upland boundary of Western Stege Marsh/Meeker 

Slough when construction occurs during the breeding season, to protect and buffer potential 

California clapper rail habitat and nesting areas. To prevent take of individuals, as required under 

the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, ESA, and California Endangered Species Act, which includes 

harm and harass, a buffer zone of an appropriate size would be established through conversations 

with the USFWS and CDFW. This buffer would be of a size to ensure no potential negative 

effects would occur from construction. Such negative effects may include significant changes in 

behavior (e.g., the bird having to go further from its nesting site to find food); masking signals 

birds use to communicate between conspecifics or recognize biological signals; impairing 

detection of sounds of predators and/or prey by masking; decreasing hearing sensitivity 

temporarily or permanently; and/or increasing stress and altering reproductive and other hormone 

levels (Dooling and Popper 2007). In addition, anti-predator perching devices could be placed on 

potential perch structures created by the proposed project (e.g., antennas, tall towers, etc.). 

Changes to Mitigation Measure BIO-2 reflect additional clarification of this topic. 

Reference: Dooling, R. and A. Popper. The Effects of Highway Noise on Birds. 2007. Prepared 

for the California Department of Transportation, Sacramento Office. September 30. 
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Response EBRPD-4 
All investigation results are available to the public and agencies such as the East Bay Regional 

Park District through the RFS environmental website at http:rfs-env.berkeley.edu. UC maintains 

signage along the southern fence line of RFS and the EBRPD Bay Trail summarizing the project 

scope and points of contact. All documents and correspondence to DTSC in response to work 

conducted under the RFS Site Investigation and Remediation Order is available to the public 

through the internet at DTSC’s Envirostor database. 

In addition, the University would continue to notify the District regarding work near the Bay Trail 

as required by the 2002 Memorandum of Agreement Between Zeneca Inc., The Regents of the 

University of California and the East Bay Regional Park District For Environmental Remediation 

Activities, Construction Activities and Exchange of Easements in Richmond CA, and subsequent 

First Amendment to the Memorandum of Agreement. 

Response EBRPD-5 
Surface water quality impacts from the RBC are dependent on the amount of surface water runoff 

and the handling of that runoff. As described on Draft EIR page 4-171, the amount of runoff from 

the new development is expected to decrease over existing conditions as stormwater quality 

treatment and source control measures are implemented as part of new development to create a 

sustainable, integrated stormwater management system which minimizes runoff.  

There will be no change in land use or development in the approximately 15 acres of coastal 

grasslands, and 10 acres of Western Stege Marsh within the RBC site (November 2013 

Community Draft LRDP, p. 4.2). Within the developed area of the RBC site and Regatta area, 

there would be a proposed increase of about 3 acres in impermeable surface area over the current 

approximately 42% impervious and 58% pervious surfaces (RBC LRDP Draft EIR, p. 4-171, 

discussion under LRDP Impact HYD-4). LRDP policies require RBC projects to incorporate LID 

strategies to manage stormwater, and to maintain predevelopment hydrology of the property to 

the maximum extent feasible. See RBC LRDP Draft EIR, p. 4-169; see also 

http://water.epa.gov/polwaste/green/ for information on low impact development. 

Regarding the Commenter’s example regarding parking: the increase in parking would not 

represent a substantial change in land use. In the interim, before demand is sufficient to warrant 

parking structures, parking could be developed using permeable paving as described at p. 4-171. 

See for example the Wellman Courtyard parking lot on the Berkeley campus, cited on the web at 

http://bluegreenbldg.org/permeable-parking/. When higher demand occurs, parking structures 

would be designed to manage run off. All parking areas, including parking structures, would be 

provided with an appropriate drainage system designed to treat stormwater runoff from parking 

areas. As noted in the RBC LRDP Draft EIR at p. 4-171 to 4-172, RBC stormwater runoff would 

be moderated by LID design, sustainability practices, and tools such as infiltration, 

evapotranspiration, capture, treatment and re-use systems, and BMPs designed to treat stormwater 

as required by the regional water quality control board and other regulatory mandates. 

Response EBRPD-6 
The completion of RAW actions is expected to reduce the potential for PCBs and other chemicals 

of concern being discharged to Western Stege Marsh as a result of the proposed soil excavation 

activities, and construction of the RBC is expected to upgrade antiquated drainage facilities and 

improve stormwater treatment, also reducing the potential for discharge of PCBs to the marsh. 

Also note that investigations completed to date, including upland field sampling under the San 

Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board and DTSC and the 5-year marsh 

monitoring completed as required by the US Army Corps of Engineers, included evaluations of 

upland drainages into Western Stege Marsh. Work completed in 2004 included remediation of 
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PCBs in two portions of the storm drain system and closing the sanitary sewer overflow from the 

City of Richmond sewer main to the Western Storm Drain and grouting of a substantial, unused 

portion of that storm drain line. Subsequent stormwater sampling of storm drain outfalls and 

completion of an extensive groundwater monitoring network support the conclusion that there are 

no current drainage facilities discharging pollutants that need to be further investigated or 

remediated beyond the scope of the upcoming Natural Open Space investigation under the current 

RFS Order under FSW Phases IV and V. Finally, any residual or existing PCB concentrations in 

Stege Marsh will be addressed as part of the ongoing investigation being conducted under the 

existing DTSC Site Investigation and Remediation Order for the RFS site. 

Response EBRPD-7 
The Commenter's concerns are noted; however, the Draft EIR does in fact address the capacity of 

wastewater systems and treatment facilities. Please see the response to Comments CCISCO(2)-12 

and CCISCO(2)-23. 

Response EBRPD-8 
The Draft EIR analyzes the full implementation of the RBC LRDP and incorporates the LRDP, 

and all of its policies, by reference. CEQA requires mitigation measures, where applicable, for 

protection of the environment where significant impacts may occur due to the implementation of 

the Project. It does not require mitigation measures for the effects of the environment on the 

Project. The University recognizes the importance of the Bay Trail embankment for inundation 

protection, as the Commenter states, in LRDP policy U12 and looks forward to partnering with 

EBRPD in the future. Please also see Master Response-12 on the Bay Trail. 

The Draft EIR acknowledges that the proposed RBC would implement State Water Resources 

Control Board Low Impact Development (LID) measures, which parallel federal Energy 

Independence and Security Act, Section 438, policies that are designed to "maintain or restore, to 

the maximum extent technically feasible, the predevelopment hydrology of the property." (Draft 

EIR p. 4-164)  In addition, the proposed Project would not alter the RBC site's drainage patterns 

(Draft EIR pp. 170-171). 

Response EBRPD-9 
The Commenter's concern for construction noise impacts to the McLaughlin Eastshore State Park 

(MESP) is noted. As described in the Draft EIR, there are provisions of the Richmond noise 

ordinance particularly applicable to construction noise, shown in the Draft EIR at page 4-192, 

table 4.10-4. Mitigation measure NOISE-1 is focused on construction noise, and provides that as 

technically and economically feasible, maximum sound levels at surrounding properties shall not 

exceed established A-weighted decibel (dBA) levels, and is sensitive to meeting the City noise 

ordinance requirements. 

The EIR noise analysis does not exclude consideration of impacts to users of the MESP. Bay 

Trail users are considered in the LRDP Impact NOISE-1, which finds that people could be 

exposed to noise levels exceeding Richmond Noise Ordinance standards. As shown on the Noise 

Ordinance tables on Draft EIR pp. 4-191 and 4-192, the City of Richmond considers noise 

receptors in single-family residential neighborhoods to be more sensitive than those in "open 

space and recreational districts" and in neighborhood parks. The impact analysis appropriately 

focuses discussion on the nearest sensitive receptors, which is a residential area to the southwest 

(as close as 150 feet). Only a very small portion of the approximately 8.5-mile-long Bay Trail is 

within 600 feet of the developable area of the proposed RBC site. Users of this trail are typically 

walking, jogging, or riding bicycles and thus only subject to potential construction noise for a 

short period of time. It is therefore appropriate and conservative to focus the discussion of 

impacts on the sensitive receptor in the area that would receive the greatest potential impact. 
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Response EBRPD-10 
The LRDP itself discusses the connection between the Bay Trail and the RBC. The path between 

the Bay Trail and the RBC is identified as a pedestrian and bicycle pathway in LRDP Figure 4.10. 

LRDP Policy ACP2, (eighth bullet) specifically calls for improvement to the pedestrian/bicycle 

connection between the proposed RBC and the Bay Trail (LRDP p. 4.24). 

Response EBRPD-11 
The University acknowledges the Commenter's concern about impacts on the Bay Trail. Please 

see Master Response-12 for a comprehensive discussion of this concern. With respect to this 

comment specifically, the University makes the following additional observations. First, while the 

MTC study referenced by the Commenter was indeed prepared in 2004, the University has not 

relied solely on this study as the basis for its conclusions. As discussed in Master Response-12, 

the US Census Bureau conducted an American Community Survey for the years 2005 to 2012; 

the results of that study show bicycle ridership percentages that remain close to the figures 

published in the MTC study. The City of Richmond's bicycle ridership rate in 2012, for instance, 

was 1.5%—lower even than the 1.8% rate analyzed in the Draft EIR at p. 4-222. Second, the 

RBC staff who would use bicycles for commuting would not all originate in Berkeley and would 

not all take the Bay Trail to access the campus, as suggested by the Commenter; they would be 

expected to originate from a variety of nearby communities and would be dispersed over a range 

of different bicycle commute routes. Third, bicycling and walking are relatively low-impacting 

activities on a road surface. With indoor, well-maintained, non-public facilities available at the 

campus, RBC workers would be unlikely to regularly use trash cans and bathroom facilities along 

the Bay Trail. By the simple act of commuting to and from work, they would also be unlikely to 

have a substantial and adverse effect on landscaping, signs, fences, and gates, as suggested by the 

Commenter.  

For these and other reasons, along with the fact that the RBC population is expected to grow only 

gradually over the 36-year planning period, the Draft EIR finds that "no substantial physical 

deterioration of amenities (like the Bay Trail and parkland) would result," and any resulting park 

and recreational facilities impacts would be less than significant. 

Response EBRPD-12 
The University would be pleased to consider incorporation of EBRPD public access design 

standards in development of the trail staging areas identified in the LRDP, and in development of 

the short trail discussed in EBRPD-10. The University would further be willing to work with the 

District when development of these proposed sites proceeds. These issues are not pertinent to 

CEQA and are not discussed in this EIR, other than to be noted here.   
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9.6 SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT, JANUARY 21, 2014 
(Comment BART) 

Response BART-1 
The comment that stronger shuttle connections to Richmond BART would be desirable for the 

RBC is noted. As the campus develops, measures that reduce the drive alone rate and also 

improve connectivity generally in the vicinity will be prioritized, in collaboration with the City of 

Richmond and other stakeholders. The City is undertaking comprehensive connectivity planning 

for the South Shoreline Area; the connectivity plan effort had a community kick off meeting in 

January 2014 and is expected to be complete in October 2014 (source:  South Richmond 

Transportation Connectivity Plan presentation, 1/15/14, downloaded from 

www.ci.richmond.ca.us 2/14/14). Both UC Berkeley and LBNL are participants in this planning 

process. 

Response BART-2 
The recommendations are noted and the University is pleased to consider these items in 

development of programs for the RBC. 

Response BART-3 
The Commenter's suggestion that stronger and safer bicycling connections between the RBC and 

two nearby BART stations may be desirable for the RBC is noted. As the proposed campus 

develops, measures that minimize the drive alone rate and also improve connectivity generally in 

the vicinity will be prioritized, in collaboration with the City of Richmond and other stakeholders. 

The City is undertaking comprehensive connectivity planning for the South Shoreline Area; the 

connectivity plan effort had a community kick off meeting in January 2014 and is expected to be 

complete in October 2014 (source:  South Richmond Transportation Connectivity Plan 

presentation, January 15, 2014, downloaded from www.ci.richmond.ca.us on February 14, 2014). 

Both UC Berkeley and LBNL are participants in this planning process. 
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9.7 CITY OF RICHMOND, JANUARY 21, 2014 
(Comment CITY) 

Response CITY-1 
The University will develop a CAP that complies with University policy and meets State 

requirements. Given UC President Napolitano's January 2014 announcement that UC operations 

will be carbon neutral by 2025, the CAP will outline how the RBC would achieve carbon 

neutrality by 2025, using a mix of energy efficiency, renewable energy, and offset measures, 

including measures being undertaken at the system-wide level. These existing commitments are 

sufficient to constitute the CAP for the RBC in this phase. Starting in 2014, the RBC would have 

a GHG emissions inventory separate from the main UC Berkeley campus. Work to expand and 

formalize a CAP (beyond the existing policy requirements) would coincide with the design phase 

of the first new building construction project. The University expects to also consider and include 

appropriate policies developed in the pending City of Richmond CAP, such as the ones suggested 

in this comment. 

Response CITY-2 
Work to expand and formalize a CAP, beyond the existing, stringent policy requirements for the 

RBC, would coincide with the design phase of the first new building construction project. The 

University expects to also consider and include where appropriate policies developed in the 

pending City of Richmond CAP. 

Response CITY-3 
As the Commenter requests, a summary of the existing contamination conditions has been 

included in Section 3.9 of the Final EIR. 

Response CITY-4 
Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR provides a summary of the current proposed draft RAW and 

recommendations. The impacts from the proposed actions are specifically identified in Chapter 5 

of the Draft EIR, which is included to inform DTSC decisionmaking on the RAW under CEQA. 

The draft RAW, including an executive summary of findings and recommendations is available at 

the RFS environmental website and DTSC’s EnviroStor website at: 

 http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/profile_report.asp?global_id=07730003.  

Please also see Master Response-17. 

Response CITY-5 
The University will work with the City of Richmond as part of the TDM process to ensure that 

projected development within the South Shoreline Area is accounted for in TDM program 

strategies and mitigation measures. The TDM program will ensure that measures are in place 

prior to construction and/or development that could potentially impact traffic and transportation 

within the South Shoreline Area and vicinity. 

Response CITY-6 
Please see Master Responses-1 and -5. UC Berkeley and LBNL will continue to engage with the 

City and community on procurement, jobs, education and other topics related to social and 

community issues. Such plans would continually evolve as the RBC and as the community's 

needs change throughout time. However, these are not CEQA issues, so such planning and 

discussion would take place outside of the programmatic EIR process. 
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Response CITY-7 

The University maintains mutual aid-type arrangements with surrounding fire jurisdictions at 

both the UC Berkeley and LBNL main campuses. At a time when the proposed RBC campus 

reaches an appropriate level of development, use, and occupation, the University fully expects to 

engage the City of Richmond Police and Fire Departments for similar types of mutual aid 

agreements.  



RichPD—1 
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9.8 RICHMOND POLICE DEPARTMENT, JANUARY 9, 2014 
(Comment RichPD) 

Response RichPD-1 
The Commenter's expression of support for the proposed project is noted.  
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9.9 CALIFORNIA NATIVE GRASSLANDS ASSOCIATION, JANUARY 22, 2014 
(Comment CNGA) 

Response CNGA-1 
The Commenter is not correct in identifying the Grasslands Analysis as the "foundation of 

vegetation conservation choices" for the LRDP. Please see Master Response-16 (discussion under 

"Natural Open Space preserve area too restrictive") and Master Response-6 

Response CNGA-2 
Please see Master Responses-6, -16, and -18. 

Response CNGA-3 
The position of the Commenter is noted. Please see Master Response-16 and the response to 

Comment NLForce-17. 

Response CNGA-4 
The Grassland Constraints Analysis was prepared as one among many studies that helped inform 

the RBC long-range planners in designing the proposed LRDP framework, land use map, and 

illustrative development scenario. The study was not prepared to study the proposed LRDP after 

it was drafted. That analysis is conducted in the LRDP EIR. Please see also Master Response-16. 

Response CNGA-5 
Please see Master Response-16. The proposed footprint for an expansion to the University's 

Northern Regional Library Facility (NRLF) predates the development of the LRDP. The 

development of the Library Facility has long been conceived as a multi-phase project. Siting of 

the NRLF and its expansion phases purposely avoids areas of prime coastal terrace prairie. 

Response CNGA-6 
The opinion of the Commenter is noted. Please see Master Response-16. 

Response CNGA-7 
Please see Master Response-16. 

Response CNGA-8 
Please see Master Response-16. 

Response CNGA-9 
Impacts to the existing visual character and quality of the RBC site and its surrounding area are 

discussed in LRDP Impact AES-1 in the Draft EIR. The analysis uses the Richmond General Plan 

vision and zoning regulations as a tool for understanding such potential impacts. Impact AES-1 

concludes that the effect of RBC building height and scale would not create significant, 

unavoidable impacts. Please also see Master Response-16. 

Response CNGA-10 
Please see the response to Comment NLForce-17. The URS study is referenced in the EIR and 

available as part of the EIR public record; not every detail from the URS study is intended to be 

rewritten in the EIR for practical reasons. The URS study passages that are either not included or 

included in the EIR, as noted by the Commenter, are not contradictory or mutually exclusive; 

indeed, one logically follows from the other. Please also see Master Response-16.  
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9.10 CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY, JANUARY 21, 2014 
(Comment CNPS) 

Response CNPS-1 
Please see Master Response-16. 

Response CNPS-2 
Please see Master Responses-6 and -16. 

Response CNPS-3 
Please see Master Responses-6 and -16. 

Response CNPS-4 
Please see Master Response-16. 

Response CNPS-5 
Please see Master Responses-16 and -18 and the response to Comment NLForce-17. 

Response CNPS-6 
The report referenced by the Commenter was not used as a direct source for any of the 

information presented in the EIR; it was cited only in a supporting study prepared for the EIR 

(see Draft EIR Appendix C ["Richmond Field Station Grassland Constraints Analysis"], p. 14) 

and was never discussed in the EIR itself. As such, it was not included in any of the Draft EIR's 

lists of references and was not included in the materials made available for public review at the 

time when the Draft EIR was released. Upon receipt of the Commenter's request, this report was 

provided to the Commenter in a timely manner. 

Response CNPS-7 
The RAW and SMP will be clarified to indicate that any activities associated with the carbon 

tetrachloride source investigation or cleanup activities must be protective of coastal terrace prairie 

habitat by avoiding wet season and taking precautionary steps to minimize disturbance of the 

habitat. 

The EIR is revised to clarify that monitoring wells would be installed in the Natural Open Space 

areas, to describe the potential impacts, and to which, if any, mitigation measures are applicable. 

Mitigation Measure MM BIO-5 is revised to include language requiring that the wells be installed 

in the least disturbing way possible. 

The Commenter's suggestions with regard to protection of the coastal terrace prairie are noted and 

consistent with the discussion at LRDP Impact BIO-5 regarding the need to protect the high 

quality grasslands. See p. 4-81 of the Draft EIR. The RAW and SMP will be clarified to indicate 

that any activities associated with the carbon tetrachloride source investigation or cleanup 

activities must be protective of coastal terrace prairie habitat. Please also see Master Response-16 

and the Coastal Terrace Prairie Management Plan in new Appendix G. 

Response CNPS-8 
The University acknowledges that converting the concrete storm drain canal that parallels the 

North/South leg of Regatta Boulevard to a riparian meander was one of many early planning 

concepts which were modified or eliminated from inclusion in the illustrative development 

scenario depicted in the Draft EIR. The significant ownership, environmental, and jurisdictional 

complications associated with this concept were projected to be a major impediment to meeting 

the project objectives in a timely manner. The conceptual plans, starting with the Draft EIR NOP 
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Scoping meeting in January of 2013 have shown the drainage canal as it currently exists. No 

studies have been completed at this time to determine whether a riparian meander would result in 

a net environmental benefit, given potential upstream water quality and on-site hydrological 

considerations. This idea is attractive for many purposes and may be considered in the future as 

the proposed campus develops. The support of the East Bay Chapter of the California Native 

Plant Society  would be welcome at such time as when the University moves forward with a 

proposal for a riparian meander. Please also see Master Response-16. 

Response CNPS-9 

Please see Master Response-16 for a detailed discussion of the University's analysis of and 

approach to grasslands at the RBC. The University does value the grasslands on the proposed 

RBC, and the Draft EIR requires mitigation for any potentially significant impacts to sensitive 

natural communities on the site. Please see Draft EIR Section 4.3.4. The University has also now 

drafted a Coastal Terrace Prairie Management Plan to guide enhancement and restoration efforts. 

The University does not agree with the Commenter's statement that the University values 

recreation more than preservation of native grasslands. The LRDP shows an illustrative 

development scenario for the Northwest Meadow, including recreational facilities, but the 

ultimate development of the Northwest Meadow remains unknown at this time. Should 

development occur on the Northwest Meadow, the University's mitigation approach would 

nonetheless ensure no significant impacts to sensitive natural communities at the RBC. 

Please see Master Response-16 for a discussion of alternatives to the proposed project, Lark 

Drive, and the building site at the north end of the Natural Open Space area.   
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9.11 CITIZENS FOR EAST SHORE PARKS, JANUARY 21, 2014 
(Comment CESP) 

Response CESP-1 
The Draft EIR accurately characterizes impacts at a program-level based on the level of detail in 

the LRDP and the time period for development under that proposed plan. As individual proposals 

are identified in the future, additional project-level environmental review would be conducted to 

identify and mitigate any specific environmental effects anticipated from those proposals. Please 

also see Master Responses-6 and -14. 

Response CESP-2 
Please see Master Response-16. 

Response CESP-3 
Please see Master Response-16. 

Response CESP-4 
Please see Master Responses-6, -16, and -18. 

Response CESP-5 
Please see the response to Comment CNPS-4. Please also see Master Responses-16 and -18. 

Response CESP-6 
Please see Master Response-16 and the response to Comment CNPS-9. 

Response CESP-7 
Please see Master Response-16 and the responses to Comments NLForce-17 and CESP-2. 

Response CESP-8 
Because the monarch butterfly is not a special-status species and eucalyptus trees are not ideal 

habitat for monarch butterflies, as described in the EIR, the loss of those trees is not considered a 

significant impact requiring mitigation. The EIR includes a successional tree planting plan as an 

environmental protection practice; please see the response to Comment NLForce-4. The RBC 

Physical Design Framework includes a guideline to replace the eucalyptus trees over time with a 

suitable replacement species that provides the same verticality and appropriate habitat for 

wintering monarch butterflies. Please also see Master Response-18. 

Response CESP-9 
As described in the EIR, the University intends to comply with all applicable CEQA requirements 

throughout project implementation. For a description of how the LRDP EIR would be used for 

the purpose of tiering and/or covering future activities (including construction and demolition) at 

the RBC in accordance with CEQA, please see Draft EIR pages 1-4 through 1-5. 

Response CESP-10 
Please see the response to Comment NLForce-6 regarding UC’s adoption of an SMP to address 

the concerns identified in the comment. 

Response CESP-11 
Please see the response to Comment NLForce-6 regarding adoption of groundwater monitoring 

program to address the concerns identified in the comment. 
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Response CESP-12 
Please see the response to Comment NLForce-13. 

Response CESP-13 
The suggested mitigation is similar to LRDP MM BIO-6. Details of mitigation would be worked 

out with the US Army Corps of Engineers during permitting if any fill of wetlands could not be 

avoided at project-level implementation. Please also see the response to Comment NLForce-15. 

Response CESP-14 
The RBC Draft EIR Project Description (Chapter 3), which incorporates the proposed RBC 

LRDP by reference, includes in general individual terms and in aggregate terms the parameters of 

buildings area (square footage), mass, and height. These parameters are then discussed and 

included in impact analysis in EIR Chapter 4, and most notably in Section 4.1 (Aesthetics and 

Visual Quality), where they are addressed in several visual simulation graphics that aided 

analysis, and in the LRDP Impact AES-1 discussion. They are then considered in the cumulative 

impacts discussion under LRDP Cumulative Impact AES-1, which addresses the preceding 

project-specific impacts and applies them to cumulative impacts analysis. 

Issues of night lighting are also discussed in Section 4.1, and particularly in the LRDP Impact 

AES-3 analysis. Project-specific lighting issues are then applied to the cumulative impacts 

analysis in the LRDP Cumulative Impact AES-2 discussion that follows. 

Response CESP-15 

The Draft EIR includes an analysis of the proposed project's effects on the Bay Trail. Please also 

see responses to comments regarding the transportational use of the Bay Trail. The Draft EIR 

includes an analysis of growth-inducing effects in Chapter 7, Other CEQA Considerations, and 

cumulative impacts are analyzed in each Chapter 4 resource section of the Draft EIR. Please also 

see Master Response-12.   
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9.12 COMMITTEE TO MINIMIZE TOXIC WASTE, JANUARY 20, 2014 
(Comment CMTW) 

Response CMTW-1 
Please also see the response to Comment PubHear-39 regarding magnetic anomaly. 

Response CMTW-2 
Radiological investigations of the RFS up to 2008 are described in the Current Conditions Report 

Section 1.1.4.5 RFS Chemical and Radioactive Materials Use. (http://rfs-

env.berkeley.edu/documents/2008.11.21.RFS.FinalCCRTextandTables.pdf)   

As described in that report, investigations have been overseen by the campus' Office of 

Environment, Health & Safety's Radiation Safety division under authority of the UC Berkeley 

Broadscope Radioactive Materials License issued by the State of California's Department of 

Public Health (CDPH). The UC Berkeley radiation safety program is inspected regularly by the 

CDPH Radiological Health Branch (RHB). Subsequent to 2008, additional sampling for 

radiological materials has included continued routine Radioactive Use Authorization inspections 

by EH&S, soil sampling during Bulb monitoring well installation in 2010 (reported on page 7 of 

the August 22, 2011 Phase I Groundwater Sampling Results Technical Memorandum (http://rfs-

env.berkeley.edu/documents/DRAFT_RFS_FSW_TechMemo_12Jan.pdf), two Decontamination 

and Decommissioning (D&D) projects to assess historic use in the interior of six buildings, with 

survey plans reviewed and approved by CDPH. Not all of the surveys and sampling plans have 

been subject to a public review process and were therefore not provided for public comment. 

Response CMTW-3 
Tsunami and seiche conditions at the RBC location are discussed on Draft EIR page 4-113. 

Flooding conditions are described on Draft EIR page 4-161. Impact analysis of seiches, tsunamis, 

and mudflows on the project are discussed in LRDP Impact HYD-7. Tsunamis are considered to 

be a rare occurrence in the San Francisco Bay and tend to be very small; only five tsunamis in 

recorded history have produced "runups" of over 1.6 feet. The maximum probable runup in the 

Project area of the Bay is estimated to be 4.5 feet, and the probability of this occurring is very 

low. Even so, such a tsunami would not reach the RBC development (Draft EIR page 4-173). 

This is well below the CEQA significance threshold; in fact, there is essentially no impact related 

to tsunami at all from the project, as it would not change the existing condition. Moreover, the 

Draft EIR reports that "there are no State or other officially designated tsunami evacuation zones 

in the City of Richmond." (Draft EIR page 4-113). For these reasons, the RBC EIR does not 

include the maps requested by the Commenter. 

Estimated sea level rise and related impacts at RBC due to projected climate change are discussed 

throughout the impact discussion in EIR Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality; these 

impacts are all found to be less than significant. Please also see the response to Comment 

RANC(1)-14. 

Response CMTW-4 
Maps and graphic details in the Draft EIR were provided to the extent necessary to convey 

important information and support the impact analysis. Please see the response to Comment 

CMTW-3. 

Response CMTW-5 
UC has reviewed and noted the comments provided in the letter to DTSC on the Draft 

RAW.  While UC is the CEQA lead agency for the purposes of reviewing the environmental 
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impacts of the proposed RBC LRDP, DTSC holds the discretionary authority to approve the 

RAW, which accompanies the LRDP and addresses state law requirements for environmental 

remediation.  Because of DTSC’s role in considering and approving the RAW, DTSC is a CEQA 

responsible agency for the LRDP EIR.  Where comments concern the adequacy of the 

University’s CEQA documentation, UC has responded to those comments.  The comments 

provided in the letter to DTSC on the Draft RAW, however, concern the Draft RAW’s contents 

and its adequacy in meeting state law requirements for environmental remediation.  DTSC will 

respond to those comments pursuant to the public participation mandates of Health and Safety 

Code section 25358.7; that section establishes a separate public review process from the LRDP’s 

CEQA review process, which UC leads pursuant to the Public Resources Code.  DTSC’s 

consideration of the RAW will occur following the UC Regents’ certification of the LRDP EIR, 

and DTSC will consider public comments on the Draft RAW during that time. 

In addition to the responses DTSC will provide, please see Master Response-17 regarding the 

protectiveness of the recommended remedy, including the receptors identified in the comment. 

Response CMTW-6 
Comment is regarding a property not associated with the RFS or the proposed RBC. Please see 

Master Response-7 regarding the scope of the EIR. 

Response CMTW-7 
The proposed management relationship between UC, its related campuses, and the DOE are 

discussed in Section 3.1 (pages 3-1 and 3-2) and Section 3.4 (page 3-9) of the Draft EIR. There 

are currently no outlined building proposals for DOE-owned facilities at RBC; future space that 

might be leased by DOE would be analyzed for specific DOE operating requirements at that time 

when such proposals might be made. Administrative details such as those requested by the 

Commenter are not within the scope of this programmatic environmental analysis. 

Response CMTW-8 
The Phase 1 development included in the Notice of Preparation is no longer proposed. A 

statement to this effect can be found on Page 1-2 of the Draft EIR. Section 1.5, Intended Uses of 

the EIR, of the Draft EIR (pages 1-4 to 1-5) describes how CEQA will be addressed for 

individual developments projects proposed under the LRDP. Please also see Master Response- 

14. 

Response CMTW-9 
As discussed in Section 1.2 of the EIR, the EIR analyzes the potential environmental impacts 

associated with implementation of the proposed 2014 LRDP, which guides development of a 

campus of approximately 5,400,000 gross square feet of research, development, and supportive 

uses. The Notice of Preparation for the Draft EIR, published in January 2013, included an initial 

development project at the RBC encompassing approximately 16 acres and a development target 

of 600,000 gross square feet. As further discussed in EIR Section 1.2 and as widely publicized by 

the University, that project is no longer proposed and there is no first phase project outlined at 

this time.  

With respect to waste streams associated with the proposed action, as discussed in EIR Section 

4.7.4, all wastes would be disposed of in accordance with applicable UC Berkeley and LBNL 

procedures at properly licensed and permitted facilities. Compliance with waste storage and 

transportation regulations, and continuation of current UC Berkeley and LBNL programs and 

controls to reduce and manage wastes and to prevent inadvertent releases of materials to the 

sanitary sewer would minimize the hazards to workers, the public, and the environment. 
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Response CMTW-10 
As discussed in Sections 1.1 and 1.2 of the EIR, UC is proposing to establish a new major 

research campus, the RBC, at University-owned properties in Richmond, California. There are 

currently no federal proposals for the proposed RBC, and evaluating any future federal proposals 

would be speculative. Consequently, there is no requirement to prepare any NEPA documentation 

associated with the proposed action. Please also see Master Response-8 and the responses to 

Comments CMTW-8 and CMTW-9. 

Response CMTW-11 
Please see the responses to Comments CMTW-3 and CMTW-4. Specific information related to 

hazardous materials and waste sites managed by the DTSC is available at: http://www.dtsc.ca/. 

Potential cumulative impacts associated with hazardous materials are addressed in Section 4.7.4 

of the EIR. Compliance with all applicable federal, State, and local regulations during the 

construction and operation of new developments would ensure that there are no significant 

cumulative hazards to the public or the environment associated with the routine transportation, 

use, disposal, or release of hazardous materials.  
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9.13 CONTRA COSTA INTERFAITH SUPPORTING COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION AND ALLIANCE 

OF CALIFORNIANS FOR COMMUNITY EMPOWERMENT, JANUARY 7, 2014 
(Comment CCISCO(1)) 

Response CCISCO(1)-1 
The University received this request for links to reference documents from the Commenter on 

January 7, 2014; electronic links to the requested documents were provided to the Commenter on 

January 8, 2014, along with a clarification that the two Current Conditions Reports requested are, 

in fact, the same document.  
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9.14 CONTRA COSTA INTERFAITH SUPPORTING COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION AND ALLIANCE 

OF CALIFORNIANS FOR COMMUNITY EMPOWERMENT, JANUARY 21, 2014 
(Comment CCISCO(2)) 

Response CCISCO(2)-1 
The Commenter's general opinions about the adequacy of the Draft EIR are noted. The 

Commenter's detailed assertions pertaining to specific EIR issues follow and are subsequently 

addressed by corresponding responses. 

Response CCISCO(2)-2 
The EIR does not address local housing demand and costs as the RBC site does not include 

housing or any related residential uses and no housing would be displaced; therefore, further 

discussion is not required in the Final EIR. 

The Commenter suggests the potential for indirect impacts from social changes and as residents 

relocate to other communities due to a possible increase in housing rates, which in turn could 

increase commute distances, resulting in additional air pollutant emissions and increased traffic 

congestion. Please see Master Responses-1 and -7 and the response to Comment CCISCO(2)-4. 

The EIR does make conservative assumptions about commutes to the RBC (see p. 4-242 of the 

Draft EIR). 

Response CCISCO(2)-3 
The Phase 1 development included in the Notice of Preparation is no longer proposed. A 

statement to this effect can be found on Page 1-2 of the Draft EIR. 

Response CCISCO(2)-4 
The Commenter suggests that proposed RBC development could cause socioeconomic impacts 

and indirect physical impacts if existing nearby residents were to be displaced by the RBC 

project. Following the Commenter's assertion, displaced residents may, in turn, relocate to other 

Bay Area communities, which could increase commute distances if those same displaced 

residents were to return to Richmond on a regular basis, presumably for work or school. If this 

sequence of events were to happen, then it would result in some degree of additional air pollutant 

emissions and increased traffic congestion for those displaced residents who fit the above pattern.  

The proposed project would not directly displace or add any housing to the area, and 

socioeconomic impacts are outside the scope of a CEQA analysis. For the indirect physical 

impacts suggested by the Commenter, the scenario under which they would occur is speculative, 

as explained below; such speculative scenarios are not within the scope of this CEQA analysis. 

Even if this scenario were to come to pass for some residents, the number of displaced residents 

would likely be quite small in comparison to overall traffic patterns and air emissions. And, under 

that scenario, displaced residents commuting back to Richmond would likely be offset by any 

RBC staff renting or buying vacated homes in the area and thus reducing their own commute 

trips. Please see Master Response-1. The EIR does make conservative assumptions about 

commutes to the RBC (see p. 4-242 of the Draft EIR).  

Furthermore, the purpose of this CEQA analysis is to examine the potential environmental 

impacts of the LRDP; the University has not yet established a specific time frame for 

implementation of the LRDP, nor has the University committed to develop the RBC to the full 

extent considered in the LRDP and in this EIR. Any individual development projects that may 

later come to fruition within the scope of the LRDP will require their own CEQA analyses. The 

preparation of those CEQA analyses will provide the appropriate time and context to analyze 
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project-specific, indirect physical impacts resulting from potential socioeconomic impacts. The 

current uncertainty of the scope of future development under the LRDP renders any such impacts 

speculative and prevents the University from performing such analyses at present. However, as 

explained, the impacts of concern noted in this comment have been considered in this CEQA 

review. 

Response CCISCO(2)-5 
Contrary to the concerns voiced in this comment, the Draft EIR has analyzed the LRDP's 

transportation impacts against both an existing conditions baseline and a baseline that includes 

transportation conditions in 2035, thus fulfilling the requirements of CEQA and the Supreme 

Court's decision in Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority 

(2013) 57 Cal.4th 439. Specifically, Table 4.13-10 and the accompanying text summarize the 

LRDP's impacts as compared to existing conditions; this constitutes the CEQA analysis typically 

completed by lead agencies (i.e., evaluation of the project's impacts relative to existing 

conditions). Table 4.13-9 and the accompanying text, on the other hand, summarize the LRDP's 

impacts against anticipated conditions in 2035; this constitutes a future baseline analysis and 

conservatively assumes full-build out of the LRDP by 2035 even though full build-out is not 

expected to occur until 2050. This type of analysis is appropriate where a large development, 

such as the RBC, will occur over many years and will not reach its full extent until long after the 

completion of CEQA review. Appendix F of the Draft EIR includes all of the relevant data and 

underlying calculations. Ultimately, by utilizing both an existing conditions baseline and a future 

conditions baseline, the Draft EIR has already provided a comprehensive analysis of the LRDP's 

transportation impacts that addresses all of the Commenter's concerns.  

The transportation analysis evaluates the proposed project, which is implementation of the LRDP. 

At this time, with no initial phase of campus development proposed, the transportation analysis 

includes existing, existing-plus-project, and cumulative conditions. The fact that LRDP 

implementation would be phased in the future and impacts would accrue over time is captured in 

the impact analysis and mitigated by LRDP MM TRA-1, which includes provisions to monitor 

vehicle trip numbers, consult with the City of Richmond and Caltrans and other agencies, and to 

participate in signal warrant studies and pay fair share costs of any intersection improvements 

required due to project impacts. 

Response CCISCO(2)-6 
As stated in the Draft EIR under LRDP Impact AIR-2, in the early stages of campus 

development, emissions would be substantially below the BAAQMD thresholds. In fact, the 

development of up to 1,500,000 square feet of building space and associated increase in 

population at RBC would not result in emissions of criteria pollutants that would exceed 

BAAQMD CEQA thresholds. Therefore, the 1,000,000-square foot trigger for mitigation measure 

MM-AIR-2 is appropriate, conservative, and protective. 

Response CCISCO(2)-7 
The Draft EIR addresses construction emissions, including fugitive dust and particulate matter, in 

a manner consistent with BAAQMD guidance. As stated in the Draft EIR, BAAQMD's CEQA 

Guidelines recommend specific best management practices (BMPs) to control construction 

emissions. When these BMPs are implemented, the project impact is less than significant. 

Pursuant to LRDP Policy S3, the University has committed to implementing these BMPs to 

minimize all construction emissions, including fugitive dust and particulate matter, to the 

maximum extent feasible. In addition, Table 4.2-4 demonstrates that construction emissions 

would be well below the BAAQMD CEQA thresholds (however, there is no quantitative 

threshold for fugitive dust). In particular, particulate matter emissions would be several orders of 
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magnitude below the relevant thresholds. Therefore, the impacts are evaluated and would be less 

than significant. 

Response CCISCO(2)-8 
As described in the EIR, Appendix B, Section 2.1.3, dust from trucks hauling contaminated soil 

from the site during construction is included in the air quality modeling. The modeling results 

demonstrate that construction activities would not exceed the BAAQMD thresholds; therefore, 

the impacts (including impacts to local residents and on-site personnel) would be less than 

significant. 

The draft public RAW includes an evaluation of ingestion, dermal contact, and inhalation of site 

contaminants to on-site receptors. Since the primary pathway for off-site receptors (including 

neighboring residents and businesses) is inhalation of dust particles, the final RAW will be 

amended to include remedial goals for soil for the off-site receptors identified in the comment. 

These concentrations have already been calculated and are presented in the Final Site 

Characterization Report, Appendix C, Table C-10. Note that the concentrations protective of off-

site receptors under the residential/unrestricted scenario are all higher than the recommended 

cleanup values for on-site receptors; therefore, the current cleanup values are protective of off-site 

receptors.  

The draft RAW, Appendix D, Perimeter Air Monitoring Plan, identifies specific monitoring 

procedures and action levels developed to protect workers and off-site communities from 

exposure to chemicals of potential concern and to evaluate adequacy of dust control methods 

being applied by the contractor selected to implement the RAW. The Perimeter Air Monitoring 

Plan specifies that air monitoring would be performed during all soil disturbance and excavation 

activities performed under the RAW. Dust emissions would be minimized by spraying water on 

excavation-equipment buckets during excavation and dumping to eliminate visible dust. In 

addition, excavated soils would be placed and stored in covered roll-off bins or in covered soil 

stockpiles to minimize wind-borne dust prior to transporting the soil off site.  

Air monitoring would be performed at the fenced perimeter of the various excavation areas to 

verify that dust control measures are adequate. Real-time air monitoring of total dust would be 

performed using real-time aerosol monitors [MIE Personal Data Rams (PDR)] with data loggers 

to provide immediate information for the total dust levels present. The PDRs would be positioned 

along excavation fence lines at locations most likely to be in the direction of off-site dust 

migration from each excavation area depending on the identified wind direction on the day and 

time of work. 

Protective measures include notification to the contractor verbally (and documented in the daily 

field notes) to stop work if real-time dust monitoring shows that perimeter action levels for dust 

are exceeded or if sustained wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour (mph) (sustained for 15 

minutes). 

The perimeter dust action levels are protective of the most sensitive off-site receptors including 

children, elderly, and the ill (draft RAW, Appendix D, Section 2.1.). 

Response CCISCO(2)-9 
The air quality models that support the analysis included vehicle trips associated with the project 

for both the construction and operation phases. See LRDP Impact AIR-1 for a discussion of the 

vehicle emissions included in the construction emissions estimates and LRDP Impact AIR-2 for 

information about the vehicle trips included in the operational emissions estimates. In addition, 
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the human health effects from reactive organic gas/VOC and TAC emissions from motor vehicles 

are analyzed in LRDP Impact AIR-4. 

Response CCISCO(2)-10 
The potential impacts to bicyclists and pedestrians were evaluated using the significance criteria 

discussed on page 4-240 of the Draft EIR. In summary, impacts would occur if the LRDP were to 

conflict with established plans and policies or if the LRDP were to result in unsafe conditions for 

these modes. As noted in the analysis, the RBC is served by a network of existing and proposed 

facilities and would create new facilities—consistent with the Bicycle Master Plan and Pedestrian 

Master Plan—to connect the RBC to facilities on City of Richmond right-of-way (e.g., via the 

new campus street and pathways network). Because these facilities would be designed using the 

City's recommended guidelines, they are not anticipated to result in potential safety issues related 

to design. Because growth on the RBC would occur over time, the LRDP includes access policies 

by which the RBC would work with the City of Richmond to implement bicycle and pedestrian 

improvements to accommodate the demand for those modes. 

Response CCISCO(2)-11 
Please see Master Response-11 and the responses to Comments CITY-1 and CITY-2. 

The Draft EIR does not rely on deferred mitigation to reduce the project's impact related to GHG 

emissions; the Draft EIR specifies mitigation measures that would be implemented as the campus 

is developed. The development and use of a CAP to ensure that future GHG emissions are 

avoided or minimized is consistent with state law and BAAQMD guidance that supports the use 

of a GHG reduction strategy. CAPs provide a framework for reducing site- or facility-wide 

emissions, so that while each individual project may not be able to meet AB 32 or Executive 

Order targets, the CAP’s facility-wide programs help meet the facility’s aggregate targets. CAPs 

are being used widely by institutions and cities to comply with AB 32. The University will 

develop a more formal CAP that complies with University policy and meets state requirements.  

Mitigation measure MM GHG-1 lists the performance standards that the CAP will meet. The 

CAP is required to include target emission rates per service population that are consistent with 

AB 32 and Executive Order S-3-05. The service population rate of 4.6 metric tons of carbon 

dioxide equivalent (MTCO2e) per service person is the BAAQMD-recommended rate based on 

AB 32. However, the Draft EIR acknowledges that this rate would not apply to growth that 

occurs after 2020 and therefore requires that the CAP be prepared with a more stringent target 

emission rate that complies with Executive Order S-3-05.  

The mitigation measure also identifies the types of measures that would be included in the CAP 

and applied campus-wide and/or in conjunction with specific building projects that are proposed 

on the campus. Similar to the CAPs developed and currently being implemented at UC campuses, 

the RBC CAP would identify existing and future emission sources and emission levels; establish 

reduction targets that are consistent with AB 32, Executive Order S-3-05, and UC Sustainability 

Policy; identify campus-wide and project-specific measures to be implemented in conjunction 

with specific building projects; and list monitoring requirements. If, based on monitoring, it is 

determined that additional measures such as those suggested by the Commenters are needed, the 

CAP would be expanded to include those measures. As the information and technologies 

available to control or avoid GHG emissions continue to evolve, the CAP would continue to be 

updated and refined. This would be consistent with the practice at other UC campuses. The 

University expects to also consider and include appropriate policies developed in the pending 

City of Richmond CAP. 
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UC President Napolitano announced in January 2014 that UC will achieve carbon neutrality by 

2025; the CAP would outline how the RBC would achieve this, using a mix of energy efficiency, 

renewable energy, and offset measures, including measures being undertaken at the system-wide 

level. These existing commitments are sufficient to constitute the CAP for the RBC in this phase. 

Starting in 2014/15, the RBC would have a GHG emissions inventory separate from the main UC 

Berkeley campus. Work to expand and formalize a CAP (beyond the existing policy 

requirements) would occur as outlined in the revised LRDP MM GHG-1 (Section 4.6.4 of the 

EIR). By adopting LRDP MM GHG-1, the University commits to developing and implementing 

the more formal CAP. However, to further clarify the timing of the CAP preparation, LRDP MM 

GHG-1 has been revised to indicate when the formal RBC CAP would be prepared and how it 

would be implemented in conjunction with new development at RBC under the 2014 LRDP. 

Response CCISCO(2)-12 
The potential for RBC development to affect the wastewater collection, conveyance, and 

treatment facilities is fully evaluated on Draft EIR pages 4-274 through 4-276 under LRDP 

Impact UTL-4.  

The Draft EIR analysis finds that during dry weather, there is adequate conveyance and treatment 

capacity to handle the flows that would be generated at full development of the RBC under the 

2014 LRDP, and that the flows generated at the full development of the campus under the 2014 

LRDP are well within the permitted capacity of the City's wastewater treatment plant.  

The Draft EIR analysis, however, does find that there is inadequate treatment and conveyance 

capacity during wet weather due to infiltration and inflow of storm water into the City’s sewer 

system. As discussed in detail on page 4-274, the City is completing the construction of a wet 

weather storage facility, which will store wet weather flows generated throughout the City and 

thereby eliminate sewer system overflows into the Bay.  

With respect to localized sewer system overflows, the Draft EIR acknowledges that localized 

overflows could still occur on the sewer mains between the project site and the wastewater 

treatment plant, and that new development at the RBC site could add wastewater (but not 

infiltration and inflow) to the City’s sewer mains that currently experience localized system 

overflows during wet weather. As the proposed project has the potential to contribute to sewer 

overflows, the Draft EIR includes a mitigation measure that requires the University to 

compensate the City for improvements to the portion of the conveyance system serving the RBC 

site. This mitigation measure, MM UTL-4, includes payment of funds to the City to make 

improvements such as slip-lining existing sewer mains to eliminate infiltration and inflow or 

constructing vaults on the RBC site to hold wastewater until there is capacity in the sewer line 

(such that the campus does not contribute to localized overflows). Such measures are 

recommended by the City and would be implemented on a project-by-project basis. See RBC 

Draft EIR p. 4-275. With implementation of LRDP MM UTL-4, the impact of LRDP 

development on wastewater treatment system capacity would be less than significant because the 

University would compensate the City for the cost of implementing system improvements, 

downstream of a project under the LRDP, that would offset infiltration and inflow (I&I) flows at 

volumes equivalent to or greater than the incremental volume of wastewater generated by such a 

project or would construct underground vaults on the RBC site to detain wastewater to reduce 

peak flows to sewer mains during wet weather. 

A "campus-wide" measure does not make sense as the campus development would extend over a 

30-year time period; at this time it is not known at what rate the proposed campus would grow, 

and therefore what the future wastewater flows would be at a particular point in time. Note also 

that in addition to the mitigation measure included in the EIR, Government Code Section 54999 
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authorizes public utilities to charge the University a limited capital facilities fee to defray the 

costs of the portion of the facility or improvement serving the campus. Compliance with existing 

applicable laws is part of the project as proposed. With mitigation and compliance with 

Government Code, the impact would be less than significant and campus development would not 

contribute to sewer overflows.  

Please also see the response to Comment NLForce-32. 

Response CCISCO(2)-13 
The potential for dewatering is a project-specific, not campus-wide, consideration. Dewatering 

would only be required where the construction of a facility would require excavation as deep as 

the local water table. Project-specific environmental review would address any need for 

dewatering and the handling of the resulting water. The EIR states that the University would 

apply for and obtain permits for any discharge of the accumulated water from the appropriate 

regulatory agency before any discharge. Permit requirements for discharges could include testing, 

treatment, monitoring, and reporting to ensure that impacts to surface and groundwater quality 

would be minimal. 

Response CCISCO(2)-14 
The Phase 1 development included in the Notice of Preparation is no longer proposed. A 

statement to this effect can be found on Page 1-2 of the Draft EIR. 

Response CCISCO(2)-15 
Please see Master Response-1 and the response to Comment CCISCO(2)-4. 

Response CCISCO(2)-16 
Please see the response to Comment CCISCO(2)-5. 

Response CCISCO(2)-17 
Please see the response to Comment CCISCO(2)-6. 

Response CCISCO(2)-18 
Please see the response to Comment CCISCO(2)-7. 

Response CCISCO(2)-19 
Please see the response to Comment CCISCO(2)-8. 

Response CCISCO(2)-20 
Please see the responses to Comments CCISCO(2)-9, CCISCO(2)-6, and NLForce-8. 

Response CCISCO(2)-21 
Please see the response to Comment CCISCO(2)-10. 

Response CCISCO(2)-22 
Please see the response to Comment CCISCO(2)-11. 

Response CCISCO(2)-23 
The University disagrees with the comment that potential impacts from sewage spills are neither 

adequately described nor appropriately addressed. Please see the response to Comment 

CCISCO(2)-12. See also see discussion of the need for new or expanded wastewater conveyance 

systems under LRDP Impact UTL-5, pages 4-275 and 4-276 of the RBC LRDP Draft EIR. 
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Response CCISCO(2)-24 
Please see the response to Comment CCISCO(2)-13. 

Response CCISCO(2)-25 
Please see Master Response-5 regarding community benefits and the response to Comment 

CCISCO(2)-26. 

Response CCISCO(2)-26 
Please see Master Response-5. The LRDP is not a description of any program associated with the 

campus, but rather is a land use plan to guide the physical development of the RBC. The 

University's commitment to job training, workforce development, and other partnerships would 

be outlined in other programmatic documents, such as its commitments documented within the 

Design-it Build-it Ship-it consortium, providing job training programs locally. 

Response CCISCO(2)-27 
Please see Master Responses-1 and -5, as well as responses to specific comments made under this 

general comment, below. 

Response CCISCO(2)-28 
Please see Master Response-1. Please also see the response to Comment RANC(1)-15. GHG 

emissions that would result from the vehicle trips to the RBC site were estimated and included in 

the total non-stationary source GHG emissions associated with the proposed project and reported 

on page 4-136. The Draft EIR explains that the non-stationary source emissions are evenly split 

between electricity use and vehicle travel. As the impact from these emissions would be 

significant, the Draft EIR MM GHG-1 includes the preparation and implementation of a CAP, 

which will include measures to minimize vehicle trips and encourage the use of renewable fuel 

vehicles. Regarding the assertion that longer commute times might result from socio-economic 

changes, please see Master Response-1 and the response to Comment CCISCO(2)-4. 

Response CCISCO(2)-29 
The LRDP is not a description of any program associated with the campus, but rather is a land 

use plan to guide the physical development of the RBC. The University's commitment to job 

training, workforce development, and other partnerships would be outlined in other programmatic 

documents, such as its commitments documented within the Design-it Build-it Ship-it 

consortium, providing job training programs locally. Please also see Master Responses-5,-7, and -

8. 

Response CCISCO(2)-30 
The Draft EIR analyzes the air quality and GHG impacts of the proposed project, utilizing the 

methodologies and thresholds put forth by the BAAQMD. As the analysis in the Draft EIR under 

LRDP Impacts AIR-1 and AIR-3 shows, construction activities under the 2014 LRDP would not 

result in emissions that would exceed any of the BAAQMD thresholds for criteria pollutants and 

TACs. The Draft EIR analysis finds that even though the project's contribution would be 

minimal, the cumulative impact from fine particulate matter (PM2.5) emissions would be 

significant because of the high emissions associated with existing sources in the area. Pursuant to 

LRDP Policy S3, the University has committed to implementing BMPs recommended by the 

BAAQMD to minimize all construction emissions, including PM2.5 emissions, to the maximum 

extent feasible. Regarding the project's GHG impact and mitigation, see the response to Comment 

CCISCO-2(11). 
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Response CCISCO(2)-31 
The EIR addresses the issues identified by the Commenter. As described in Section 4.2 of the 

EIR, fugitive dust would be generated by construction activities such as excavation, site 

elevation, and grading. Section 4.2.2 of the EIR addresses TACs and Section 4.7.2 of the EIR 

identifies the potential contaminants in soil that may be excavated, transported, and disposed. 

Section 4.7.2 specifically identifies both dioxins and PCBs. With respect to the potential impacts 

associated with dust and TACs from construction, the analysis of the potential human health 

impacts used a calculation methodology provided in the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality 

Guidelines. BAAQMD does not have a quantitative threshold for fugitive dust emissions from 

construction activities, but rather states that BMPs should be employed to control such fugitive 

dust emissions. Since there is no quantitative threshold for construction fugitive dust, these 

emissions were not quantified. Section 4.2.4 of the EIR identifies specific mitigation measures for 

dust that would be implemented, and which are supportive of the conclusions in the EIR. As 

stated in LRDP Policy S3, fugitive dust from construction activities would be controlled by 

implementing the construction BMPs recommended in the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality 

Guidelines. The BMPs relevant to controlling fugitive dust are identified in Section 4.7.2: 

 All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded areas, and 

unpaved access roads) shall be watered two times per day. 

 All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off-site shall be covered. 

 All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed using wet 

power vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power sweeping is 

prohibited. 

 All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 miles per hour (mph). 

 All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be completed as soon as 

possible. Building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or 

soil binders are used. 

Section 4.2.4 of the EIR states that, “All excavated soils would be managed to prevent dust, spills 

to the ground or water, disposal into drains, and exposure risk to people or the environment. 

Excavation, transportation, and handling of all soil would be required to result in no visible dust 

at the fence line of the excavation. Any soil material proposed to be placed as fill, whether from 

an off-site source or on-site source, would be kept covered or moist to facilitate eventual 

compaction and to control dust during earthwork operations. A water truck, water tank, or 

hydrant would be available to supply water in sufficient quantity on the job site while earthwork 

operations are underway. Sufficient water would be applied to suppress dust while exercising care 

to avoid generating runoff to any area outside the project boundary. Dust control measures would 

be implemented, as appropriate and necessary, beginning with site mobilization and continuing 

during all phases of the construction activities. Water would not be applied if there was a 

possibility of spreading contaminated soil or leaching contaminants from the soil, or if it resulted 

in hazardous working conditions.”  Regardless of potential soil contaminants, construction 

measures and best management practices would be employed to meet all dust control and air 

monitoring parameters outlined in the RAW. 

See additional detail regarding dust control and perimeter sampling measures described in 

response to CCISCO(2)-8. As a result of the analysis, Section 4.7.2 of the EIR properly concludes 

that:  

 Construction emissions associated with RBC development under the 2014 LRDP would 

not exceed the BAAQMD CEQA thresholds (Table 4.2-4), and BMPs would be 

implemented to control fugitive dust, resulting in a less than significant impact.  
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 Construction and demolition TAC emissions under the 2014 LRDP would not result in 

human health risks… that would exceed the BAAQMD CEQA thresholds, and therefore 

the impact would be less than significant. 

Section 5.1.7 of the RAW provides a detailed air monitoring plan to address any fugitive dust 

emissions related to the cleanup, including the rationale for proposed monitoring locations. 

Exposure monitoring and air sampling would be conducted to monitor possible airborne levels of 

contaminants down-wind from any excavation and stockpile areas, and ensure that all on- and 

off-site workers are protected. The monitoring would help assure that excavation activities do not 

pose unacceptable concentrations to project personnel or any down-wind human receptors. 

The RAW, Appendix C, provides the detailed SMP referred to in the EIR. The SMP provides a 

framework to prohibit uncontrolled soil excavation or disturbance activities which may expose 

workers or visitors to unsafe exposures to environmental contaminants. The objective of the SMP 

is to ensure that soil disturbance activities do not adversely impact human health or the 

environment and that the soils are handled, stored and disposed of, or reused onsite in accordance 

with applicable laws, regulations, and UC policies. The SMP ensures that soils disturbed during 

future construction, redevelopment, or maintenance projects would be sampled and managed to 

ensure that no uncontrolled exposures to, or releases of, contaminants occur. 

As per measures outlined in the EIR and SMP, all future projects would be managed to prevent 

dust, spills to the ground or water, transport into storm drains, and exposure to people or the 

environment. Excavation, transportation, and handling of all soil must result in no visible dust at 

the fence line of the excavation. Any soil material proposed to be placed as fill, whether from an 

off-site source or on-site source would be kept covered or moist to facilitate eventual compaction 

and to control dust during earthwork operations. A water truck or water tank would be available 

to supply water in sufficient quantity on the job site while earthwork operations are underway. 

Sufficient water would be applied to suppress dust while exercising care to avoid generating 

runoff to any area outside the project boundaries.  

Section 5.2.3 of the SMP specifically addresses dust control and air monitoring for all excavation 

activities associated with potentially contaminated soils. Exposure monitoring and air sampling 

would be evaluated for each excavation project to monitor possible airborne levels of 

contaminants downwind from any excavation and stockpile areas, and ensure that all on- and off- 

site workers and off-site residents. The monitoring would help assure that excavation activities do 

not pose unacceptable concentrations to project personnel or any downwind human receptors.  

In addition, RAW Appendix D is the site-specific air monitoring plan for the proposed soil 

excavation activities referenced in the comment. Appendix D presents the air monitoring 

procedures to protect RFS workers and off-site communities from exposure to chemicals of 

potential concern and to evaluate adequacy of dust control methods being applied by the 

contractor selected to implement the RAW.  

Air monitoring would be performed during all soil disturbance and excavation activities 

performed under the RAW. Based on the known chemicals of potential concern, real-time dust 

monitoring and mercury vapor monitoring would be performed during excavation activities to be 

performed in the former mercury fulminate area and real-time dust monitoring would be 

performed during excavation activities to be performed in the Building 112 area, Building 150 

area, and RFS Corporation Yard. Air monitoring conducted directly at the excavations would 

ensure that no unacceptable conditions would exist down wind or at nearby residential areas. 
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Regarding trucks, soil would be loaded using appropriate equipment, such as a front-end loader, 

excavator, or backhoe. Truck drivers would remain in the trucks while loading is in progress to 

minimize the potential for exposing the driver to dust during loading and moving equipment 

hazards. Loading would be performed in a way that minimizes the potential for spill or dust 

creation, such as by minimizing drop distances into the truck beds. If needed, water spraying may 

be implemented to suppress potential dust while loading. From the loading area, the driver would 

proceed to a staging area, where all hauled material would be covered. The end-dump truck boxes 

or bins would be covered with tarpaulins or fixed lids. After the load has been covered, the truck 

would proceed to a truck decontamination area. Any soil present on the outside of the truck 

would be brushed off or a pressure washer or steam cleaner would be used to clean the tires, 

fenders, and other parts of the truck. 

After decontamination procedures, trucks would proceed to an inspection location prior to leaving 

the secured area. The trucks would be inspected and receive the necessary transportation 

paperwork. The inspection would include a visual decontamination check and a visual check of 

tire conditions, latches, proper covering, placarding, and hauling documents. Adjustments based 

on the inspection would be made before the truck leaves the work zone. 

Section 5.1.11 of the RAW presents detailed information regarding the transport and disposal of 

soil. Please see the response to Comment CCISCO(2)-8 regarding perimeter air monitoring 

protections. 

Response CCISCO(2)-32 
The Commenter's opinions are noted. The analysis presented in the RBC LRDP EIR addresses 

anticipated future uses of the site. It is possible that eventual development of the RBC could 

include uses with air emissions not anticipated in the current air quality analysis. Should that 

occur, the University would conduct further analysis, as described at page 1-5 of the Draft EIR.  

The Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) analyzes full development of the 2014 LRDP at the 

RBC site. The Phase 1 proposal, which has since been withdrawn, consisted entirely of elements 

that were completely consistent with the overall development and operations proposed in the 

2014 LRDP. The withdrawal of the Phase 1 proposal did not change the nature or parameters of 

the overall LRDP Project. Accordingly, any HHRA consideration of a proposed Project initial 

phase (Phase 1) did not affect the results or overall conclusions of the HHRA. 

Response CCISCO(2)-33 
Please see the response to Comment CCISCO(2)-7 regarding emissions of fugitive dust and 

particulate matter. Also please see responses to Comments CCISCO(2)-6 and CCISCO(2)-8. For 

construction, fugitive dust emissions were calculated for on- and off-road vehicles. However, 

because BAAQMD does not have a significance threshold for construction fugitive dust 

emissions to compare the values to, the values were appropriately not presented in the Draft EIR. 

The EIR has been revised to clarify and correct this.  

Operational fugitive dust emissions were calculated for on- and off-site road dust and are 

presented in the Draft EIR in Table 4.2-5. As presented in the Draft EIR, the combined 

operational emissions would exceed the relevant BAAQMD thresholds and would be mitigated 

by LRDP MM AIR-2.  

Regarding human health risks, the Draft EIR human health risk assessment was performed in a 

manner consistent with BAAQMD guidance. It addresses both on-site (workers) and off-site 

(residential) receptors and includes estimates of diesel particulate matter (see Appendix B of the 

Draft EIR and appendices E and F of that document).  
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The Commenter notes that an initial 12-month period of intense construction activity is described 

in the HHRA (Appendix B of the Draft EIR) as “Phase 1.” Phase 1 is no longer proposed; 

however, the HHRA was prepared prior to completion of the Draft EIR so a description and 

evaluation of Phase 1 remains in the HHRA. The information presented as “Full LRDP” in the 

HHRA and provided in the Draft EIR regarding construction phasing is the most current and 

accurate information.  

Regarding site grading, grading activities would have a duration of approximately 27 weeks 

(which equates to approximately 7 months). However, grading would not occur continuously 

(i.e., around the clock) during those 27 weeks. The total time grading activities would actually be 

occurring is equivalent to approximately 44 days. Given a 5-day work week, 44 days equates to 

approximately 9 weeks. These parameters were correctly modeled in the HHRA, as was the 

frequency of truck trips per day during site grading.  

Please also see corrected reference to BAAQMD construction best management practices, in the 

response to Comment CCISCO(2)-33. 

The University regrets and agrees that the information in the AQ HHRA document appears to 

contradict itself with regard to the duration of construction activities. The text on page 11 is 

discussing the overall length of time that the various activities might last, but the numbers do not 

reflect the intensity of activity during that period, i.e., the actual amount of activity. For the 

emission calculations, it was necessary to define what the total period of time would be with 

actual activity. Tables A-2 and A-3 reflect the quantitative, contiguous period of time over which 

the activity would occur (i.e. the total number of work days). The dates entered into the 

CalEEMod air quality model, while estimates,  generate the correct number of days of activity. 

There was an attempt to try to reasonably maximize the overlap of phases in order to get a 

reasonable maximum daily emission rate. 

The dates in Table A-1 are from an earlier CalEEMod run and were not updated for the final run. 

The date ranges in both Table A-1 and A-3 are based on 5 days per week of activity, so the date 

ranges in Table A-1 actually represent similar ranges to those in Table A-3. 

At page 4-38 of the Draft EIR, LRDP Policy S3 is referenced. Under this policy (page 4.38 of the 

Community Draft LRDP) the University would, "Control construction dust by implementing the 

best management practices (BMPs) defined in the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines." The text 

discussion in the EIR is not meant to be exhaustive and is not exclusive - the project as proposed 

includes implementation of the BAAQMD BMPs as referenced in the LRDP. To clarify this, the 

text in Section 4.2.4 of the EIR has been amended. 

Response CCISCO(2)-34 
As noted at page 4-41 of the Draft EIR, the significant and unavoidable finding for criteria 

pollutant emissions is a conservative conclusion; this is in part because the benefits from each 

element of the proposed mitigation measure MM-AIR-2 are difficult to quantify with certainty. 

The additional measures suggested in the comment, such as "Use of lowest emitting emulsified 

and liquid asphalt for paving" or "installing electrical hook-ups for diesel trucks" are not more 

readily quantified and would not address this concern. Nonetheless, AIR-2 guides the timing of 

development of "an operational emissions minimization program" and the proposed additional 

measures could be considered for inclusion in that program. Please note that the introduction to 

the bulleted list included in AIR-2 clearly states that the listed measures are not all-inclusive. 

The University concurs that TDM programs should be in place before any new building on the 

RBC is occupied. The referenced mitigation measure, AIR-2, refers to the operational emissions 
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minimization program and not to the timing of implementation of a TDM program. The TDM 

program is outlined at the first bullet of MM AIR-2, but also in the Transportation and Traffic 

section. See p. 4-251 of the Draft EIR, MM TRA-1. Please also see Master Response-15. Please 

also see the response to Comment CCISCO(2)-6 regarding timing of implementation of MM 

AIR-2. 

The modeling of localized (i.e., intersection to city block) air quality impacts from traffic at level 

of service (LOS) E or F intersections followed BAAQMD protocols in only considering carbon 

monoxide (CO). This modeling also properly accounted for additional emissions associated with 

traffic delays expected from LOS E or F intersections. Unlike the other criteria pollutants, CO is a 

pollutant that has both local and acute health impacts. The dispersive properties of the other 

criteria pollutants result in more regional air quality impacts. Together, these are reasons why 

regulatory agencies require estimates of localized concentrations for CO only.  

The modeling of regional (i.e., neighborhood to citywide) air quality impacts from emissions of 

other pollutants such as reactive organic gas, nitrogen oxide (NOx), and particulate matter (PM) 

from motor vehicle travel are estimated and reported in the Draft EIR under LRDP Impact AIR-2. 

Regional emissions of these other criteria pollutants emitted by traffic associated with the 

proposed project were estimated using CalEEMOD. That model provides Bay Area-specific 

assumptions and factors to use in the estimation of emissions that would result from projects 

proposed in the Bay Area. The model takes into account higher emissions that result from 

congestion, as well as the local vehicle fleet and other factors specific to the Bay Area. Use of the 

model is endorsed by BAAQMD and is considered a valid and sufficient method for evaluating 

regional air quality impacts from development. 

Protecting public health is indeed one of the objectives of the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan. The 

emphasis of control measures proposed in the 2010 Clean Air Plan targets diesel emissions and 

particulate matter, especially the fine particulate matter called PM2.5. Specific objectives 

identified in the 2010 Clean Air Plan including reducing PM2.5 exposure by 10% by 2015 and 

reducing diesel PM exposure by 85% by 2020. Assuming the Clean Air Plan meets its targeted 

goals, much of the improvements and control programs will have been in place prior to activities 

at RBC beginning.  

Another objective of the 2010 Clean Air Plan is protecting impacted communities, such as the 

greater Richmond area. BAAQMD has two programs in place to reduce health risks in these 

areas. It first established the Community Air Risk Evaluation (CARE) program in 2004, later 

creating the Clean Air Communities Initiative (CACI). The overall goal of both programs is to 

develop and implement comprehensive strategies to reduce adverse impacts from harmful air 

pollutants. 

The CARE program indicates that mobile sources from ports, freeways, and industry account for 

most of the emissions and health risk in these impacted communities. Specific emphasis in the 

2010 Clean Air Plan is therefore on heavy-duty vehicles and equipment emitting particulate 

matter and diesel emissions. The CACI allows BAAQMD to partner with local governments to 

prepare community risk reduction plans to reduce the cumulative impacts of air toxics, most 

commonly linked with land use and transportation decisions.  

The University believes that development of the RBC site is consistent with the land use 

development objective of the 2010 Clean Air Plan in accommodating growth through sustainable 

land use patterns. The expected criteria and toxic air pollutants from operational activities at RBC 

are already identified by the 2010 Clean Air Plan for regulatory control measures to which the 

University would be subject by the time the amount of development under the LRDP reached a 
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level that might potentially exceed BAAQMD thresholds. These measures would include 

requirements for natural gas boilers and diesel generators, the two largest contributors to 

particulate matter and diesel emissions from the planned campus. Between regulatory control 

measures and the combined CARE and CACI programs in place, the University believes that 

there is sufficient oversight to ensure that public health in the region surrounding RBC will be 

protected.  

Response CCISCO(2)-35 
Please see the response to Comment CCISCO(2)-11, which addresses the Commenter's concern 

about measurability of the GHG mitigation measure, as well as timing. The timeline for the 

development of the CAP has been added to LRDP MM GHG-1 in Section 4.6.4 of the EIR. Given 

UC President Napolitano's January 2014 announcement that UC will achieve carbon neutrality by 

2025, the CAP will outline how the RBC will achieve carbon neutrality by 2025, using a mix of 

energy efficiency, renewable energy, and offset measures, including measures being undertaken 

at the system-wide level. These existing commitments are sufficient to constitute the CAP for the 

RBC in this phase. Starting in 2014, the RBC would have a GHG emissions inventory separate 

from the main UC Berkeley campus. Work to expand and formalize a CAP (beyond the existing 

policy requirements) would occur as outlined in the revised LRDP MM GHG-1.  

As noted at p. 4-132 of the Draft EIR, default emissions factors were used to develop estimates 

for GHG emissions, given that no specific building project was under development for analysis. 

Therefore, as stated in the Draft EIR (page 4-136), the findings are conservative. Development at 

the RBC site would implement each of the sustainability measures included in the LRDP itself, 

including "Maximize on-site generation of renewable energy" and "Purchase grid power from 

100% renewable sources where available at reasonable cost" (see RBC Community Draft LRDP, 

November 2013, p. 4.38), as well as UC President Napolitano's new policy that the University 

will achieve carbon neutrality in its operations by 2025, using a mix of energy efficiency, 

renewable energy, and offset measures, including measures being undertaken at the system-wide 

level.  

The writer incorrectly states that no specifics are provided regarding provisions of the CAP. In 

fact, at minimum the CAP would include all items listed at page 4-137 of the Draft EIR, 

including "programs to track energy use and discover opportunities to reduce waste"; "aggressive 

recycling goals with incentives" "composting systems for general buildings and dining areas"; 

"incentives for drivers using renewable fuel or hybrid vehicles" and "design guidelines for new 

buildings that require specific levels of energy efficiency."   The Attorney General's list of 

mitigation measures, as well as measures that are proposed in the pending City of Richmond 

CAP, would be considered for inclusion in the RBC CAP.  

It is not uncommon for major plans to conservatively find that climate change impacts may be 

significant, given the difficulty of quantifying emission reductions in the abstract. See, for 

example, City of Richmond General Plan EIR, p 3.6-28, which concluded that even after 

implementation of mitigation measures, operational impacts of the General Plan would increase 

GHG emissions above BAAQMD thresholds.  

Please see UC Berkeley's CAP and annual Sustainability Reports for samples of plans and reports 

on GHG and sustainability measures. Similar reports would be prepared for the RBC site. 

Please see the response to Comment CCISCO (2)-35 regarding specificity of measures.  

The University will actively pursue any measure to meet or exceed the UC Policy on Sustainable 

Practices targets and the President's stated challenge to ensure that all UC campuses are net zero 
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energy users by 2025. The University is undertaking a thorough infrastructure planning and 

evaluation process in the initial phases of site development for the RBC.  

The writer's recommendations with regard to conditions on the UC Berkeley campus are noted. 

The extensive campus program to reduce GHG emissions is described in documents published on 

the Berkeley campus website, sustainability.berkeley.edu. Highlights include the 2013 

Sustainability Report discussion of Energy and Climate, which addresses green power 

purchasing, and campus investments in energy efficiency improvements. 

Here and in the LRDP itself, the fact that the RBC will be subject to system-wide sustainability 

policies has been noted. See, for example, page 4.39 of the LRDP, policy S6 (second bullet).  

The Attorney General's list of mitigation measures, measures suggested in this comment such as 

offsets through wetland restoration, and those that are proposed in the pending City of Richmond 

CAP, would be considered for inclusion in the RBC CAP. 
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9.15 GOLDEN GATE AUDUBON SOCIETY, JANUARY 21, 2014 
(Comment GGAS) 

Response GGAS-1 
The proposed project would not be introducing human presence to the RBC site; it would only 

increase existing population and activities already present. The Draft EIR Biological Resources 

section (Section 4.3) discloses that the RBC site is already frequented by and/or provides habitat 

for bird species such as gulls, starling, crows, and raptors, and predatory mammalian wildlife 

such as raccoons, skunk, opossum, feral cats, and fox. The project would not be expected to 

attract or introduce predatory species that are not already present. That such populations would 

substantially increase even though the habitat and movement opportunities for such species would 

be reduced is speculative. 

The campus would be primarily an institutional workplace and not a recreational area. Most 

dining would likely occur indoors at a cafeteria facility. Outdoor dining would occur, weather 

permitting, but the culture of the RBC would be similar to that among the professional and 

scientific staff already at the UC Berkeley and LBNL main campuses, where recycling and 

environmentalism are the norms and leaving garbage behind and/or littering is generally not 

tolerated. Facilities would be modern and kept very clean (important for scientific facilities), and 

dumpsters and other trash collecting receptacles would be equipped with closing lids and vermin-

proof structures.  

In short, the RBC, which is being planned as a world-class "green" campus as well as a very clean 

and modern scientific facility, would not be a location featuring open, accessible, outdoor 

"edible" garbage, regardless of the daily population.  

Regarding the RBC's impacts beyond edible garbage, please see Master Response-18, responses 

to Comments NLForce-7 and GGAS-14, and Draft EIR Section 4.3, Biological Resources. 

Response GGAS-2 
The University disagrees with the Commenter's assertion as to how adequately the LRDP is 

represented, as a land use plan, in the EIR. The Draft EIR notes at page 1-1 that an LRDP guides 

overall development of a site. At page 1-2 the EIR states "The proposed 2014 LRDP will guide 

the growth and development of the campus through 2050."   Section 1.5 of the EIR explains the 

intended uses of the LRDP EIR. Figure 3-3 defines where development can and cannot occur. 

Response GGAS-3 
The Commenter’s concerns are noted. The statements which the Commenter refers to on LRDP 

4.2, LRDP 4.6, and Draft EIR 1-2, 2-2, 3-1 all refer to the areas within the Natural Open Space 

land use zone defined in LRDP Figure 4.1 and associated text, which would be preserved under 

the LRDP, so these references are internally consistent. Preservation of native coastal grasslands 

is one of the LRDP's planning principles, but that does not mean that all existing grasslands 

would or must be preserved. The University acknowledges that the LRDP would not require all 

currently undeveloped land to remain undeveloped; however, the University has determined that 

by preventing development in areas within the Natural Open Space land use zone while restoring 

and enhancing existing grassland resources, the LRDP would preserve important natural 

attributes of the site even if some currently undeveloped land would ultimately be developed. As 

the Draft EIR concludes with respect to the relevant CEQA threshold of significance, the LRDP's 

impacts on sensitive natural communities could be potentially significant, but with the mitigation 

proposed, those impacts would be less than significant. For further discussion of the University's 
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analysis of impacts to grasslands, please see Master Response-16. For further discussion of the 

University's analysis of impacts to sensitive species and habitats, please see Master Response-18. 

The note regarding the inconsistency between LRDP Figure 4.1 and Draft EIR Figure 3-3 is 

appreciated. Figure 3-3 has been corrected in Section 3.6.6 of the Final EIR. 

Response GGAS-4 
Consolidation of properties, including realignment by the City of the right-of-way immediately 

east of the Regatta property and west of the Northwest Meadow, is not a point of controversy 

between the University and the City of Richmond. However, this is an action subject to a future 

discretionary approval by a responsible agency, as described at Draft EIR, pp. 1-6 to 1-8. The 

University expects to work collaboratively with the City to implement all necessary infrastructure 

elements necessary to support the LRDP including the realignment of Regatta Boulevard shown 

in the LRDP land use map. 

Response GGAS-5 
As noted by the Commenter and presented on Page 4-2 of the Draft EIR, the baseline conditions 

of the potentially affected environmental resources are those that existed at the time the Notice of 

Preparation was issued. Those conditions are discussed for each of the potentially affected 

environmental resources in Chapter 4. 

Response GGAS-6 
Please see Master Response-16. 

Response GGAS-7 
The Commenter asserts that the Draft EIR discussion of birds associated with the RBC site is 

incomplete or, in places, inaccurate. The University has carefully reviewed each point raised in 

the comment and has concluded that several of the Commenter's points are valid. The Final EIR 

is amended in response to those assertions with which the University agrees (and as described 

below). After reviewing these changes in the Final EIR, the University evaluated whether they 

would alter the impact significance as reported in the Draft EIR, in particular to Impacts BIO-2, 

BIO-7, BIO-8, and Cumulative Impact BIO-1. In all cases, no impacts were found to be 

substantially more severe, and there were no changes to any previously reported impact 

significance. 

Based on a review of the CDFW special status species list, the University agrees with the state 

designation corrections identified by the Commenter—specifically, for the burrowing owl, 

California black rail, Alameda song sparrow, and the California clapper rail. The appropriate 

revisions have been made in the Final EIR, and especially in Table 4.3-1, "Special Status Species 

That Could Occur at the RBC Site."  On the other hand, the US Fish and Wildlife Service Birds 

of Conservation of Concern list, which was identified by the Commenter, does not include any 

protections beyond those offered by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Because the Migratory Bird 

Treaty Act is already considered in the table, any redundant further references to this USFWS list 

are not included in Table 4.3-1.  

To augment the list of birds known to occur at the proposed project site, the Commenter provided 

information on RBC site bird sightings based on the personal observations of individuals and 

private organizations. The University welcomes such information and has used it to augment the 

Biological Resources section in this Final EIR. Based on those two sets of observations provided 

by the Commenter, as well as the University's assessment of the species' habitat requirements and 

known ranges, the Final EIR identification of birds known to have occurred on the RBC site with 

the potential to occur in the future now includes the willow flycatcher, northern harrier, 
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loggerhead shrike, black skimmer, peregrine falcon, brown pelican, California least tern, and 

white-tailed kite. (The Draft EIR discussion of birds relied on a standard and diligent 

methodology, including: a review of the California Natural Diversity Database; use of several 

site-specific studies known to the University [please see Master Response-6]; and a CEQA 

scoping process in which interested agencies, organizations, and the public were solicited for 

further sources of information on the scoping of the Draft EIR. It appears that the species 

observations provided by the Commenter have not been incorporated into the California Natural 

Diversity Database and were not identified during the public scoping process).  

The Commenter further posits that many species of birds identified in these lists forage and/or 

nest in meadows similar to those at the RBC site that are identified for development. This 

comment is noted; please see Master Response-18. The EIR impact analysis focuses on special 

status species within a framework defined by applicable laws and regulations (EIR Section 4.3 

discusses the methodology and regulatory context that informed this analysis). The University 

agrees that several species of birds identified by the Commenter have been observed on site, have 

potential to occur, and could stand to lose a portion of potential on-site habitat area under the 

proposed project. On the other hand, several of these species are unlikely to nest on the site due to 

lack of appropriate habitat and/or existing disturbances (this varies by species). The Migratory 

Bird Treaty Act and California Fish and Game Code include protections of individual animals 

and their occupied nests, but they do not protect habitat. As a result, there would be no impacts 

under these applicable laws. Please also see the response to Comment GGAS-16. 

The comment refers to The Wetland Project which presumably is a reference to The Watershed 

Project, a non-profit organization with offices at the RFS. 

Response GGAS-8 
Please see Master Response-16 for a comprehensive discussion of the Draft EIR's analysis of 

impacts to grasslands, and see Master Response-6 for a discussion of the biological resources 

studies that support the Draft EIR's conclusions. 

Response GGAS-9 
See Master Response-16 and the response to Comment NLForce-17. 

Response GGAS-10 
Please see Master Response-16. 

Response GGAS-11 
Please see Master Response-16. The University disagrees that the mitigation measures proposed 

are inadequate, infeasible, or improperly deferred. Please see Master Response-16 for a 

discussion of grasslands impacts and the mitigation proposed. The University is the lead agency 

and the project proponent for the LRDP and would adopt the proposed mitigation measures as 

binding commitments if the Regents approve the LRDP. 

Response GGAS-12 
The opinion of the Commenter that development has potential to impact bay, marshland and 

slough is noted. Please see discussion in the Draft EIR, LRDP Cumulative Impact HYD-1 (page 

4-173 of the November 2013 draft). The project as proposed includes many provisions to reduce 

potential detrimental impacts of construction or landscaping. New landscapes would be consistent 

with "Bay-friendly" design as required by the RBC LRDP (see policy OSL3, page 4.29 of the 

LRDP); sustainable, integrated stormwater management systems would minimize runoff (see 

discussion of stormwater, page 4.33 of the LRDP); a priority on sustainable choices is embedded 
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in the LRDP itself, as illustrated in the Sustainability chapter:  see discussion of integrated design, 

minimized resource use, energy and water monitoring systems, pages 4.38 to 4.39 of the LRDP.  

Further, development at the RBC would be subject to both the Construction General Stormwater 

Permit and to the General Permit for Discharge of Stormwater from Small Municipal Separate 

Storm Sewer Systems (Small MS4s) that UC Berkeley became subject to (including the RFS) in 

July 2013 as a non-traditional small MS4. These permits are required by State and Federal Clean 

Water Acts and are administered by the State of California Water Resources Control Board and 

the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board. They require the University to 

prevent stormwater pollution in operations and construction and to implement post-construction 

low-impact development design measures to reduce runoff and pollution. Implementation of 

programs through these permits would improve runoff conditions to Western Stege Marsh and the 

San Francisco Bay. 

The suggestion of the Commenter that a bridge over I-580 could connect the RBC to facilities at 

Booker T. Anderson Park and Community Center is noted, but not currently an element of the 

LRDP as proposed.  

Response GGAS-13 
Please see Master Response-16. The Commenter overstates the anticipated usage of a road 

described in the 2014 LRDP as follows:  "This street will be designed to calm traffic with 

elements such as narrow roadway width, intersection treatments (e.g., curve radii), and special 

paving that prioritize pedestrian and bicycle travel and safety. The open space north of Lark Drive 

will be physically connected to the open space south of Lark Drive with a culvert under the road 

to provide safe passage for wildlife....". See page 4.16 of the Community Draft LRDP. 

Additionally, as described in response to GGAS-12, above, the University will comply with the 

requirements of the applicable water quality permits. 

Response GGAS-14 
Lighting in relation to wildlife was considered in the analysis and addressed on Draft EIR page 4-

85. Mitigation measures, which would minimize the impacts of lighting, are described in the 

Visual Resources section on Page 4-23, LRDP Environmental Protection Practice AES-3. As 

described in the EIR Biological Resources section, "lighting would be aimed away from Natural 

Open Space" to help minimize (less than significant) impacts on wildlife movement, migratory 

corridors, and nursery sites.  

The proposed project would not be introducing night lighting to an area in which there currently 

is none and would not be located along the shore where the contrast between unlit open water 

areas and an illuminated facility would be greater. The RFS has both outdoor and night lighting, 

and there is substantial night lighting in the adjacent vicinity (residential area, roads and freeway, 

other commercial and institutional buildings). The site is connected further to the City of 

Richmond and the densely developed East Bay Area. In the opinion of the wildlife biologists who 

analyzed the proposed project for the EIR, the incremental light that would be added to this area 

by the proposed project would not reasonably meet the conditions described by the Commenter 

that might, for example, confuse and draw birds off of migratory courses, etc. Neither would the 

proposed project use the floodlights, lighthouses, festival lighting, or airport ceilometers spoken 

about by the Commenter.  

Lighting levels, design, and practices at the proposed project would be similar to lighting 

employed at the LBNL main site; the Berkeley Lab is lit at night with restrained building lights 

and muted outdoor lighting; there is no record of migratory bird disruptions, high levels of 

nighttime window collisions, or issues with breeding confusion or increased bird predation 
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because of nighttime lighting. In fact, the bird population at LBNL is considered to be diverse and 

thriving (See LBNL 2006 LRDP EIR, SCH#2000102046, for discussion of bird populations at 

LBNL main site).  

The RBC LRDP "Physical Design Framework," which would provide specific development and 

design standards and strategies for the proposed Campus, guides lighting for the RBC to be 

mindful of potential wildlife impacts. The Physical Design Framework is available at 

http://richmondbaycampus.lbl.gov/. 

Response GGAS-15 
The proposed project would not introduce human presence for the first time to the RBC site; it 

would only increase existing human presence and activities. The Draft EIR Biological Resources 

section (Section 4.3) discloses that the RBC site is already frequented by and/or provides habitat 

for bird species such as gulls, starling, crows, and raptors, and predatory mammalian wildlife 

such as raccoons, skunk, opossum, feral cats, and fox. The project would not be expected to 

attract or introduce predatory species that are not already present. That such populations would 

substantially increase even though the habitat and movement opportunities for such species would 

be reduced is speculative. 

The campus would be primarily an institutional workplace and not a recreational area. Most 

dining would likely occur indoors at a cafeteria facility. Outdoor dining would occur, weather 

permitting, but the culture of the RBC would be similar to that among the professional and 

scientific staff already at the UC Berkeley and LBNL main campuses, where recycling and 

environmentalism are the norms and leaving garbage behind and/or littering is generally not 

tolerated. Facilities would be modern and kept very clean (important for scientific facilities), and 

dumpsters and other trash collecting receptacles would be equipped with closing lids and vermin-

proof structures.  

In short, the RBC, which is being planned as a world-class "green" campus as well as a very clean 

and modern scientific facility, would not be a location featuring open, accessible, outdoor 

"edible" garbage, regardless of the daily population. Nor is the RBC site planned or expected to 

accommodate "tens of thousands of people."  In keeping with the core planning objectives for the 

campus, the management of food and garbage would take into account the sensitivity of the 

surrounding natural environment. 

Response GGAS-16 
Please see the response to Comment GGAS-7 regarding corrections and updates to the list of 

special status species. Please also see Master Response-18 regarding project effects on biological 

resources and issues related to habitat.  

The Commenter suggests that development under the RBC LRDP would have significant impacts 

on special status species through, for example, “habitat modification (development, 

sedimentation, pollution, etc.) and indirect effects of construction, air and water pollution, and 

animal-human interactions.” Please refer to Final EIR Section 4.3 (Biological Resources) for 

analysis of proposed project-related direct and indirect effects on birds. Also see Sections 4.1 

(Aesthetics and Visual Quality), 4.2 (Air Quality), 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality), and 4.10 

(Noise) for further discussion of issues like lighting, air emissions, water quality, noise, etc. 

Please also see the responses to Comments GGAS-14, RANC(2)-5, GGAS-1, and other bird-

related responses in this document. 

The Commenter asserts that the Draft EIR “makes no attempt” to address significant impacts on 

federally and state-listed species. This is not reflective of the Draft EIR. With mitigation, any 
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potentially significant impact to special-status species is found to be less than significant. 

Nevertheless, the Final EIR discussion of such potential impacts and mitigation is described in 

greater detail, as indicated below.  

Please also see the response to Comment CESP-1 regarding review of future projects.  Any future 

projects proposed at the RBC would be subject to the federal and state Endangered Species Act 

regulations.  If federally listed endangered or threatened species had the potential to be impacted 

by future proposed projects, then the University would undergo project-level consultation with 

the US Fish and Wildlife Service.  This consultation would most likely fall under Section 10 of 

the Endangered Species Act (ESA). (The Final EIR MM BIO-2 in Section 4.3.4 has been revised 

to better reflect this fact).  If projects with a federal component could affect listed species, the 

consultation would likely occur under ESA Section 7.  If only state-listed species were to be 

potentially impacted, the University would undergo appropriate state processes, including 

possible application for a take permit under the California Fish and Game Code Section 2080.1.  

While the requirements for such processes are quite clearly presented in the Draft EIR (pages 4-

69 through 4-72), they are not anticipated at this time to be likely needed for future projects given 

the RBC EIR conclusion of less-than-significant impacts to special-status species, including the 

California clapper rail.  
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9.16 RICHMOND ANNEX NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL, DECEMBER 10, 2013 
(Comment RANC(1)) 

Response RANC(1)-1 
Please see Master Responses-9, -16, and -18. The Draft EIR included, in Chapter 4 and 

summarized in Table 2-2 at the end of Chapter 2, mitigation measures to address the significant 

impacts on all potentially affected environmental resources, including biological resources. See 

also the discussion of specific concerns raised by the Commenter below. 

Response RANC(1)-2 
The proposed cleanup presented in the draft RAW provides a plan to address known 

contaminants and future contaminants in a manner protective of all potential users of the 

proposed RBC as well as offsite receptors. Contaminants deemed hazardous or above risk 

thresholds not protective of all current and future receptors will be removed from the site to a 

proper disposal facility. Please see Master Response-17 regarding protectiveness of the 

recommended cleanup. 

Response RANC(1)-3 
Please see Master Response-9. The University does not agree that the RBC site would be 

"overdeveloped" under the proposed LRDP. The City of Richmond General Plan 2030 designates 

land uses and sets parameters for development density and intensity throughout the City. While 

these designations don't apply to the proposed RBC, they can be useful in evaluating how RBC 

development would compare to similar and adjacent land uses. The "Business/Light Industrial” 

land use classification, which includes "institutional uses such as a large-scale research and 

development campus" and which applies to land uses surrounding the proposed RBC site, 

prescribes a development intensity FAR of up to 3.0. Even at full LRDP development of 5.4 

million square feet, the RBC project would be substantially below the allowable development 

intensity of a comparable parcel in the City's planning jurisdiction. 

Environmental effects and impacts of full LRDP implementation on the shoreline and other 

resource areas are fully described and analyzed in the RBC LRDP Draft EIR Chapter 4. 

Response RANC(1)-4 
The Draft EIR included, in Chapter 4, a comprehensive analysis of the cumulative effects of the 

new development on all potentially affected environmental resources, including those along the 

shoreline. The General Plan has anticipated development of the South Shoreline Area, including 

the RBC. Projections for growth of the South Shoreline Area contained in the City’s General Plan 

were used to analyze the cumulative impacts of the LRDP, including the transportation and traffic 

effects.  

Response RANC(1)-5 
Please see Master Responses-9, -16, and -18. The Draft EIR included, in Chapter 4 and 

summarized in Table 2-2 at the end of Chapter 2, mitigation measures to address the significant 

impacts on all potentially affected environmental resources.  

Response RANC(1)-6 
The preferred site identified as a result of LBNL's Request for Quotation (RFQ) is property in 

Richmond managed by UC Berkeley; the property has existing programs, and a history of 

concept planning for more intensive development. The RFQ was not intended to set the 

development limits for a selected site, only to describe anticipated space needed by LBNL for its 

programs. As described in the RBC LRDP, the program proposed for the RBC site includes both 
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LBNL and UC Berkeley programs, as well as community programs and synergistic partnerships 

with research institutions and private entities. See RBC LRDP, Section 3, Campus Program and 

Population. The EIR provides analysis of the impacts of the full development proposed, as well as 

analysis of the cumulative impacts of development.  

Please also see Master Response-9, which addresses development density, and the response to 

Comment RANC(1)-3.  

Response RANC(1)-7 
The University shares the Commenter's concerns for the existing site habitat and natural resources 

and has designated 25 acres of the RBC as Natural Open Space where development would not 

occur. The Natural Open Space land use zone protects the Western Stege Marsh from 

development and no loss of ecological function of the marsh or adjacent shoreline area was 

identified in the LRDP Draft EIR.  

Response RANC(1)-8 
The writer's recommendation is noted. Potential impacts to wetlands including the Western Stege 

Marsh are discussed in the Draft EIR at page 4-83; the LRDP Land Use Plan illustrates buffers at 

page 4.3 of the LRDP itself (figure 4.1) and the buffer is described at page 4.4 of the LRDP 

(November 2013 Community Draft, second column, first bullet). As noted in Draft EIR 

mitigation measure MM BIO-6 (Draft EIR p. 4-83), during the design phase of any future 

development project that may affect potentially jurisdictional waters, a preliminary evaluation of 

the project site shall be made by a qualified biologist. Western Stege Marsh is an important 

natural feature of the site, and the University intends that development would minimize intrusions 

and be sensitive to the long-term health of the marsh.  

Further, mitigation measures are proposed to reduce risk to nesting birds, as outlined at LRDP 

MM BIO-2, pages 4-78 to 4-79 of the Draft EIR.  

Response RANC(1)-9 
The Draft EIR includes discussion and analysis of setting and potential RBC LRDP-related 

impacts to coastal prairie, eucalyptus groves, monarch butterflies, raptors, marshlands, marsh-

related flora and fauna, and federally and state listed special status species. Please refer to Draft 

EIR Chapters 3 and 4. The proposed RBC LRDP features land use policies, open space and 

landscape policies, and sustainability policies committed to the protection, maintenance, and in 

some cases enhancement of the site's natural amenities, including grasslands, marshlands, and 

animal species. In addition, the Draft EIR analysis identifies mitigation measures where 

appropriate to avoid and/or minimize impacts to these resources. 

Please also see Master Responses-1 and -18. 

Response RANC(1)-10 
Please see Master Response-17 regarding protectiveness of recommended cleanup. 

Response RANC(1)-11 
The concerns of the writer are noted. Issues concerning building design and scale, including 

height, massing, glare, night lighting, and view corridors are addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.1, 

Aesthetics and Visual Quality. Noise impacts are analyzed and addressed in EIR Section 4.10, 

Noise. Building design guidelines are established in the RBC Physical Design Framework. As 

articulated in the proposed LRDP, it is the stated purpose of the University to develop in a 

manner that is attractive and sensitive to the natural environment.  
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Response RANC(1)-12 
While the University is exempt from compliance with local land use regulations, Section 4.9 of 

the Draft EIR includes an evaluation of the proposed RBC land uses and development patterns 

with City of Richmond land use designations. 

Please also see Master Response-14 on community engagement in physical planning. 

Response RANC(1)-13 
While the University is exempt from compliance with local land use regulations, including 

elements of the General Plan, Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR discussed the goals and policies of the 

General Plan as they relate to each of the potentially affected environmental resources. 

Response RANC(1)-14 
Sea level rise is addressed in the EIR Section 4.8 Hydrology, specifically in the impact analyses 

HYD-6 and HYD-7. The Notice of Preparation published in January 2013 identified a Phase 1 

project which included the import of approximately 70,000 cubic yards of soil placed over 12 

acres; the Phase 1 project is not proposed in the EIR. As stated in HYD-6, the LRDP identifies 

one potential option to protect development by increasing the southern portion of the RBC to 

approximately 15 feet above sea level, requiring an average of 2 feet of new soil on 

approximately 12 acres; there are no potential options of adding 15 feet of soil to 12 acres. The 

visual impacts analyzed in EIR Section 4.2 anticipates overall visual impacts of the southern-most 

building elevations at 2 feet higher than the current elevation. Storm water runoff is addressed in 

the EIR Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, specifically in the impact analysis HYD-5. 

The design solution of raising elevations by 2 feet in the southern portion of the property would 

be responsive to the need for continuity of storm water flow from the higher elevations of the site. 

No modifications to the coastal prairie grasslands designated within the Natural Open Space are 

proposed because all of the fill would be within the Research, Education, and Support land use 

zone. The truck trips required to add the soil were incorporated into the assumptions within EIR 

Table 3-6 Construction Activity Levels and in Section 4.13 Transportation and Traffic. 

Future rises in sea level are not predicted to impact soil contamination at the RFS, because rises 

in sea level do not change any groundwater levels except for at the narrow and limited interface 

where the groundwater and subsurface saltwater intersect. This interface is known as the “salt 

water wedge” and represents the mixing area of fresh groundwater emanating from higher upland 

elevations with saline or brackish water originating from Western Stege Marsh or Meeker Slough. 

Currently the salt water wedge interface is approximately at average sea level near the marsh 

edge.  
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Assuming a 55 inch sea level rise, or approximately 4.5 feet through the year 2100, which is 

consistent with the LRDP policy UI2, as the rising shoreline migrates landward, so does the 

subsurface salt water wedge. The impact of this change is that soil between 0 and 4.5 feet above 

sea level (ASL) which is not currently inundated would then become inundated with the rising 

water and potentially come into contact with site contaminants present at those depths, as the 

Commenter suggests. There would be minimal or no changes to soil saturation or groundwater 

which is currently above 4.5 feet ASL, which is the majority of the RFS. The groundwater at or 

below 4.5 feet ASL is predominantly within the southernmost portion of the property within the 

Natural Open Space nearest the Western Stege Marsh and Meeker Slough. Depending on 

seasonal variation, the 4.5 contour can extend several hundred feet into the southeastern portion 

of the Research, Education, and Support area near current Building 201. For soil within the 

Natural Open Space, site characterization and investigation is being conducted under Phases IV 

and V of the FSW under the DTSC Site Investigation and Remediation Order for Richmond Field 

Station (RFS Order). Following receipt and analysis of investigation results, evaluation of future 

cleanup activities within the Natural Open Space area soil, including potential impacts from sea 

level rise, will be conducted and subject to public review documents such as a RAW or RAP 

under the oversight of DTSC in connection with the current RFS Order. 

For soil within the Research, Education, and Support area, groundwater is predominantly higher 

than 4.5 feet ASL, and therefore there would be little or no change in groundwater elevation due 

to a 4.5 foot sea level rise. In addition, all known contamination within the Research, Education, 

and Support area is at the near surface, well above even the 6 foot ASL depth, so there is minimal 

chance of even a 6 foot rise in sea level affecting soil contamination within the Research, 

Education, and Support area. 

Finally, no soil chemicals of concern (metals, PCBs, and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons 

[PAH]) have been detected in groundwater requiring cleanup action, demonstrating that soil 

contaminants are very tightly bound to the soil matrix and have not leached to groundwater from 

infiltrated rain water. If soil contaminants do not leach to groundwater, then even under the 

unlikely scenario where soil contamination is exposed to groundwater, soil contamination is not 

expected to release or spread to the environment.  

Response RANC(1)-15 
The University will develop a CAP that complies with University policy and meets State 

requirements. Given UC President Napolitano's January 2014 announcement, the CAP will 

outline how the RBC would achieve carbon neutrality by 2025, using a mix of energy efficiency, 

renewable energy, and offset measures, including measures being undertaken at the system-wide 

level. These existing commitments are sufficient to constitute the CAP for the RBC in its initial 

phase. Starting in 2014, the RBC would have a GHG emissions inventory separate from the main 

UC Berkeley campus. Work to expand and formalize a CAP (beyond the existing policy 

requirements) would coincide with the design phase of the first new building construction project. 

The University expects to also consider and include where appropriate policies developed in the 

pending City of Richmond CAP.  

Response RANC(1)-16 
Please see Master Response-15 regarding the University's TDM program. The Draft EIR includes 

mitigation measures that are feasible and sufficiently detailed for this programmatic level of 

analysis. Phased implementation of specific TDM measures will be coordinated through active 

and continuing consultation with the City of Richmond, Caltrans, and local and regional transit 

agencies. Implementation of TDM measures would be monitored and reported through the 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). 
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Response RANC(1)-17 
The Commenter's suggestions are noted. While the University is exempt from compliance with 

local land use regulations, Section 4.9 of the Draft EIR included an evaluation of the proposed 

RBC land uses and development patterns with City of Richmond land use designations. Please 

also see Master Response-14 on community participation in physical planning. 

Response RANC(1)-18 
The University concurs with the Commenter that public safety is a paramount concern. In 

September 2012, the University devoted a public meeting to the topic of science at the RBC, and 

a core facilities vision is to "Operate Safely, Reliably, and Responsibly."  See the draft LRDP p. 

3.9. The fact that scientific research would be conducted in accordance with regulations is 

discussed throughout the EIR, and specifically in Section 4.7. 

The Commenter's request that future building projects be publicly reviewed is also noted. In 

accordance with University policy, the University expects that environmental review documents 

for major building proposals would be published and community notice and comment opportunity 

provided in advance of any decision to approve or deny the proposal. Further, any project 

proposed which is outside the scope of the LRDP and its EIR would be subject to additional 

review in accordance with CEQA.  

Please also see Master Response-14 on community participation in physical planning. 

Response RANC(1)-19 
The University concurs that the safety of its workers and of the public is of paramount 

importance. Biological operations at the RBC would be conducted in accordance with regulation 

and guidelines established by the National Institutes of Health (NIH) and the Centers for Disease 

Control and Prevention (CDC). This is discussed in the Draft EIR on pp. 4-148 and 4-154 to 4-

155. 

At LBNL, all biological work is reviewed by the Institutional Biosafety Committee (IBC). In 

additional to LBNL management, technical, and environmental safety and health experts, the 

committee membership also includes at least two members, not affiliated with LBNL, who 

represent the interests of the surrounding community. The IBC is responsible for oversight, 

administration, and review of Berkeley Lab policies and projects involving research with 

biological materials that may pose safety, health, or environmental risks. A graded process is used 

to define, document, review, and approve biological work and controls. 

UC Berkeley has implemented a process to ensure that all biological research involving materials 

that can affect humans, plants, animals and the environment will first be reviewed and approved 

by a committee. The Committee for Laboratory and Environmental Biosafety (or CLEB) meets 

monthly and reviews all applications (known as a Biological Use Authorization [BUA]). The 

committee includes subject matter experts from the faculty and also two members not affiliated 

with the university.  

The BUA form is designed to address requirements from the NIH, the CDC, the United States 

Department of Agriculture and its California counterpart, the California Department of Food and 

Agriculture (USDA and the CDFA) and also the California Occupational Health and Safety 

Administration (Cal-OSHA) as applicable to each reviewed experiment. In addition, every 

laboratory is inspected by trained Environment,  Health and Safety (EH&S) employees at least 

once a year to insure that post approval monitoring addresses CLEB requirements once a BUA 

approval has been issued. Most of the BUAs at UC Berkeley have been issued for research 

experiments at Biosafety Level 1 or 2 as defined by the CDC/NIH Handbook, Biosafety in 
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Microbiological and Biomedical Laboratories, Fifth Edition. Operations at RBC will operate at 

these common biosafety levels. 

All laboratory accidents involving biological materials or recombinant DNA are immediately 

reported to EH&S, within no more than 8 hours. EH&S sends an appropriate notification to 

regulatory agencies as necessary and assists the lab, if requested.  

In the event that transgenic plants are used at the RBC, the USDA and California agencies, such 

as the CDFA, have established requirements to safely handle these materials. UC Berkeley 

currently meets all requirements to work with these plants in their campus greenhouses and 

growth chambers. 

Response RANC(1)-20 
This comment appears to be directed to the City of Richmond, and is not a comment on the RBC 

LRDP EIR. Please see Master Response-7, but see also discussion of hazardous material 

management at the RBC, pp  4-140 through 4-150 of the Draft EIR and the response to Comment 

RANC(1)-19. 

Response RANC(1)-21 
The University does not have the authority to revise the Contra Costa Industrial Safety Ordinance 

or the Emergency Warning System guidelines. Pages 4-156 to 4-157 of the Draft EIR discuss the 

low potential for accidental releases and the plans to protect the public from any such releases. 

Please also see Master Response-7. 

Response RANC(1)-22 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Guidelines are under the jurisdiction of the federal 

government and may not be altered or modified by the University. Please see Master Response-7. 

The Commenter's further suggestions are noted. The RBC LRDP EIR is an environmental review 

document prepared pursuant to CEQA. Contrary to the Commenter's assertion about LBNL 

environmental review requirements, it should be noted that the Department of Energy (DOE) 

conducts reviews under NEPA for all non-exempt federal actions pertaining to LBNL, and UC 

conducts reviews as required under CEQA for all non-exempt projects pertaining to LBNL. At 

this time, no federally funded projects are proposed at the RBC and no NEPA documentation is 

pending. The land of the RBC is owned by UC, and Regental action requires compliance with 

CEQA. 

Response RANC(1)-23 
This comment appears to be directed to the City of Richmond, and is not a comment on the RBC 

LRDP EIR. Please see Master Response-7. 

Response RANC(1)-24 
Please see Master Response-8. 

Response RANC(1)-25 
The recommendation is appreciated. Guidance for building designs to incorporate the 

recommendations in the American Bird Conservancy’s “Bird-friendly Building Design” is 

included in the Physical Design Framework for the RBC. Implementation of the Physical Design 

Framework's principles is required through the LRDP's Implementation Policy 2, which states 

that Neighborhood Concept Plans (prepared for each RBC "neighborhood" prior to development 

within that neighborhood) must conform to the Physical Design Framework. The LRDP also 

states that each Neighborhood Concept Plan would include design criteria for elements such as 

bird-safe building design and wildlife habitat sensitivity, implemented to the maximum extent 
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practicable. To clarify the University's commitment, the language of Impact BIO-2 in Section 

4.3.4 has been revised. 

Response RANC(1)-26 
Please see Master Response-14 on community engagement in physical planning. 

Response RANC(1)-27 
In connection with the proposed RBC, UC Berkeley and LBNL held four public workshops 

during the development of the LRDP and two public hearings during development of the LRDP 

EIR. LRDP implementation policies are defined in Section 4 of the LRDP. Please also see the 

response to Comment RANC(1)-18.  
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9.17 RICHMOND ANNEX NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL, JANUARY 20, 2014 
(Comment RANC(2)) 

Response RANC(2)-1 
The Commenter's expression of appreciation for the quality and level-of-effort exhibited in the 

Draft EIR is noted. 

Response RANC(2)-2 
The Commenter's concerns about quality of life impacts due to traffic increases are noted. While 

quality of life impacts are difficult to measure and are not captured within CEQA thresholds of 

significance, the EIR did include measurement of traffic impacts. The analysis of arterial streets 

and I-80 freeway access included the intersections of Carlson Boulevard/I-80 Westbound Ramps 

(Study Intersection #13), and Carlson Boulevard/I-80 Eastbound Ramps (Study Intersection #14). 

This analysis included AM and PM peak hour trips for Existing Conditions, 2035 No-Project 

Conditions, and 2035 Plus LRDP Conditions. Additionally, the analysis included AM and PM 

peak hour trips for potentially impacted freeway segments, including I-80 between Carlson 

Boulevard and Portrero Avenue, I-580 between Regatta Boulevard and Bayview Avenue, and I-

580 between Bayview Avenue and Central Avenue.  

The EIR's analysis does not support the notion that the proposed project would "put all of the 

(traffic) burden on the Bayview Ave. Interchange."  The distribution in projected traffic impacts 

on area roadways and study intersections is included in EIR Section 4.13, and it is illustrated in 

the data presented on Draft EIR Table 4.13-9. The University hopes and expects that as 

development proceeds, the RBC—including trail access, open space amenities, cutting-edge 

research—will also beneficially impact the quality of life for Richmond residents. 

The EIR, furthermore, commits the University to finance its proportional share of improvements 

to roads and intersections around the proposed RBC; those financial contributions would address 

significant traffic impacts associated with the RBC. Assuming that the City of Richmond and 

Caltrans implement necessary improvements for which the University contributes funding, the 

EIR predicts that most traffic impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. Mitigation 

Measure TRA-1 has been revised in Section 4.13.4 of the Final EIR to reflect the University's 

commitment to mitigate significant traffic impacts on roadways, at signalized and unsignalized 

intersections, and in connection with railroad crossings. Please see Master Response-15. No 

further feasible mitigation measures have been suggested or identified.  

Response RANC(2)-3 
The Commenter's opinions and recommendations about the proposed RBC's scale and 

compatibility with surrounding land uses are noted. Visual effects are described in Draft EIR 

Section 4.1 (Aesthetics and Visual Quality); land use compatibility effects in Draft EIR Section 

4.9 (Land Use and Planning); water quality issues and effects on wetlands and marsh are 

described in Draft EIR Section 4.3 (Biological Resources) and Section 4.8 (Hydrology and Water 

Quality). After mitigation is applied, impacts in all of these aforementioned areas are found in the 

EIR to be less than significant. Please also see Master Response-14 regarding the process for 

approvals of specific projects at the RBC. 

Response RANC(2)-4 
As described in the Draft EIR, page 4-179, a project may result in a significant land use and 

planning impact if it were to "conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an 

agency with jurisdiction over the project (including .... the general plan...)."  Operated on 

University-owned lands, the RBC would be "exempt from local zoning regulations pursuant to 
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Section 9" of California Constitution Article IX." (Draft EIR page 1-6). While it is true that 

"LBNL and UC Berkeley seek to cooperate with local jurisdictions to reduce any physical 

consequences of potential land use conflicts to the extent feasible," it is not the case that the RBC 

is "supposed to conform to the Richmond General Plan for this area."  Draft EIR page 4-181 

includes the conclusion that "as there is no existing applicable land use plan, campus 

development under the proposed 2014 LRDP would not conflict with an applicable land use 

plan." 

Draft EIR Section 4.1, Aesthetics and Visual Quality, and Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, 

analyze the potential impacts of allowable RBC buildings heights on surrounding areas. The 

analyses use the Richmond General Planning vision and zoning regulations as a tool for 

understanding such potential impacts. Impact AES-1 and Impact LU-2 both conclude that impacts 

of RBC building height and scale would not create unavoidable, significant impacts. 

Response RANC(2)-5 
The cumulative impacts of development under the LRDP in combination with other development 

projects on biological resources, including those referenced by the Commenter, are discussed in 

the Draft EIR on Page 4-86. Lighting in relation to wildlife is addressed briefly on Page 4-85 in 

the Draft EIR and refers to mitigation measures, which would minimize the impacts of lighting. 

As described in the Visual Resources section at Page 4-23, lighting would be designed to 

minimize light spill onto unintended surfaces and reduce atmospheric light pollution. Design to 

minimize wildlife impacts is also discussed in the Physical Design Framework for the RBC. 

Please also see Master Response-14. 

Response RANC(2)-6 
The amount of stormwater runoff leaving the RBC site is expected to decrease through the 

incorporation of low impact development (LID) design techniques that are consistent with 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements, the UC Sustainable 

Practices Policy, and LRDP goals. See LRDP EIR p. 4-169, where LRDP policies regarding this 

are summarized. It is anticipated that stormwater quality discharge permit requirements may 

include infiltration where practical; evapotranspiration through landscape-based stormwater 

facilities; as well as capture, treatment, and re-use systems (tanks and ponds supported by 

treatment and irrigation systems or recycled water systems). 

Response RANC(2)-7 
The Draft EIR includes a requirement that archaeological surveys be undertaken for all projects 

developed under the LRDP, as stated in LRDP MM CR-1 in the Draft EIR (page 4-101). A 

survey and thorough review of all available information would be conducted to assess the 

potential for buried resources.   



RAP-1

RAP-2



RAP-2
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9.18 RICHMOND PROGRESSIVE ALLIANCE, JANUARY 21, 2014 
(Comment RPA) 

Response RPA-1 
The Draft EIR in Chapter 4 addressed impacts related to the issues raised by the Commenter. 

Please also see responses to comments addressing similar issues, including land use, site 

remediation, grasslands, and traffic. 

Response RPA-2 
Please see Master Responses-1 and -5.  



CAG -1 



CAG—1 

CAG—2 



CAG—3 



CAG—4 

CAG—5 
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9.19 RICHMOND SOUTHEAST SHORELINE AREA COMMUNITY ADVISORY GROUP, JANUARY 

21, 2014 
(Comment CAG) 

Response CAG-1 
These issues are addressed in detail in the responses that follow: in particular, please see 

responses to Comments CAG-2 through CAG-9, in addition to Master Responses-3, -4, -13, and -

17. The Draft EIR provides a sufficient evaluation of the anticipated impacts of the LRDP—

including implementation of the proposed RAW, if approved by DTSC, under the LRDP—to 

inform the public of both the proposal and its potential environmental effects. Chapter 5 of the 

EIR separately discusses the project-level impacts of the RAW to inform DTSC responsible 

agency decision-making under CEQA and facilitate ease of public review, as explained on page 

5-1 of Chapter 5. As also explained on Page 5-1 of Chapter 5, Chapter 4 of the EIR sets forth the 

standards of significance against which the impacts analyses in Chapter 5 are assessed. Regarding 

the Notice of Availability, dated November 15, 2013, the purpose of the two-page notice is to 

provide the public with the description and location of the proposed LRDP for the RBC; the 

location where copies of the Draft EIR are available for review; the time period for public 

comment; the date, time, and place of public meetings on the proposed project; a summary of the 

environmental effects of the proposed project; and points of contact. The details on the proposed 

project are included in the Draft EIR, which was also available on November 15, 2013.  

Both the Draft LRDP dated August 12, 2013 and the Revised Draft LRDP dated November 15, 

2013 also include a section dedicated to Contamination Investigation and Cleanup which 

specifically references a draft RAW, and includes recommendations and locations (Pages 2.12, 2-

13) consistent with the proposed draft RAW. 

Response CAG-2 
The RAW is not intended to be used as a short-term response and carries the same protections 

and long-term effectiveness as a RAP. Health and Safety Code Section 25356.1(h)(1) provides 

authority for DTSC to approve RAWs as the documentation for final remedy for cleanups in 

California estimated at less than $2 million. 

Regarding the allegation of inadequate site characterization, please see Master Response-3.  

The risk-based thresholds reflect consideration of, and protections for, the current and anticipated 

reuse scenarios, including all potential onsite workers, staff, and visitors, as presented in Master 

Response-17. The input parameters and calculations used to generate the thresholds were 

approved when DTSC approved the Site Characterization Report, including the risk assessment, 

in May 2013. The risk-based thresholds are current and protective. For a  complete list of the 

guidance utilized to establish the proposed risk-based thresholds, please see Section 8 and 10 of 

the Site Characterization Report, and the RAW, Attachment B, Administrative Record List. Both 

documents are available at the web addresses presented in Master Response-3. The draft RAW, 

Section 2.6 Ecological Evaluation, clarifies that future commercial land use for the Research, 

Education, and Support area is not likely to provide ecological habitat. Within the Research, 

Education, and Support area, pathways to upland ecological receptors are generally limited, as 

presented in the DTSC-approved Final Site Characterization Report. 

RAW Section 2.6 also states that the majority of the coastal terrace prairie and the entirety of the 

salt marsh are within what the RBC LRDP identifies as the Natural Open Space portion of the 

RBC and are not included in the Research, Education, and Support area. Ecological receptors 

within the Natural Open Space will be considered for evaluation during future ecological risk 
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assessment activities under the Docket No. IS/E-RAO 06/07-004, Site Investigation and 

Remediation Order for the Richmond Field Station (RFS Order). As demonstrated in LRDP EIR 

Chapter 5 and Chapter 4, including Section 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality), with 

implementation of LRDP policies and mitigation measures that will have become standard project 

features of activities under the LRDP, including the RAW, if The Regents have approved the 

LRDP, impacts from implementation of the RAW, if approved by DTSC, on the Natural Open 

Space and San Francisco Bay would be less than significant. Please also see the responses to 

Comments CAG-3, CAG-4, and CAG-5. 

The RAW is a long-term cleanup plan and is just as permanent and protective as a RAP. While 

the evaluation of cost is required under state and federal cleanup guidance and regulations, it is 

not the driving criteria for selecting the proposed cleanup at RFS. The recommended cleanup is 

based on a comprehensive review and evaluation of many criteria, including effectiveness, 

implementability, and cost.  

The estimated cost of the recommended cleanup is not above $2 million as stated in the comment. 

Section 5 of the RAW presents the estimated costs of the RAW actions at $1,905,233, as detailed 

in RAW Table 5-1. Therefore a RAW is the appropriate document to recommend the cleanup 

process. If the estimated cost of the recommended cleanup were greater than $2 million, a RAP 

would be prepared using the same criteria and guidelines as included in the RAW. There are no 

differences between the protectiveness of the proposed cleanup actions within a RAP or RAW. 

Note that with the exception of the Non-Binding Allocation of Responsibility (NBAR) Section, 

the proposed RAW meets all the technical and protective requirements of a full RAP. The NBAR 

does not impact, alter, or affect the recommended remedy. The RAW is protective of all current 

and future users of RBC, including all sensitive receptors visiting or working at the campus; 

please see Master Response-17. Please see the responses to Comments CAG-7 and CAG-9 

regarding analysis of alternatives and recirculation of the Draft EIR. 

Response CAG-3 
The Commenter asserts that the EIR fails to provide sufficient information to enable the public to 

evaluate impacts of the RAW. In fact, the EIR analyzes the RAW as a part of the LRDP being 

proposed to the Regents, and, in addition, devotes a separate chapter, Chapter 5, to RAW impacts 

so as to inform DTSC responsible agency decision-making under CEQA.  

The Commenter also asserts that the RAW would have long-term impacts on the Natural Open 

Space portion of the RBC because it would leave soil, soil gas, and groundwater contamination 

on the Campus; the Commenter further asserts that these would continue to impact the Natural 

Open Space and the Bay. However: 

1. The existing environment, including existing contamination at the proposed RBC site, is 

not a potential impact of the proposed RBC LRDP or the proposed RAW.  

2. There is no evidence to support a conclusion that the RAW would cause contamination or 

exacerbate the effects of existing contamination at the RFS site on the Natural Open 

Space or the Bay. Please see Master Response-4. 

3. Regarding the statement that existing soil, soil gas, and groundwater contamination left in 

place would continue to impact the Natural Open Space and the San Francisco Bay, there 

is no evidence that pollutants at the RFS are creating an existing pollutant loading 

concern for groundwater in the Natural Open Space or for the San Francisco Bay, but 

further information is being developed within the Natural Open Space studies under the 

RFS Order, as presented in Master Response-17. Transport of existing contamination 
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through storm runoff is not supported based on previous storm sampling results presented 

in the Year 5 Monitoring Report for Western Stege Marsh Restoration Project, dated 

September 30, 2010. Stormwater sampling of storm drain outfalls and completion of an 

extensive groundwater monitoring network support the conclusion that there are no 

current drainage facilities discharging pollutants that need to be further investigated or 

remediated beyond the scope of the upcoming Natural Open Space investigation under 

the current RFS Order under FSW Phases IV and V. Finally, any residual or existing 

PCB concentrations in Stege Marsh will be addressed as part of the ongoing investigation 

for the Natural Open Space being conducted under the existing RFS Order. 

Accordingly, groundwater migration is the only potential mechanism to transport any 

contamination from the Research, Education, and Support areas to Natural Open Space areas, and 

under the existing RFS Order, groundwater has been undergoing yearly monitoring and 

evaluation of potential impacts to the Natural Open Space. The proposed RAW formalizes 

continued monitoring and evaluation of all groundwater within the RFS site boundary, including 

groundwater within the Research, Education, and Support and Natural Open Space. There is no 

current indication of groundwater contamination above action levels except for a localized area of 

carbon tetrachloride contamination in the Natural Open Space and a singular exceedance in 2010 

of TCE near the southeastern site boundary; TCE contamination is described in detail in Master 

Response-13. If future groundwater monitoring results were to indicate a need for additional 

sampling or remedial action, the groundwater remedy does not preclude more active remediation.  

Regarding soil and soil gas, the continuing work under the RFS Order that will be conducted in 

the Natural Open Space to assess whether contaminants in Research, Education, and Support soil 

might be causing pollutant loading into the Natural Open Space, and measures to address this 

scenario, if required, would be determined by DTSC based on that work. These activities in the 

Natural Open Space will occur during Phases IV and V under the existing RFS Order. 

Regarding the Commenter’s assertion that the Draft EIR fails to analyze the potential impacts on 

ecological receptors in the Natural Open Space of any residual contamination that would remain 

in soil, soil gas, and groundwater at the Campus after implementation of the RAW, as indicated 

earlier, existing contamination at the RFS is not an impact of the RAW. Moreover, as indicated in 

the paragraphs above, the existing requirements of the RFS Order provide for an ecological 

assessment of the Natural Open Space at the RFS, inclusive of all media:  soil, sediment, surface 

water, and groundwater, following which action necessary to address levels of any contaminants 

that might be found not to be protective of ecological receptors will be conducted. Accordingly, 

long-term impacts on ecological receptors at the RFS are not reasonably foreseeable. 

UC and DTSC have identified the reasonably foreseeable receptors at the proposed RBC to 

consist of office workers, public and private researchers, teachers, graduate and undergraduate 

students, on-site maintenance workers, construction workers, and all visitors including adults, 

children and the elderly, as presented in RAW Section 3.1. These receptors are all included in the 

risk assessment and informed the development of cleanup standards (Final Site Characterization 

Report, Section 7.3.2), and are categorized by DTSC as “commercial receptors.” The RAW 

recommends that cleanup standards protective of all these receptors be implemented for the soil 

and groundwater actions because the standards are protective of human health for all likely and 

reasonable receptors at RFS. Please see Master Response-17 for additional detail regarding the 

protectiveness of the recommended cleanup and proposed revisions to the RAW to clarify the 

protectiveness towards all RBC receptors, including off-site neighboring residents. 

Regarding the deed restrictions, daycare facilities or full time K-12 schools are not included in the 

LRDP likely or reasonably anticipated uses at the RBC. These future uses would only be 
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allowable if the University requests a variance from DTSC, as described in the RAW, Section 

3.3.1, Alternative 3. In such a case, UC would be required to ensure that appropriate soil 

conditions or protections were in place at the proposed location, and DTSC would provide the 

oversight and approval of such a facility. 

Regarding the Commenter’s assertion that the report does not disclose “environmental ‘alarm 

bells,’” please see the response to Comment CAG-1 on the adequacy of the Draft EIR under 

CEQA. 

Response CAG-4 
As stated in the response to the CAG-3, the EIR analyzes the cleanup of the site as presented in 

the draft RAW as a part of the LRDP being proposed to the Regents, and, in addition, devotes a 

separate chapter, Chapter 5, to RAW impacts for the purpose of informing DTSC’s responsible 

agency CEQA determination on the proposed RAW. 

The Draft EIR has been provided to DTSC for review as the responsible agency for the activities 

described in the draft RAW, as explained in RAW Section 6, CEQA Considerations. The 

responsible agency  is a public agency with discretionary approval authority over a portion of a 

CEQA project, such as, in this case, the proposed RAW, for which DTSC is the responsible 

agency, under the RBC Long Range Development Plan, for which the Regents of the University 

of California is the lead agency.  

The Draft EIR was provided to DTSC for review and to inform DTSC decision-making on the 

proposed actions identified within the draft LRDP for addressing historic pollutants in soil within 

portions of the RBC proposed for development as well groundwater beneath the RFS site; 

currently, these are subject to the RFS Order. UC has responded to the two DTSC comments 

provided on the Draft EIR, presented as Comments DTSC-1 and DTSC-2. 

The draft RAW proposes to establish the remedy for soil in areas of the RBC that are defined as 

developable and designated Research, Education, and Support under the proposed LRDP, and for 

groundwater beneath the RFS site, inclusive of Research, Education, and Support and Natural 

Open Space, including the area of carbon tetrachloride contamination in groundwater which is 

proposed for monitored natural attenuation.  

Since the draft RAW addresses the Research, Education, and Support area and groundwater 

throughout the RFS portions of RBC, all future investigations and recommended cleanups of soil, 

sediment, or surface waters within the Natural Open Space will continue as a part of the Field 

Sampling Work Plan activities pursuant to the existing RFS Order. Following receipt and analysis 

of investigation results, any future cleanup activities within the Natural Open Space soil, 

sediment, or surface water, including Western Stege Marsh, would be subject to public review 

documents such as a RAW or RAP under the oversight of DTSC in connection with the current 

RFS Order, as described in Master Response-17. 

The draft RAW specifies that the remedy for contaminants in groundwater originating from the 

former Zeneca Site, including TCE and its breakdown components, is subject to Docket No. IS/E-

RAO 06/07-005, Site Investigation and Remediation Order for the Zeneca Site (Zeneca Order). 

The draft RAW also states that on-going monitoring for groundwater impacted by TCE will 

continue under the current RFS Site-wide groundwater monitoring program, in addition to any 

requirements necessary for contaminants in groundwater originating from the former Zeneca Site 

per the Zeneca Order. Please see Master Response-13 for details regarding the TCE 

contamination at RFS. 
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The proposed RAW activities in the Natural Open Space are limited to installation of monitoring 

wells in connection with the area of carbon tetrachloride groundwater contamination. This 

activity, in addition to any future activities at the RFS under the RAW or the existing RFS Order, 

would be required to comply with all relevant LRDP policies and mitigation measures presented 

in the Draft EIR; these will have become requirements at the RBC if the Regents have approved 

the LRDP. With implementation of these requirements as part of the project, activities under the 

LRDP to address contaminants, including RAW activities, would result in a less than significant 

impact. 

The comment suggests that the RAW is the only action that would be taken to address 

contamination at the RFS site and that if the RAW were approved, nothing further will be done to 

address contamination at the RFS site not covered by the RAW. However, the RAW would not 

operate within a vacuum; as noted above, there is an existing RFS Order in place for the entire 

RFS site. That order has been in place since 2006.  Activities within the Natural Open Space not 

covered by the RAW would continue to be conducted pursuant to provisions of the RFS Order, 

including Section 5.3, Field Activities.  For further discussion of contaminants remaining in soil, 

soil gas, and groundwater after implementation of the RAW, alleged migration into the Natural 

Open Space area and the Bay, and potential future remedial activities, please see the responses to 

Comments CAG-3 and CAG-4. 

There is no evidence to support the statements that the RAW would irreversibly change the 

University’s ability to prevent further contamination in the Natural Open Space and the Bay and 

mean that further migration of contamination from Zeneca onto the RFS would be allowed. 

DSTC is responsible for overseeing the protection of human health and the environment through 

the implementation of the RFS Order and Zeneca Site Order. Regarding any contaminant 

migration originating from the Zeneca site onto the RFS site, the Zeneca Site Order includes 

protection of off-site receptors, including but not limited to the RFS property from contaminants 

originating from the Zeneca site, as presented in detail in Master Response-13. Please see the 

response to Comment CAG-4 regarding the ongoing monitoring of groundwater contamination at 

RFS. Regarding contamination at the RFS site not addressed by the proposed RAW, please see 

Master Response-17 and the response to Comment CAG-3. As detailed in the responses 

Comments CAG-1 through CAG-4, the RAW would not result in significant impacts, 

furthermore, it would improve the environment through the proposed cleanup actions and long-

term monitoring and management strategies which form the basis of the RAW, as described in 

Master Response-17. 

Response CAG-5 
The “larger project” being proposed to the Regents is the LRDP for the proposed RBC, including 

activities under the LRDP. These activities are described to include actions pursuant to the 

specific requirements of either or both the proposed RAW (if approved by DTSC) and the RFS 

Order of DTSC that is already in place. Pursuant to these requirements, under the LRDP the 

entire RFS site would be investigated and remediated as necessary, in accordance with the 

requirements of the Health and Safety Code, which mandates protection of the environment. As 

established earlier, it is not reasonably foreseeable that after implementation of the RAW under 

the LRDP, contaminants remaining in soil, soil gas, and groundwater would continue to migrate 

into soil and groundwater on the Natural Open Space and further contaminate the Natural Open 

Space and the Bay, or that future remedial action would itself cause “myriad environmental 

impacts.”  In fact, such a conclusion is speculative and not supported by substantial evidence.  

The proposal to develop a joint UCB-LBNL RBC on properties in Richmond including portions 

of the RFS site prompted the proposal to implement a RAW pursuant to Health and Safety Code 
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Section 25356.1(h) to (1) address soil contamination at the portions of the RFS that are within the 

developable areas (Research, Education, and Support) of the proposed RBC site and groundwater 

at all portions of the RFS within the RBC, including the localized carbon tetrachloride 

groundwater contamination that is beneath the Natural Open Space area of the RBC site and (2) 

ensure that any groundwater contamination at RFS originating from the Zeneca site is subject to 

the cleanup requirements of the Zeneca Order and concurrently meets the remedial action 

objectives for groundwater under the RFS Order, as presented in Master Response-13.  

The proposed RAW is not intended to, nor does it imply that further actions would not be 

conducted at Natural Open Space portions of the RBC site. To the contrary, the requirements of 

the existing RFS Order would govern addressing the remaining soil contamination at Natural 

Open Space portions of the RBC site not addressed by the RAW, and the Natural Open Space 

would remain subject to the ecological assessment requirements of the existing RFS Order, as 

described in responses to previous CAG comments. Detailed analysis of future actions such as 

those in the Natural Open Space is not required where the details do not yet exist. Regarding the 

TCE plume, the proposed cleanup actions to be conducted under the Zeneca Order for 

contaminants at RFS originating at the Zeneca site must be consistent with the remedial action 

objectives for groundwater presented in the draft RAW and consistent with the RFS Order. It is 

not reasonably foreseeable that the RAW, alone or when combined with the Zeneca proposed 

remedy (forthcoming) to address TCE, and any potential future actions to address contamination 

in the Natural Open Space, would create significant adverse effects or exacerbate the adverse 

effects of existing contamination in a manner resulting in a significant impact on the 

environment, given DTSC oversight; the RFS Order and the Zeneca Order, both of which are 

under Health and Safety Code provisions requiring protection of the environment; the RAW 

itself; and LRDP policies and mitigation measures that would apply as standard project features 

for activities under the LRDP, including the RAW, upon approval of the LRDP by the Regents. 

In short,  

1. Activities under the LRDP, including the proposed RAW, to address contamination 

would be conducted in accordance with a DTSC-approved process under statutory 

requirements that mandate protection of the environment and human health, and 

2. Activities under the LRDP, including the proposed RAW, to address contamination 

would be conducted in accordance with standard LRDP project features ensuring no 

significant impact to the environment. 

It should be noted, as stated in the LRDP Draft EIR, that if the RAW were not approved by 

DTSC, contamination relevant to RBC development would be addressed in accordance with the 

RFS Order and DTSC approvals which, again, would be in accordance with statutory 

requirements that mandate protection of the environment and human health and standard LRDP 

project features ensuring no significant impact to the environment. 

Response CAG-6 
As discussed in Section 3.9 of the EIR, past activities at the RFS site have resulted in the 

deposition of chemical contaminants affecting both soil and groundwater. Upon taking ownership 

of the property, the University became responsible for addressing historic contamination from 

industrial activities that occurred prior to its ownership. Under the oversight of DTSC, the 

University has undertaken investigation of those contaminated media over several years. With 

DTSC’s approval, the University would conduct environmental actions to ensure there are no 

unsafe or unwarranted exposures to historic contaminants at the RBC site from former operations 

at the RFS. Because these actions are required prior to development of certain portions of the 

RBC site, they are considered part of the proposed project and would be implemented in concert 
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with 2014 LRDP development. The actions would be conducted under a proposed RAW prepared 

in accordance with the California Health and Safety Code Section 25356.1(h)(1), if approved by 

DTSC, or pursuant to the existing site investigation and remediation order.  

Environmental actions that are not required prior to development of certain portions of the RBC 

site are not considered part of the proposed project. Independent of the proposed action, the 

University would conduct environmental actions, with DTSC’s approval, to ensure there are no 

unsafe or unwarranted exposures to historic contaminants at the RBC site from former operations 

at the RFS. 

Please also see Master Response-4. 

Response CAG-7 
Under CEQA, if an EIR is prepared for a proposed project, it must include an analysis of 

alternatives to the proposed project.  In fact, the Draft EIR contains an analysis of alternatives to 

the proposed project, which is development at the proposed RBC site under the draft RBC LRDP 

as currently proposed.  The EIR considers the following alternatives to the proposed RBC LRDP:     

 Alternative Development Program Alternative  

 Reduced Growth Alternative 

 Alameda Point Alternative 

 No Project Alternative 

Concerning the RAW and its relationship to the LRDP, the LRDP is a proposal for development 

at a site with existing contamination.  As described in the Project Description, existing 

contamination associated with the development would be subject to requirements of the RAW if 

approved by DTSC, as well as the existing RFS Order.  If the RAW were not approved by DTSC, 

the development would be subject to existing and ongoing requirements under the existing RFS 

Order.  The LRDP EIR is not required to analyze alternatives to one activity conducted under the 

LRDP, such as the RAW that has been proposed to DTSC.   

As shown in the LRDP EIR analysis of RAW impacts in Chapter 5 of the EIR, which was 

included to inform DTSC responsible agency decision-making under CEQA, the LRDP will be 

submitted to the Regents for approval before the RAW is submitted to DTSC for approval.  If The 

Regents approve the LRDP, upon LRDP approval, the RAW will be required to be conducted in 

accordance with LRDP policies and LRDP mitigation measures that will have become LRDP 

requirements, i.e., standard features of all activities under the LRDP, including those 

implementing the RAW.   As shown in EIR Chapter 5, with these standard features, all RAW 

impacts will be less than significant.   It is therefore not anticipated that DTSC would need to 

impose additional mitigation measures or issue an EIR for the RAW action.  Accordingly, no 

CEQA alternatives analysis of the RAW is anticipated.   

That said, the RAW itself must, and does, include a detailed analysis of RAW alternatives.  See 

Section 4 of the proposed RAW. 

Response CAG-8 
Any cleanup of existing contamination found to be necessary in connection with development 

under the LRDP would be conducted in accordance with the RAW, if approved by DTSC, or the 

existing Site Investigation and Remediation Order for the RFS. Construction of campus facilities 

would not conflict with or prevent such actions found to be necessary to address contamination. 
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Moreover, the Draft EIR properly identifies the existing contaminated conditions at the RFS and 

establishes these as the baseline for CEQA analysis, and the Draft EIR also adequately analyzes 

the impacts of implementing the public draft RAW. See Draft EIR chapter 4 for discussion of 

existing conditions with respect to each resource category and Draft EIR chapter 5 for analysis of 

the environmental impacts of implementing the RAW. 

Response CAG-9 
Based on the substance of the previous responses, the Draft EIR would not be modified and 

would not require recirculation. Based on the particular types and concentrations of contaminants 

present at the RBC site, a RAP is not required to address the issues of concern. Please see the 

response to Comment CAG-2.  



BTrail –1



BTrail -1
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9.20 SAN FRANCISCO BAY TRAIL PROJECT, JANUARY 21, 2014 
(Comment BTrail) 

Response BTrail-1 

Please see Master Response-12.  



NLForce-1 



NLForce-

1 

NLForce-2 

NLForce-3 

NLForce-4 



NLForce

-4 

NLForce-

5 



NLForce-5 

NLForce-6 



NLForce-7 

NLForce-8 



NLForce-8 

NLForce-9 

NLForce-

10 



NLForce-10 

 

NLForce-11 

NLForce-12 

NLForce-13 



NLForce-14 



NLForce-

14 

NLForce-

15 

NLForce-16 

NLForce-17 



NLForce-17 



NLForce-17 

NLForce

-18 

NLForce

-19 



NLForce-

20 

NLForce-

21 



NLForce-22 

NLForce-23 

NLForce-24 

NLForce-25 



NLForce-

25 

NLForce-26 



NLForce-

27 

NLForce-28 

NLForce-29 

NLForce-

30 

NLForce-

31 



NLForce-

32 



NLForce-32 

NLForce-33 

NLForce-34 



NLForce-34 

NLForce-35 

NLForce-36 

NLForce-37 

NLForce-38 





 Chapter 9 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

  April 2014 

9-284 

9.21 SIERRA CLUB AND SUSTAINABILITY, PARKS, RECYCLING AND WILDLIFE LEGAL 

DEFENSE FUND, JANUARY 20, 2014 
(Comment NLForce) 

Response NLForce-1 
The traffic analysis in Section 4.13 of the Draft EIR addresses the intersections and roadway 

segments anticipated to be substantially affected by development under the LRDP. Even at full 

implementation of the LRDP, the proposed project would not add anywhere near 10,000 vehicles 

at any one time to any particular stretch of roadway, particularly one more distant from the RBC 

site. Many RBC workers would carpool or take alternate modes of transportation; many workers 

would come from different directions and roadways (and even from within Richmond itself); 

many workers would commute to and from work at different times of day. Moreover, the overall 

volume of traffic on the main corridors between Berkeley and Richmond are such that the 

proposed RBC-generated vehicle traffic on them would be incremental and less than significant.  

The anticipated effects of the proposed project on the Eastshore State Park and other recreational 

facilities are addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.12. The analysis of impacts on police, fire, and 

emergency medical services in Draft EIR Section 4.12 is based on communications with those 

service providers regarding their ability to maintain sufficient capacity to serve the new campus 

development. An estimate of the increased number of individual incidents requiring such services 

would be speculative and would not relate to any particular CEQA significance threshold. 

However, the Draft EIR did analyze the possibility that increases in the need for public services 

would produce direct or indirect environmental effects, and the University concluded that such 

effects would not result from the LRDP. Moreover, if any new facilities became necessary to 

support development of the RBC, the appropriate level of CEQA review would precede approval 

of those projects and would allow for identification of any potential environmental impacts not 

currently anticipated in the LRDP. 

The University does not agree with the general comment that some of the proposed mitigation 

measures would be deferred beyond a reasonable time of performance. 

Please see the responses to remaining NLForce comments below. 

Response NLForce-2 
The University's goals of environmental stewardship are not at odds with the analytical 

conclusions of the EIR. Building and operating a new research campus and substantially 

increasing its population in an area that is currently lightly developed is an endeavor that, by its 

very nature, would inevitably change the environment in many ways; such changes can be 

minimized but not physically avoided no matter how conscientiously such a campus could be 

designed. As clearly articulated throughout the proposed LRDP and EIR, the University has made 

designing, constructing, and operating the RBC in a sustainable and environmentally compatible 

manner a fundamental objective and goal; the University envisions that RBC would be a world-

class "showcase of sustainable design and operations..." (Draft EIR page 3-13, et seq). It is 

therefore the University's position that there is a purpose and need for the RBC; the LRDP sets 

out how the RBC could be designed and built in an environmentally responsible and sustainable 

way; and the EIR analyzes what impacts would potentially result and how they could be further 

minimized. 

It should be noted that the significant, unavoidable impacts identified in the Draft EIR are based 

on CEQA significance criteria and, in areas of ambiguity, the University has often conservatively 

deemed impacts as significant and unavoidable. In addition, several of the significant, 
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unavoidable impacts identified in the Draft EIR are based on a presumption of full development 

and operation under the LRDP. Consequently, the full extent of such impacts is not likely to 

occur in the near term and, depending on development decisions that are made over the next 

several decades and future circumstances (e.g., state of emissions control technology, cleaner 

burning fuels, etc.), some of them might not ever result in actual significant impacts. Nonetheless, 

the EIR informs University decision makers of potential environmental concerns appropriately 

and proactively, in accordance with CEQA. 

Response NLForce-3 
Please see Master Responses-16 and -18. 

Response NLForce-4 
The University shares the Commenter's view that UC's management of the proposed RBC should 

go beyond what is strictly required under CEQA and/or applicable regulations. Towards that end, 

the environmental protection practices listed in this EIR are all measures that would be 

incorporated into the MMRP for the RBC. While not formal mitigation measures under CEQA, 

these measures would be incorporated into projects as proposed at the RBC and implemented as a 

matter of best practice. 

Response NLForce-5 
The LRDP is a long-range guide and not a specific plan for development; accordingly, the EIR is 

a programmatic analysis. The major reason for this is that the sorts of details requested by the 

Commenter—building designs, development timing, worker demographics, etc.—are not 

presently knowable. The analyses and mitigation identified in the RBC EIR are appropriate for a 

programmatic LRDP EIR. See also discussion in Section 1.5, "Intended Uses of this EIR" 

beginning at page 1-4 of the Draft EIR. 

The University expects that environmental review documents for major building proposals would 

be published and community notice and comment opportunity provided in advance of any 

decision to approve or deny the proposal. Further, any project proposed which is outside the 

scope of the LRDP and its EIR would be subject to additional review in accordance with CEQA. 

Response NLForce-6 
Comment regarding approval of LRDP and SMP are noted. The proposed cleanup strategy 

presented in the Draft RAW includes UC’s adoption of an SMP and groundwater monitoring and 

remediation program, both of which are outlined in the proposed cleanup described in EIR 

Chapter 3 and the RAW, Section 5. 

Comment regarding future soil excavation noted. There are several estimates of soil volumes 

presented in the two reports (RAW and EIR), since the reports serve different purposes. The draft 

RAW provides an estimate of the known contamination and proposed soil removal associated 

with specific proposed actions at the Mercury Fulminate Area, Corporation Yard, and transformer 

locations, which is estimated at approximately 1,700 yards per the comment. These estimates are 

based on known investigation results and excavation boundaries. The proposed SMP also 

addresses all potential future soil excavation activities; however, due to the speculative nature of 

future projects and impacted soil, no estimates are provided.  

The EIR addresses impacts from the specific proposed actions listed above, as well as an estimate 

of future soil removal activities which are unknown. The EIR evaluates a maximum volume of 

soil excavated at the Mercury Fulminate Area, Corporation Yard, and transformer locations as 

2,500 cubic yards (EIR Section 3.9.2). The EIR also estimates the total maximum soil volume to 

be removed off-site for future, undetermined projects at 5,500 cubic yards (EIR Section 3.9.1). 
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Therefore the EIR evaluates the total estimated volume to be excavated as a result of 

implementing the SMP at 8,000 cubic yards, consistent with the comment provided. There are no 

inconsistencies between the two documents—it is simply that the SMP does not estimate the 

volume of soil for future, unknown projects.  

The comment regarding the adoption of a groundwater monitoring program noted. The proposed 

RAW identifies an ongoing and long-term groundwater monitoring program. This program is 

included as an important element of the proposed remedy for groundwater, and is subject to 

DTSC review and approval during each yearly monitoring event. The purpose of the groundwater 

monitoring events is to provide yearly reviews of current conditions to allow for evaluation of 

new or changing concentrations, and permit inclusion of new monitoring wells if necessary, or 

increased remedial monitoring or actions if necessary. The draft SMP also includes a provision 

that for all future projects proposed in areas with suspected or potential groundwater 

contamination, as identified in the most recent sampling event, DTSC would be consulted for 

specific project review and approval (RAW Appendix C, Section 4.1). 

Response NLForce-7 
The visible portion of the RBC site would be a relatively incremental sliver in the sweeping 360-

degree panoramic view available from a boat in the Bay. That increment would include existing 

development at the RBC site and would be visually surrounded by residential and industrial 

development along the Richmond shoreline and further upland. In addition, shoreline views from 

boats are temporary; transitory; limited by fog, lighting, and distance; and experienced by a 

relatively small group of viewers who have access to boating. For these reasons, and because 

visual impacts lessen with distance, viewpoints from boats on the Bay or communities across or 

around the Bay were not analyzed and are not expected to be substantially affected.  

Brooks Island, which features a bird sanctuary, is almost two miles southwest of the RBC site. 

Moreover, the Marina Bay neighborhood is an intervening visual buffer between the RBC site 

and Brooks Island, which is situated in the San Francisco Bay. For this reason, for reasons of 

distance, and for reasons similar to those identified above pertaining to boats in the Bay, there 

would be no substantial light and glare effects from the proposed Project to wildlife on Brooks 

Island. 

Impacts to the existing visual character and quality of the RBC site and its surrounding is 

discussed in LRDP Impact AES-1 in the Draft EIR. The analysis uses the Richmond General Plan 

vision and zoning regulations as a tool for understanding such potential impacts. Impact AES-1 

concludes that the effect of RBC building height and scale would not create significant, 

unavoidable impacts. 

Long-term effects related to light pollution are discussed in the Draft EIR under LRDP Impact 

AES-3. As discussed, project lighting would be designed to limit off-site light spill. Project 

structures constructed pursuant to the 2014 LRDP would not include large areas of highly 

reflective material that would produce glare, so the proposed LRDP would not affect the amount 

of daytime glare in the area. In addition, the site is located in an area planned for research and 

development with existing similar uses in the vicinity. For these reasons, projects under the 2014 

LRDP do not have the potential to create new sources of substantial light or glare that could have 

adverse impacts on day or nighttime views. In addition, environmental protection practices could 

be implemented that would further reduce the magnitude of less than significant effects. 

Response NLForce-8 
The air quality modeling is based on the projected final campus daily population of 10,000 

additional people. The air quality analysis appropriately analyzes only the impact of project-
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generated traffic on air quality. The air quality impacts of area traffic growth not generated by the 

project are outside the scope of the Draft EIR, but the Draft EIR did consider the cumulative 

impacts of the LRDP with respect to air quality and other potential sources of emissions in the 

surrounding area. See Draft EIR, pp. 4-48 to 4-54. 

The transportation analysis includes traffic scenarios for study intersections and freeway 

segments under existing, existing plus project, 2035 no project, and 2035 plus project conditions. 

The full implementation of the LRDP is anticipated to occur in 2050. The furthest year for which 

the regional travel demand model provides projections is 2035; therefore, traffic impacts from full 

LRDP development are evaluated relative to 2035 conditions because this is the latest year for 

which quantitative analysis can be performed. This analysis is summarized for study intersections 

in Table 4.13-9 on page 4-248 of the Draft EIR and for study freeway segments in Table 4.13-11 

on page 4-256 of the Draft EIR. 

As the Commenter correctly notes, the Draft EIR describes existing conditions plus full LRDP 

implementation as an unrealistic scenario because development under the LRDP would likely 

take several decades to reach its ultimate extent, and traffic conditions will undoubtedly change in 

the intervening years. However, contrary to the Commenter's statement, the University did 

analyze this scenario and noted that, because of its unrealistic nature, the analysis was included 

"for information only."  See Draft EIR, p. 4-252. The results of that analysis are summarized in 

Table 4.13.10 ("Existing Plus 2014 LRDP Conditions"). The air quality analysis was based on the 

properly completed traffic analysis and therefore applies the proper baseline assumptions and 

traffic calculations. See Draft EIR, p. 4-39 for a summary of the University's analysis of traffic-

related air emissions; see Appendix B for the underlying data and calculations. The traffic 

analysis and air quality analysis do not require revision to address this concern. 

Response NLForce-9 
Please see the response to Comment CCISCO(2)-6. Please note that the level of development 

under the Reduced Growth Program as stated in the Draft EIR is 3.6 million gross square feet, not 

the 1.5 million gross square feet referenced by the Commenter. The Commenter's proposal for 

limiting development at the RBC site would not meet the University's Project Objectives (Draft 

EIR p. 3-10).  

Because the EIR analysis demonstrates that 1,500,000 gross square feet of development on the 

RBC campus would be below the significance threshold for criteria air pollutants, it would not be 

an effective use of resources for the University to begin mitigating for significant criteria 

pollutant emissions prior to the development of even 1,000,000 gross square feet of development 

as the Commenter suggests. 

Response NLForce-10 
Please note that AIR-4 and AIR-2 are not comparable, because impacts associated with AIR-4 

depend upon the programs housed within buildings, while AIR-2 impacts would be more likely to 

occur without regard to the program inside a building. At this time, it is not possible to identify an 

amount of development that would trigger significant TAC emissions (in accordance with 

applicable TAC significance thresholds) because construction phasing details for RBC 

development are not known. Such details are not knowable at this time, and thus the EIR analysis 

is appropriately a programmatic one. 

Mitigation measure MM-AIR-4 addresses formaldehyde and chloroform because those are the 

potential TACs from research programs that would contribute the most to the acute non-cancer 

hazard index for on-site workers. The acute non-cancer hazard index for on-site workers, 

according to the operational HHRA, would potentially exceed a significance threshold. The other 
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TACs of concern measured for the proposed project would not exceed HHRA criteria that are not 

exceeded by the proposed project, and therefore do not require mitigation. 

As stated under Impact AIR-4 on Draft EIR pages 4-44 and -45, the relationship between the 

level of development (building space) and mass emissions rate of TAC emissions is essentially 

linear. Therefore in the early stages of campus development the two impacts identified in Table 

4.2-7, which are the exceedance of the PM2.5 concentration threshold off-site and the exceedance 

of the acute non-cancer hazard index on-site, would not occur. As the exceedance of the PM2.5 

concentration threshold is the greater of the two impacts identified in the table, it is estimated 

based on this exceedance that campus development of up to 1.75 million square feet of building 

space would result in a less than significant TAC impact.  

Mitigation Measure AIR-4 specifically addresses formaldehyde and chloroform because those are 

the TACs that would contribute the most to the exceedance of the acute non-cancer hazard index 

significance threshold for on-site workers. The HHRA analysis shows that if projected laboratory 

emissions of just these two chemicals are reduced by 10%, the exceedance of the acute non-

cancer hazard index for on-site worker receptors would be reduced to a level below the threshold. 

The other TACs would make small contributions to the acute hazard effect of the project on on-

site workers and therefore do not require mitigation. Also note that Mitigation Measure AIR-4 

would minimize not only formaldehyde and chloroform emissions but would also reduce the 

emissions of other TACs analyzed for this project. Additionally note that, as discussed on page 4-

45 of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure AIR-2 would also be implemented which would reduce 

not just criteria pollutant emissions of the project but also TAC emissions. Mitigation Measure 

AIR-2 includes specific measures to control and/or reduce the emissions of PM2.5, nitrogen 

dioxide, formaldehyde, and other pollutants from boilers and other stationary and area sources 

and it includes measures to reduce vehicle emissions. Therefore the Draft EIR identifies 

mitigation for all TACs that are contributing to the two significant on-site and off-site human 

health impacts. Mitigation Measure AIR-4 in Section 4.2.4 of the EIR has been revised to include 

a cross-reference to Mitigation Measure AIR-2. 

Response NLForce-11 
The project does not specifically include any of the control measures listed in the 2010 Clean Air 

Plan; most are not applicable to the RBC LRDP because they guide particular industries (for 

example, control measures applicable to "metal melting facilities" and "livestock waste") or are 

not intended to apply at the scale of the LRDP (for example, TCM B-4 regarding goods 

movement in the Bay Area, featuring action items for BAAQMD and MTC). However, as 

explained in LRDP Impact AIR-5, the policies in the 2014 LRDP and mitigation measures MM-

AIR-2 and MM-GHG-1 are consistent with the 2010 Clean Air Plan control measures where 

possible. For example the action item under TCM C-1 on Voluntary Employer Based Trip 

Reduction that states "...shuttle providers should continue to implement and expand shuttle and 

feeder bus service to complement fixed routes transit service and reduce the  demand for parking 

at transit stations" is reflected in 2014 LRDP policy ACP1 which states "Implement campus 

shuttle service improvements with initial development and additional improvements as needed for 

each project implementing the LRDP" and in LRDP MM TRA-1 which states "To enhance transit 

systems serving the campus, the University shall work cooperative with AC Transit and other 

local agencies to coordinate service routes with existing and proposed shuttle and transit 

programs."  See Draft EIR, p. 4-251. 

Although the project would not conflict with the 2010 Clean Air Plan criterion regarding control 

measures, a significant and unavoidable project impact would result as described in LRDP Impact 

AIR-5: Development under the 2014 LRDP would conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
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applicable air quality plan due to anticipated operational emissions. Mitigation measure MM-

AIR-2 would be implemented to minimize this impact; however, the impact would remain 

significant and unavoidable. 

Response NLForce-12 
Please see Master Response-18. The University believes that the Draft EIR BIO-1 impact 

determination of "less than significant" is accurate and sufficiently conservative. Although no 

special status plant species have been documented at the RBC site, suitable habitat exists for 

special status plant species listed in Table 4.3-1. The potential effect the LRDP might create on 

habitat for such undocumented but potential special status species would not be substantial; areas 

designated Natural Open Space—which would be preserved, protected, and maintained—would 

continue to provide suitable habitat with good contiguity. As indicated in Master Response-18, as 

suggested by the Commenter, Section 4.3.4 of the EIR has been amended to articulate the 

complementary relationship between LRDP MM BIO-5 measures and (less than significant) 

Impact BIO-1. 

Response NLForce-13 
The University supports the Draft EIR conclusion that Mitigation Measure BIO-2, as written, is 

adequately protective of nesting marshland area birds. Nevertheless, in response to the 

Commenter's request, Mitigation Measure BIO-2 has been revised in the Final EIR to remove the 

statement "where practical" and to recommend consideration of further noise and vibration 

minimization as feasible during construction activities near marsh areas. The Final EIR wording 

avoids some of the language proposed in the comment (i.e., "...during marshland nesting bird 

habitat") as the meaning is not clear.  

The Mitigation Measure BIO-2 text in Section 4.3.4 of the EIR also has been revised to extend 

the establishment of a buffer for the entire Clapper Rail breeding season, which is February 1 

through August 31. 

Response NLForce-14 
Please see Master Response-16. Many of the Commenter's suggestions have informed changes to 

Mitigation Measure BIO-5 in Section 4.3.4 of the EIR, as outlined in the master response. 

Response NLForce-15 
Project-specific wetlands mitigation and replacement plans, and the terms and details of any such 

plans, would need to be worked out with the permitting agencies, such as the US Army Corps of 

Engineers, during project-level planning and permitting following guidance that is current at the 

time of the planning effort. 

Response NLForce-16 
The comment is noted. The cumulative analysis methodology and list of past, present, and 

reasonably foreseeable plans and projects that comprise the analytical cumulative setting are 

described on Draft EIR pp. 4-3 through 4-8. It is not clear from the comment what additional 

projects or activities pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b) should be included in this 

analysis. The Commenter's mention of "changes along the shoreline in Albany" is unspecific; the 

University is not aware of this current or planned activity beyond what is already included in the 

Draft EIR analysis. Similarly, the University is currently unaware of any specific proposal for 

development of the Cherokee-Simeon/Zeneca site. If, at some time in the future, there were 

remediation activities and development proposals at the Cherokee-Simeon/Zeneca site, 

appropriate environmental review would be conducted by the proponent and cumulative impacts 

would be assessed at that time. Please see also the response to Comment TRAC(2)-3 regarding 

growth-inducing impacts, and Master Response-10 regarding cumulative impacts. 
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Response NLForce-17 
Please see Master Responses-16 and -18. Impacts of building recreational facilities on the 

Northwest Meadow are analyzed in the Draft EIR. Buffers around the coastal prairie are included 

in the project as proposed; please see Figure 4.1 of the Community Draft LRDP, which shows a 

25-foot wide buffer around the Natural Open Space area. The area of the buffer zones is included 

within the  Research, Education, and Support area of the land use plan, as described at page 4.4 of 

the LRDP. 

Response NLForce-18 
The LRDP EIR evaluates full implementation of the LRDP program in a general and reasonably 

foreseeable way. Because the LRDP designates the entire Research, Education, and Support area 

for redevelopment that would achieve the project objective of providing "capacity for 

approximately 5.4 million gross square feet of laboratory, office, and support facilities and related 

utility and transportation infrastructure to support the University's research, teaching, and public 

service mission," and the LRDP policy LU2 to "Provide a setting capable of attracting new 

research programs and retaining world class researchers," the Draft EIR conservatively analyzes 

the impacts from demolition of existing structures throughout that area. As such, the impacts to 

historic resources from the demolition of Buildings 150 and 175 were determined to be 

unavoidable.  

There are currently no specific proposals to demolish Buildings 150 and 175. Such proposals, in 

the future, would be evaluated at a specific level of detail and would include an examination of 

purpose and need as suggested by the Commenter. 

Response NLForce-19 
Please see Master Response-11 and the response to Comment CCISCO(2)-11. 

Response NLForce-20 
Groundwater monitoring is currently conducted on a yearly basis in April, capturing the wet 

season. Data collected in April 2012 and 2013 do not indicate any notable changes in water 

quality. 

Data collected in April 2013 show that TCE was detected at similar concentrations and in the 

same general areas as in previous rounds of data collection. TCE detected at concentrations that 

exceed the California or federal MCL was found mostly along the eastern property boundary, 

primarily at locations PZ11 and B163. The data do not suggest that TCE is migrating 

downgradient towards Western Stege Marsh or Meeker Slough. Data results are presented in 

Final 2013 Groundwater Sampling Results, Technical Memorandum, dated October 10, 2013. 

DTSC provides oversight of the characterization necessary for the TCE contamination along the 

property boundary and has not requested additional sampling for TCE.  

Regarding Meeker Slough, groundwater immediately upgradient of Western Stege Marsh and 

Meeker Slough is located within the RFS Transition Area (the Natural Open Space area 

surrounding the Western Stege Marsh). This portion of RFS groundwater would continue to be 

evaluated within the ongoing monitoring program as well as during additional soil 

characterization activities within the Natural Open Space areas, as presented in Master Response-

17. RAW Section 5.3.2 Groundwater Monitoring provides for ongoing groundwater monitoring 

throughout the Transition Area. In the event that DTSC determines that results from Transition 

Area monitoring wells demonstrate a likelihood of impact to Western Stege Marsh and Meeker 

Slough, the groundwater remedy would allow for continued and ongoing evaluation of actions, 

including contingencies for additional sampling points or more active groundwater actions.  
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The Draft EIR text regarding vertical hydrostatic pressures does not imply conditions in which 

groundwater would migrate upwards. Rather, the vertical hydrostatic pressures are solely relative 

to the current aquifers, meaning that an upward gradient suggests the lower aquifer may migrate 

into the upper aquifer. The condition in which an upper aquifer would migrate upwards to the 

surface is categorized as artesian conditions. Artesian conditions have not been observed at RFS. 

Any risks associated with groundwater encountered during trenching or other subsurface 

activities are addressed within the SMP portion of the RAW. 

Response NLForce-21 
The only McLaughlin Eastshore State Park (MESP) facility near the RBC site is the Bay Trail. 

The proposed project would not affect the trail or the MESP lands directly, as there would be no 

new trail section put in place to connect the campus site to the Bay Trail, and the marsh and 

Meeker Slough would continue to separate the campus from the Bay Trail. At its closest point, 

the trail would be a little over 100 feet from the area identified for the  Research, Education, and 

Support uses (as shown in Figure 3-3, LRDP Land Use Plan, in the Draft EIR). However, no 

construction is planned in the southwestern portion of the RBC site, and the EPA building would 

remain in place. The nearest construction activity on the RBC site would be more than 450 feet to 

the east of the trail, as shown in Figure 3-4, LRDP Conceptual Layout. Therefore, a mitigation 

measure, such as that suggested by the Commenter, would not be necessary. The University 

expects to work collaboratively with the EBRPD. Please also see the responses to Comments 

EBRPD-12 and NLForce-33. 

Response NLForce-22 
Cumulative Impact LU-1 does not concern growth-inducing effects of the proposed project, 

which are addressed in the Draft EIR Chapter 7, Other CEQA Considerations. LRDP Cumulative 

Impact LU-1 recognizes that growth in the vicinity is foreseeable under existing plans (e.g., 

municipal general plans, etc). Please see the response to Comment TRAC(2)-3 regarding growth-

inducing impacts, and Master Response-10 regarding cumulative impacts. Master Response-1 

also describes the fact that growth at the RBC site would be incremental and further conjecture 

about impacts of RBC-related housing demand is speculative; the same is true about RBC-related 

impacts due to development that may occur to provide services to the RBC. Draft EIR Section 

7.4, Growth Inducing Impacts, concludes that induced population growth in both Richmond and 

the Bay Area region would neither be substantial nor cumulatively considerable. 

Response NLForce-23 
The Commenter's statement that the RBC would increase housing demand outside Richmond is 

noted. At page 4-211 of the Draft EIR, Cumulative Impact POP-1, the EIR concludes that 

additional employment associated with the RBC would not alter regional population significantly 

and would in fact amount to less than one percent of growth anticipated regionally. In analysis 

following LRDP Impact POP-1, the EIR concludes that housing demand would also represent a 

small percentage of additional households projected for Contra Costa and Alameda Counties. No 

further analysis is required. For further discussion, please see Master Response-1 and the 

response to Comment CCISCO(2)-4. 

Response NLForce-24 
Analysis of police, fire and emergency medical service impacts appears in the Draft EIR at 

Section 4.12. As stated at page 4-223 of the Draft EIR, growth anticipated in the 2014 LRDP is a 

subset of growth anticipated in the City of Richmond General Plan 2030. As stated at page 4-217, 

the General Plan EIR determined that "Future development would increase demand for police and 

fire protection and emergency medical services and could result in a need for new or expanded 

services; however, it would not decrease the existing level of protection or service so the impact 
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would be less than significant."  The Draft EIR anticipates that development under the LRDP 

could result in the construction of new or expanded service facilities (police, fire) but these are 

not expected to result in significant impacts. Please also see the response to Comment NLForce-1. 

Response NLForce-25 
The traffic analysis included study intersections potentially impacted by development of the RBC 

as determined by anticipated traffic patterns (as determined by independent, professional traffic 

engineers and consultants) as well as coordination with City of Richmond and CCTA traffic and 

transportation models and adopted plans. These plans included the Richmond General Plan 2030. 

The CCTA models account for trips generated and distributed throughout the Bay Area in 

addition to Contra Costa County. For the RBC LRDP analysis, trips from Albany, Berkeley, and 

nearby and regional locations were accounted for.  

Traffic intersections most likely to be impacted by the project are typically those nearest to or in 

the nearby vicinity of the proposed project site. That is because traffic trips to the RBC would 

reasonably be expected to originate from throughout the region—this is the experience of both 

LBNL and UC Berkeley with their own on-site populations. These "upstream" trips that would 

originate from a multitude of dispersed locations and at various different times throughout the 

commute periods would be very unlikely to cause noticeable impacts due to the project. 

Response NLForce-26 
The University is not aware of any plans to increase the length or frequency of trains at the at-

grade crossings near the proposed RBC site. Nevertheless, the City of Richmond is seeking to 

address rail crossing issues both with current construction projects and long-range plans. The City 

is currently reconfiguring Intersection #5 (Regatta Boulevard/Marina Bay Parkway) into a grade-

separated intersection. This project is independent of the LRDP and is not being conducted as a 

mitigation measure. Further projects addressing at-grade intersections along the rail line will be 

addressed based on the development patterns of the South Shoreline area under the South 

Shoreline Specific Plan, currently in progress. Please see Draft EIR Section 4.13 for a summary 

of the University's comprehensive traffic analysis. 

Response NLForce-27 
For the purposes of analysis, RBC operational trip distribution is assumed to approximate that 

observed at the LBNL main site in Berkeley, as explained in the Draft EIR (Draft EIR pp. 4-241 

and 4-242). While the peak-hour commute trips at the RBC site are assumed to be roughly 20% 

of the total trips in a given workday (roughly 10% each in both the AM and PM peak hour 

commutes), these peak hour levels represent a plurality of trips when compared with any other 

hours during the day. Similarly, peak hours are also, by definition, the time periods with the 

highest levels of cumulative or background commuting trips in the area and region. It can 

therefore be reasonably assumed that the peak commute hours will register the highest level of 

project-related impacts. The RBC EIR traffic analysis, then, is appropriately conservative in 

focusing on peak commute hours. 

Response NLForce-28 
The development of the RBC under the LRDP would occur over a timeframe that would involve 

the development of new programs as well as the potential for shared or relocated programs with 

UC Berkeley and LBNL. LRDP MM TRA-1 includes a requirement to develop and implement a 

multi-component program that includes a travel demand management plan to reduce on and off 

campus vehicle trips and resulting impacts. The TDM program would include measures to 

increase transit and shuttle use and would be monitored through annual surveys. The frequency of 

shuttle service between the UC campuses would be addressed as part of the TDM program as 
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specific development projects were proposed under the LRDP. Please also see Master Response-

15. 

Response NLForce-29 
Existing-plus-project traffic scenarios were analyzed as part of the traffic analysis, but these 

scenarios are not considered a realistic or reasonable way to estimate impacts in the distant future 

(i.e., around 2050), when full LRDP development is projected to be realized. The existing-plus-

project conditions calculations are provided for information but not for impact determination. The 

language in Section 4.14.4 of the EIR has been modified to clarify this. Please also see the 

response to Comment NLForce-8. 

Response NLForce-30 
Mitigation Measure LRDP MM TRA-1 (page 4-251 of the Draft EIR) is a multi-component 

program that monitors trip generation, reduces peak hour trips, and includes both intersection and 

transit improvements. The timing for implementation of mitigation measures, including the TDM 

program, traffic impact monitoring, and mitigation payments, would be based upon impact 

thresholds described in the MMRP. The University would commit such resources to mitigation 

when it is required and most appropriate to do so. 

Response NLForce-31 
The Commenter's concern about criminal activity is noted. The Draft EIR analyzes the potential 

need for increased police services in the area, for both direct and indirect security-related impacts, 

as a result of the proposed increased in the RBC population (Draft EIR pp. 4-220 and 4-221). As 

noted in the EIR, the UCPD maintains an around-the-clock presence at the site at all times, and it 

would continue to do so under the proposed Project. The analysis finds no evidence to support the 

Commenter's opinion that the RBC site would become a "very enticing location" for serious 

personal and property crimes with an increase in site population, lighting, security personnel, and 

modern, secure facilities. 

Response NLForce-32 
The Draft EIR acknowledges on page 4-275 under Impact UTL-5 that the current wastewater 

conveyance system on the RBC site is not adequate to collect and convey projected future 

campus wastewater flows, so additional sewer lines would be constructed to convey flows to the 

City's collection system. As discussed in UTL-4, 2014 LRDP development would not have a 

significant impact on wastewater treatment capacity in dry weather. In wet weather, it is 

anticipated that LRDP development would not cause a significant impact on wastewater treatment 

plant (WWTP) capacity because of the City of Richmond's anticipated completion of construction 

of facilities for excess wet weather flows in 2014; if such construction is delayed, however, 

although LRDP development would not create new sources of I&I intrusion it would contribute to 

WWTP capacity exceedances when added to regional I&I-influenced wet weather flows. In 

addition, it could contribute to localized sewer main overflows caused by I&I. With 

implementation of LRDP MM UTL-4, the impact of LRDP development on wastewater treatment 

system capacity would be less than significant because the University would compensate the City 

for the cost of implementing system improvements, downstream of a project under the LRDP, 

that would offset I&I flows at volumes equivalent to or greater than the incremental volume of 

wastewater generated by such a project or would construct underground vaults on the RBC site to 

detain wastewater to reduce peak flows to sewer mains during wet weather. Please also see the 

response to Comment CCISCO(2)-12. 

Regarding the recommendation that the University smoke test the existing sanitary sewer 

collection system, this is not necessary because the RFS is enrolled in the State Water Resources 

and Control Board’s Sanitary Sewer Overflow (SSO) Reduction program. In order to comply 
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with the Wastewater Discharge Requirements (WDR No. 2006-0003-DWQ), which is part of the 

SSO Reduction Program, the RFS is implementing a Sanitary Sewer Management Plan (SSMP) 

and Overflow Emergency Response Plan (OERP). A component of the SSMP is to implement an 

Operation and Maintenance Program (O&M) that includes identifying and prioritizing structural 

deficiencies and implementing short-term and long-term rehabilitation actions to address 

deficiencies. Under the program, sewer pipes will be inspected using closed-circuit television 

(CCTV) to inspect deficiencies in the laterals, mains and manholes. 

Response NLForce-33 
The scope of the proposed RAW is the Research, Education, and Support area and groundwater 

beneath the entire RFS. The proposed RAW does not affect any further actions to be conducted at 

Natural Open Space areas of the RBC site. As presented in Master Response-17, all future 

investigations and recommended cleanups of soil, sediment, or surface waters within the Natural 

Open Space area will continue as a part of the Field Sampling Work Plan activities pursuant to 

the existing Site Investigation and Remediation Order for Richmond Field Station. Following 

receipt and analysis of investigation results, any future cleanup activities within the Natural Open 

Space area soil, sediment, or surface water, including Western Stege Marsh, would be subject to 

public review documents such as a RAW or RAP under the oversight of DTSC in connection 

with the current RFS Order. 

Detailed analysis of future action such as that in the Natural Open Space areas of the RFS site is 

not required where the details do not yet exist. The RAW does not preclude remediation in 

designated open space. Instead while the nature and extent of potential remediation in the Natural 

Open Space area that might be required in the future is uncertain, (1) remediation would be 

conducted in accordance  with DTSC requirements and procedures pursuant to Health and Safety 

Code provisions requiring protection of the environment and human health and (2) all potential 

remediation efforts would be required to conform with  RBC LRDP policies and mitigation 

measures that, upon approval of the LRDP by the Regents,  would become standard features 

applicable to all activities under the RBC LRDP. These standard features include protection of 

Natural Open Space biological resources at the RBC. The existing Site Investigation and 

Remediation Order for RFS also provides for an ecological assessment of Natural Open Space 

areas at the RBC.  

Regarding archaeological artifacts, all subsurface activities, including the possible identification 

and recovery of archaeological artifacts, would be conducted in accordance with the applicable 

RBC health and safety plans to ensure protection from known and potential hazards. In addition, 

consistent with DTSC protocols for addressing archaeological artifacts in contact with 

contaminated media, UC would work directly with DTSC and the appropriate trustee 

organization for each artifact on a case-by-case basis to ensure proper treatment of the artifacts. 

Regarding remediation efforts impacting temporary closure of park facilities such as the Bay 

Trail, it is speculative to predict the specific cleanup or remediation activities within the Natural 

Open Space area which is adjacent to the Bay Trail. Consistent with previous cleanup activities 

within Western Stege Marsh, UC does not anticipate any impacts to the Bay Trail as all activities 

would be accessed through UC property. Any potential closures or impacts to the adjacent trail 

would be minimal and short-term. 

Response NLForce-34 
The Draft EIR Chapter 6 contains evaluation of the identified alternatives regardless of whether 

they meet the project objectives "better than the proposed project." The environmentally superior 

alternative was determined in part because it would result in the fewest significant, unavoidable 

impacts. The alternatives analysis meets the requirement under CEQA to consider a reasonable 
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range of alternatives that would meet most basic project objectives and to compare alternatives 

considered to the project that is proposed. 

Response NLForce-35 
The Draft EIR is neither inadequate nor deficient for the reasons cited by the Commenter. The 

range of alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR is appropriate and satisfies the requirements of 

CEQA. Because there are no significant and unavoidable impacts related to the level of protection 

and maintenance of coastal prairie grassland at the RBC, there is no CEQA requirement that the 

University seek an alternative that addresses coastal prairie grassland issues (CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15126, et seq). 

Please also see Master Response-16. 

Response NLForce-36 
Please see Master Responses-6 and -16 and the response to Comment NLForce-17 for discussion 

of the University's analysis of impacts to grasslands, including mitigation efforts that would 

require preservation, enhancement, and restoration efforts. 

Response NLForce-37 
The traffic analysis included study intersections potentially impacted by development of the RBC 

as determined by anticipated traffic patterns as well as coordination with City of Richmond and 

CCTA traffic and transportation models and adopted plans. Analysis of locations as suggested by 

the Commenter would be speculative, as the residence locations of future RBC users cannot be 

known or forecasted. Please also see the response to Comment NLForce-25. 

Response NLForce-38 
The University has considered multiple development alternatives and all available, feasible 

mitigation measures to reduce impacts below the level of significance. Please also see response to 

Comment NLForce-2.  



TRAC(1)‐1 
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9.22 TRAILS FOR RICHMOND ACTION COMMITTEE, NOVEMBER 19, 2013 
(Comment TRAC(1)) 

Response TRAC(1)-1 
Figure 4-12 (Existing and Future Bicycle Network) and Figure 4-13 (Existing Transit Service) 

were mistakenly transposed in the original Draft EIR printing. The corrected figures were 

presented in a Notice of Erratum and incorporated by reference into the Draft EIR. This Notice of 

Erratum was posted on the RBC Environmental Documents website 

(http://richmondbaycampus.lbl.gov/environmental_documents.html) and circulated to all 

recipients of the RBC Draft EIR on November 21, 2013. In addition, the correct figures were 

promptly e-mailed to the Commenter as requested on November 19, 2013. 
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9.23 TRAILS FOR RICHMOND ACTION COMMITTEE, DECEMBER 10, 2013  
(Comment TRAC(2)) 

Response TRAC(2)-1 
Please see Master Response-12 on Bay Trail Impacts and Master Response-15 on TDM. 

Response TRAC(2)-2 
LRDP MM TRA-1 includes implementation of a TDM program that will include measures to 

flexibly address potential impacts to bicycle and pedestrian trails from development under the 

LRDP. The TDM program will be updated through regular coordination with RBC staff and City 

and local/regional agencies as needed to measure performance and identify mitigation measures 

specific to development proposals under the LRDP. This program will ensure that potential 

impacts are addressed prior to construction and operation of individual projects in a way that is 

flexible, informed by contemporaneous conditions, and crafted with input from various 

stakeholders, and that is therefore highly responsive to the distinct challenges posed at those 

future times. Please also see Master Response-12 on Bay Trail future conditions and Master 

Response-15 on TDM.  

Response TRAC(2)-3 
The Commenter suggests that the EIR omits analysis of "growth inducing impacts". However, 

growth inducing impacts of the RBC are discussed in the Draft EIR at page 7-4. The RBC is not 

expected to result in substantial population growth in Richmond; as noted at page 4-208 of the 

Draft EIR, the City of Richmond General Plan 2030 assumed an increase of 22,488 jobs in the 

city by 2030, and the RBC LRDP EIR growth projections are well below this amount. The 

General Plan has anticipated development of the South Shoreline Area, including the RBC. 

Projections for the proposed SSSP site included in the General Plan 2030 have been used in the 

cumulative impact analysis in the EIR, including the transportation and traffic effects. Please also 

see Master Response-10 on cumulative analysis and the responses to Comments NLForce-22 and 

CESP-15.  

Response TRAC(2)-4 
Please see Master Response-12 regarding Bay Trail impacts and bicycle projections and the 

response to Comment CESP-1. Further, the Commenter's suggestions that a Class 1 bicycle trail 

should be developed from S. 46th Street to the foot of S. 32nd Street is acknowledged. As shown 

in the LRDP at Figure 4.10, page 4.21, the southern edge of the RBC site is intended to remain a 

more natural area with a simple boardwalk; bicycles would be able to use a path that parallels the 

Bay Trail on Lark Drive to the north. This is expected to help preserve the character of the marsh 

area and better support unique biological resources there such as the clapper rail. There is not a 

BCDC requirement for a trail on RFS/RBC property; the Commenter may be referring to the 

neighboring property. 

The Commenter makes other recommendations, including suggestions to widen the Bay Trail or 

address an existing crossing of the Bay Trail seen as "unduly wide and dangerous."  These are 

noted. Although the University does not expect RBC development to substantially degrade any 

existing Bay Trail improvements or facilities, partnerships with agencies such as the City of 

Berkeley, BART, and MTC in Berkeley have resulted in jointly-sponsored improvements in the 

public right of way, and similar partnerships are likely to result in desirable improvements in the 

vicinity of the RBC. 



 Chapter 9 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

  April 2014 

9-305 

Response TRAC(2)-5 
Please see Master Response-15 regarding TDM and Master Response-12 regarding Bay Trail 

impacts. The LRDP also comports to the referenced General Plan action measures: see LRDP 

Figure 4.11 at page 4.27, and Figure 4.10 at page 4.21. Lark Drive would be developed for 

bicycle access paralleling the Bay Trail; trailheads are proposed at the end of South 46th and 

South 32nd street.  

As discussed under Impact TRA-1 and MM TRA-1, the full development of RBC under the 

proposed LRDP would result in substantial vehicle impacts at six intersections. Physical 

mitigations were identified for these intersections (Draft EIR p. 4-250); however, the City of 

Richmond or Caltrans would be responsible for implementing these improvements and their 

completion cannot be ensured and the impact remains significant and unavoidable. However, as 

noted in MM TRA-1, the University would work with the City to monitor traffic to and from the 

campus every five years and conduct routine signal warrant monitoring to determine when 

specific intersection improvements would be required. If during this monitoring the City of 

Richmond determines that an improvement is warranted, the University and City would negotiate 

a fair-share payment to implement said improvement. The UC Berkeley campus has a similar 

agreement in place with the City of Berkeley. 

Response TRAC(2)-6 
Please see Master Response-10 on cumulative impacts and Master Response-12 on Bay Trail 

projections and analysis.  

Response TRAC(2)-7 
The University acknowledges the updated figures provided by the Commenter and will provide 

the latest Bay Trail data in the Final EIR Public Services and Recreation section (Section 4.12.2).  

Response TRAC(2)-8 
The General Plan goal and policy will be added to the Draft EIR text on page 4-217 in Section 

4.12.3, Public Services and Recreation. 

Response TRAC(2)-9 
Please see Master Response-12 on Bay Trail impacts. 

Response TRAC(2)-10 
The text in Section 4.13.2 describing improvements in the study area proposed in the Bicycle and 

Pedestrian Plans has been updated to include the items referenced in this comment. Please also 

see the responses to Comments TRAC(2)-4 and TRAC(2)-11.  

Response TRAC(2)-11 
Figure 4-12, Existing and Future Bicycle Network, (distributed in an erratum to the Draft EIR) is 

consistent with Map 4.1: Planned Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements in the Richmond General 

Plan 2030, as well as the City of Richmond Bicycle Master Plan 2011. The figure is intended to 

show the existing and planned bicycle network in a regional context with the cities of Richmond, 

Albany, El Cerrito, etc., consistent with these adopted City of Richmond planning documents. 

Please also see the response to Comment TRAC(2)-4.  

Response TRAC(2)-12 
Although the proposed RBC would not be subject to the General Plan policies identified in the 

comment, per the Commenter's request, additional General Plan information on transportation has 

been added to Section 4.13.3 of the EIR Transportation and Traffic section. Please also see the 

response to Comment TRAC(2)-4.  



 Chapter 9 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

  April 2014 

9-306 

Response TRAC(2)-13 
Please see Master Response-15 on TDM. 

Response TRAC(2)-14 
The Commenter's recommendations are noted. Please see the response to Comment TRAC(2)-5.  

Response TRAC(2)-15 
Please see Master Response-10 on cumulative impact analysis. The RBC LRDP does not propose 

development that exceeds development analyzed in the adopted and certified City of Richmond 

General Plan EIR at pages 4-6 to 4-8. The RBC site is in an identified "change area" according to 

the City's General Plan (see LRDP page 2.6 and RBC LRDP EIR page 4-176). The RBC LRDP 

would develop an existing developed site and is essentially "infill development" served by 

existing infrastructure; infrastructure improvements would be sized to serve planned growth 

rather than substantial unanticipated new development. As noted in the RBC EIR at p. 7-4, the 

project would not induce substantial population growth in Richmond or the region as no housing 

is proposed, in addition to its relative size and to the fact that many who would be employed there 

are already local students, faculty, or staff of the University. 

The General Plan has anticipated development of the South Shoreline Area, including the RBC. 

General Plan projections on growth in the South Shoreline area have been used in the cumulative 

impact analysis in the EIR, including the transportation and traffic effects.  



TRAC(3)‐1 
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9.24 TRAILS FOR RICHMOND ACTION COMMITTEE, DECEMBER 12, 2013 
(Comment TRAC(3)) 

Response TRAC(3)-1 
Please see Master Response-12 on the Bay Trail.  
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9.25 UNITARIAN UNIVERSALIST CHURCH OF BERKELEY, JANUARY 21, 2014 
(Comment UUCB) 

Response UUCB-1 
Please see previous response to site characterization provided in Master Response-3.  

Please see the response to Comment CMTW-2 regarding UC Berkeley’s radiation program and 

radiation sampling at the RFS. 

Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR provides a summary of the current proposed draft RAW and 

recommendations. The impacts from the proposed actions are specifically identified in Chapter 5 

of the Draft EIR. The draft RAW, including an executive summary of findings and 

recommendations is available at the RFS environmental website and DTSC’s EnviroStor website 

at http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/profile_report.asp?global_id=07730003. 

Response UUCB-2 
The University acknowledges and appreciates the Commenter's concerns about social and 

economic issues that exist in the area of the project and elsewhere in the surrounding community. 

Please see Master Responses-1 and -5. 

Response UUCB-3 
Please see Master Response-1. 
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9.26 PETER ALSTONE, FEBRUARY 3, 2014 
(Comment PAlst) 

Response PAlst-1 
CEQA requires than an EIR should focus on the impacts a project may have on the environment, 

and not necessarily on the potential impacts that the environment might have on a project (CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15162.2(a). Nevertheless, the RBC LRDP Draft EIR includes discussion and 

analysis of potential sea-level rise impacts on the RBC site as part of Section 4.8 (Hydrology and 

Water Quality).  

There are many widely varying theories about the degree of sea-level rise that may be expected 

during the term of this analysis (i.e., through 2050) and beyond. All are speculative to some 

degree. This EIR analysis relies on a relatively conservative projection of 19-to-55 inches of sea-

level rise by 2100 (in contrast, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change estimate is 7-to-

23 inches by 2100). 

In addition, the LRDP includes Policy UI2 to protect the campus from future sea-level rise.  
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9.27 HELEN JEFFERSON, NOVEMBER 18, 2013 
(Comment HJeff) 

Response HJeff-1 
An action may have an unintended, or "incidental," consequence. Such a consequence may be 

harm to or loss of certain members of species protected under the federal Endangered Species Act 

(ESA). Under most circumstances, the ESA prohibits "takes," which are defined as harming 

(including killing) or harassing a listed species. Incidental take – a take that results from a 

particular action but is not the purpose of the action – may be allowed when the US Fish and 

Wildlife Service (USFWS) or National Marine Fisheries Service approves the take through an 

incidental take statement. The statement includes: the amount or extent of anticipated take due to 

the action, reasonable and prudent measures to minimize the take, and terms and conditions that 

must be observed when implementing those measures. See 

http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/section7/section7.html; Draft EIR section 4.3.3. A 

definition of the term has also been added to Section 1.5 of the EIR. 
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9.28 MAGGIE LAZAR, JANUARY 21, 2014 
(Comment MLazar) 

Response MLazar-1 
The comment regarding the timing and proposed cleanup is addressed in Master Response-4. 

The overall protectiveness of the recommended cleanup is addressed in Master Response-17. 

The comment regarding prior characterization is addressed in Master Response-3. 

The comment regarding the responsibility of Zeneca to address groundwater cleanup of 

contaminants originating from the Zeneca site is addressed in Master Response-13. 

UC has not yet identified a source of carbon tetrachloride near Building 280B and is currently 

scoping an investigation to determine the source. The identification of a source for carbon 

tetrachloride contamination is addressed in PubHear-41. 

The draft RAW and SMP appendix provides a framework to prohibit uncontrolled soil excavation 

or disturbance activities that may expose workers or visitors to unsafe exposures to environmental 

contaminants. The objective of the SMP is to ensure that soil disturbance activities do not 

adversely impact human health or the environment and that the soils are handled, stored and 

disposed of, or reused onsite in accordance with applicable laws, regulations, and UC policies. 

The SMP ensures that soils disturbed during future construction, redevelopment, or maintenance 

projects would be sampled and managed to ensure that no uncontrolled exposures to, or releases 

of contaminants. 

The SMP process includes specific ongoing oversight and approval by DTSC at numerous points 

within the framework. The SMP includes several mandatory reporting and disclosure reporting 

within the framework. 

DTSC concurs that projects that impact less than 20 cubic yards or 500 square feet of property do 

not require written notification and reporting due to the small quantities of soil impacted and 

would be managed directly by UC EH&S through its existing programs described in the SMP. If 

any condition arises that may pose an imminent or substantial endangerment to public health or 

safety or the environment, UC EH&S would notify DTSC and a determination would be made 

whether the SMP is applicable or some other action needs to be taken. 

Further, as required by guidance documents associated with the current Pyrite Cinder-containing 

SMP approved by DTSC, any contaminated soil discovered during small excavations would be 

sampled for management and disposal and results would be reported in writing to DTSC.  

Furthermore, as described in Section 5.20 of the Site Investigation and Remediation Order for 

Richmond Field Station, Emergency Response Action/Notification requires that DTSC be 

notified regarding release or threatened releases of a hazardous substance. This notification is 

required for all projects regardless of project size. 

Response MLazar-2 
The adoption of the draft RAW and SMP appendix does not alter, change, or lessen DTSC's 

oversight of the investigation or cleanup under the Site Investigation and Remediation Order for 

Richmond Field Station. The RAW and SMP describe specific sampling protocols approved by 

DTSC to be conducted by UC prior to construction with ongoing DTSC oversight. If UC elects to 
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follow different sampling protocols, DTSC must be contacted for review and approval prior to 

sampling activities. 

The RAW does not suggest that property boundaries stop or hinder contaminants. The RAW 

addresses all soil contamination at the Research, Education, and Support areas of the RFS 

property as well as groundwater contamination beneath the entire RFS site including the carbon 

tetrachloride contamination in groundwater beneath the Natural Open Space area of the proposed 

RBC, and identifies that any groundwater contamination attributed to the Former Zeneca Site is 

being addressed under the oversight of DTSC under the Zeneca Cleanup Order, as described in 

Master Response-13. 

The RAW and LRDP mitigation measures address dust control and air sampling for all 

excavation activities to protect on-site staff and off-site receptors as described in several 

responses above. 

Response MLazar-3 
It appears that the Commenter may be referring to South 46th Street, which defines the eastern 

boundary of the proposed RBC site, rather than South 47th Street. (It has been noted that some 

internet mapping services incorrectly refer to the road on the eastern boundary of the RBC as S. 

47th Street when it is officially designated as S. 46th Street; this may be the reason for any 

confusion). Draft EIR maps have labeled this roadway correctly as S. 46th Street (e.g., Figures 3-

3, 3-4, and 3-5). Please refer also to the LRDP Figures 4.4, 4.10, and 4.12 to 4.16, which show 

the plans for this road to be improved for utilization as an important vehicle, bicycle, pedestrian, 

and utility corridor. The northern-most approximately 640-foot straight portion of S. 46th Street 

that joins with Seaver Avenue is on property owned by the City of Richmond. The southern-most 

approximately 2,000 feet of S. 46th Street is privately owned, jointly by the University and the 

neighboring property owner, and upkeep and maintenance would be managed by these parties. 

Any work in this corridor involving soil disturbance or work impacted by the groundwater 

contamination is subject to review and oversight by DTSC under the current cleanup agreements 

with UC and Zeneca. (JP 3.4.14) (DL 3.24.14) 

The University also has an interest in upkeep of roadways leading to the RBC, and would 

collaborate with neighboring property owners and the City of Richmond to address 

improvements. UC Berkeley regularly meets with City of Berkeley public works to consider 

timing and responsibility for improvements to roadways impacted by UC Berkeley construction 

traffic and would expect this practice to also occur in Richmond. 

Response MLazar-4 
Please see Master Responses-3, -4, -7, and -17 along with the response to Comment PubHear-28 

(and related responses) regarding DTSC’s role in the oversight of the RFS order and adjacent 

properties, including off-site contaminants. The University, however, does not have the 

responsibility or power to clean up the entire neighborhood, nor does it have the authority to 

direct DTSC's actions and decisions. The University will follow DTSC's guidance in cleaning up 

contamination at the RFS.  
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9.29 JEAN RABOVSKY, JANUARY 20, 2014 
(Comment JRabov) 

Response JRabov-1 
The EIR and RAW are different documents, with different purposes, prepared for different 

responsible agencies. The purpose of the EIR is to identify, publicly disclose, and evaluate 

potential environmental consequences of the proposed 2014 LRDP implementation, to identify 

mitigation measures that would lessen or avoid significant adverse impacts, and to examine 

feasible alternatives to the project. The information contained in the EIR will be reviewed and 

considered by the UC Regents prior to its action to approve, disapprove, or modify the proposed 

project. The purpose of the RAW is to evaluate cleanup alternatives and to identify a preferred 

cleanup plan which prevents or reduces risks to public health and the environment. The 

information contained in the RAW will be reviewed and considered by DTSC before its decision 

to approve or modify a cleanup plan.  

In spite of those differences, both the EIR and RAW evaluate potential actions at the RFS. As 

such, UC and the DTSC have coordinated efforts to evaluate technical results and to ensure 

rhetorical consistency between the two documents, as appropriate, given that these two different 

documents would be of interest to two, sometimes differing public audiences. Chapter 5 of the 

EIR presents a specific analysis of the environmental setting, impacts, and mitigation measures 

for the 14 fully evaluated environmental resource areas for the proposed RAW actions associated 

with RFS contamination described in Section 3.9. Chapter 5 provides information to support 

DTSC’s responsible agency CEQA determination on the proposed RAW. 

As expected, there are separate technical documents related to the EIR and the RAW. For 

example, Appendix B of the EIR is an air quality analysis technical report that was specifically 

prepared to evaluate the potential human health impacts associated with implementation of the 

proposed 2014 LRDP. In reviewing the Commenter’s question about technical documents 

prepared by Terraphase, these documents were prepared on behalf of Zeneca, Inc., and are not 

related specifically to the EIR. The RAW references cleanup criteria outlined in Terraphase 

documents for the former Zeneca site which DTSC has approved as appropriate for the RFS site, 

specifically related to organic compounds in groundwater and arsenic background concentrations 

in soil. In reviewing all documents, no inconsistencies were found between the EIR and RAW. 

Response JRabov-2 
Please see the response to Comment JRabov-1 regarding the methodologies of the risk 

assessment. 

All recommended cleanup protocols and procedures are consistent with good public health 

policies toward all residents. DTSC has reviewed the draft RAW in accordance with DTSC 

policies regarding Environmental Justice (Department of Toxic Substances Control, 

Environmental Justice Policy, July 2008). 

Response JRabov-3 
Please see Master Response-17 regarding protectiveness of the recommended remedy, including 

off-site receptors such as Marina Bay residents. 

Please see Master Response-17 regarding the state and federal regulatory-approved use of the 

most likely receptors when recommending cleanup goals for a site, as opposed to the most 

stringent guidelines suggested in the comment. The recommended remedy includes protection of 

off-site residents, per discussion in Master Response-17. 
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Response JRabov-4 
Please see Master Response-17, which summarizes how the recommended cleanup strategy is 

protective of Marina Bay residents and children. 

Please see the response to Comment PubHear-6, which describes the area analyzed for potential 

off-site human health effects. It covers all areas within 1,000 feet of the project site and includes 

Marina Bay neighborhood. All residential receptors, both adults and children, within the zone of 

influence were included in the human health risk assessment. The methodology used in the 

HHRA was developed by the BAAQMD and it takes into account the higher vulnerability of 

specific populations such as children through the use of age-sensitivity factors. 

Please see the response to Comment PubHear-10 regarding the inclusion of existing RFS sources 

in the dispersion modeling to estimate cumulative human health effects. 

As stated on page 4-52 of the Draft EIR in Footnote a to Table 4.2-10, a distance attenuation 

factor of 0.04 provided by the BAAQMD was applied to the emergency generators. As stated in 

the Draft EIR text below that table, the distance attenuation factor was applied only to emergency 

generators and to none of the other stationary sources included in the cumulative health risk 

assessment. Based on this conservative methodology, the cumulative impact analysis found that 

the cumulative cancer risk would exceed the threshold of 100 in a million, and determined the 

impact to be significant The Draft EIR explains further on page 4-25 that if a distance attenuation 

factor were to be applied to other stationary sources, the resulting cancer risk would be much 

below the significance threshold.  

Please see the responses to other comments regarding DTSC’s role in the oversight of the RFS 

Site Investigation and Remediation Order and adjacent properties, including off-site 

contaminants, including Comment PubHear-28. The University, however, does not have the 

responsibility or power to address off-site properties such as Bio-Rad Laboratories mentioned in 

the comment, nor does it have the authority to direct DTSC's actions and decisions. 

There are no known sources of existing contamination or proposed investigations associated with 

the U.S. EPA laboratory; which is a tenant at RFS in Building 201. 

Response JRabov-5 
Please see the response to Comment PubHear-12. 

Response JRabov-6 
UC has reviewed and noted the comments provided in the letter to DTSC on the Draft 

RAW.  While UC is the CEQA lead agency for the purposes of reviewing the environmental 

impacts of the proposed RBC LRDP, DTSC holds the discretionary authority to approve the 

RAW, which accompanies the LRDP and addresses state law requirements for environmental 

remediation.  Because of DTSC’s role in considering and approving the RAW, DTSC is a CEQA 

responsible agency for the LRDP EIR.  Where comments concern the adequacy of the 

University’s CEQA documentation, UC has responded to those comments.  The comments 

provided in the letter to DTSC on the Draft RAW, however, concern the Draft RAW’s contents 

and its adequacy in meeting state law requirements for environmental remediation.  DTSC will 

respond to those comments pursuant to the public participation mandates of Health and Safety 

Code section 25358.7; that section establishes a separate public review process from the LRDP’s 

CEQA review process, which UC leads pursuant to the Public Resources Code.  DTSC’s 

consideration of the RAW will occur following the UC Regents’ certification of the LRDP EIR, 

and DTSC will consider public comments on the Draft RAW during that time. 
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In addition to the responses DTSC will provide, please see Master Responses-4 and -17 regarding 

the protectiveness of the recommended remedy, including the project boundaries and receptors 

identified in the comment, as well as DTSC’s approval of the most current scientific data and 

rationale for selecting the most appropriate remedial goals. 
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9.30 BARBARA ROBBEN, JANUARY 21, 2014 
(Comment BRobben) 

Response BRobben-1 
The RBC LRDP Draft EIR acknowledges the site's legacy contamination issues as well as plans 

for remediation. Such discussions are included in the Project Description (Section 3.3.1), Section 

4.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials), and Chapter 5 (Analysis of RFS Contamination). 

Please also see Master Responses-4 and -17. 

Response BRobben-2 
Under the proposed project, development at the RBC would be bounded by what is proposed in 

the LRDP and what is analyzed in the accompanying LRDP EIR. The 2014 LRDP would guide 

development at the RBC through 2050. University development at RBC would also be confined 

to property owned and/or controlled by the University. If there ever were any future plans to 

exceed the development proposed in the 2014 LRDP and analyzed in the accompanying EIR, 

such plans would require that the LRDP be amended, a new CEQA review would need to be 

conducted, and the University Regents would need to approve that decision. Such a process 

would involve public notification and likely public participation. 

LBNL has conducted its planning and growth as described for the RBC. UC LBNL has developed 

within its boundaries and within the parameters established in its governing LRDPs and as 

analyzed in accompanying LRDP EIRs pursuant to CEQA and UC Policy. The University is not 

aware of historical trends or events suggesting otherwise. 

Response BRobben-3 
Impacts that may eventually result from the RBC realizing the full development and population 

growth envisioned in the LRDP have been analyzed throughout Chapter 4 (Environmental 

Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures). Such development intensity would be consistent with 

City General Plan land use and zoning requirements for adjacent and nearby properties. Please 

also see Master Response-9. 

Response BRobben-4 
Both UCB and LBNL have ongoing designated representatives who regularly meet with 

community members and who are available to hear community concerns and suggest possible 

solutions or means to address issues. Please also see Master Responses-5 and -8. 

Response BRobben-5 
Please refer to Draft EIR Section 3.6.1 for a description of the general heights and layouts of 

prospective new buildings, along with a description of floor-to-ceiling elevations in buildings. 

Further general description is available in EIR Section 4.1 (Aesthetics and Visual Quality), along 

with mitigation and prescriptive use of the site's Physical Design Framework to address 

degradation of site visual quality and views. EIR Figure 3-4 shows an illustrative example of trees 

that would either be retained or planted at the RBC; these trees are reflected in the visual 

simulations. While actual placement, numbers, and species of trees cannot be known at this early 

stage, their depiction in the EIR provides a reasonable representation of the University's intent to 

include mature trees in the RBC's landscaping and to therefore allow more detailed analysis in the 

EIR. 

EIR Section 4.3, Biological Resources, analyzes the potential effects of tree removal and other 

development-related changes on wildlife species at the site. Because the blue gum eucalyptus 



 Chapter 9 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

  April 2014 

9-347 

grove may act as a biological "sink" for monarch butterflies, the removal of many or all of these 

trees is concluded to be of mixed effect—it would likely result in some marginally positive as 

well as negative effects. In keeping with the LRDP's sustainability goals, the University will 

consider water consumption in its selection of campus trees. 

Response BRobben-6 
This figure accurately represents the scale and location of the buildings associated with the 

Illustrative Development Scenario. Because the house is located closer to the viewpoint than the 

more distant RBC buildings, it appears larger and the buildings smaller due to the effect of 

"foreshortening" in optical perspective.  

The visual simulations are laid out on actual photographic data with the aid of computers and 

Geographic Information Systems; they are highly accurate to the coordinates provided (via the 

Illustrative Development Scenario, or "IDS") and are not reliant upon an artist's subjective 

interpretation for key features such as building heights and footprint locations. Please note, as 

described elsewhere in these responses as well as in the Draft EIR, that the IDS is not intended to 

be an accurate representation of the precise layout of the RBC under the proposed LRDP. That 

cannot be known at this time. 

Response BRobben-7 
These figures accurately represent the scale and location of the buildings and trees associated 

with the Illustrative Development Scenario. The RBC buildings are depicted in a simplified 

massing form with no articulation except for horizontal lines indicating building stories. These 

structures are shaded a white or light gray color to stand out starkly from the surrounding existing 

environment and cityscape, which is in its natural color. The illustrative trees that are included 

with the RBC buildings are shaded a bright green color to stand out both from the RBC visually 

simulated building forms and the existing flora and trees in the viewframe. Landscaping trees 

would provide partial screening of buildings over the project's long development period and are 

thus depicted in the visual simulations. If the visual simulations were to shade the proposed 

buildings and trees a more natural color, the project would appear almost indistinguishable from 

the more distant viewpoints in the visual simulations. Consequently, the shading choices actually 

add to the conservatism of the visual simulations. 

Response BRobben-8 
The Commenter's observation is correct and this typographic error has been corrected in Section 

4.7.2 of the Final EIR. 

Response BRobben-9 
The Commenter's concern for the implications of research is appreciated. Although academic 

freedom is an important value of the University and the University cannot control what happens 

to the results of research once that research leaves the confines of the University, UC Berkeley 

and LBNL both take the impacts of their research projects very seriously. Please also see Master 

Response-7. 

The Commenter writes "A system needs to be in place to vet proposed projects."  Such systems 

are currently in place for a wide variety of research undertaken by the University. Research 

proposals are often scrutinized at the level of the academic institute, such as a scientific review 

panel involved at UC Berkeley's Center for Information Technology Research in the Interest of 

Society (CITRIS); or they may be reviewed through advisory boards in the college to which the 

researcher belongs, such as the College of Chemistry. Additionally, both UC Berkeley and LBNL 

require that, depending on the type of research proposed, work must be reviewed by committees 

whose function is to approve and oversee any research with potential safety, health, or 
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environmental risks. These committees include members not affiliated with the University. Any 

research that takes place at the RBC would follow these standard procedures. Please also see the 

response to Comment RANC(1)-19. 

Response BRobben-10 
The comment is noted. The University complies with all applicable environment, health, and 

safety laws and regulations in its facilities construction and operation. In addition, the University 

takes the initiative to go beyond what is legally required when it makes sense to do so. For much 

of the time that lead-based paints were used (many decades ago) on site buildings, it was not 

known that this practice could be harmful to human health or the environment. Much of this 

occurred prior to the University taking ownership of the land. 

As the Commenter appears to suggest, many of the experimental and research programs that 

would be conducted at the RBC would, in fact, be specifically in fields related to human health 

and the environment. 

Response BRobben-11 
Cleaning up contaminants that were left on the RBC site by previous property owners is an 

activity that is supported by the DTSC, the City of Richmond, and many in the surrounding 

Richmond community, and it is required under the proposed cleanup for the protection of future 

receptors, as summarized in Master Response-17. Leaving contaminants in place above 

acceptable cleanup levels would allow for possible unacceptable exposures to future receptors at 

RBC. While the current property is safe for all workers, as demonstrated in the CDPH and 

ASTDR Public Health Assessment of the RFS, removal of the most elevated chemicals reduces 

possible future risks of exposures to subsurface contaminants. 

As discussed in Section 4.7.4, all hazardous wastes would be disposed of in accordance with 

applicable UC Berkeley and LBNL procedures at properly licensed and permitted facilities. 

Compliance with hazardous waste storage and transportation regulations, and continuation of 

current UC Berkeley and LBNL programs and controls to reduce and manage hazardous wastes 

and to prevent inadvertent releases of hazardous materials to the sanitary sewer would minimize 

the hazards to workers, the public, and the environment.  

There are numerous treatment, storage, and disposal facilities in the region currently available 

with adequate capacity to accept and safely manage any wastes generated. The increase in 

hazardous waste generation would be insignificant in relation to the region’s disposal capacity. 

Specific treatment, storage, and disposal facilities would be identified when appropriate.  

The recommended cleanup includes excavation of soils to off-site disposal at regulated landfill 

facilities in California. The specific facilities will be identified following waste characterization 

and profile activities, and will be reviewed by DTSC. 

The University acknowledges there is an environmental impact related to the transport of these 

materials. Since there are no viable on-site treatment technologies, off-site disposal is the most 

viable alternative. 

Response BRobben-12 
The University is subject to state and federal laws that protect health and safety; both Berkeley 

Lab and UC Berkeley have excellent records on protection of health and safety at their sites. The 

reference to the University’s actions with the stadium project is inaccurate. 
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Response BRobben-13 
RBC 2014 LRDP Policy ACP-1 identifies that the RBC would work with the City of Richmond 

to integrate the campus transit network with those of the local community and South Shoreline 

area. This may include some use of private shuttles, but would also emphasize the need to 

improve local public transit service. The current shuttle between RFS and the UC Berkeley 

campus is available for community use. 

Response BRobben-14 
The University has no ownership or jurisdiction over the Bay Trail. (Please see Master Response-

7). The Association of Bay Area Governments is the lead agency for the Bay Trail, and issues 

related to maintenance and long-term viability are the responsibility of the Association of Bay 

Area Governments and the City of Richmond. The University will include these agencies as part 

of the TDM process to ensure that potential use of the Bay Trail by RBC employees and visitors 

is addressed. 

EIR Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, analyzes potential project impacts for all modes of 

transport, including to bicyclists and pedestrians. The proposed RBC site population would grow 

over a period of decades, and it is expected that far fewer than the full population would commute 

to work via the Bay Trail. 

Response BRobben-15 
The Draft EIR excerpt quoted and discussed by the Commenter is not from any University plan or 

policy associated with the proposed RBC; rather, it is a suggestion raised by a member of the 

public who commented on the RBC EIR Notice of Preparation (all such comments were recorded 

and published in the RBC Draft EIR). Both the quoted Notice of Preparation comment and the 

subsequent comment here are noted by the University. 

Response BRobben-16 
The project campus population is inclusive of the existing employees on site and employees of 

possible future public and private institutions. The RBC property is owned by the University of 

California Regents, and there would be no need to exercise eminent domain. Please also see the 

response to Comment BRobben-2. 

Response BRobben-17 
The term "uplands" is used in RBC planning documents to describe or reference distinct 

geographic sub-areas of the site based on their relative elevation and location. It is not intended to 

be compared with terrain that is remote from the RBC site. 

Liquefaction, earthquake faults, and soils are discussed in the Draft EIR Section 4.5 (Geology and 

Soils). The Commenter's suggestions are noted. 

Please see the response to Comment RANC(1)-3 and Master Response-9 regarding appropriate 

space and building levels at the proposed RBC. 

Response BRobben-18 
Any tunneling or deep trenching would be project-specific, and the potential for exposure to 

contaminants would be location-specific. The Draft EIR states that the land use controls under the 

RAW would include deed restrictions that prohibit soil excavation unless conducted according to 

the SMP. The SMP would include testing of soils and review of groundwater status before 

excavation and management of any contaminated soils. The potential for any trench or tunnel to 

fill with groundwater and whether it would be brackish would be dependent on the location and 
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depth of the excavation. Those potential impacts would be further studied during project-specific 

environmental review. Please see the response to Comment CCISCO(2)-13. 

Response BRobben-19 
Splitting the RBC into two or more locations with smaller development capacity at each would 

fail to meet several key RBC objectives, including having development capacity for 5.4 million 

square feet at one location; minimizing utility and infrastructure costs; and fostering synergy and 

collaboration by proximally locating UC Berkeley, LBNL, visitors, public, and private sector 

personnel. It would be enormously inefficient to build two smaller campuses, as each would 

require its own infrastructure, common areas, shuttle service, and support facilities and personnel, 

etc., that could be much more economically provided to a single site. 

Response BRobben-20 
While considering the goals and objectives associated with the campus, the University developed 

a reasonable range of on-site and off-site alternatives, as presented in Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR, 

and as fully consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, et. seq. The Reduced 

Development Program represents a 33% reduction in gross square footage, as compared to the 

Proposed Project. 



JRobe-1
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9.31 JEAN ROBERTSON, DECEMBER 5, 2013 
(Comment JRobe) 

Response JRobe-1 
The University agrees with the Commenter that equipment and debris should not be unnecessarily 

stored on coastal prairie grassland. This is why the Natural Open Space designation stipulates that 

"human encroachment on these spaces would be limited" and that the University's intention for 

such areas is to "protect, restore, and maintain these resources in their natural condition." (Draft 

EIR p. 3-17). Please also see Master Response-16.  



NS -1 
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9.32 NITA SISAMOUTH, JANUARY 21, 2014 
(Comment NS) 

Response NS-1 
The University acknowledges the Commenter's endorsement of growth for the area. Please see 

Master Responses-1 and -2 regarding social and economic impacts and regarding the role of the 

Richmond General Plan in this EIR. The Draft EIR includes discussions of consideration of the 

Richmond General Plan in terms of Climate Change (Section 4.6, page 4-130) and of Energy 

(Section 4.14, pg. 4-268). 

Response NS-2 
The University acknowledges the Commenter's request for local hiring locally from within the 

surrounding Richmond community. Indeed, as part of the proposed RBC program, the University 

is committed to aggressive outreach efforts and to fully inform Richmond and Contra Costa labor 

organizations about job opportunities as they become available. The University would seek to 

hire qualified local residents for the proposed RBC's construction projects and ongoing 

operations. Please also note Master Responses-1 and -5. 

Response NS-3 
Please see responses to Comments City-6 and NS-2. 

Response NS-4 

The Commenter's interest in clean energy at the RBC site is noted. UC Berkeley has an excellent 

record of progress on climate action initiatives, as does LBNL, and expects to be a leader in 

renewable energy use at the RBC site. Please also see Master Response-17.  
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PSmith -2 



 Chapter 9 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

  April 2014 

9-356 

9.33 PATRICIA SMITH, JANUARY 17, 2014 
(Comment PSmith) 

Response PSmith-1 
The Commenter's support of the Richmond Annex Neighborhood Council's mitigation 

recommendations, as expressed in their December 10, 2013 comment letter, is noted. Please see 

the responses to the comments for RANC(1). 

Response PSmith-2 
The Commenter's support of the Richmond Annex Neighborhood Council's mitigation 

recommendations, as expressed in their December 10, 2013 comment letter, is noted. Please see 

the responses to the comments for RANC(1). In regard to updating NEPA, which is within the 

responsibility of the federal government and which does not apply to the proposed RBC because 

it is not a federal action, please see Master Response-7. In regard to establishing a citizen's 

advisory group, please see Master Response-8.  



ESJohn‐1 
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9.34 ERIKA ST. JOHN, DECEMBER 10, 2013 
(Comment ESJohn) 

Response ESJohn-1 
No alteration or re-alignment of the Bay Trail is proposed in the LRDP EIR. The Bay Trail would 

remain where it is at the southern end of the RBC as shown on Figure 3-4.  
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9.35 JEANNE KORTZ AND OTHER PETITION SIGNERS 
(Comment Petition) 

Response Petition-1 
The opinion of the Commenter is noted. Please see Master Response-16. 

Response Petition-2 
The project, as shown in the EIR analysis, is not expected to have significant negative impact to 

marshlands and wildlife. No new roads are planned to be built through or alongside the site's 

marsh area. The University also values the existing setting and the sensitive environment as it 

currently exists and as a home for new research initiatives. 

Response Petition-3 
Long-term effects related to noise are addressed in the Draft EIR under LRDP Impact NOISE-3. 

As stated in the Draft EIR, development under the 2014 LRDP could result in a substantial 

permanent increase in ambient project vicinity noise levels; however, these impacts would be less 

than significant. Effects of new sources of light and glare are analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.1, 

Aesthetics and Visual Quality. Please also see the response to Comment PubHear-73 

Response Petition-4 
The University acknowledges the Commenters' assertions about preserving natural amenities of 

the south shoreline. Preserving these valuable features and natural resources are an important 

component of the proposed LRDP. The project is not expected to significantly impact grasslands, 

wildflowers, marsh, wildlife, habitat or ecosystems, as analyzed in the Draft EIR. Please see 

Master Responses-18 and -16 and the responses to Comments Petition-1 through Petition-3, 

above. 

Response Petition-5 
The comment is noted. This is an on-going issue of site management and is independent of the 

proposed RBC project. 

Response Petition-6 
Please see the response to Comment GGAS-14. As described on Draft EIR page 4-22, lighting 

would be designed to limit off-site "light spill," similar to the suggestion by the Commenter. 

Please also see discussion of "transition zones" at p. 3-17 of the Draft EIR, intended to minimize 

noise and light intrusion. 

Response Petition-7 
Please see Master Response-16 regarding impacts to grasslands. The project is not expected to 

significantly impact marsh, wetlands, nor quality of life for residents. Please also see the 

responses to Comments Petition-11, Petition-17, and Petition-20. The University agrees that any 

adjacent land owner should carefully steward sensitive resources in the vicinity. 

Response Petition-8 
Please see Master Response-16 and the response to Comment Petition-11. 

Response Petition-9 
The Commenter's suggestion is noted. Please see Draft EIR Chapter 6 for identification, 

discussion, and analysis of project alternatives. In particular, please note Sections 6.2 (Project 

Objectives) and 6.3 (Range of Alternatives Considered) to better understand the complexities and 

challenges the University faced in finding acceptable sites to consider for the proposed RBC. 
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Response Petition-10 
The University acknowledges the opinions expressed by the Commenter. Please see Master 

Responses-16 and -18 and the responses to Comments Petition-7 and RANC(1)-14. 

Response Petition-11 
The Commenter's suggestion is noted. While the University aims to develop a substantial portion 

of the RBC site for use as a research campus, it has made preserving high-quality sensitive 

natural communities and grasslands in particular, a high priority in designing and laying out the 

proposed RBC. For example, 15 of 22 acres of high-quality grassland would be preserved 

outright as designated Natural Open Space (please see the response Comment Petition-20). In 

addition, the Draft EIR prescribes several steps to help preserve, maintain, and enhance existing 

grasslands from invasives (e.g, Harding grass, weeds) which are currently spreading throughout 

the site's meadows and threatening the integrity of those sensitive natural communities. Please see 

Impact and Mitigation discussions for BIO-5 in the Draft EIR for more measures and examples. 

Please also see Master Responses-16 and -18. 

Response Petition-12 
The Western Stege Marsh is designated as Natural Open Space by the LRDP. No development is 

planned in the marsh. 

Response Petition-13 
The Western Stege Marsh is designated as Natural Open Space by the LRDP. No development is 

planned in the marsh. If any wetlands are delineated in areas outside of Natural Open Space, the 

University will avoid, minimize, and mitigate for impacts as described under RANC(1)-1. 

Response Petition-14 
The Commenter's suggestion is noted. 

Response Petition-15 
The writer's opinion is noted. The definition of "Richmond Shoreline" is not precise, but as 

described in responses to Petition-19 and Petition-20, the RBC proposes no development of 

buildings on the marsh nearest the bay. 

Response Petition-16 
Please see Master Response-17 regarding protection of receptors under the recommended 

remedy. The proposed remedy for groundwater is to allow natural biological processes to occur 

and monitor attenuation parameters and contaminant reduction over time. Land use controls are 

also proposed to prohibit use of groundwater other than as encountered for treatment purposes or 

through construction dewatering. . 

In regards to soil removal, UC is currently drafting an FSW to investigate the source of carbon 

tetrachloride, which is suspected to be the soil within the Natural Open Space area or near 

Building 280B above the carbon tetrachloride contaminated groundwater. This work will be 

conducted pursuant to Docket No. IS/E-RAO 06/07-004, Site Investigation and Remediation 

Order in the matter of the RFS (RFS Order) as an element of the Phase IV investigation. 

Response Petition-17 
The University agrees with the importance of preserving and maintaining wetlands. Please see 

Master Response-18 and the responses to Comments Petition-19 and Petition-20. Also, please 

refer to wetlands impacts discussion on Draft EIR pages 4-83 and 4-84. 
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Response Petition-18 
Please see the response to Comment Petition-12. 

Response Petition-19 
The University agrees that safeguarding the vulnerable wetlands from any negative impact due to 

development is a high priority. Potential impacts to federally protected wetlands, fish and wildlife 

movement, migratory corridors, and nursery sites; and related mitigation measures are analyzed 

in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, specifically in subsections labeled LRDP Impact BIO-6 and 

LRDP Impact BIO-7 

Response Petition-20 
The Commenter's suggestion is noted. It is consistent with the proposed LRDP's "Natural Open 

Space" land use designation for the RBC marsh and shoreline area. As stated on Draft EIR page 

3-17, Natural Open Space areas would be managed to "protect them from development and 

maintain their natural condition."  In addition, transition zones (also described at Draft EIR page 

3-17) would buffer Natural Open Space areas from site buildings, "minimizing the transference of 

non-native species or noise or light intrusions. These buffer zones would disallow permanent 

structures within 25 feet of the Natural Open Space areas. Paving would be pervious wherever 

practical and any planting would consist of native or non-invasive species." 

Please also see Master Response-18.  
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9.36 PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT, DECEMBER 11, 2013 
(Comment PubHear) 

Response PubHear-1 
The University appreciates and notes the supportive remarks by the Commenter.  

Response PubHear-2 
Please see Master Responses-1 and -5. 

Response PubHear-3 
The University concurs that air quality emissions from the RBC should be as low as possible. As 

noted at page 4-41 of the Draft EIR, the significant and unavoidable finding for criteria pollutant 

emissions is a conservative finding, in part because the benefits from each element of the 

proposed mitigation measure MM-AIR-2 are difficult to quantify with certainty. The mitigations 

proposed under MM-AIR-2 would also help to mitigate TAC emissions, as described at page 4-

45 of the Draft EIR; again because these are difficult to quantify, the finding of significant impact 

is a conservative one. Please see also the response to Comment CCISCO(2)-34. 

Response PubHear-4 
Please see Master Response-2. 

Response PubHear-5 
The comment is noted. The University has prepared this EIR in accordance with CEQA (Public 

Resources Code 21000-21177), and following the guidance issued in the CEQA Guidelines 

(California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Sections 15000-15387) and the 

University of California's CEQA Handbook. 

Response PubHear-6 
Section 4.2 of the EIR presents the potential human health effects from the implementation of the 

2014 LRDP based on a HHRA prepared for the project and circulated in an appendix to the Draft 

EIR (Appendix B). BAAQMD-recommended risk assessment methodology was used to estimate 

the human health effects of the proposed project. Based on California guidelines, BAAQMD 

considers the relevant zone of influence for health risk assessment to be the area within 1,000 feet 

of the project boundary (BAAQMD CEQA AIR Quality Guidelines 2011). Risk in general tends 

to decrease rapidly with distance, and receptors beyond 1,000 feet from a source are considered to 

be beyond the impact zone of that source. All residences and businesses within 1,000 feet of the 

project site were included in the study, and the HHRA evaluated the potential for toxic air 

contaminant (TAC) emissions on the RBC site to affect people living or working in the Marina 

Bay neighborhood, the Zeneca site, and Harbor Front commercial area. In addition, consistent 

with BAAQMD guidelines that require the use of age-sensitivity factors to estimate effects on 

different age groups of receptors, the HHRA analyzed the potential human health effects on all 

potential sensitive receptors, including children. The estimated emissions and calculated risk 

values were compared to the BAAQMD CEQA thresholds. As shown in Table 4.2-7, the lifetime 

excess cancer risk, chronic health hazard, and the off-site acute health hazard associated with 

RBC development under the 2014 LRDP would be below the applicable BAAQMD CEQA 

thresholds.  

Although the HHRA analysis did find that one of the BAAQMD thresholds of human health 

effects, namely PM2.5 concentrations, would be exceeded at an off-site receptor, that impact was 

determined to occur to the north of the RBC site. Given the prevailing winds and the location of 
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the Marina Bay neighborhood, receptors in the Marina Bay neighborhood would not be exposed 

to PM2.5 concentrations in excess of the BAAQMD threshold.  

Human health effects on Bay Trail users were not specifically estimated due to the limited length 

of time that a receptor would be on the Bay Trail in the project’s vicinity and the prevalent wind 

direction which is south, southwesterly. For purposes of risk assessment, residential populations 

are assumed to be exposed to air pollution from the project continuously for 70 years. The 

walkers and bikers using the Bay Trail would be adjacent to the RBC site for much shorter 

durations. Consequently Bay Trail users would experience impacts that are substantially smaller 

than the less than significant impacts reported for the nearest residential receptors in the Marina 

Bay neighborhood.  

Response PubHear-7 
The proposed cleanup standards are based on all known and most likely receptors at the proposed 

RBC, which is consistent with state and federal cleanup programs standards and guidelines. The 

proposed standards are protective for all future users of RBC and are protective of neighboring 

communities. The proposed standards are not necessarily the most stringent standards, but instead 

are the most appropriate standards. Please see Master Response-17 for further detail regarding 

protectiveness of the recommended remedy and receptors. 

Response PubHear-8 
The comment is noted. 

Any cleanups associated with off-site facilities, such as Bio-Rad Laboratories, are not within the 

scope of this project or RAW. Please see Master Response-7 regarding out-of-scope items. 

There are no known or proposed cleanups associated with the EPA Laboratory located at RFS in 

Building 201. 

The RAW recommends cleanup actions to be conducted at RFS both before, and during 

redevelopment; please see Master Response-4 regarding cleanup before construction and Master 

Response-17 regarding the overall protectiveness of the cleanup. 

Response PubHear-9 
The comment suggests actions that are outside of the scope of this EIR. In accordance with 

CEQA, the EIR analyzes the proposed project, which in this instance is the University's proposal 

to develop the RBC. The EIR informs University and responsible agency administrators of 

potential impacts of the proposed development. Please see discussion of the purpose of the EIR at 

page 1-1 through 1-8 of the document. 

The project description at pp 3-28 to 3-29 of the Draft EIR discusses groundwater originating 

from the neighboring site; Section 4.7.2 of the EIR, page 4-140, presents information regarding 

contamination at the RFS caused by past activities at the site and surrounding areas, including the 

adjacent former Stauffer/Zeneca site.  

Response PubHear-10 
Please see the responses to Comments PubHear-6 and PubHear-7, regarding expansion of the 

scope of the EIR and area of analysis for health risk modeling. The only sensitive receptors 

within 1,000 feet of the project boundary are the residences to the southwest of the RBC site in 

the Marina Bay neighborhood that are approximately 150 feet from the RBC development 

boundary. As shown in Table 4.2-7 at page 4-45 of the Draft EIR, the lifetime excess cancer risk, 



 Chapter 9 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

  April 2014 

9-455 

chronic health hazard, and the off-site acute health hazard associated with RBC development 

under the 2014 LRDP would be below the applicable BAAQMD CEQA thresholds. 

Response PubHear-11 
As described in Section 4.4.2.2 of the air quality report (Appendix B) and under LRDP 

Cumulative Impact AIR-2 (p. 4-52), applying a distance multiplier (i.e., attenuation factor) to 

generators better represents real-world conditions and still provides a conservative analysis. 

Specifically, the attenuation factors are intended to resemble the properties of plume dispersion 

where concentrations, and therefore risk, tend to decrease with distance downwind, though the 

attenuation factors used do not decrease risk as great as is found with plume dispersion. 

Therefore, the application of a distance multiplier to generators in the cumulative cancer risk 

analysis is appropriate. Furthermore, even with the application of the distance multiplier, the 

cumulative cancer risk remains above the BAAQMD threshold, and mitigation measures 

Cumulative MM AIR-2a and Cumulative MM AIR-2b would be implemented. 

Response PubHear-12 
The modeling methodology is consistent with BAAQMD and EPA guidance, and has been 

successfully followed in earlier planning evaluations by the University. The modeling and report 

found in Appendix B of the Draft EIR were prepared by Golder Associates, Inc., and were 

reviewed internally according to their established quality assurance/quality control practices. 

Particulate matter emissions during operation of the project would exceed some BAAQMD 

thresholds. In the Draft EIR, the University concludes that this would constitute a significant 

impact and would therefore implement mitigation measures MM-AIR-2 and MM-AIR-4 to 

minimize these emissions. 

Response PubHear-13 
The Commenter’s concerns are noted.  

The RAW, the LRDP EIR, and supporting documents have been prepared consistent with all 

relevant federal and state environmental programs and policies. All recommended cleanup 

protocols and procedures are consistent with good public health policies toward all residents. 

DTSC has reviewed the draft RAW in accordance with DTSC policies regarding Environmental 

Justice (Department of Toxic Substances Control, Environmental Justice Policy, July 2008).  

Please see Master Response-17 for additional details regarding protectiveness of the 

recommended cleanup for all anticipated receptors at RBC and off-site residents. 

Response PubHear-14 
The draft RAW was substantially complete at the time the Draft EIR was issued. The RAW as 

analyzed in the Draft EIR is consistent with the published draft. 

Response PubHear-15 
The recommended cleanup is based on protecting all future users of RBC, as well as neighbors 

and neighboring properties, as identified in Master Response-17. While the evaluation of cost is 

required under state and federal cleanup guidance and regulations, it is not the driving criteria for 

selecting the proposed cleanup at RFS. The recommended cleanup is based on a comprehensive 

review and evaluation of many criteria, including effectiveness, implementability, and cost. 

Consistent with state and federal guidelines, these three criteria are used to identify major trade-

offs between the different proposed cleanup options, and are then balanced to identify the 

recommended cleanup. The cost criterion is not used to determine if the remedy is “too 

expensive;” remedies are evaluated based on their cost-effectiveness as required by federal law. A 
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recommended remedy is considered cost-effective if its costs are proportional to its overall 

effectiveness. For example, if two alternatives can meet the same protection, then the more 

expensive alternative will be less cost-effective.  

The recommended remedy is not based on the $2 million criteria as stated in the comment. 

Rather, since the estimated cost of the recommended cleanup presented in Section 5.0 of the 

RAW is below $2 million, a RAW is the appropriate document to recommend the cleanup 

process. If the estimated cost of the recommended cleanup were greater than $2 million, a RAP 

would be prepared using the same criteria and guidelines as included in the RAW. There are no 

technical differences between the protectiveness of the proposed cleanup actions within a RAP or 

RAW. 

Response PubHear-16 
The Blair Landfill and Allied Propane sites are not adjacent to the RFS. UC understands that the 

DTSC and CDPH are providing regulatory oversight of the investigation of the Blair Landfill site. 

Extensive radiological investigations at the adjacent former Zeneca site overseen by DTSC and 

CDPH culminated in the determination that there are no significant radiological issues at the 

Zeneca site that present a health and safety concern to workers or the members of the general 

public for any future use. DOE concurred with this conclusion (reference: June 12, 2009 letter 

from Christopher Clayton, DOE FUSRAP to Richmond Mayor Gale McLaughlin). The Public 

Health Assessments prepared by the CDPH under a cooperative agreement with the U.S. 

Department of Health and Human Services, ASTDR for the former Zeneca and RFS sites also 

concluded that there is no public health threat in Western Stege Marsh posed by radionuclides 

associated with historic activities at the former Zeneca site. 

Response PubHear-17 
Please see Master Response-9 and the response to Comment RANC(1)-1. 

Response PubHear-18 
The original requirement by LBNL only was for approximately 2 million square feet of 

construction capacity. The 5.4 million square-foot value was derived through a development 

capacity study of the RBC site. This value is adequate for the future needs of the cooperative 

development between LBNL, UC Berkeley, and potential 3rd party entities. Please also see the 

response to Comment RANC(1)-6. 

Response PubHear-19 
Please see Master Responses-4 and -17 regarding the timing of and protectiveness of the 

proposed cleanup. 

Response PubHear-20 
The University's responses to Draft EIR public comments are included in this Final EIR response 

to comments section. All comments are fully and adequately responded to in accordance with 

comment evaluation and response requirements described in Section 15088 of the CEQA 

Guidelines. 

Response PubHear-21 
See Master Response-3 regarding site characterization, Master Response-4 regarding the timing 

of cleanup with redevelopment, and Master Response-17 regarding the effectiveness of the 

recommended cleanup criteria. 

As described in Master Response-17, the “commercial use” cleanup criteria are protective of all 

future visitors, including school children. Please note that, DTSC has selected the commercial use 
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cleanup criteria at school sites in California and the SF Bay Area, provided that there is no direct 

contact with the soils at the site. There are prohibitions at the RFS and the proposed RBC against 

any direct contact with soils at the site and any activities that involve soil contact would be 

subject to the SMP. 

Response PubHear-22 
Please see Master Response-5. 

Response PubHear-23 
Please see Master Response-5. 

Response PubHear-24 
These goals articulated by the Commenter are consistent with those that went into the 

development of the LRDP. Please see Master Response-5. 

Response PubHear-25 
Please see the response to Comment RANC(1)-1. 

Response PubHear-26 
The concern of the Commenter is noted. LRDP EIR Mitigation Measure BIO-5 specifically 

addresses mitigation for potential construction impacts. Please also see Master Response-16 

regarding the coastal prairie. 

Response PubHear-27 
Please see Master Response -12 regarding Bay Trail impacts. Please also see Master Response-

16. The concern of the Commenter with regard to cumulative transportation and traffic impacts to 

the coastal prairie is noted. The Draft EIR analysis of cumulative impacts to biological resources 

appears at page 4-86 of the Draft EIR. 

Response PubHear-28 
The geographic scope of the proposed RAW is defined as the developable portions of the 

proposed RBC and groundwater within the RFS, as shown in Exhibit A-2 of the DTSC Site 

Investigation and Remediation Order for the Richmond Field Station (RFS Order). DTSC is 

concurrently providing regulatory oversight of other properties adjacent to RFS, including the 

Former Zeneca Site. There is groundwater contamination on the eastern RFS site border 

originating from the Zeneca property, as presented in the DTSC-approved Final Site 

Characterization Report. The recommended cleanup remedy for contaminants on the RFS site 

originating from the Former Zeneca Site will be addressed as described in Master Response-13. 

DTSC and UC have also concluded that this contaminated groundwater does not pose a risk to 

current RFS staff or visitors.  

Please see Master Response-4 regarding protectiveness of the recommended cleanup for RFS. 

DTSC has not identified any other concerns at the off-site properties, other than the groundwater 

from the adjacent former Zeneca site, that would impact the RFS or that should be incorporated 

into the recommended remedy. 

Response PubHear-29 
Please see Master Response-16. 

Response PubHear-30 
Please see Master Response-16. 
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Response PubHear-31 
The demo garden is part of a package of mitigation items. Part of the purpose of planting native 

plant stocks in these gardens could be to serve as a source of plant materials to use in continuing 

improvements to remaining grasslands at the RBC over time. The University agrees that it would 

not be sufficient on its own as mitigation. Please also see Master Response-16. 

Response PubHear-32 
The 2014 RBC LRDP as proposed does prioritize development on previously disturbed land. 

Please see Master Response-16. 

Response PubHear-33 
The LRDP Figure 2.4 at page 2.11 of the November 2013 Community Draft LRDP depicts the 

existing developed and undeveloped areas at the site without approved definitions of land use 

zones. The LRDP Figure 4.1 (page 4.3, same document) defines the proposed Natural Open 

Space land use zone and would, upon certification of the EIR, protect that area from 

development. The Natural Open Space land use zone in Figure 4.1 may appear smaller to the 

Commenter than the undeveloped areas depicted in Figure 2.4 as they are intended to depict 

different aspects of pre- and post-certification.  

As indicated in the legend to LRDP Figure 4.4. page 4.17 of the Community Draft LRDP, Lark 

Drive would be a Minor Street.  

Impacts on the grasslands due to adjacent development are addressed in the EIR Section 4.3 

Biological Resources, specifically in the impact analyses BIO-1 and BIO-5. Please also see 

Master Response-16 and the response to Comment NLForce-17. 

Response PubHear-34 
The area of the Natural Open Space is 25 acres. Please see Figure 4.1, page 4.3 of the Community 

Draft LRDP. The Commenter's opinion is noted; please also see Master Response-16. 

Response PubHear-35 
The opinion of the Commenter is noted. Please see Master Response-16. 

Response PubHear-36 
Please see Master Responses-6 and -16. 

Response PubHear-37 
The framework for planning and approving development of the site is defined in the 

Implementation section of the LRDP on pp. 4.42 through 4.45. The area where development is 

allowable, and the allowed uses, is defined in the Land Use section of the LRDP on pp 4.2 

through 4.4. Please see Master Responses-6, -16, and -18. 

Response PubHear-38 
The proposed remedy presented in the draft RAW is a comprehensive cleanup program that 

recommends immediate action, as appropriate, in areas of known contamination while also 

providing the sampling requirements and cleanup standards for all future changes in soil 

conditions or possible exposures. The draft RAW does not identify any limitations regarding 

possible cleanups, rather it allows for actions deemed protective by DTSC under the terms and 

conditions of the Site Investigation and Remediation Order for Richmond Field Station. All future 

projects, regardless of size, require an evaluation of potential hazards posed by soil contamination 

and may require sampling as well as cleanup of any soils containing contaminant levels not 
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protective of public health or the environment, as described in the RAW, Appendix C, Soil 

Management Plan.  

Regarding the comment recommending cleanup activities prior to development, please see Master 

Response-4.  

The rationale for the recommended remedy and is protectiveness for all RBC receptors and 

nearby residences is addressed in Master Response-17.  

Daycare facilities or full time K-12 schools are not likely or reasonably anticipated uses at the 

RBC, and therefore, unrestricted cleanup standards are not appropriate. These future uses would 

only be allowable if UC requests a variance from DTSC, as described in the RAW, Section 3.3.1, 

Alternative 3. In such a case, UC would be required to ensure that appropriate soil conditions or 

protections were in place at the proposed location, and DTSC would provide the oversight and 

approval of such a facility. Note that under all current UC policies and procedures, UC does not 

allow any staff or visitors to contact subsurface soils without proper training and oversight by UC 

EH&S.  

Please note that the title of the actual document at issue is a “Removal Action Workplan.” 

Response PubHear-39 
The Commenter is referring to what is known as the “magnetic anomaly” identified by DTSC in a 

2006 magnetometer survey, located within the transition area of the RFS, near the Western Stege 

Marsh; this area is also referred to as the “Bulb.”  UC is currently drafting a plan for a field 

investigation of the magnetic anomaly referenced in the comment, including the evaluation of 

potential contamination hazards, expected to be implemented in 2014 under the DTSC Site 

Investigation and Remediation Order for Richmond Field Station as part of the continuing Field 

Sampling Work Plan.  

Following receipt and analysis of investigation results, any future cleanup activities that might be 

required in the “Bulb”, which is identified as within the Natural Open Space area in the Draft 

EIR, would be subject to public review documents such as a RAW or RAP. Soils associated with 

the Natural Open Space are not within the proposed cleanup of the RAW, as presented in Master 

Response-17. 

Response PubHear-40 
The comment refers to management of soils and sediment in a portion of Western Stege Marsh 

within the Natural Open Space area that is outside of the scope of the draft RAW. The RAW 

addresses soil cleanup in the Research, Education, and Support area and groundwater beneath 

Research, Education, and Support and Natural Open Space areas; soil within the Natural Open 

Space areas is not included in the draft RAW. Future investigations and recommended cleanups 

of soil, sediment, or surface waters within the Natural Open Space, including the marsh, will 

continue as a part of the Field Sampling Work Plan activities pursuant to the existing Site 

Investigation and Remediation Order for Richmond Field Station. Following receipt and analysis 

of investigation results, any future cleanup activities within the Natural Open Space soil, 

sediment, or surface water, including Western Stege Marsh, would be subject to public review 

documents such as a RAW or RAP. Cleanup of the Natural Open Space area continues under the 

oversight of DTSC in connection with current ongoing investigations. 

Regarding the specific comment on 2003 activities, cleanup of area M1A at the Western Storm 

Drain outfall in Western Stege Marsh under Regional Water Quality Control Board oversight was 

determined to be effective through the removal of identified elevated concentrations of PCBs. As 
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described in the December 3, 2004 Implementation Report Phase 2 – Subunit 2A & 2B Meade 

Street Operable Unit, University of California Berkeley, Richmond Field Station, Richmond 

California (Tasks 2E, 3E and 5D, RWQCB Order No.01-102), excavation in this area was 

completed to former Bay mud tan clay and backfilled upon approval of RWQCB.  

It should be noted that the University believes the comment is intended to address Western Stege 

Marsh and not East Stege Marsh. East Stege Marsh is not owned by UC and is not within the 

scope of any contamination associated with properties owned by UC. 

Response PubHear-41 
The University is currently drafting a field sampling Work Plan to investigate the source of 

carbon tetrachloride, which is suspected to be the soil within Natural Open Space property or near 

Building 280B above the carbon tetrachloride contaminated groundwater. This work will be 

conducted pursuant to Docket No. IS/E-RAO 06/07-004, Site Investigation and Remediation 

Order in the matter of the Richmond Field Station (RFS Order) as an element of the Phase IV 

investigation. 

Following receipt and analysis of the Phase IV investigation results, any future cleanup activities 

within the Natural Open Space property, including a source of the carbon tetrachloride plume, 

would be subject to public review documents such as a RAW or RAP. All activities conducted 

within the Natural Open Space area would be subject to applicable and appropriate mitigation 

measures identified within the LRDP. 

Response PubHear-42 
The biologically active permeable barrier (BAPB) is located in the Natural Open Space area—

near the northwest corner of Stege Marsh—and is not within the scope of the RAW. As presented 

in Master Response-17, further investigation of the Natural Open Space area, including the BAPB 

and Western Stege Marsh, will be conducted under Phase IV and V activities under Docket No. 

IS/E-RAO 06/07-004, Site Investigation and Remediation Order for the Richmond Field Station 

(RFS Order) and under Docket No. IS/E-RAO 06/07-005, Site Investigation and Remediation 

Order for the Zeneca Site (Zeneca Order) as related to the shared BAPB activities and any 

provisions for contaminants originating from the Zeneca property. The RFS Order and Zeneca 

Site Order also provide DTSC oversight for the slurry wall located along the eastern RBC 

property boundary, referred to in the comment as a “concrete dam.”  Any potential sources of 

chemicals of concern at the former Zeneca site are being addressed under the Zeneca Order. 

Response PubHear-43 
The entire Western Stege Marsh is within the Natural Open Space area, which (except for 

groundwater beneath the Natural Open Space area) is not addressed under the RAW and is 

subject to continuing field investigations under the DTSC Site Investigation and Remediation 

Order for the Richmond Field Station. Please see the response to Comment PubHear-40 regarding 

further investigation and remediation of the Western Stege Marsh. 

Response PubHear-44 
Please see Master Response-13 regarding the volatile organic contamination emanating from the 

Former Zeneca Site. 

Response PubHear-45 
Please see Master Responses-1 and -5. 

Response PubHear-46 
Please see Master Response-1. 
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Response PubHear-47 
The concern of the Commenter is noted. The Draft EIR in Section 4.13 analyzes, identifies, and 

presents measures to help mitigate traffic impacts from LRDP development. The analysis 

presented in the Draft EIR does not support the Commenter's assertion that the proposed Project 

would increase a nearby resident's egress from the neighborhood from 10 minutes to an hour. 

Nevertheless, the University is sensitive to quality of life issues for nearby Richmond residents 

and seeks to improve that quality of life through thoughtful planning and improvements that 

might be realized through development and operation of the RBC. 

Response PubHear-48 
Section 4.7 of the EIR discusses the broad range of regulatory considerations that apply to work 

at the RBC. This section includes a discussion of the wide variety of controls that would be in 

place to mitigate potential hazards during both construction and operations activities at the RBC. 

Controls include health and safety plans, programs, practices, and procedures. Hazard and 

environmental controls would be tailored to the work proposed and undertaken, and 

determination of the appropriate controls would take into consideration regulatory requirements 

and the level of control needed. Projects would also comply with the California Building Code, 

which has variable protective physical construction requirements according to the type of work to 

be undertaken by building occupants. 

Response PubHear-49 
It is not clear from the comment as to what specific situation is being described and whether it 

involves the University in some way. The University agrees with the Commenter that clean-up of 

legacy contamination should be an open, publicly-disclosed process. Regarding cleanup of 

contamination at the RBC, please see Master Responses-4 and -17. 

Response PubHear-50 
Please see Master Response-8. There have been many community-wide meetings concerning 

RBC in the past two years. Future meetings would be scheduled to involve the community as 

soon as there were any significant construction/development plans to discuss. 

Response PubHear-51 
Section 3.7.2 has been revised to state that construction would generally occur during daytime 

weekday hours. A minimal amount of construction could occur at other times if necessary. The 

Draft EIR specifies mitigation measures that would reduce construction and demolition noise 

levels on surrounding properties in accordance with the Richmond Community Noise Ordinance. 

As stated in the Draft EIR, by implementing these mitigation measures, construction noise 

impacts would be reduced to less than significant. 

Response PubHear-52 
Please see Master Response-5. Support for the RBC is appreciated, and the concern for local 

hiring is noted. The University is also interested in workforce development and local hiring; 

however, ongoing partnerships between UC Berkeley, LBNL, and the community do not require 

revisions to the Draft EIR or further analysis in this Final EIR. The purpose of the environmental 

impact report is to comply with t CEQA. CEQA requires analysis of impacts to the physical 

environment. See Section 15064 (d)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Response PubHear-53 
The University understands that the radiological investigation results referenced in this comment 

are associated with sampling conducted at the Blair Landfill owned by Union Pacific and are not 

related to the RFS.  
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Regarding complete site characterization, please see Master Response-3. 

Regarding remedy not being protective, please see Master Response-17. 

Regarding radioactivity, please see the response to Comment PubHear-16. 

Regarding adjacent properties, please see the response to Comment PubHear-28. 

Regarding protectiveness of future RBC receptors and users, please see Master Response-17. 

All proposed future activities related to the protection of human health and the environment 

remain subject to the Docket No. IS/E-RAO 06/07-004, Site Investigation and Remediation Order 

in the matter of the RFS (RFS Order), under the oversight of DTSC, including evaluation of new 

information if it becomes available. 

Response PubHear-54 
Please see Master Response-2. For a discussion of references used to prepare the environmental 

setting and impact analysis for each resource section, please see pages 4-3 through 4-5. The City 

of Richmond General Plan, including its projections for the South Shoreline Area are included in 

the cumulative impact analysis of the LRDP to the planning year 2050, consistent with the CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15130(b). 

Response PubHear-55 
Please see Master Response-8. 

Response PubHear-56 
Please see Master Response-5. 

Response PubHear-57 
Please see Master Response-5. 

Response PubHear-58 
Regarding timing of cleanup activities, please see Master Response-4. 

Response PubHear-59 
Please see Master Response-5. 

Response PubHear-60 
Please see Master Responses-1 and -5. 

Response PubHear-61 
The data gaps identified in the Current Condition Report have been the subject of ongoing 

investigations by UC since 2008. Pursuant to the existing RFS Site Investigation and 

Remediation Order, UC has completed three investigation phases addressing contamination 

within the Research, Education, and Support area, as presented in the Final Site Characterization 

Report, which has been approved by DTSC. 

DTSC has determined that the Site Characterization Report, which includes a risk assessment, 

adequately characterizes the Research, Education, and Support area in order to support the 

recommended cleanup under the RAW.  
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Specific portions of the Research, Education, and Support property which have not been directly 

sampled would be sampled during future development phases to the same standard of all previous 

work. The RAW does not propose to leave any contamination in place that is not protective of 

current or future use. 

Please see additional information regarding site characterization in Master Response-3. 

Response PubHear-62 
The proposed RAW and SMP provide very strict soil management standards and policies to 

ensure soil is managed appropriately for the protection of all current and future receptors at RBC.  

The SMP specifically states that all soil would remain within the specific project area boundary 

unless DTSC provides approval otherwise. The SMP does not allow for soil to be moved from 

one portion of the site to another without approval from DTSC. 

All soil investigation, management, and remediation activities will continue to be under the 

oversight of DTSC. Only soil that meets the DTSC Information Advisory, Clean Imported Fill 

Material requirements (DTSC 2001) may be managed without DTSC oversight or land use 

controls.  

The recommended remedy states that all soil characterization would be conducted prior to any 

excavation; therefore, no hazards would be unknown to construction workers and the appropriate 

levels of protectiveness, including air monitoring, would be implemented. 

Two soil screening criteria have been established to further ensure protection of future receptors: 

Category I and II. Soil with concentrations less than Category I criteria are protective of all 

current and future users at RBC. Soil with concentrations greater than Category I but less than 

Category II criteria indicate that direct exposure to current or future receptors may be 

unacceptable, and therefore the soil must not be accessible by any commercial receptors. Soil 

with concentrations less than Category II criteria may be managed in place – which consists of 

being covered with 2 feet of Category I soil, or managed beneath a roadway, parking, or building 

structure, thereby eliminating the exposure pathway to potential receptors. Soil with 

concentrations greater than Category II screening criteria would be properly profiled and disposed 

of off-site, or proposed to be managed in place with DTSC concurrence. 

Response PubHear-63 
Please Master Response-3 in regard to site characterization needs for previous environmental 

concerns. 

Regarding "large swaths" of unknown contamination, a very complete and comprehensive 

groundwater investigation has been completed across all areas of RFS. Groundwater results 

support the conclusion that there are no large or significant soil sources impacting groundwater at 

RFS. Groundwater impacted by carbon tetrachloride has been identified in the northwestern 

portion of the RFS, and UC is currently planning an investigation to determine if a source of 

contamination is located in soils east of Building 280B. Known groundwater contamination from 

VOCs along the eastern property boundary has not been attributed to soil contamination at RFS; 

the origin of the contaminated groundwater is attributed to the former Zeneca site, as presented in 

the Final Site Characterization Report, dated May 2013 and the Public draft RAW. Groundwater 

results also support that there no additional pathways of contamination such as storm lines or 

sewer lines as once identified as data gaps in the Current Conditions Report.  
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The comment regarding protection of on-site and off-site receptors is addressed in Master 

Response-17. 

The comment regarding cleanup prior to development is addressed in Master Response-4. 

Response PubHear-64 
Please see Master Response-5. 

Response PubHear-65 
Please see Master Responses-1 and -5. 

Response PubHear-66 
In regard to maintaining transparency throughout the process, UC publishes all data, findings, 

conclusions, recommendations, and status updates on the publicly-available RFS website: 

http://rfs-env.berkeley.edu/. All documents reviewed and approved by DTSC are listed on the 

DTSC EnviroStor website at: 

http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/profile_report.asp?global_id=07730003. 

A comprehensive review of available sources on the history of the California Cap Company and 

adjacent Stauffer site was conducted for completion of the 2008 Current Conditions Report. 

Based on the data gaps associated with past property uses identified in that report, DTSC 

recommended and UC implemented a comprehensive site-wide groundwater monitoring program 

intended to determine whether any undetected historic source areas not identified during review 

of historic records was present (one area, the carbon tetrachloride groundwater contamination 

near B280, was discovered). UC expended significant resources during the initial stages of the 

project conducting file reviews, background reviews, and interviewing individuals familiar with 

the site and met industry standards for a historic site assessment. 

In regard to resources limiting sampling activities, while UC as a state organization has 

experienced budgetary concerns, it has not avoided sampling and other project costs at the 

expense of protection of human health or the environment. All sampling has been conducted 

under the oversight and approval of DTSC without compromising due to budgetary constraints. 

UC has invested significant funds towards the characterization, cleanup, and ongoing monitoring 

at RFS. Please see Master Response-3 regarding site characterization activities. 

Response PubHear-67 
UC has conducted soil and groundwater investigations along the property boundary with the 

former Stauffer site, referred to currently as the Former Zeneca Site, and a comprehensive indoor 

air quality investigation to determine whether previous historic releases could be identified and in 

order to evaluate potential exposure concerns for the current UC community. Results of property 

boundary sampling are presented in the Site Characterization Report for the RFS, which provides 

the information supporting the proposed cleanup. The DTSC-approved Final Site 

Characterization Report concludes that the existing organic groundwater contamination along the 

eastern RFS property boundary originates from the Zeneca site, and contaminants originating 

from the Zeneca site are subject to the DTSC Site Investigation and Remediation Order for the 

Zeneca site, and also must meet the protective standards required for UC property under the 

DTSC Site Investigation and Remediation for the Richmond Field Station. UC has not deferred 

any soil cleanup activities to owners of adjacent properties. 

Regarding possible ill effects during past cleanups, the measures to be implemented through the 

RAW and associated SMP are intended to protect public health and the environment. 

Furthermore, the CDPH completed a community health assessment as part of the Public Health 
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Assessment for both the RFS and former Zeneca sites, including an assessment of possible health 

effects from prior remediation work. In the Evaluation of Exposure to Contaminants at the 

University of California, Berkeley, Richmond Field Station, 1301 South 46th Street, Richmond, 

Contra Costa County, California, EPA Facility ID: CAD980673628, March 17, 2010 prepared by 

the California Department of Public Health under a cooperative agreement with the U.S. 

Department of Health and Human Services, ASTDR, CDPH concluded (Page 50) that  “CDPH 

has conducted a number of outreach activities at RFS, in an effort to collect and understand the 

health concerns that RFS employees believe are related to contamination at RFS. The majority of 

the health concerns expressed by workers cannot be clearly linked to chemical exposures at the 

site, with the exception of eye, nose and throat irritation, and mild respiratory effects that may 

have occurred from exposure to formaldehyde and airborne dust.” The report also concluded that 

there was “no apparent public health hazard from past exposure to airborne mercury during 

remedial work.” Also, in the Evaluation of Exposure to Contaminants from the Zeneca/Campus 

Bay Site, 1200 South 47th Street Richmond, Contra Costa, County, CA March 16, 2009 prepared 

by the California Department of Public Health under a cooperative agreement with the U.S. 

Department of Health and Human Services, Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry 

(ASTDR), CDPH concluded that “no public health hazard exists from… Past exposure to site-

related contaminants in dust during remedial activities conducted between 2002 and 2005” (Page 

46). 

Response PubHear-68 
UC has completed a robust 5-year restoration, monitoring, and sampling program following the 

marsh remediation project referenced in the comment, as documented in the Year 5 Monitoring 

Report for Western Stege Marsh Restoration Project, dated September 30, 2010. The purpose of 

the post remediation study was to assess the success of restoration activities and to adaptively 

manage the site to aid the overall restoration process. Data within the report support the 

conclusion that the remediated portion of Western Stege Marsh provides the functions of a tidal 

marsh typical of San Francisco Bay and that no further restoration or monitoring was 

recommended. UC continues, however, to conduct annual sediment sampling at the restored 

portion of the Western Stege Marsh. Data do not indicate that contaminants are at higher levels 

than previously encountered or that contaminant concentrations are increasing. As presented in 

Master Response-17, further investigation of the Natural Open Space area, including the Western 

Stege Marsh, will be conducted under Phase IV and V activities under the existing Site 

Investigation and Remediation Order for the RFS.  

With regard to the comment regarding studies of the marsh area, we believe the Commenter is 

referring to the Pacific Estuarine Ecosystem Indicator Research Consortium (PEEIR), studies 

performed in the early 2000s under a research partnership between UC Davis and UC Santa 

Barbara as part of a statewide effort to develop new indicators of saltmarsh conditions that can be 

used to diagnose the significance of specific causes of stress and well as to facilitate restoration 

and management. PEEIR established monitoring locations on Meeker Slough on City of 

Richmond Redevelopment Agency and East Bay Regional Park District property in areas subject 

to historic pollutant loading from numerous sources, including upland urban industries and 

stormwater runoff and from San Francisco Bay. While the studies did indicate ecological impacts 

from pollution they were not able to establish a specific cause or source.  

Response PubHear-69 
Please see Master Response-5. 
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Response PubHear-70 
The University is aware of the local rates of asthma and is committed to minimizing project 

emissions. The University has included policy S3 – Sustainability Policy on Site Development in 

the 2014 LRDP to minimize construction dust emissions. The University would also implement 

mitigation measures MM-AIR-2 and MM-AIR-4 to minimize operational emissions. Please also 

see the response to Comment CCISCO(2)-34. 

Response PubHear-71 
The concern of the Commenter is noted, in particular the concern about workers in the 40 to 50 

year old age range. The University expects to work with the community to develop outreach 

programs for employment opportunities. Please also see Master Responses-1 and -5. 

Response PubHear-72 
Birds are addressed in the Draft EIR on pages 4-55, -61, -62, -63, -64, -65, -66, -70, -71, -75, -78, 

-79, and -84. The EIR acknowledges that the site provides several different habitats used by a 

variety of bird species, including saltmarsh, grassland, eucalyptus, landscaped areas, and 

buildings. The Draft EIR acknowledges the potential for significant impacts to birds and includes 

mitigation measures to minimize potential for these impacts. Section 4.3.2 of the EIR has been 

revised to better describe avian use of the site, including avian use of grasslands and inclusion of 

additional state special status bird species. Please also see Master Response-6 and the response to 

Comment GGAS-7. 

Response PubHear-73 
The Commenter expresses concern about the noise and lighting impacts of construction over the 

lifetime of the 2014 LRDP. Construction projects would be dispersed across space and time. 

There is no reason to expect that construction would occur continuously over the timeframe of the 

LRDP, and across the 134 acre site. As described at page 4-200 of the Draft EIR, construction 

and demolition activities would be intermittent. Please see discussion of cumulative construction 

impacts at that page. The possibility that construction noise and related disturbances such as 

construction lighting could impact special status birds is also addressed in the Draft EIR at p. 4-

78, and mitigation measures provided. See Mitigation Measure BIO-2. 

Response PubHear-74 
Proposed RAW soil cleanup activities would not impact the Western Stege Marsh. Erosion 

control, dust mitigation measures, and final site grading would ensure no soils disturbed during 

cleanup activities can wash down gradient to the marsh or other receptors. Specific details 

regarding erosion and runoff controls are presented in the draft RAW, Section 5.0. 

Response PubHear-75 
Please see the responses to Comments NLForce-7 and GGAS-14. 

Response PubHear-76 
The Comment, which is an opinion about the value of natural spaces, but which is not in regard to 

the adequacy of the environmental impact report, is noted. It should also be noted that the existing 

RBC site is not a "natural place" with respect to the comment. Rather, it is a place that is part 

developed, part landscaped, and part "natural" space. Under the proposed Project, the site would 

continue to be partly developed, partly landscaped, and part "natural" space. 

Response PubHear-77 
Please see Master Response-16. 
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1.	  Executive	  Summary	  
	  
The	  City	  of	  Oakland,	  along	  with	  Bay	  Area	  Rapid	  Transit	  (BART)	  and	  the	  Peralta	  Community	  College	  
District	  (Peralta),	  are	  in	  the	  process	  of	  preparing	  a	  Station	  Area	  Plan	  (SAP)	  for	  the	  Lake	  Merritt	  BART	  
Station	  (LMB).	  The	  LMB	  SAP	  offers	  the	  opportunity	  to	  bring	  many	  health	  benefits	  to	  the	  local	  
community.	  However,	  as	  with	  all	  land	  use	  projects	  of	  this	  magnitude,	  it	  may	  also	  introduce	  or	  
exacerbate	  health	  hazards	  and	  risks.	  The	  goal	  of	  this	  Health	  Impact	  Assessment	  (HIA)	  is	  to	  identify	  
potential	  health	  benefits	  and	  risks	  associated	  with	  the	  LMB	  SAP,	  and	  to	  offer	  recommendations	  for	  
optimizing	  health	  impacts	  for	  all	  people	  affected	  by	  the	  plan.	  	  
	  
The	  steering	  committee	  brought	  together	  to	  conduct	  this	  HIA	  offered	  health	  impact	  analysis	  input	  at	  
various	  stages	  of	  the	  planning	  process.	  HIA	  input	  included	  a	  limited	  health	  impact	  analysis	  of	  Land	  Use	  
and	  Transportation	  Concepts	  released	  by	  the	  City	  of	  Oakland	  in	  June	  and	  July,	  2011;	  a	  health	  impact	  
assessment	  of	  the	  Draft	  Emerging	  Plan	  (DEP)	  in	  letter	  format	  in	  November	  2011;	  and	  a	  summary	  of	  
health	  research	  evidence	  pertaining	  to	  additional	  topics,	  as	  requested	  by	  City	  of	  Oakland	  planning	  staff.	  	  
	  
The	  Steering	  Committee	  selected	  the	  following	  five	  health	  determinants	  for	  the	  focus	  of	  the	  HIA,	  all	  of	  
which	  are	  of	  high	  priority	  to	  the	  community:	  

• Transportation	  
• Housing	  
• Economic	  Development	  
• Parks	  
• Public	  Safety	  

	  
Key	  Assessment	  Findings	  
	  
Baseline	  Health	  Conditions	  
Baseline	  health	  conditions	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  were	  assessed.	  Using	  zip	  codes	  to	  approximate	  the	  
Planning	  Area,	  it	  was	  discovered	  that	  Planning	  Area	  residents	  have	  slightly	  higher	  rates	  of	  receiving	  care	  
for	  diabetes	  and	  coronary	  heart	  disease	  compared	  to	  the	  City	  of	  Oakland.	  Twice	  as	  many	  people	  in	  
Planning	  Area	  zip	  codes	  received	  inpatient	  or	  emergency	  room	  care	  for	  mental	  disorders	  as	  the	  rest	  of	  
Oakland.	  Asthma	  rates	  are	  particularly	  high	  in	  Chinatown,	  and	  heart	  disease	  is	  the	  leading	  cause	  of	  
death	  for	  all	  Oakland	  residents.	  	  
	  
Health	  Impacts	  Related	  to	  Transportation	  
Key	  health	  issues	  related	  to	  transportation	  explored	  in	  the	  HIA	  include	  physical	  activity	  related	  to	  
walking,	  biking,	  and	  using	  public	  transit;	  traffic	  safety	  for	  motorists,	  pedestrians	  and	  bicyclists;	  and	  air	  
quality	  impacts	  of	  vehicles.	  	  
	  
The	  proportion	  of	  Planning	  Area	  residents	  who	  walk	  to	  work	  (18%)	  is	  four	  times	  higher	  than	  proportions	  
for	  Oakland	  and	  Alameda	  County.	  The	  Planning	  Area	  has	  one	  of	  the	  highest	  concentrations	  of	  
pedestrians	  in	  the	  city.	  Two	  percent	  of	  residents	  bike	  to	  work,	  which	  is	  similar	  to	  the	  proportion	  for	  
Oakland.	  Sidewalks	  are	  present	  throughout	  the	  Planning	  Area	  and	  their	  conditions	  range	  from	  poor	  to	  
good.	  There	  is	  a	  dearth	  of	  bikeways	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  although	  improvements	  are	  being	  made	  in	  
recent	  years.	  Chinatown,	  which	  makes	  up	  a	  large	  portion	  of	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  has	  historically	  had	  the	  
highest	  concentration	  of	  pedestrian/vehicle	  collisions	  in	  the	  city.	  
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Air	  quality	  conditions	  are	  poor	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  and	  a	  big	  reason	  for	  this	  is	  that	  Interstate	  880	  
traverses	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  along	  with	  other	  major	  vehicle	  thoroughfares.	  
	  
The	  Lake	  Merritt	  BART	  Draft	  Emerging	  Plan	  proposes	  to	  generate	  between	  30,987	  and	  36,461	  additional	  
new	  daily	  vehicle	  trips,	  which	  will	  negatively	  impact	  air	  quality	  and	  pedestrian	  and	  bicycle	  safety,	  if	  not	  
mitigated.	  The	  DEP	  proposals	  also	  include	  features	  that	  will	  be	  positive	  to	  health,	  such	  as	  pedestrian	  
improvements,	  traffic	  calming	  features	  such	  as	  lane	  reduction	  and	  narrowing,	  and	  bike	  lanes.	  	  
	  
Health	  Impacts	  Related	  to	  Housing	  
Key	  issues	  for	  health	  related	  to	  housing	  that	  are	  explored	  in	  the	  HIA	  include	  displacement	  and	  
affordability.	  	  
	  
As	  of	  2000,	  median	  gross	  rent	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  was	  about	  70%	  of	  median	  gross	  rent	  in	  the	  City	  
overall.	  However,	  as	  it	  becomes	  further	  developed	  with	  BART	  Station	  Area	  Plan	  and	  other	  
developments,	  the	  Planning	  Area	  is	  very	  vulnerable	  to	  rising	  housing	  costs,	  gentrification,	  and	  
displacement	  in	  coming	  years.	  Measures	  should	  be	  taken	  to	  create	  permanently	  affordable	  housing.	  	  
	  
Health	  Impacts	  Related	  to	  Economic	  Development	  
Key	  health	  determinants	  related	  to	  economic	  development	  that	  are	  explored	  in	  the	  HIA	  include	  
workforce	  characteristics,	  including	  income,	  age,	  educational	  attainment,	  employment	  and	  work	  
location;	  business	  characteristics,	  including	  employment	  potential,	  industry	  and	  occupational	  categories;	  
wages	  and	  benefits;	  and	  workforce	  development.	  Additionally,	  existing	  conditions	  for	  businesses	  that	  
offer	  necessary	  resources,	  and	  that	  facilitate	  growth	  and	  potential	  to	  attract	  more	  revenue	  to	  the	  area	  
are	  presented.	  
	  
The	  industries	  with	  the	  greatest	  representation	  by	  residents	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  were	  (in	  this	  order):	  	  

• Educational	  services,	  health	  care	  and	  social	  assistance	  
• Arts,	  entertainment,	  and	  recreation,	  and	  	  
• Accommodation	  and	  food	  services;	  	  
• Finance	  and	  insurance,	  and	  real	  estate	  and	  rental	  and	  leasing;	  	  
• Retail	  trade;	  and	  	  
• Professional,	  scientific,	  and	  management,	  and	  administrative	  and	  waste	  management	  services.	  

This	  somewhat	  aligns	  with	  the	  breakdown	  of	  businesses	  by	  industry	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  The	  industries	  
offering	  the	  most	  jobs	  in	  the	  three	  zip	  codes	  intersecting	  the	  Planning	  Area	  include	  (in	  this	  order):	  	  

• Professional,	  scientific,	  and	  technical	  services;	  	  
• Health	  care	  and	  social	  assistance;	  	  
• Administrative	  and	  support	  and	  waste	  management	  and	  remediation	  services;	  	  
• Finance	  and	  insurance;	  	  
• Other	  services;	  	  
• Transportation	  and	  warehousing;	  and	  	  
• Accommodation	  and	  food	  services.	  	  

Based	  on	  this	  information	  it	  appears	  as	  though	  some	  residents	  are	  working	  locally,	  but	  it	  is	  not	  possible	  
to	  say	  how	  many	  and	  whether	  local	  resident	  qualifications	  are	  appropriate	  for	  the	  businesses	  present	  in	  
the	  Planning	  Area.	  	  
	  
The	  Lake	  Merritt	  BART	  Station	  Area	  Plan	  could	  add	  an	  estimated	  4,423	  new	  jobs	  to	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  
primarily	  through	  the	  addition	  of	  new	  retail	  and	  office	  jobs	  and	  at	  the	  expense	  of	  some	  auto-‐related	  and	  
industrial	  jobs.	  The	  addition	  of	  new	  retail	  and	  office	  jobs	  has	  the	  potential	  to	  benefit	  local	  residents,	  as	  
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many	  local	  residents	  are	  monolingual	  Chinese	  and	  appropriate	  employment	  for	  this	  population	  is	  more	  
common	  in	  smaller	  (rather	  than	  larger)	  retail	  and	  office	  spaces.	  Therefore,	  if	  some	  portion	  of	  the	  new	  
retail	  and	  office	  jobs	  are	  in	  smaller	  spaces,	  local	  residents	  have	  a	  greater	  chance	  of	  benefiting	  from	  SAP	  
development.	  	  
	  
Health	  Impacts	  Related	  to	  Parks	  
This	  HIA	  explored	  parks	  by	  examining	  the	  Draft	  Emerging	  Plan’s	  impacts	  on	  the	  amount	  of	  park	  land,	  
park	  acres	  per	  resident,	  geographic	  access	  to	  parks,	  and	  programs	  and	  features	  offered	  by	  parks.	  	  
	  	  
The	  Planning	  Area	  currently	  includes	  three	  local	  parks	  and	  two	  regional	  parks.	  Although	  many	  Planning	  
Area	  residents	  live	  near	  a	  park,	  the	  number	  of	  park	  acres	  per	  1,000	  people	  is	  likely	  lower	  than	  city	  and	  
other	  guidelines,	  and	  that	  of	  Oakland	  overall.	  Planning	  Area	  parks	  could	  therefore	  be	  considered	  
overcrowded.	  Proximity	  to	  a	  regional	  serving	  park	  is	  also	  not	  available	  to	  many	  Planning	  Area	  residents.	  	  
	  
While	  the	  Draft	  Emerging	  Plan	  proposes	  additional	  parkland,	  which	  will	  increase	  geographic	  access	  to	  
parks	  for	  many	  people,	  which	  is	  a	  health	  benefit,	  new	  residential	  development	  will	  also	  accommodate	  
more	  residents.	  Thus,	  even	  with	  additional	  proposed	  parkland,	  the	  parkland	  per	  population	  decreases	  in	  
an	  already	  park-‐deficient	  area.	  We	  recommend	  that	  park	  programming	  decisions	  include	  community	  
input	  and	  be	  culturally	  appropriate.	  	  
	  
Health	  Impacts	  Related	  to	  Public	  Safety	  
Crime	  and	  violence	  are	  significant	  health	  concerns	  to	  residents	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  Crime	  does	  occur	  in	  
the	  Planning	  Area,	  and	  blocks	  around	  the	  Lake	  Merritt	  BART	  Station	  are	  perceived	  by	  many	  as	  unsafe.	  
Crime	  prevention	  through	  environmental	  design	  (CPTED)	  principles,	  as	  related	  to	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  are	  
discussed	  in	  this	  HIA.	  According	  to	  CPTED,	  crime	  can	  be	  mitigated	  by	  increasing	  commercial	  and	  retail	  
use	  as	  well	  as	  mixed-‐use	  development,	  attracting	  pedestrian	  activity	  and	  “eyes	  on	  the	  street,”	  reducing	  
traffic	  volumes	  and	  speeds,	  and	  increasing	  social	  cohesion.	  According	  to	  CPTED	  principles,	  the	  Lake	  
Merritt	  BART	  Station	  Area	  Plan	  will	  for	  the	  most	  part	  lead	  to	  the	  prevention	  of	  crime.	  	  
	  
	  
In	  conclusion,	  the	  Lake	  Merritt	  BART	  Station	  Area	  Plan	  offers	  an	  extraordinary	  opportunity	  to	  benefit	  the	  
health	  of	  current	  and	  future	  residents	  of	  the	  Planning	  Area	  as	  well	  as	  the	  entire	  City	  of	  Oakland.	  Transit	  
access,	  pedestrian	  improvements,	  traffic	  calming	  designs,	  healthy	  and	  affordable	  housing,	  local	  jobs,	  
increased	  access	  to	  existing	  regional	  parks,	  and	  probable	  improvements	  to	  public	  safety	  are	  all	  likely	  to	  
lead	  to	  health	  benefits.	  However,	  some	  negative	  health	  impacts	  of	  the	  proposals	  are	  predicted,	  such	  as	  
a	  higher	  risk	  for	  housing	  displacement	  and	  gentrification,	  increased	  pedestrian	  and	  bicycle	  collisions,	  
and	  hazardous	  air	  quality	  impacts	  associated	  with	  increased	  vehicle	  trips	  and	  increased	  resident	  
exposure	  to	  Interstate	  880.	  Recommendations	  included	  in	  this	  HIA	  will	  help	  address	  these	  negative	  
impacts	  and	  improve	  future	  health	  outcomes.	  	  
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2.	  Introduction	  
	  
The	  City	  of	  Oakland,	  along	  with	  Bay	  Area	  Rapid	  Transit	  (BART)	  and	  the	  Peralta	  Community	  College	  
District	  (Peralta),	  are	  in	  the	  process	  of	  preparing	  a	  Station	  Area	  Plan	  (SAP)	  for	  the	  Lake	  Merritt	  BART	  
Station	  (LMB).	  In	  conjunction	  with	  meeting	  future	  demand	  for	  growth	  (as	  projected	  by	  the	  Metropolitan	  
Transportation	  Commission	  and	  the	  Association	  of	  Bay	  Area	  Governments),	  the	  SAP	  will	  steer	  future	  
redevelopment	  within	  the	  project	  area	  (including	  all	  parcels	  within	  a	  10	  minute	  walk	  surrounding	  the	  
BART	  station),	  will	  establish	  regulations	  for	  redevelopment	  projects	  on	  public	  and	  private	  property,	  and	  
will	  guide	  the	  redesign	  of	  streets	  and	  sidewalks	  to	  make	  the	  area	  more	  transit-‐oriented.	  Key	  objectives	  
of	  the	  LMB	  SAP	  as	  identified	  by	  the	  City	  of	  Oakland1	  include	  the	  following:	  
	  

• Increase	  use	  of	  non-‐automobile	  modes	  of	  transportation,	  including	  walking,	  bicycling,	  bus,	  
BART,	  carpooling,	  ridesharing	  and	  other	  options;	  and	  reduce	  auto	  use.	  

• Increase	  the	  housing	  supply,	  especially	  affordable	  housing	  for	  low-‐income	  residents.	  Specifically	  
increase	  the	  amount	  of	  housing	  around	  the	  BART	  station.	  

• Increase	  jobs	  and	  improve	  access	  to	  jobs	  along	  the	  transit	  corridor.	  
• Provide	  services	  and	  retail	  options	  in	  the	  station	  area.	  
• Identify	  additional	  recreation	  and	  open	  space	  opportunities.	  
• Provide	  an	  impetus	  for	  real	  development	  projects	  and	  specific	  public	  improvements.	  The	  plan	  

should	  generate	  interest,	  enthusiasm	  and	  consensus	  about	  new	  development	  in	  the	  area	  and	  
establish	  priorities	  for	  public	  improvement	  projects.	  

	  
In	  addition	  to	  addressing	  the	  needs	  of	  BART	  (related	  to	  current	  and	  future	  ridership)	  and	  the	  Peralta	  
Community	  College	  District	  (related	  to	  education	  and	  maximizing	  the	  use	  of	  Laney	  College),	  the	  City	  of	  
Oakland	  has	  expressed	  their	  commitment	  to	  address	  the	  needs	  of	  the	  community.2	  Many	  diverse	  
residents,	  businesses	  and	  students	  make	  up	  the	  community	  of	  this	  area.	  Oakland’s	  Chinatown	  makes	  up	  
the	  majority	  of	  the	  population	  in	  the	  project’s	  defined	  Planning	  Area	  (see	  Figure	  1),	  and	  it	  functions	  as	  a	  
regional	  center	  for	  the	  Asian	  community.	  The	  Planning	  Area	  also	  includes	  a	  portion	  of	  Lake	  Merritt,	  a	  
regional	  park	  attracting	  users	  from	  around	  the	  city	  and	  beyond.	  
	  
This	  project	  will	  have	  major	  implications	  for	  the	  Chinatown	  community	  and	  businesses,	  Lake	  Merritt	  
BART	  Station	  users,	  students	  at	  Peralta’s	  Laney	  College,	  residents	  and	  workers	  of	  downtown	  Oakland,	  
properties	  and	  communities	  along	  the	  southern	  border	  of	  Lake	  Merritt,	  and	  green	  space	  in	  the	  area.	  	  In	  
order	  to	  identify	  positive	  and	  negative	  environmental	  impacts	  of	  this	  project,	  and	  plan	  mitigations	  for	  
negative	  impacts,	  an	  Environmental	  Impact	  Report	  (EIR)	  will	  be	  conducted	  near	  the	  end	  of	  the	  planning	  
process.	  However,	  EIRs	  have	  traditionally	  fallen	  short	  of	  adequately	  considering	  the	  range	  of	  health	  
impacts	  associated	  with	  planning	  processes.	  
	  
The	  LMB	  SAP	  offers	  the	  opportunity	  to	  bring	  many	  health	  benefits	  to	  the	  local	  community.	  However,	  as	  
with	  all	  land	  use	  projects	  of	  this	  magnitude,	  it	  may	  also	  introduce	  or	  exacerbate	  health	  hazards	  and	  
risks.	  The	  goal	  of	  this	  Health	  Impact	  Assessment	  (HIA)	  is	  to	  identify	  potential	  health	  benefits	  and	  risks	  
associated	  with	  the	  LMB	  SAP,	  and	  to	  offer	  recommendations	  for	  optimizing	  health	  impacts	  for	  all	  
people	  affected	  by	  the	  plan.	  	  
	  
The	  LMB	  SAP	  HIA	  process	  (an	  additional	  component	  to	  the	  SAP	  planning	  process)	  is	  being	  undertaken	  
through	  funding	  provided	  by	  the	  Federal	  Transit	  Administration	  (FTA)	  Public	  Transportation	  Participation	  
Pilot	  Program	  to	  increase	  opportunities	  for	  under	  represented	  populations	  to	  participate	  in	  
transportation	  planning	  processes.	  The	  HIA	  portion	  of	  the	  grant-‐funded	  project	  was	  conducted	  between	  
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January	  2010	  and	  December	  2011,	  and	  was	  led	  by	  Human	  Impact	  Partners	  (HIP)	  with	  collaboration	  of	  
the	  following	  groups	  funded	  through	  the	  project:	  

• Public	  Health	  Law	  &	  Policy	  (PHLP);	  
• Asian	  Pacific	  Environmental	  Network	  (APEN);	  and	  
• TransForm.	  	  

	  
The	  following	  additional	  stakeholders	  with	  extensive	  background	  and	  experience	  in	  the	  Oakland	  
Chinatown	  community	  participated	  in	  the	  entirety	  of	  the	  HIA	  process.	  Their	  participation	  was	  not	  
funded	  through	  the	  FTA	  grant:	  	  

• Asian	  Health	  Services	  (AHS)	  and	  	  
• East	  Bay	  Asian	  Local	  Development	  Corporation	  (EBALDC).	  

Representatives	  of	  these	  six	  organizations	  formed	  the	  Steering	  Committee	  for	  this	  HIA.	  	  
	  
This	  report	  is	  divided	  into	  the	  following	  ten	  sections:	  

1. Executive	  Summary	  –	  summarizes	  key	  points	  of	  the	  HIA	  report	  
2. Introduction	  –	  introduces	  context	  of	  the	  HIA	  
3. Background	  and	  Screening	  –	  provides	  background	  on	  the	  HIA	  and	  description	  of	  the	  screening	  

process	  for	  this	  HIA	  
4. HIA	  Scope	  –	  describes	  steering	  committee	  scoping	  process,	  including	  identification	  of	  

populations	  affected	  by	  the	  decision,	  geographic	  area	  of	  focus,	  potential	  health	  effects	  of	  the	  
LMB	  SAP,	  five	  health	  determinant	  categories,	  prioritized	  research	  questions,	  and	  assessment	  
methods	  and	  data	  sources	  used	  in	  the	  HIA.	  

5. Assessment	  Findings	  and	  Recommendations	  –	  Presents	  research	  connecting	  each	  health	  
determinant	  to	  health	  outcomes,	  existing	  conditions	  for	  each	  health	  determinant,	  forecasted	  
impacts	  of	  the	  LMB	  SAP	  on	  health,	  and	  recommendations	  for	  the	  LMB	  SAP	  based	  on	  findings	  of	  
the	  impact	  assessment	  and	  evidence-‐based	  best	  practices.	  

6. Reporting	  –	  Summarizes	  reporting	  products	  and	  activities.	  
7. Monitoring	  –	  Presents	  effects	  of	  the	  HIA	  on	  the	  decision	  to	  date	  and	  outlines	  a	  plan	  for	  tracking	  

future	  effects	  of	  the	  decision	  on	  health	  outcomes.	  
8. Conclusions	  –	  Summarizes	  overall	  conclusion	  of	  the	  HIA.	  
9. References	  –	  Lists	  references	  cited	  throughout	  this	  report.	  
10. Appendices	  –	  Includes	  the	  HIA	  pathway	  diagrams	  and	  scope.	  

	  
3.	  Background	  and	  Screening	  

HIA	  is	  a	  combination	  of	  procedures,	  methods	  and	  tools	  by	  which	  a	  policy	  or	  project	  may	  be	  judged	  for	  its	  
potential	  health	  effects	  on	  a	  population,	  and	  the	  distribution	  of	  those	  effects	  within	  the	  population.3	  	  
HIA	  can	  be	  used	  to	  improve	  the	  quality	  of	  public	  policy	  decision	  making	  through	  evidence-‐based	  
recommendations	  to	  enhance	  predicted	  positive	  health	  impacts	  and	  minimize	  negative	  ones.	  	  

While	  there	  is	  no	  “typical”	  health	  impact	  assessment,	  best	  practice	  standards	  outline	  six	  steps	  in	  
conducting	  an	  HIA:	  

• Screening:	  determines	  the	  need	  for	  and	  value	  of	  an	  HIA	  
• Scoping:	  identifies	  the	  potential	  health	  impacts	  to	  evaluate	  
• Analysis:	  Uses	  qualitative	  and	  quantitative	  data,	  expertise	  and	  experience	  to	  judge	  the	  

magnitude	  and	  direction	  of	  potential	  health	  impacts	  
• Recommendations:	  Presents	  evidence-‐based	  (when	  possible)	  mitigation	  strategies	  for	  

addressing	  any	  identified	  negative	  health	  impacts	  
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• Reporting:	  delivers	  results	  to	  stakeholders	  through	  reports	  and	  presentations	  
• Monitoring:	  tracks	  the	  effects	  of	  the	  HIA	  on	  the	  decision	  and	  critically	  reviews	  the	  HIA	  process	  

The	  screening	  process	  was	  conducted	  between	  January	  and	  April	  2010,	  when	  PHLP	  brought	  together	  
groups	  for	  the	  FTA	  grant	  application.	  Screening	  was	  conducted	  informally	  through	  a	  series	  of	  phone	  calls	  
between	  PHLP	  and	  other	  organizations	  in	  the	  collaborative	  (later	  termed	  the	  Steering	  Committee).	  

Health	  concerns	  in	  the	  vicinity	  of	  LMB	  were	  identified	  during	  HIA	  screening.	  Prior	  to	  this	  HIA	  
opportunity,	  community	  stakeholders	  had	  expressed	  their	  concerns	  about	  existing	  conditions	  in	  
Chinatown	  as	  well	  as	  potential	  risks	  associated	  with	  the	  LMB	  SAP.	  Crime	  and	  air	  pollution	  have	  been	  
main	  concerns	  of	  the	  community,	  and	  some	  other	  community	  needs	  have	  been	  identified,	  such	  as	  
improved	  sidewalks	  (such	  as	  benches,	  streetlights,	  and	  trees),	  neighborhood	  parks	  and	  spaces	  for	  tai	  chi	  
and	  other	  athletic	  activities,	  and	  affordable	  and	  senior	  housing.	  It	  was	  determined	  that	  the	  LMB	  SAP	  
could	  potentially	  impact	  all	  of	  these	  concerns	  and	  needs.	  	  

Ultimately,	  the	  LMB	  SAP	  was	  chosen	  as	  a	  project	  on	  which	  to	  conduct	  an	  HIA	  because	  of	  its	  potential	  to	  
impact	  the	  health	  of	  a	  great	  number	  of	  people,	  past	  and	  ongoing	  community	  engagement	  in	  local	  
advocacy	  and	  planning	  processes,	  and	  ample	  time	  within	  the	  decision-‐making	  timeline	  for	  conducting	  
the	  analysis	  and	  communicating	  results.	  In	  addition,	  the	  City	  of	  Oakland	  had	  already	  formed	  an	  official	  
community	  engagement	  process,	  so	  it	  was	  anticipated	  that	  they	  would	  be	  open	  to	  results	  of	  an	  HIA	  
driven	  by	  organizations	  formally	  engaged	  in	  their	  own	  process.	  The	  Steering	  Committee	  anticipated	  that	  
an	  HIA	  on	  the	  LMB	  SAP	  would	  offer	  valuable	  findings	  and	  recommendations	  for	  improving	  community	  
health	  that	  would	  not	  otherwise	  be	  included	  or	  considered	  in	  the	  planning	  process.	  
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Figure	  1.	  Map	  of	  Planning	  Area	  

	  
	  
	  
After	  the	  majority	  of	  HIA	  screening	  was	  complete,	  HIP	  notified	  City	  of	  Oakland	  planning	  staff	  about	  this	  
HIA	  in	  September	  2010.	  HIP	  invited	  city	  planning	  staff	  to	  give	  input	  on	  the	  HIA	  scope,	  and	  sought	  a	  
collaborative	  approach	  to	  contributing	  HIA	  findings	  and	  recommendations	  to	  the	  planning	  process.	  
Through	  a	  subsequent	  series	  of	  conversations	  with	  planning	  staff,	  the	  HIA	  steering	  committee	  agreed	  to	  
offer	  HIA	  input	  within	  the	  planning	  process	  at	  times	  when	  city	  decision-‐makers	  were	  open	  to	  receiving	  
input.	  Specifically,	  the	  HIA	  team	  and	  city	  decision-‐makers	  agreed	  on	  the	  following	  HIA	  deliverables	  and	  
timelines:	  
• Limited	  health	  impact	  analysis	  of	  Land	  Use	  and	  Transportation	  Concepts	  released	  by	  the	  City	  of	  

Oakland	  in	  June	  and	  July,	  2011;	  	  
• Health	  impact	  assessment	  of	  the	  Draft	  Emerging	  Plan	  (DEP)	  in	  November	  2011	  in	  a	  letter	  format;	  

and	  	  
• Review	  of	  health	  research	  evidence	  pertaining	  to	  additional	  topics	  (as	  necessary)	  following	  the	  Draft	  

Emerging	  Plan	  HIA	  letter.	  
	  
Reporting	  materials	  are	  discussed	  and	  referenced	  in	  Section	  6	  of	  this	  report.	  	  
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4.	  HIA	  Scope	  
	  
All	  members	  of	  the	  Steering	  Committee	  conducted	  the	  HIA	  scoping	  process	  collaboratively.	  
Commitment	  to	  a	  collaborative	  process,	  a	  limited	  budget,	  and	  a	  large	  range	  of	  differing	  priorities	  among	  
Steering	  Committee	  members	  made	  for	  a	  lengthy	  scoping	  process	  (April	  2010	  through	  December	  2010),	  
but	  the	  time	  spent	  led	  to	  a	  strong	  and	  thorough	  scope.	  
	  
Guiding	  Principles	  
In	  2009	  in	  advance	  of	  the	  LMB	  SAP	  planning	  effort,	  the	  City	  of	  Oakland,	  Asian	  Health	  Services	  and	  the	  
Oakland	  Chinatown	  Chamber	  of	  Commerce	  held	  a	  series	  of	  community	  outreach	  meetings	  and	  surveys.	  
As	  a	  result	  of	  that	  community	  visioning	  process,	  nine	  Guiding	  Principles4	  were	  generated	  to	  guide	  
development	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  	  	  The	  HIA	  scoping	  process	  began	  with	  a	  discussion	  of	  the	  following	  
nine	  Guiding	  Principles:	  
	  

• Public	  Safety	  
• Jobs	  
• Housing	  
• Community	  Facilities	  and	  Open	  Space	  
• Business	  
• Transportation	  
• Cultural	  Preservation	  
• Community	  Engagement	  
• Health	  

	  
All	  of	  these	  principles	  are	  tied	  to	  health	  and	  wellness,	  but	  the	  HIA	  Steering	  Committee	  did	  not	  have	  time	  
and	  resources	  to	  analyze	  all	  of	  them.	  Thus,	  a	  prioritization	  process	  was	  conducted	  that	  included	  a	  
discussion	  of	  potential	  HIA	  indicators	  with	  which	  to	  analyze	  the	  LMB	  SAP’s	  impact	  on	  each	  principle,	  the	  
capacity	  of	  the	  LMB	  SAP	  to	  impact	  each	  principle,	  and	  the	  level	  of	  priority	  placed	  on	  each	  guiding	  
principle	  by	  the	  community.	  	  	  
	  
Populations	  
The	  LMB	  SAP	  will	  primarily	  impact	  Planning	  Area	  residents	  and	  employees,	  BART	  riders,	  Laney	  College	  
students,	  and	  regional	  parks	  users.	  Street	  design	  aspects	  of	  the	  SAP	  will	  also	  affect	  pedestrians,	  
bicyclists,	  and	  drivers	  who	  travel	  through	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  Vulnerable	  populations	  include	  the	  many	  
low-‐income	  residents	  living	  in	  subsidized	  and	  de-‐facto	  market-‐rate	  affordable	  housing	  in	  the	  Planning	  
Area;	  residents	  living	  in	  close	  proximity	  to	  I-‐880	  and	  its	  associated	  vehicle	  emissions;	  a	  large	  senior	  
population	  in	  Chinatown;	  those	  whose	  income	  depends	  on	  the	  success	  of	  many	  small	  businesses	  in	  
Chinatown;	  and	  non-‐English	  speakers	  who	  especially	  depend	  on	  living	  and	  working	  with	  others	  who	  
share	  their	  native	  language.	  	  
	  
Area	  of	  focus	  
In	  order	  to	  effectively	  align	  with	  the	  LMB	  SAP	  planning	  process	  and	  to	  create	  the	  highest	  likelihood	  of	  
impact,	  the	  geographic	  area	  of	  focus	  for	  the	  HIA	  is	  the	  Planning	  Area	  identified	  by	  the	  city,	  which	  is	  the	  
area	  within	  a	  half-‐mile	  radius	  of	  the	  Lake	  Merritt	  BART	  Station.	  	  
	  
Hypotheses	  and	  research	  questions	  
The	  Steering	  Committee	  selected	  five	  health	  determinants	  for	  the	  focus	  of	  the	  HIA,	  all	  of	  which	  are	  of	  
high	  priority	  to	  the	  community:	  
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• Transportation	  
• Housing	  
• Economic	  Development	  
• Parks	  
• Public	  Safety	  

	  
Pathway	  diagrams	  are	  diagrams	  connecting	  a	  policy,	  project	  or	  plan	  proposal	  to	  health	  determinants	  
and	  then	  health	  outcomes.	  A	  series	  of	  pathway	  diagrams	  illustrating	  the	  LMB	  SAP’s	  hypothesized	  
impacts	  on	  health	  outcomes	  through	  each	  health	  determinant	  were	  created	  during	  the	  HIA	  Scoping	  
step.	  	  Pathway	  diagrams	  are	  included	  in	  Appendix	  A.	  Research	  questions	  for	  exploring	  hypotheses	  were	  
created,	  and	  for	  each	  research	  question,	  indicators	  were	  developed	  to	  measure	  the	  effect	  of	  the	  LMB	  
SAP	  on	  the	  health	  determinant.	  The	  HIA	  scope,	  including	  research	  questions	  and	  indicators,	  is	  attached	  
as	  Appendix	  B.	  	  
	  
Assessment	  methods	  and	  data	  sources	  
Assessment	  methods	  and	  data	  sources	  identified	  by	  the	  Steering	  Committee,	  with	  HIP’s	  leadership,	  are	  
included	  in	  the	  scope	  (see	  Appendix	  B).	  	  
	  
Some	  of	  the	  major	  data	  sources	  that	  are	  included	  and	  referred	  to	  repeatedly	  throughout	  this	  report	  are	  
the	  following:	  

• Lake	  Merritt	  Station	  Area	  Plan	  Existing	  Conditions	  and	  Key	  Issues	  Report	  (SAP	  Existing	  Conditions	  
Report)	  –	  includes	  a	  wealth	  of	  information	  and	  data	  on	  existing	  conditions	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  

• Asian	  Health	  Services	  Community	  Environmental	  Audit	  Survey	  –	  “Patient	  leaders”	  assembled	  by	  
Asian	  Health	  Services,	  a	  member	  organization	  of	  the	  Steering	  Committee,	  conducted	  an	  
observational	  survey	  of	  three	  areas	  within	  the	  Planning	  Area:	  10th	  to	  14th	  Street,	  the	  Lake	  
Merritt	  BART	  Station	  vicinity,	  and	  the	  area	  east	  of	  Lake	  Merritt.	  Observational	  results	  are	  
referenced	  in	  this	  report.	  	  

• Neighborhood	  Teas	  and	  Focus	  Groups	  –	  as	  part	  of	  their	  community	  engagement	  process,	  the	  
City	  of	  Oakland	  conducted	  four	  “teas”	  or	  focus	  groups:	  	  

o The	  Merchants	  Tea	  included	  34	  local	  merchants	  and	  interested	  community	  members;	  	  
o The	  Property	  Owners	  and	  Brokers	  Tea	  included	  ten	  community	  members,	  including	  

realtors	  or	  property	  owners	  with	  interests	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  councilmember	  aides,	  
redevelopment	  agency	  staff,	  and	  Chamber	  of	  Commerce	  representatives;	  

o The	  Students	  Tea	  included	  12	  Laney	  College	  students	  and	  interested	  community	  
members;	  and	  	  

o The	  Families	  Tea	  included	  11	  interested	  community	  members	  with	  children	  or	  
grandchildren	  that	  use	  the	  area	  or	  that	  are	  involved	  with	  Lincoln	  Elementary	  School.	  

Summaries	  of	  all	  tea	  conversations	  are	  included	  in	  the	  Lake	  Merritt	  Station	  Area	  Plan	  Summary	  
of	  Community	  Feedback.5	  
	  

In	  order	  to	  acquire	  Planning	  Area	  data	  from	  certain	  sources	  that	  organize	  data	  by	  zip	  code,	  we	  used	  zip	  
codes	  94606,	  94607,	  and	  94612.	  The	  Planning	  Area	  is	  mainly	  made	  up	  of	  these	  three	  zip	  codes	  so	  our	  
sense	  is	  that	  data	  from	  these	  zip	  codes	  provides	  an	  adequate	  representation	  of	  Planning	  Area	  
characteristics.	  However,	  data	  from	  certain	  zip	  codes	  that	  make	  up	  small	  portions	  of	  the	  Planning	  Area	  
(e.g.,	  94610)	  are	  excluded.	  In	  addition,	  zip	  code	  94607,	  which	  is	  included	  in	  this	  analysis	  because	  it	  
includes	  a	  large	  portion	  of	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  also	  contains	  nearly	  the	  entirety	  of	  West	  Oakland,	  a	  
separate	  and	  different	  community.	  These	  are	  limitations	  of	  using	  data	  organized	  by	  zip	  code.	  
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Similarly,	  for	  census	  data	  collection,	  the	  smallest	  available	  Census	  units	  (blocks	  or	  tracts)	  were	  
intersected	  with	  the	  Planning	  Area	  (a	  half-‐mile	  buffer	  around	  the	  Lake	  Merritt	  BART	  Station)	  and	  blocks	  
or	  tracts	  were	  excluded	  when	  a	  majority	  of	  their	  area	  fell	  outside	  the	  buffer.	  For	  some	  characteristics	  
(race/ethnicity)	  we	  were	  able	  to	  use	  the	  2010	  decennial	  Census	  and	  block	  geographies,	  but	  for	  the	  
majority,	  we	  used	  larger	  geographies	  (tracts)	  and	  the	  American	  Community	  Survey’s	  (ACS)	  2005	  to	  2009	  
5-‐year	  averages	  (there	  are	  three	  tracts	  where	  the	  majority	  of	  the	  tract	  falls	  within	  the	  buffer).	  In	  some	  
cases,	  where	  data	  was	  only	  available	  at	  this	  scale,	  the	  characteristics	  of	  Oakland	  residents	  were	  
referenced.	  
	  
Prioritization	  process	  
At	  the	  end	  of	  the	  scoping	  process	  it	  was	  determined	  that	  the	  scope	  was	  too	  long	  given	  the	  budget	  
allocated	  for	  this	  HIA.	  HIP	  then	  led	  a	  prioritization	  process	  whereby	  each	  indicator	  in	  the	  original	  scope	  
(shown	  in	  Appendix	  B)	  was	  evaluated	  based	  on	  available	  data	  sources,	  available	  methods,	  and	  difficulty	  
and	  time	  associated	  with	  analysis.	  Furthermore,	  limited	  resources	  available	  for	  this	  HIA	  required	  
prioritizing	  the	  scope.	  While	  the	  existing	  conditions	  analysis	  (Section	  5)	  covered	  a	  broad	  range	  of	  topics	  
prioritized	  by	  the	  HIA	  Steering	  Committee	  during	  HIA	  scoping,	  final	  reporting	  products	  included	  an	  even	  
narrower	  impact	  analysis	  (Section	  5)	  scope	  that	  coincided	  with	  issues	  deemed	  most	  closely	  related	  to	  
health,	  were	  most	  controversial,	  or	  for	  which	  additional	  health	  impact	  information	  was	  anticipated	  to	  be	  
most	  utilized	  for	  decision-‐making.	  	  
	  
Final	  Scope	  
The	  prioritization	  process	  resulted	  in	  a	  slightly	  reduced	  final	  scope	  that	  addressed	  the	  original	  research	  
questions	  but	  included	  fewer	  indicators.	  Discussion	  and	  measurements	  of	  the	  final	  indicators	  are	  
presented	  in	  Section	  5	  of	  this	  report.	  In	  this	  report,	  indicators	  are	  discussed	  within	  narrative	  text.	  Before	  
finalizing	  the	  scope,	  a	  final	  draft	  including	  narrowed	  down	  indicators	  was	  presented	  to	  the	  Steering	  
Committee	  and	  the	  City	  of	  Oakland	  planning	  committee	  for	  review	  and	  approval.	  	  
	  
5.	  Assessment	  Findings	  and	  Recommendations	  	  
	  
This	  section	  describes	  our	  HIA	  Assessment,	  which	  was	  conducted	  between	  January	  and	  November	  2011.	  	  
A	  profile	  of	  demographics	  and	  general	  health	  conditions	  are	  presented	  in	  Sections	  5.1	  and	  5.2,	  
respectively.	  For	  each	  of	  the	  health	  determinants	  introduced	  in	  Section	  4	  (transportation,	  housing,	  
economic	  development,	  parks	  and	  open	  space,	  and	  public	  safety),	  Sections	  5.3	  through	  5.7	  summarize	  
research	  connecting	  the	  health	  determinant	  to	  health,	  existing	  conditions	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  impacts	  
of	  the	  Station	  Area	  Plan	  on	  the	  health	  determinant,	  and	  proposed	  recommendations.	  Recommendations	  
are	  emphasized	  by	  the	  use	  of	  italics	  in	  Sections	  5.3.3,	  5.4.3,	  5.5.3,	  5.6.3,	  and	  5.7.3.	  
	  
5.1	  Demographics	  of	  Planning	  Area	  
The	  following	  information	  describes	  demographic	  characteristics	  of	  the	  population	  living	  in	  the	  Planning	  
Area	  according	  to	  aggregated	  Census	  data	  that	  approximates	  a	  half-‐mile	  radius	  around	  the	  station.	  The	  
smallest	  available	  Census	  units	  (blocks	  or	  tracts)	  were	  intersected	  with	  a	  half-‐mile	  buffer	  around	  the	  
Lake	  Merritt	  BART	  Station	  and	  blocks	  or	  tracts	  were	  excluded	  when	  a	  majority	  of	  their	  area	  fell	  outside	  
the	  buffer.	  For	  some	  characteristics	  (race/ethnicity)	  we	  were	  able	  to	  use	  the	  2010	  decennial	  Census	  and	  
block	  geographies,	  but	  for	  the	  majority,	  we	  used	  larger	  geographies	  (tracts)	  and	  the	  American	  
Community	  Survey’s	  (ACS)	  2005	  to	  2009	  5-‐year	  averages	  (there	  are	  three	  tracts	  where	  the	  majority	  of	  
the	  tract	  falls	  within	  the	  buffer).	  In	  some	  cases,	  where	  data	  was	  only	  available	  at	  this	  scale,	  the	  
characteristics	  of	  Oakland	  residents	  were	  referenced.	  
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According	  to	  the	  2010	  decennial	  Census	  (block-‐level	  data),	  the	  majority	  of	  Planning	  Area	  residents	  are	  
Asian	  (over	  50%);	  followed	  by	  white	  (23%),	  black	  or	  African	  American	  (15%),	  and	  Hispanic	  or	  Latino	  (7%)	  
residents	  (respectively).	  	  
	  
The	  majority	  of	  residents	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  speak	  English	  at	  home	  (53%)	  and	  a	  large	  proportion	  of	  
residents	  (39%)	  speak	  Asian	  and	  Pacific	  Island	  languages.	  Many	  more	  residents	  speak	  Asian	  and	  Pacific	  
Island	  languages	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  compared	  to	  Oakland,	  where	  only	  13%	  do.	  
	  
The	  three	  age	  groups	  with	  the	  greatest	  representation	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  are	  the	  25-‐44,	  60+,	  and	  45	  
to	  60	  (respectively).	  Compared	  to	  Oakland,	  the	  Planning	  Area	  has	  more	  residents	  in	  the	  60+	  age	  range	  
and	  fewer	  residents	  in	  the	  under	  5,	  5-‐14,	  and	  15-‐24	  ranges.	  
	  
Sixty-‐two	  percent	  of	  residents	  have	  attended	  some	  college	  or	  have	  a	  college	  degree	  or	  higher,	  while	  
38%	  have	  a	  high	  school	  diploma	  or	  less.	  Compared	  to	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  slightly	  fewer	  Oakland	  residents	  
have	  attended	  some	  college	  or	  have	  a	  college	  degree	  or	  higher	  (60%)	  and	  slightly	  more	  Oakland	  
residents	  have	  a	  high	  school	  diploma	  or	  less	  (40%).	  	  
	  
According	  to	  the	  Census,	  the	  average	  unemployment	  rate	  over	  the	  five	  year	  period	  between	  2005	  and	  
2009	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  is	  6%,	  which	  is	  lower	  than	  in	  Oakland	  overall	  (9%).	  However,	  compared	  to	  
Oakland,	  the	  Planning	  Area	  has	  fewer	  people	  in	  the	  labor	  force	  (includes	  people	  who	  are	  unemployed,	  
or	  looking	  for	  work).	  
	  
There	  is	  evidence	  that	  the	  Census	  of	  the	  population	  underreports	  unemployment	  rates.	  Additionally,	  the	  
figures	  in	  Table	  1	  represent	  the	  average	  of	  five	  years	  of	  the	  American	  Community	  Survey	  (2005-‐2009),	  a	  
time	  period	  in	  which	  unemployment	  rates	  have	  changed	  dramatically.	  	  Therefore,	  to	  get	  a	  more	  
accurate	  picture,	  the	  California	  Employment	  Development	  Department’s	  Labor	  Market	  Info	  was	  
accessed.6	  	  In	  April	  2011,	  30,900	  of	  Oakland’s	  workforce	  of	  198,200	  people	  were	  unemployed.	  
Therefore,	  Oakland’s	  unemployment	  rate	  was	  16%.	  This	  is	  higher	  than	  the	  State	  of	  California’s	  rate	  
(12%)	  and	  higher	  than	  that	  of	  Alameda	  County	  (10%).	  This	  suggests	  that	  the	  unemployment	  rate	  of	  the	  
Planning	  Area	  is	  much	  higher	  than	  6%	  -‐	  the	  rate	  cited	  above	  –	  though	  potentially	  not	  higher	  than	  
Oakland	  (if	  proportionality	  is	  assumed).	  
	  
The	  median	  household	  income	  is	  lower	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  but	  slightly	  fewer	  people	  are	  living	  below	  
the	  poverty	  line	  compared	  to	  Oakland.	  
	  
Information	  on	  how	  workers	  who	  live	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  get	  to	  work	  reveals	  fewer	  workers	  drive	  a	  car	  
(alone	  or	  carpool),	  more	  workers	  take	  public	  transportation,	  more	  than	  twice	  the	  number	  of	  Planning	  
Area	  residents	  take	  the	  subway	  as	  compared	  to	  Oakland	  residents,	  and	  more	  than	  four	  times	  the	  
number	  walked	  to	  work	  compared	  to	  Oakland	  residents.	  In	  addition,	  more	  people	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  
have	  a	  short	  commute	  (under	  15	  minutes)	  compared	  to	  Oakland.	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  



	   16	  

Table	  1.	  Planning	  Area	  Demographics	  
	   Planning	  Area	   Oakland	  
	   Total	   %	  of	  Total	   Total	   %	  of	  Total	  
Total	  population	   13,423	   	   390,724	   	  
Race/Ethnicity	   	   	   	   	  
White	  alone	   3,125	   23%	   101,308	   26%	  
Black	  or	  African	  American	  alone	   1,991	   15%	   106,637	   27%	  
Asian	  alone	   6,823	   51%	   65,127	   17%	  
Hispanic	  or	  Latino	  origin	   959	   7%	   99,068	   25%	  
Language	  Spoken	  at	  Home	   	   	   	   	  
English	  only	   3,213	   53%	   223,779	   61%	  
Spanish	   188	   3%	   80,238	   22%	  
Other	  Indo-‐European	  languages	   308	   5%	   9,875	   3%	  
Asian	  and	  Pacific	  Island	  languages	   2,372	   39%	   48,061	   13%	  
Other	  languages	   26	   0%	   6,128	   2%	  
Age	  Composition	   	   	   	   	  
Under	  5	   333	   3%	   30,712	   8%	  
5	  to14	   502	   4%	   46,451	   12%	  
15	  to	  24	   891	   8%	   46,634	   12%	  
25	  to	  44	   4,520	   40%	   137,203	   34%	  
45	  to	  60	   2,052	   18%	   77,863	   20%	  
60+	   3,024	   27%	   59,930	   15%	  
Median	  age	   40.3	   	   35.4	   	  
Educational	  Attainment	  (for	  
population	  over	  25)	   9596	   	   274,996	  

	  

Less	  than	  9th	  Grade	   1,469	   15%	   33,334	   12%	  
Some	  High	  School,	  no	  diploma	   817	   9%	   24,857	   9%	  
High	  School	  Graduate	  (or	  GED)	   1,338	   14%	   52,438	   19%	  
Some	  College,	  no	  degree	   1,683	   18%	   47,220	   17%	  
College	  Degree	  (Associate's	  or	  
Bachelor's	  degree)	   3,010	   31%	   74,991	   27%	  
Post-‐graduate	  degree	   1,279	   13%	   42,156	   15%	  
Unemployment	   	   	   	   	  
Total	  in	  the	  labor	  force	   6,348	   61%	   210,231	   66%	  
Total	  NOT	  in	  the	  labor	  force	   4,039	   39%	   107,147	   34%	  
Total	  civilian	  unemployed	  population	   398	   6%	   19,726	   9%	  
Median	  household	  income	   $46,463	   	   $49,695	   	  
Percentage	  of	  people	  whose	  income	  
in	  the	  last	  12	  months	  is	  below	  the	  
poverty	  level	   	   16%	  

	  

18%	  	  
Means	  of	  transportation	  to	  work	  
(workers	  16	  and	  over)	   5,801	   	   184,844	  

	  

Car,	  truck,	  or	  van	  -‐-‐	  drove	  alone	  or	  
car	  pooled	   2,746	   47%	   126,358	   68%	  
Public	  transportation	  (excluding	  
taxicab)	   1,525	   26%	   31,445	   17%	  
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	   Planning	  Area	   Oakland	  
	   Total	   %	  of	  Total	   Total	   %	  of	  Total	  

Bus	  or	  trolley	   540	   9%	   15,636	   9%	  
Subway	   985	   17%	   15,041	   8%	  

Walked	   1,067	   18%	   8,030	   4%	  
Rode	  bike	   89	   2%	   3851	   2%	  
Commute	  times	   	   	   	   	  
10	  min.	  and	  under	  commute	   360	   7%	   10,994	   6%	  
10-‐15	  min.	  commute	   1,076	   20%	   21,795	   13%	  
Source:	  US	  Census,	  American	  Community	  Survey	  (2005-‐2009)	  
	  
5.2	  General	  Health	  Conditions	  
General	  health	  conditions	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  are	  reported	  below.	  In	  cases	  when	  data	  specific	  to	  the	  
Planning	  Area	  is	  unavailable,	  data	  for	  the	  City	  of	  Oakland	  (Oakland)	  or	  Alameda	  County	  are	  reported	  
instead.	  Population	  health	  counts	  are	  three-‐year	  totals	  (2006-‐2008)	  and	  the	  rates	  are	  a	  three-‐year	  
average	  (2006-‐2008)	  as	  defined	  by	  Alameda	  County	  Public	  Health	  Department	  (ACPHD).7	  	  
	  
Physical	  activity	  	  	  
In	  Alameda	  County	  38.54%	  of	  adults	  engage	  in	  moderate	  or	  higher	  levels	  of	  physical	  activity	  (moderate	  
is	  defined	  as	  at	  least	  5	  days	  a	  week	  and	  for	  30	  minutes),	  and	  White	  people	  were	  1.5	  times	  more	  likely	  to	  
be	  physically	  active	  than	  African	  Americans,	  1.3	  times	  as	  likely	  than	  Asians,	  and	  1.2	  times	  as	  likely	  as	  
Latino	  populations.	  The	  overall	  rate	  of	  moderate	  physical	  activity	  is	  higher	  than	  state	  and	  national	  
averages	  at	  36.3%	  and	  31.9%,	  respectively.8	  	  
	  
Low	  Birth	  Weights	  	  
In	  the	  City	  of	  Oakland	  7.6%	  of	  births	  are	  considered	  low	  birth	  weight	  babies	  (weighing	  less	  than	  2,500	  
grams).	  This	  rate	  is	  higher	  than	  the	  average	  rates	  for	  Alameda	  County	  as	  a	  whole	  at	  7.2%	  and	  California	  
at	  5.7%,	  but	  is	  lower	  than	  the	  national	  average	  of	  8.2%.	  African	  Americans	  in	  Alameda	  County	  have	  the	  
highest	  rates	  at	  11.9%,	  followed	  by	  Asians	  at	  7.4%.9	  	  
	  
Obesity	  	  
Overweight	  is	  defined	  as	  an	  adult	  with	  a	  body	  mass	  index	  (BMI)	  of	  25-‐29.9.	  Obese	  is	  defined	  as	  an	  adult	  
who	  has	  a	  BMI	  of	  30	  or	  higher.	  For	  children,	  the	  BMI	  depends	  on	  the	  height/weight	  relationship.10	  
Alameda	  County	  and	  the	  State	  of	  California	  both	  report	  that	  22.7%	  of	  the	  adult	  population	  is	  obese.	  This	  
is	  less	  than	  the	  national	  average	  of	  33.8%.	  In	  Alameda	  County,	  African	  Americans	  have	  the	  highest	  rates	  
of	  obesity	  at	  42.4%,	  and	  Asian	  Pacific	  Islanders	  have	  such	  a	  small	  rate	  that	  it	  doesn’t	  register.11	  Among	  
school-‐aged	  children	  in	  Oakland,	  36.4%	  are	  overweight	  compared	  to	  29.1%	  in	  Alameda	  County.	  	  
	  
Diabetes	  	  
ACPHD	  reports	  that	  4%	  of	  the	  population	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  zip	  codes	  received	  inpatient	  or	  emergency	  
department	  care	  for	  diabetes,	  compared	  to	  3%	  for	  Oakland	  and	  Alameda	  County	  residents	  as	  a	  whole.	  
The	  overall	  prevalence	  rate	  of	  diabetes	  in	  Alameda	  County	  is	  7.8%,	  which	  is	  the	  same	  for	  California	  and	  
lower	  than	  the	  national	  rate	  of	  10.7%.	  In	  Alameda	  County,	  African	  Americans	  have	  the	  highest	  
prevalence	  rate	  of	  diabetes	  at	  11.8%,	  followed	  by	  Asian	  Pacific	  Islanders	  at	  7.9%.12	  
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Coronary	  Heart	  Disease	  (CHD)	  
ACPHD	  reports	  that	  3%	  of	  the	  population	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  zip	  codes	  received	  inpatient	  or	  emergency	  
department	  care	  for	  CHD,	  compared	  to	  2%	  for	  Oakland	  and	  3%	  Alameda	  County	  residents	  as	  a	  whole.	  
Age	  adjusteda	  CHD	  hospitalization	  rates	  for	  Alameda	  County	  are	  924.6	  per	  100,000	  populations.	  African	  
Americans	  have	  the	  highest	  rate	  at	  1,098.6	  followed	  by	  Whites	  at	  958.2	  per	  100,000	  population.13	  
	  
Asthma	  
Hospitalization	  rates	  
ACPHD	  reports	  that	  3%	  of	  the	  population	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  zip	  codes	  received	  inpatient	  or	  emergency	  
department	  care	  for	  asthma	  during	  the	  three-‐year	  period	  of	  2006-‐2008,	  compared	  to	  2%	  for	  Oakland	  
and	  Alameda	  County	  residents	  as	  a	  whole.	  Asthma	  rates	  in	  Oakland	  are	  consistently	  higher	  than	  other	  
cities	  within	  Alameda	  County	  (other	  than	  Hayward)	  as	  well	  as	  state	  rates,	  and	  African	  Americans	  
consistently	  have	  higher	  prevalence,	  emergency	  department	  and	  hospitalization	  rates.	  	  
	  
Emergency	  department	  visits	  for	  asthma	  among	  Oakland	  residents	  are	  726.3	  per	  100,000	  people.	  This	  
rate	  is	  higher	  than	  any	  other	  city	  in	  Alameda	  County	  and	  1.4	  times	  higher	  than	  Alameda	  County	  as	  a	  
whole,	  which	  has	  a	  rate	  of	  505.2	  per	  100,000.	  Oakland’s	  rate	  is	  1.98	  times	  higher	  than	  the	  state	  rate	  of	  
366.4	  per	  100,000.	  African	  Americans	  have	  the	  highest	  rate	  at	  1,452.2,	  which	  is	  ten	  times	  higher	  than	  
Asians,	  who	  have	  the	  lowest	  rate	  of	  141.0.14	  	  
	  
Emergency	  department	  visits	  for	  children	  under	  5	  years	  in	  Oakland	  are	  2,198.5	  per	  100,000	  people,	  
which	  is	  1.53	  times	  higher	  than	  Alameda	  County’s	  rate	  of	  1,427.1	  and	  2.48	  times	  higher	  than	  the	  state	  
rate	  of	  883.4.	  	  African	  American	  children	  in	  Alameda	  County	  have	  the	  highest	  rate	  at	  4,566.8,	  which	  
seven	  times	  as	  high	  as	  Asians,	  who	  have	  the	  lowest	  rate	  of	  458.4.15	  	  
	  
Prevalence	  rates	  
Alameda	  County	  has	  a	  16.6%	  prevalence	  rate	  of	  asthma,	  compared	  to	  13.6%	  at	  the	  state	  level.	  African	  
Americans	  have	  a	  rate	  of	  22.3%,	  which	  is	  1.7	  times	  higher	  than	  Asian/Pacific	  Islanders	  at	  13.2%.	  In	  terms	  
of	  age,	  the	  highest	  asthma	  prevalence	  rate	  of	  24.5%	  is	  found	  among	  school	  age	  children	  5-‐17	  years.	  	  
	  
Missed	  school	  days	  due	  to	  asthma	  
Children	  Now’s	  California	  Report	  Card	  2011	  reports	  that	  11%	  of	  California’s	  children	  who	  have	  been	  
diagnosed	  with	  asthma	  (134,000	  children)	  miss	  five	  or	  more	  days	  of	  school	  per	  year	  due	  to	  their	  asthma	  
condition.16	  In	  Alameda	  County,	  of	  children	  0-‐17	  who	  currently	  attend	  school	  and	  have	  been	  told	  they	  
have	  asthma,	  8.5%	  missed	  1	  or	  2	  days	  of	  school	  in	  the	  past	  12	  months,	  3.7%	  missed	  3-‐4	  days,	  and	  5.7%	  
missed	  5-‐10	  days	  of	  school	  all	  due	  to	  asthma.b	  Comparatively,	  in	  the	  entire	  state,	  8.2%	  of	  children	  have	  
missed	  1	  or	  2	  days	  of	  school,	  5.1%	  have	  missed	  3-‐4	  days,	  6.3%	  have	  missed	  5	  to	  10	  days,	  and	  3.5%	  have	  
missed	  11	  days	  or	  more	  all	  due	  to	  asthma.17	  Note:	  The	  California	  Health	  Interview	  Survey	  states	  that	  
“School	  days	  missed	  due	  to	  asthma	  in	  past	  12	  months	  has	  these	  restrictions:	  Asked	  of	  respondents	  age	  0	  
to	  17	  years	  who	  currently	  attend	  school/day	  care	  and	  who	  have	  been	  told	  have	  asthma.”	  
	  
Missed	  workdays	  due	  to	  asthma	  
Of	  all	  Alameda	  County	  adults	  diagnosed	  with	  asthma,	  10.5%	  missed	  1	  to	  10	  days	  of	  work	  in	  the	  past	  12	  
months,	  and	  less	  than	  1%	  missed	  more	  than	  11	  days	  of	  work	  all	  due	  to	  asthma.c	  Comparatively,	  within	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
a	  An	  age	  adjusted	  rate	  is	  a	  statistical	  analysis	  equally	  weighting	  rates	  in	  different	  ages	  groups	  for	  comparison	  and	  overall	  totals	  
b	  Note:	  County	  data	  not	  statistically	  significant.	  
c	  Note:	  County	  data	  not	  statistically	  significant.	  
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the	  entire	  state,	  11.3%	  of	  workers	  missed	  1	  to	  10	  days	  of	  work	  and	  very	  few	  have	  missed	  more	  than	  10	  
days	  of	  work	  all	  due	  to	  asthma.18	  d	  
	  
Respiratory	  and	  heart	  disease	  	  
Respiratory	  and	  heart	  disease	  are	  two	  main	  impacts	  of	  exposure	  to	  air	  pollution	  that	  can	  cause	  death.	  
Chronic	  lower	  respiratory	  disease	  ranks	  among	  the	  top	  five	  leading	  causes	  of	  death	  in	  Oakland,	  causing	  
3.9%	  of	  all	  deaths	  in	  the	  city.	  Chronic	  lower	  respiratory	  diseases	  causes	  4.6%	  of	  deaths	  in	  Alameda	  
County	  and	  is	  also	  among	  the	  top	  five	  causes	  of	  death	  countywide.19	  	  	  
	  
Heart	  disease	  is	  the	  leading	  cause	  of	  death	  for	  Oakland	  residents,	  causing	  23.8%	  of	  all	  deaths,	  as	  well	  as	  
for	  Alameda	  County	  residents,	  causing	  24.5%	  of	  all	  deaths	  in	  the	  county.20	  Hospitalization	  rates	  for	  
coronary	  heart	  disease	  in	  Oakland	  are	  lower	  than	  the	  county	  average,	  where	  the	  Oakland	  rate	  is	  815.3	  
per	  100,000	  people	  and	  Alameda	  County	  rate	  is	  924.6.	  Countywide	  African	  Americans	  have	  the	  highest	  
rate	  of	  hospitalization	  from	  coronary	  heart	  disease	  at	  1,098.6	  per	  100,000.21	  
	  
Lead	  poisoning	  rates	  
Lead	  is	  a	  mineral	  used	  in	  many	  manufactured	  products.	  Lead	  is	  harmful	  to	  human	  health	  and	  the	  
California	  Department	  of	  Public	  Health	  reports	  that	  there	  is	  no	  safe	  level	  of	  lead	  in	  the	  blood	  and	  that	  
even	  small	  amounts	  may	  cause	  learning	  and	  behavioral	  problems,	  whereas	  higher	  levels	  can	  damage	  the	  
nervous	  system,	  major	  organs,	  and	  may	  lead	  to	  seizures	  and	  death.22	  Children	  under	  the	  age	  of	  6	  are	  the	  
most	  vulnerable	  to	  lead	  poisoning	  because	  their	  nervous	  systems	  and	  brains	  are	  still	  under	  formation.	  
While	  lead	  poising	  in	  California	  is	  not	  as	  common	  as	  in	  other	  parts	  of	  the	  nation,	  lead	  poisoning	  does	  
persist.	  The	  percent	  of	  child	  (0-‐5	  years)	  lead	  poising	  in	  Alameda	  County	  is	  comparable	  to	  California	  as	  a	  
whole,	  and	  it	  is	  important	  to	  note	  that	  over	  95%	  of	  children	  have	  some	  amount	  of	  lead	  in	  their	  blood.	  
See	  Table	  2.	  	  
	  
Table	  2.	  2009	  Blood-‐Lead	  Level	  in	  micrograms	  per	  deciliter	  (ug/dL)	  for	  children	  ages	  0-‐5	  years.	  
Blood-‐lead	  
level	  (ug/dL)	  

Geography	   %	   Number	  	   Total	  #	  
screened	  

9.5	  +	  ug/dL	   California	   0.4%	   2,426	   642,526	  
	   Alameda	  County	   0.5%	   97	   17,892	  
4.5	  to	  <9.5	  
ug/dL	  

California	   3.6	   22,876	   642,526	  

	   Alameda	  County	   2.9%	   524	   17,892	  
0	  to	  <4.5	  
ug/dL	  

California	   96.1%	   617,224	   642,526	  

	   Alameda	  County	   96.5%	   17,271	   17,892	  
Sources:	  	  
California	  Department	  of	  Public	  Health	  Lead	  Poising	  Data	  Query.23	  
Response	  and	  Surveillance	  System	  for	  Childhood	  Lead	  Exposures	  (RASSCLE	  II)	  from	  the	  State	  of	  
California,	  Department	  of	  Public	  Health,	  Childhood	  Lead	  Poisoning	  Prevention	  Branch.	  Data	  
extracted	  on	  April	  3,	  2010.	  
	  
	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
d	  Note:	  The	  California	  Health	  Interview	  Survey	  states	  that:	  “Work	  days	  missed	  due	  to	  asthma	  in	  past	  12	  months	  has	  these	  
restrictions:	  Asked	  of	  adults	  under	  70	  years	  of	  age	  who	  have	  been	  diagnosed	  with	  asthma	  and	  who	  either	  still	  have	  asthma	  or	  
have	  had	  an	  asthma	  episode	  within	  the	  past	  12	  months.	  	  Does	  not	  include	  respondents	  for	  whom	  a	  proxy	  provided	  responses.”	  
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Mental	  health	  outcomes	  
ACPHD	  reports	  that	  6%	  of	  the	  population	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  zip	  codes	  received	  inpatient	  or	  emergency	  
room	  care	  for	  mental	  disorders,	  compared	  to	  3%	  for	  Oakland	  and	  Alameda	  County	  residents	  as	  a	  whole.	  	  

	  
Injury	  and	  fatality	  rates	  from	  crime	  and	  violence	  
Injuries	  and	  fatalities	  due	  to	  violence	  were	  collected	  from	  the	  California	  Department	  of	  Public	  Health	  
EpiCenter	  and	  were	  captured	  from	  hospital	  discharge	  and	  death	  certificate	  data.	  Only	  county-‐level	  data	  
were	  available,	  so	  these	  numbers	  are	  not	  specific	  to	  Oakland	  or	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  	  
	  
Non-‐Fatal	  Injuries	  
There	  were	  a	  total	  of	  9,233	  non-‐fatal	  injuries	  (hospitalized)	  in	  Alameda	  County	  in	  2009.	  Of	  these,	  560	  
were	  caused	  by	  such	  harms	  as	  abuse	  and	  neglect,	  blunt	  object,	  cut/pierce,	  unarmed	  fight,	  and	  
firearms.24	  	  There	  were	  a	  total	  of	  88,265	  non-‐fatal	  emergency	  department	  visits	  (treat	  and	  release	  or	  
transferred	  to	  another	  facility)	  from	  injury	  in	  Alameda	  County	  in	  2009.	  Of	  these,	  6,311	  were	  caused	  by	  
harms	  including	  abuse	  and	  neglect,	  blunt	  object,	  cut/pierce,	  unarmed	  fight,	  and	  firearms.	  e	  25	  	  
	  
Fatal	  Injuries	  
There	  were	  a	  total	  of	  629	  fatal	  injuries	  (hospitalized)	  in	  Alameda	  County	  in	  2009.	  Of	  these,	  127	  were	  
caused	  by	  assault/homicide	  (including	  abuse	  and	  neglect,	  blunt	  object,	  cut/pierce,	  unarmed	  fight,	  
firearm,	  and	  other).26	  	  
	  
5.3	  Transportation	  
Our	  transportation	  system	  is	  a	  multi-‐modal	  web	  connecting	  people	  and	  families	  to	  housing,	  goods	  and	  
services,	  educational	  and	  work	  opportunities,	  and	  social	  interactions.	  While	  transportation	  is	  an	  integral	  
part	  of	  daily	  life	  for	  all,	  many	  historical	  transportation	  policies	  and	  patterns	  have	  benefited	  the	  wealthy	  
while	  marginalizing	  or	  harming	  many	  low-‐income	  communities	  and	  communities	  of	  color	  (e.g.,	  
constructing	  freeways	  in	  low-‐income	  and	  minority	  neighborhoods).	  Recent	  transportation	  choices	  in	  the	  
U.S.	  are	  beginning	  to	  address	  how	  to	  integrate	  sustainable	  and	  equitable	  transportation	  into	  our	  society	  
for	  healthier	  communities.	  A	  healthier	  and	  more	  sustainable	  transportation	  system	  makes	  alternatives	  
to	  driving	  more	  convenient,	  increases	  access	  for	  everyone,	  and	  encourages	  more	  active	  forms	  of	  
transport.	  	  
	  
5.3.1.	  Research	  Connecting	  Transportation	  to	  Health	  
	  
Walking	  and	  Biking	  
Walking	  for	  transportation,	  physical	  activity,	  and	  leisure	  is	  a	  form	  of	  physical	  activity,	  which	  can	  prevent	  
obesity,	  diabetes,	  and	  heart	  disease,	  improve	  mental	  health	  and	  physiological	  wellbeing,	  and	  promote	  
longevity.27	  Transportation	  and	  land	  use	  patterns	  can	  allow,	  incentivize,	  or	  prevent	  healthy	  behavior	  
such	  as	  walking.28	  	  A	  “walkable”	  or	  “complete”	  or	  “livable”	  neighborhood,	  characterized	  by	  mixed	  
residential	  and	  commercial	  uses	  with	  easy	  access	  to	  a	  variety	  of	  food	  and	  retail	  options,	  parks	  and	  open	  
space,	  and	  modes	  of	  transport,	  can	  lead	  to	  more	  exercise	  and	  less	  obesity	  by	  significantly	  reducing	  the	  
need	  to	  drive.29	  	  Access	  to	  transit	  is	  integral	  in	  the	  walkability	  of	  a	  neighborhood	  and	  according	  to	  an	  
analysis	  of	  US	  travel	  survey	  data,	  16%	  of	  all	  recorded	  walking	  trips	  are	  part	  of	  transit	  trips,	  and	  these	  
tend	  to	  be	  longer	  than	  average	  walking	  trips	  (Weinstein	  200130).	  In	  pedestrian–oriented	  neighborhoods	  
people	  walk	  an	  average	  of	  70	  minutes	  longer	  per	  week.31	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
e	  Note:	  it	  is	  possible	  that	  if	  an	  injured	  person	  was	  transferred	  to	  another	  hospital,	  they	  might	  be	  represented	  more	  than	  once	  in	  
this	  data	  from	  multiple	  hospital	  discharge	  reports.	  
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Similarly,	  biking	  is	  a	  practical	  mode	  of	  transportation,	  physical	  activity,	  and	  leisure	  and	  shares	  many	  of	  
the	  same	  co-‐benefits	  to	  health	  as	  walking.	  At	  year	  20	  of	  a	  U.S.	  study,	  active	  commuting	  (walking	  or	  
biking	  to	  work)	  was	  positively	  associated	  with	  fitness	  in	  men	  and	  women	  and	  negatively	  associated	  with	  
BMI,	  obesity,	  and	  blood	  pressure	  in	  men.32	  Cycling	  reduces	  the	  risk	  of	  serious	  conditions	  such	  as	  heart	  
disease,	  high	  blood	  pressure,	  obesity	  and	  the	  most	  common	  form	  of	  diabetes.33	  Even	  new	  cyclists	  
covering	  short	  distances	  can	  reduce	  their	  risk	  of	  death	  (mainly	  due	  to	  the	  reduction	  of	  heart	  disease)	  by	  
as	  much	  as	  22%.34	  
	  
Social	  Cohesion	  through	  Walking	  and	  Biking	  	  
Transportation	  can	  also	  support	  or	  hinder	  social	  networks	  and	  community	  cohesion	  by	  affecting	  access	  
and	  interactions	  among	  members	  within	  a	  community.	  For	  example,	  investments	  in	  pedestrian	  facilities	  
or	  traffic	  calming	  not	  only	  encourage	  more	  short	  walking	  and	  bicycling	  trips	  within	  a	  community	  but	  also	  
provide	  settings	  for	  social	  interaction.	  Support,	  perceived	  or	  provided,	  from	  neighbors,	  friends,	  and	  
family	  can	  buffer	  stressful	  situations,	  prevent	  damaging	  feelings	  of	  isolation,	  and	  contribute	  to	  a	  sense	  
of	  self-‐esteem	  and	  value.	  Socially	  isolated	  people	  die	  at	  two	  or	  three	  times	  the	  rate	  of	  people	  with	  a	  
network	  of	  social	  relationships	  and	  sources	  of	  emotional	  and	  instrumental	  support.35	  In	  a	  study	  
conducted	  in	  Alameda	  County,	  those	  with	  fewer	  social	  contacts	  had	  twice	  the	  risk	  of	  early	  death,	  even	  
accounting	  for	  other	  factors	  including	  income,	  race,	  smoking,	  obesity,	  and	  exercise.36	  
	  	  
Driving	  
There	  are	  many	  negative	  health	  impacts	  of	  driving.	  A	  study	  in	  Atlanta,	  Georgia	  looked	  at	  people	  living	  in	  
walkable	  vs.	  car-‐dependent	  neighborhoods,	  and	  found	  that	  those	  living	  in	  car-‐dependent	  neighborhoods	  
drove	  an	  average	  of	  43	  miles	  per	  day	  (vs.	  26	  in	  walkable	  neighborhoods),	  and	  walked	  much	  less	  (only	  3%	  
walked	  vs.	  34%	  in	  the	  walkable	  areas).37	  This	  extra	  time	  in	  the	  car	  is	  hazardous	  to	  health:	  
	  
Obesity	  

• A	  study	  in	  the	  US	  showed	  that	  each	  additional	  hour	  spent	  in	  a	  car	  per	  day	  was	  associated	  with	  a	  
6%	  increase	  in	  the	  likelihood	  of	  obesity.	  Each	  additional	  hour	  walked	  per	  day	  was	  associated	  
with	  a	  4.8%	  reduction	  in	  the	  likelihood	  of	  obesity.38	  	  

• In	  a	  California	  study	  assessing	  vehicle	  miles	  traveled	  (VMT)	  and	  obesity,	  counties	  with	  the	  
highest	  average	  amount	  of	  VMT	  were	  significantly	  associated	  with	  the	  highest	  average	  rank	  of	  
obesity.39	  

• Urban	  areas	  where	  people	  use	  cars	  less	  show	  higher	  rates	  of	  walking	  and	  lower	  rates	  of	  obesity	  
and	  hypertension.40	  

	  
Air	  Pollution	  
Personal	  motor	  vehicles	  are	  well	  recognized	  as	  significant	  contributors	  to	  a	  number	  of	  air	  pollutants	  that	  
negatively	  impact	  public	  health.	  Motor	  vehicles	  produce	  fine	  particulate	  matter,	  nitrogen	  oxides,	  carbon	  
monoxide,	  and	  volatile	  organic	  compounds,	  contribute	  to	  tropospheric	  ozone,	  and	  emit	  air	  toxics	  such	  
as	  those	  contained	  in	  gasoline	  and	  diesel	  exhaust.	  Vehicles	  also	  affect	  health	  through	  impacts	  on	  
environmental	  noise	  and	  climate	  change.	  Vehicle	  emissions	  of	  greenhouse	  gases	  are	  contributing	  to	  
global	  climate	  change	  and	  this	  in	  turn	  threatens	  catastrophic	  regional	  and	  world-‐wide	  effects	  on	  health	  
through	  the	  environmental	  changes	  it	  creates,	  including	  more	  frequent	  extreme	  weather	  events,	  
flooding,	  species	  loss,	  changes	  in	  food	  production,	  increases	  in	  waterborne	  and	  food-‐borne	  illnesses,	  
and	  increases	  in	  the	  vectors	  of	  infectious	  diseases.	  The	  following	  section	  describes	  health	  impacts	  
associated	  with	  vehicle	  air	  emissions.	  	  
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Air	  Pollution	  
Despite	  promulgation	  of	  National	  Ambient	  Air	  Quality	  Standards	  (NAAQS)	  for	  criteria	  pollutants,	  
implementation	  of	  air	  quality	  control	  plans,	  and	  nationwide	  monitoring,	  air	  pollutants	  continue	  to	  have	  
significant	  impacts	  on	  human	  health.	  	  
	  
As	  discussed	  previously,	  transit-‐oriented	  communities	  are	  associated	  with	  reduced	  reliance	  on	  personal	  
motor	  vehicle	  use,	  the	  potential	  to	  decrease	  regional	  air	  quality-‐related	  health	  burdens,	  and	  accessibility	  
to	  health-‐promoting	  goods	  and	  services.	  However,	  in	  some	  cases,	  sites	  suitable	  for	  transit-‐oriented	  
development	  are	  located	  adjacent	  to	  busy	  roadways,	  creating	  the	  potential	  for	  residents	  to	  be	  exposed	  
to	  high	  levels	  of	  traffic-‐related	  pollution.	  
	  
Types	  of	  Air	  Pollutants	  and	  Associated	  Health	  Impacts	  
There	  are	  many	  types	  of	  air	  pollution.	  Six	  criteria	  air	  pollutants,	  including	  ozone	  (O3),	  carbon	  monoxide	  
(CO),	  particulate	  matter	  (PM),	  nitrogen	  dioxide	  (NO2),	  sulfur	  dioxide	  (SO2),	  and	  lead,	  are	  currently	  
regulated	  by	  the	  United	  States	  Environmental	  Protection	  Agency	  (EPA).	  Table	  3	  shows	  some	  of	  the	  
known	  health	  effects	  associated	  with	  these	  air	  pollutants.	  Heath-‐based	  standards	  for	  ambient	  air	  have	  
been	  developed	  by	  the	  EPA	  for	  each	  of	  these	  pollutants	  as	  mandated	  by	  the	  Clean	  Air	  Act.	  The	  Clean	  Air	  
Act	  also	  requires	  states	  to	  develop	  specific	  plans	  to	  achieve	  these	  standards.	  One	  way	  that	  these	  
pollutants	  are	  regulated	  is	  through	  a	  national	  network	  of	  air	  quality	  monitors	  that	  provides	  information	  
on	  ambient	  concentrations	  for	  each	  of	  the	  criteria	  air	  pollutants.	  
	  
Particulate	  Matter	  
Particulate	  matter	  is	  unique	  among	  criteria	  air	  pollutants	  as	  it	  represents	  a	  heterogeneous	  group	  of	  
physical	  entities.41	  Based	  on	  toxicological	  and	  epidemiological	  research,	  smaller	  particles	  and	  those	  
associated	  with	  traffic	  appear	  more	  closely	  related	  to	  health	  effects.42	  	  Adverse	  health	  outcomes	  
associated	  with	  particulate	  matter	  persist	  (see	  Table	  3).	  While	  some	  of	  these	  effects	  are	  due	  to	  non-‐
attainment	  of	  air	  quality	  standards,	  there	  is	  a	  potential	  that	  even	  low-‐level	  exposures	  –	  exposures	  at	  
levels	  below	  existing	  standards	  –	  may	  still	  result	  in	  adverse	  health	  impacts.43	  Air	  quality	  epidemiology	  
has	  not	  established	  clear	  “no	  effects”	  thresholds	  for	  particulate	  matter.	  Example	  health	  impacts	  include:	  	  

• Diesel	  exhaust,	  including	  PM,	  is	  a	  potent	  carcinogen;44	  
• Low	  birth	  weight:	  Ambient	  air	  pollution	  (when	  looking	  at	  PM2.5,	  PM10,	  coarse	  PM,	  CO,	  NO2	  and	  

O3)	  in	  California	  was	  found	  to	  result	  in	  lower	  infant	  birth	  weight	  of	  full-‐term	  infants.	  Lower	  birth	  
rates	  can	  result	  in	  a	  host	  of	  other	  infant	  health	  concerns	  including	  infant	  mortality;45	  

• One	  study	  showed	  that	  PM	  was	  responsible	  for	  9,300	  deaths,	  16,000	  hospital	  visits,	  and	  600,000	  
asthma	  attacks	  in	  California	  alone.	  46	  

• Recent	  epidemiologic	  studies	  in	  California	  have	  found	  that	  fine	  particulate	  matter	  may	  cause	  
health	  effects	  at	  levels	  below	  national	  standards;47	  

• According	  to	  a	  cost-‐benefit	  analysis	  recently	  done	  by	  the	  EPA,	  reducing	  the	  NAAQS	  for	  fine	  
particulate	  matter	  by	  1	  microgram	  (μg)	  per	  cubic	  meter	  from	  15	  to	  14	  would	  result	  in	  1,900	  fewer	  
premature	  deaths,	  3,700	  fewer	  non-‐fatal	  heart	  attacks,	  and	  2,000	  fewer	  emergency	  room	  visits	  
for	  asthma	  each	  year;48	  

• The	  2002	  State	  of	  California	  Air	  Resources	  Board	  Air	  Quality	  Standards	  Staff	  Report	  for	  Particulate	  
Matter	  estimated	  that	  significant	  health	  benefits	  would	  accrue	  from	  reducing	  ambient	  PM	  2.5	  
from	  current	  levels	  to	  natural	  background	  concentrations	  for	  every	  county	  in	  California	  (CARB	  
200249).	  

	  
Carbon	  Dioxide	  (CO2)	  
The	  EPA	  has	  identified	  carbon	  dioxide	  (CO2)	  as	  being	  harmful	  to	  human	  health.50	  CO2	  is	  a	  greenhouse	  gas	  
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found	  naturally	  in	  our	  environment	  and	  is	  essential	  to	  the	  health	  and	  well	  being	  of	  the	  planet.	  However,	  
in	  excess	  CO2	  is	  harmful	  and	  contributes	  to	  global	  climate	  change.	  Global	  climate	  change	  is	  a	  serious	  
threat	  to	  the	  health	  and	  wellbeing	  of	  our	  planet	  and	  all	  its	  existing	  life	  forms,	  including	  humans.	  
Greenhouse	  gases,	  contributing	  to	  climate	  change,	  may	  increase	  heat-‐related	  illness	  and	  death,	  health	  
effects	  related	  to	  extreme	  weather	  events,	  health	  effects	  related	  to	  air	  pollution,	  water-‐borne	  and	  food-‐
borne	  diseases,	  and	  vector-‐borne	  and	  rodent-‐borne	  disease.51,	  52,	  53	  
	  
The	  burning	  of	  fossil	  fuel	  is	  a	  major	  contributor	  to	  CO2	  and	  in	  2004	  CO2	  from	  fossil	  fuel	  comprised	  81	  
percent	  of	  total	  greenhouse	  gases.54	  Transportation	  related	  CO2	  emissions	  account	  for	  38	  percent	  of	  net	  
CO2	  in	  California,	  and	  36	  percent	  is	  directly	  from	  on	  road	  vehicles.55	  There	  is	  great	  potential	  to	  reduce	  
the	  total	  greenhouse	  gas	  emissions	  in	  California	  by	  reducing	  on	  road	  vehicle	  CO2	  emissions.	  
	  
Air	  Toxics	  
Other	  pollutants	  not	  regulated	  as	  “criteria	  air	  pollutants”	  are	  also	  sources	  of	  health	  concerns.	  The	  
California	  Air	  Resources	  Board	  (CARB)	  has	  identified	  10	  air	  toxics	  of	  concern,	  five	  of	  which	  are	  emitted	  
by	  on-‐road	  mobile	  sources:	  benzene,	  1,3-‐butadiene,	  formaldehyde,	  acetaldehyde,	  and	  diesel	  PM.56	  
Mobile	  source	  air	  toxics	  are	  known	  or	  suspected	  to	  cause	  cancer	  or	  other	  serious	  health	  or	  
environmental	  effects.	  Benzene	  is	  of	  particular	  concern	  because	  it	  is	  a	  known	  carcinogen	  and	  most	  of	  
the	  nation’s	  benzene	  emissions	  come	  from	  mobile	  sources.	  Diesel	  exhaust	  particulate	  matter	  (DPM)	  is	  a	  
toxic	  air	  contaminant	  and	  known	  lung	  carcinogen	  that	  is	  created	  by	  combustion	  of	  diesel	  fuel	  in	  heavy-‐
duty	  trucks	  and	  heavy	  equipment.	  
	  

Table	  3.	  Air	  Pollutants	  and	  Pollutant	  Mixtures	  with	  Important	  Motor	  Vehicle	  Sources	  

 Air Pollutant Source Health Effects 

Ozone Tropospheric ozone is formed in the 
atmosphere from chemical 
transformation of certain air pollutants in 
the presence of sunlight.  Ozone 
precursors include vehicles, other 
combustion processes and the 
evaporation of solvents, paints, and fuels 

Ozone causes eye irritation, airway constriction, 
and shortness of breath and can aggravate existing 
respiratory diseases such as asthma, bronchitis, and 
emphysema. 

Carbon 
Monoxide 
(CO) 

 

Produced due to the incomplete 
combustion of fuels, particularly by 
motor vehicles 

Exposure to high concentrations of CO reduces 
the oxygen-carrying capacity of the blood resulting 
in fatigue, impaired central nervous system 
function, and induced angina. 

Particulate 
Matter  

(PM10 and 
PM2.5) 

 

Diverse sources including motor vehicles 
(tailpipe emissions as well as brake pad 
and tire wear, woodburning fireplaces and 
stoves, industrial facilities, and ground-
disturbing activities 

Impaired lung function, exacerbation of acute and 
chronic respiratory ailments, including bronchitis 
and asthma, excess emergency room visits and 
hospital admissions, pre-mature arteriosclerosis, 
and premature death. 

Nitrogen 
Dioxide 
(NO2) 

Combustion processes in vehicles and 
industrial operations 

Increase the risk of acute and chronic respiratory 
disease and reduce visibility 
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Sulfur 
Dioxide 
(SO2) 

Combustion of sulfur-containing fuels 
such as oil, coal, and diesel 

Increased risk of acute and chronic respiratory 
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 Air Pollutant Source Health Effects 

Diesel 
exhaust 

Diesel engines Probable human carcinogen (IARC Group 2A) 
Diesel engines also emit particulate matter criteria 
pollutants produced through combustion. 

Benzene Gasoline engines Known human carcinogen (IARC Group 1A)	  
1,3 
butadiene 

Motor vehicle engines Probable human carcinogen (IARC Group 2A) 
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Benzo(a) 
pyrene 

Motor vehicle engines Probable human carcinogen (IARC Group 2A) 

	  
Exposure	  to	  air	  pollutants	  in	  vulnerable	  populations	  
Some	  populations	  may	  be	  more	  physically	  vulnerable	  to	  the	  impacts	  of	  air	  pollution	  exposures.	  The	  
elderly	  and	  the	  young,	  as	  well	  as	  populations	  with	  higher	  rates	  of	  respiratory	  disease	  such	  as	  asthma	  
and	  chronic	  obstructive	  pulmonary	  disease	  (COPD),	  and	  populations	  with	  other	  environmental	  or	  
occupational	  health	  exposures	  (e.g.,	  indoor	  air	  quality)	  that	  impact	  cardiovascular	  or	  respiratory	  
diseases	  are	  more	  sensitive	  to	  adverse	  health	  effects.	  	  
	  
Housing	  Near	  Freeways	  
New	  epidemiologic	  evidence	  may	  have	  a	  direct	  effect	  on	  community	  planning	  and	  development	  near	  
sources	  of	  air	  pollution.	  For	  instance,	  epidemiologic	  studies	  have	  consistently	  demonstrated	  that	  
children	  and	  adults	  living	  in	  proximity	  to	  freeways	  or	  busy	  roadways	  have	  poorer	  health	  outcomes.	  For	  
example:	  

• A	  study	  of	  children	  in	  the	  Netherlands	  found	  that	  lung	  function	  declined	  with	  increasing	  truck	  
traffic	  density	  especially	  for	  children	  living	  within	  300	  meters	  of	  motorways.57	  

• Children	  in	  Erie	  County,	  New	  York	  hospitalized	  for	  asthma	  were	  more	  likely	  to	  live	  within	  200	  
meters	  of	  heavily	  trafficked	  roads.58	  

• Among	  children	  living	  within	  150	  meters	  (or	  492	  feet)	  of	  a	  main	  road	  in	  Nottingham,	  United	  
Kingdom,	  the	  risk	  of	  wheeze	  increased	  with	  increasing	  proximity	  to	  the	  road.59	  

• In	  Oakland	  California,	  children	  with	  higher	  exposure	  to	  traffic	  related	  pollutants	  had	  more	  
asthma	  and	  bronchitis	  symptoms.60	  

• In	  a	  low	  income	  population	  of	  children	  in	  San	  Diego,	  children	  with	  asthma	  living	  with	  550	  feet	  of	  
high	  traffic	  flows	  were	  more	  likely	  than	  those	  residing	  near	  lower	  traffic	  flows	  to	  have	  more	  
medical	  care	  visits	  for	  asthma.61	  

• In	  a	  study	  of	  Southern	  California	  School	  Children,	  living	  within	  75	  meters	  of	  a	  major	  road	  was	  
associated	  with	  an	  increased	  risk	  of	  lifetime	  asthma,	  prevalent	  asthma,	  and	  wheeze.62	  

• Ozone	  is	  a	  respiratory	  irritant	  that	  exacerbates	  asthma	  and	  impairs	  lung	  development.	  Children	  
living	  next	  to	  busy	  roadways	  have	  more	  respiratory	  disease	  symptoms	  and	  reduced	  lung	  
function	  measures.63	  64	  65	  	  

• In	  a	  study	  conducted	  in	  12	  southern	  California	  communities,	  children	  who	  lived	  with	  500	  meters	  	  
(1,640	  feet)	  of	  a	  freeway	  had	  reduced	  growth	  in	  lung	  capacity	  compared	  to	  those	  living	  greater	  
than	  1,500	  meters	  from	  the	  freeway	  (just	  over	  one	  mile).66	  

	  
Based	  on	  this	  evidence,	  new	  policies	  related	  to	  land	  use	  development	  are	  emerging.	  For	  example,	  the	  
California	  Air	  Resource	  Board	  (CARB)	  has	  provided	  guidance	  on	  appropriate	  development	  near	  sensitive	  
populations.	  In	  their	  Air	  Quality	  and	  Land	  Use	  Handbook:	  A	  Community	  Health	  Perspective	  (200567),	  
CARB	  recommends	  not	  locating	  sensitive	  land	  uses,	  including	  residential	  developments,	  within	  specific	  
distances	  to	  known	  sources	  of	  air	  pollution,	  such	  as	  not	  locating	  sensitive	  land	  uses	  within	  500	  feet	  of	  a	  
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highway	  with	  more	  than	  100,000	  vehicles	  per	  day	  (CARB	  2005).	  This	  presents	  some	  challenges	  for	  infill	  
development,	  when	  many	  potential	  sites	  are	  near	  sources	  of	  existing	  air	  pollution.	  It	  also	  presents	  
challenges	  to	  transit-‐oriented	  development	  because	  many	  existing	  transit	  hubs	  are	  located	  alongside	  of	  
busy	  roadways.	  	  
	  
CARB’s	  guidance	  to	  not	  locate	  sensitive	  land	  uses	  within	  500	  feet	  of	  a	  highway	  with	  more	  than	  100,000	  
vehicles	  per	  day	  is	  used	  in	  this	  analysis	  as	  a	  standard	  by	  which	  to	  analyze	  health	  impacts	  related	  to	  
vehicle	  air	  emissions.	  	  
	  
Air	  pollution	  and	  equity	  
The	  California	  Environmental	  Justice	  Advisory	  Committee	  asserts	  that	  these	  highways	  and	  freeways	  act	  
as	  a	  stationary	  source	  of	  emissions	  for	  residents	  in	  nearby	  communities,	  exposing	  residents	  to	  
disproportionate	  amounts	  of	  air	  pollutants	  such	  as	  PM	  2.5	  from	  vehicle	  emissions.68	  In	  California,	  African	  
Americans,	  Asians	  and	  Latinos,	  as	  well	  as	  children	  of	  color,	  are	  more	  likely	  to	  live	  close	  to	  major	  
highways	  and	  suffer	  more	  pollution	  and	  resultant	  public	  health	  problems	  such	  as	  increased	  cancer	  
risk.69,	  70	  Poorer	  residents	  may	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  live	  in	  poorer	  housing	  conditions	  with	  higher	  levels	  of	  
indoor	  air	  pollutants,	  and	  may	  also	  live	  closer	  to	  industry	  or	  busy	  roadways.	  A	  study	  in	  the	  Southern	  
Coast	  of	  California	  showed	  that	  income	  and	  non-‐white	  racial	  status	  was	  associated	  with	  significantly	  
higher	  rates	  of	  PM	  2.5	  (specifically	  PM	  2.5	  from	  chromium	  and	  diesel)	  exposure.71	  These	  factors	  may	  
result	  in	  variation	  in	  the	  estimates	  of	  air	  pollution-‐related	  health	  effects.	  For	  example,	  a	  recent	  study	  of	  
mortality	  and	  air	  pollution	  in	  Los	  Angeles	  found	  that	  concentration	  response	  functions	  based	  on	  a	  
within-‐city	  estimate	  were	  2-‐3	  times	  those	  based	  on	  regional	  studies.72	  
	  
Public	  Transit	  
Access	  to	  (including	  proximity,	  affordability,	  reliability	  and	  quality	  of	  service)	  and	  use	  of	  public	  transit	  
facilities	  are	  important	  for	  health	  and	  wellbeing.	  Many	  people	  depend	  upon	  public	  transit	  for	  travel	  to	  
jobs,	  school,	  childcare,	  grocery	  stores,	  medical	  care,	  social	  and	  family	  activities,	  and	  for	  accessing	  other	  
goods	  and	  resources	  necessary	  for	  health,	  and	  connecting	  with	  family	  and	  friends.	  Public	  transit	  is	  
especially	  crucial	  for	  households	  without	  vehicles.	  For	  low-‐income	  residents	  who	  do	  not	  own	  
automobiles,	  accessible,	  affordable,	  and	  convenient	  mass	  transit	  is	  particularly	  crucial	  for	  accessing	  daily	  
activities.	  A	  study	  of	  fifteen	  low-‐income	  neighborhoods	  in	  the	  San	  Francisco	  Bay	  Area	  found	  that	  66%	  of	  
residents	  had	  no	  transit	  access	  to	  hospitals	  and	  48%	  no	  walking	  access	  to	  a	  supermarket.73	  Residents	  do	  
not	  utilize	  available	  medical	  services	  if	  they	  are	  difficult	  to	  reach	  and	  thus	  limited	  or	  no	  access	  to	  transit	  
may	  affect	  low-‐income	  residents’	  health	  and	  quality	  of	  life	  in	  a	  critical	  manner.	  Even	  for	  households	  that	  
have	  access	  to	  vehicles,	  public	  transit	  provides	  an	  alternative	  to	  driving.	  Choosing	  public	  transit	  over	  
driving	  improves	  public	  health	  by	  reducing	  air	  pollution,	  greenhouse	  gases,	  vehicle	  collisions,	  and	  
increasing	  physical	  activity.	  
	  
Transit	  Use	  and	  Physical	  Activity	  
Use	  of	  public	  transportation	  instead	  of	  personal	  vehicles	  results	  in	  higher	  levels	  of	  physical	  activity.	  
Americans	  who	  use	  public	  transit	  spend	  a	  median	  of	  19	  minutes	  daily	  walking	  to	  and	  from	  transit.	  
Twenty-‐nine	  percent	  achieve	  more	  than	  or	  equal	  to	  30	  minutes	  of	  physical	  activity	  per	  day	  solely	  by	  
walking	  to	  and	  from	  transit,	  enabling	  them	  to	  reach	  the	  Centers	  for	  Disease	  Control	  and	  Prevention	  
(CDC)	  recommended	  amount	  of	  physical	  activity	  (30	  minutes	  a	  day,	  five	  times	  a	  week).74	  Further,	  16%	  of	  
all	  recorded	  walking	  trips	  are	  part	  of	  transit	  trips,	  and	  these	  tend	  to	  be	  longer	  than	  average	  walking	  
trips,	  according	  to	  an	  analysis	  of	  US	  travel	  survey	  data.75	  Thus,	  those	  taking	  public	  transit	  reap	  the	  health	  
benefits	  of	  exercise	  and	  physical	  activity,	  i.e.,	  reduced	  risk	  for	  cardiovascular	  disease	  and	  diabetes,	  
increased	  strength	  for	  bone	  health,	  decreased	  risk	  of	  cancer,	  and	  decreased	  risk	  of	  depression.	  
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Public	  Transit	  and	  Income	  Available	  for	  Other	  Health-‐Promoting	  Resources	  
Because	  money	  is	  a	  general	  resource	  for	  health	  -‐	  securing	  essential	  human	  needs	  like	  food,	  clothing,	  and	  
shelter-‐	  transportation	  options	  can	  impact	  health	  through	  their	  effects	  on	  household	  budgets.	  A	  
household	  with	  two	  adults	  that	  uses	  public	  transit	  saves	  an	  average	  of	  $6,251	  per	  year	  compared	  to	  an	  
equivalent	  household	  that	  owns	  two	  cars.76	  The	  savings	  associated	  with	  taking	  public	  transit	  can	  be	  used	  
for	  other	  necessities	  including	  healthcare,	  food,	  housing	  and	  clothing,	  and	  thereby	  lead	  to	  improved	  
health.	  
	  
Transit	  Use	  and	  Air	  Quality	  
Passenger	  vehicles	  are	  the	  largest	  single	  source	  of	  greenhouse	  gas	  emissions	  in	  California,	  accounting	  for	  
30	  percent	  of	  the	  total.77	  Air	  quality	  from	  pollutants	  has	  a	  direct	  impact	  on	  respiratory	  and	  
cardiovascular	  disease.	  Motor	  vehicle	  air	  quality	  impacts	  results	  in	  50-‐70	  million	  days	  of	  restricted	  level	  
of	  activity,	  20,000-‐46,000	  cases	  of	  respiratory	  illness,	  and	  40,000	  premature	  deaths.78	  Mode	  shift	  from	  
individual	  autos	  to	  public	  transit	  can	  significantly	  reduce	  air	  pollutants	  because	  per	  capita	  air	  pollution	  
from	  vehicle/bus	  emissions	  is	  reduced.	  
	  
Transit	  and	  Social	  Connectivity	  
Taking	  public	  transportation	  aids	  in	  decreasing	  isolation	  and	  encourages	  what	  city	  planning	  advocate	  
and	  critic	  Jane	  Jacobs	  referred	  to	  as	  casual	  contact	  from	  unplanned	  social	  interactions	  (Jacobs	  196179).	  
Access	  to	  public	  transportation	  is	  an	  especially	  important	  contributor	  to	  social	  connectivity	  for	  young,	  
old,	  and	  disabled	  populations.	  Specifically,	  adequate	  access	  to	  public	  transit	  enables	  elderly	  and	  disabled	  
populations	  to	  participate	  in	  community	  and	  civic	  life	  such	  as	  attending	  a	  recreational	  or	  community	  
facility.	  For	  the	  elderly	  and	  the	  disabled,	  limited	  access	  to	  public	  transit	  creates	  barriers	  to	  participation	  
in	  community	  and	  civic	  life,	  potentially,	  leading	  to	  feelings	  of	  depression	  and	  alienation.80	  
	  
Traffic	  Safety	  
In	  2009	  there	  were	  over	  33,000	  fatalities	  and	  2.2	  million	  injuries	  from	  crashes	  on	  US	  roadways,	  for	  all	  
modes	  of	  transportation.	  Twelve	  percent	  of	  the	  fatalities	  and	  2%	  of	  the	  injuries	  (ranging	  from	  non-‐
severe	  to	  severe)	  were	  pedestrians.	  Three	  percent	  of	  the	  fatalities	  and	  2%	  of	  the	  injuries	  were	  bicyclists.	  
Children	  aged	  10-‐15	  have	  the	  highest	  population-‐based	  injury	  rate	  (33	  per	  100,000)	  and	  people	  over	  74	  
years	  have	  the	  highest	  population-‐based	  fatality	  rate	  (at	  2.19	  per	  100,000	  –	  almost	  double	  the	  overall	  
population	  rate	  of	  1.33).81	  These	  rates	  do	  not	  take	  exposure	  risk	  into	  consideration.	  	  
	  
Pedestrian	  and	  bicyclist	  safety	  is	  critical	  to	  achieving	  an	  increase	  in	  active	  transportation.	  A	  
neighborhood	  with	  significant	  obstacles	  to	  walking	  such	  as	  high	  traffic	  volumes	  and	  speeds,	  narrow	  
sidewalks,	  poorly	  connected	  streets,	  unsafe	  intersections,	  and	  a	  lack	  of	  lighting,	  is	  not	  likely	  to	  promote	  
walking.82	  83	  84	  The	  risk	  of	  pedestrian	  injuries	  may	  discourage	  pedestrian	  activity	  and	  negatively	  impact	  
physical	  activity	  levels.	  Pedestrians	  are	  even	  likely	  to	  limit	  their	  exposure	  if	  there	  is	  a	  perception	  of	  
danger.	  For	  example,	  one	  study	  found	  that	  three	  factors	  –	  traffic	  volume,	  traffic	  speed	  and	  the	  
separation	  between	  pedestrians	  and	  traffic	  –	  explained	  85%	  of	  the	  variation	  in	  perceived	  safety	  and	  
comfort	  for	  pedestrians.85	  Such	  impacts	  to	  safety	  are	  real	  as	  well	  as	  perceived:	  environmental	  variables	  
associated	  with	  actual	  pedestrian	  collisions	  include	  pedestrian	  volume,86	  vehicle	  volume,87	  vehicle	  
type,88	  vehicle	  speed,89	  intersection	  design,	  pedestrian	  facilities,	  lighting,	  and	  weather.90	  
	  
Street	  design	  infrastructure	  proven	  to	  enhance	  cyclist	  safety	  includes	  clearly-‐marked,	  bike-‐specific	  bike	  
lanes,	  paths,	  and	  routes91	  (separated	  by	  barriers	  from	  vehicle	  traffic	  when	  possible),92	  street	  lighting,	  
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paved	  surfaces,	  low-‐angled	  grades93	  bicycle	  signage,	  shared	  lane	  markings	  and	  bicycle-‐specific	  signals.94	  
In	  addition,	  these	  features	  enhance	  pedestrian	  safety	  by	  separating	  bicycles	  from	  sidewalks.	  
	  
Vehicle	  Volume	  &	  Safety	  
Public	  health	  and	  transportation	  safety	  research	  consistently	  demonstrates	  that	  vehicle	  volumes	  are	  an	  
independent	  environmental	  predictor	  of	  pedestrian	  injuries.95	  96	  97	  98	  99	  The	  magnitude	  of	  effect	  of	  
vehicle	  volume	  on	  injuries	  is	  significant.	  For	  example,	  in	  a	  study	  of	  nine	  intersections	  in	  Boston’s	  
Chinatown,	  researchers	  calculated	  an	  increase	  in	  3-‐5	  injuries	  per	  year	  for	  each	  increase	  in	  1,000	  
vehicles.100	  
	  
Other	  studies	  illustrate	  that	  as	  pedestrian	  and	  bike	  volumes	  increase,	  collisions	  with	  automobiles	  may	  
decrease.	  For	  instance,	  an	  analysis	  of	  pedestrian	  and	  bicycle	  volume	  found	  that	  with	  increasing	  numbers	  
of	  walkers	  and	  bicyclists,	  injury	  rates	  decreased.101	  Similarly,	  an	  analysis	  of	  pedestrian	  injuries	  in	  Oakland	  
illustrated	  that	  the	  risk	  for	  pedestrian-‐vehicle	  collisions	  was	  smaller	  in	  areas	  with	  greater	  pedestrian	  
flows	  and	  greater	  in	  areas	  with	  higher	  vehicle	  flows.102	  
	  
Vehicle	  Speed	  	  
Vehicle	  speeds	  predict	  both	  the	  frequency	  as	  well	  as	  the	  severity	  of	  pedestrian	  injuries.	  Below	  20	  miles	  
per	  hour	  (mph)	  the	  probability	  of	  serious	  or	  fatal	  injury	  is	  generally	  less	  than	  20%;	  this	  proportion	  rapidly	  
increases	  with	  increasing	  speed	  and	  above	  35	  mph,	  most	  injuries	  are	  fatal	  or	  incapacitating.103	  Another	  
study	  showed	  that	  the	  average	  pedestrian	  has	  an	  85%	  likelihood	  of	  fatality	  when	  struck	  by	  a	  vehicle	  
traveling	  at	  40	  mph,	  whereas	  if	  the	  vehicle	  is	  traveling	  at	  30	  mph	  the	  likelihood	  is	  reduced	  to	  45%,	  and	  
when	  vehicles	  are	  traveling	  at	  20	  mph	  the	  likelihood	  of	  fatality	  is	  only	  5%.104	  	  
	  
On	  average,	  each	  1	  mph	  reduction	  in	  speed	  may	  reduce	  collision	  frequency	  by	  5%,	  with	  effects	  greatest	  
for	  urban	  main	  roads	  and	  low	  speed	  residential	  roads.105	  	  
	  
There	  is	  even	  a	  positive	  linear	  relationship	  between	  posted	  speed	  limits	  and	  severity	  of	  pedestrian	  injury	  
and	  fatality.	  	  Where	  the	  speed	  limit	  of	  25	  mph	  is	  posted,	  2.2%	  of	  pedestrian	  collisions	  result	  in	  fatality,	  
whereas	  in	  locations	  with	  30	  mph	  and	  35	  mph	  the	  percentage	  of	  pedestrian	  fatalities	  rose	  to	  3.9%	  and	  
8.1%	  respectively.106	  
	  
One-‐way	  streets	  
One-‐way	  streets	  have	  generally	  been	  found	  to	  reduce	  pedestrian	  crashes	  as	  well	  as	  pedestrian	  injury	  
and	  fatalities;107	  108	  some	  argue	  that	  this	  is	  because	  one-‐way	  streets	  may	  provide	  an	  advantage	  to	  
pedestrians	  by	  having	  primary	  traffic	  coming	  from	  only	  one	  direction	  (and	  hence	  one	  may	  need	  to	  only	  
prioritize	  looking	  in	  one	  direction	  when	  crossing).109	  However,	  at	  least	  one	  study	  found	  that	  one-‐way	  
streets	  pose	  a	  greater	  risk	  for	  child	  pedestrian	  injuries.110	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  since	  one-‐way	  streets	  tend	  
to	  have	  higher	  vehicle	  speeds,111	  some	  injuries	  due	  to	  crashes	  may	  be	  more	  severe	  or	  lead	  to	  fatality.112	  
At	  least	  one	  study	  indicates	  that	  in	  residential	  areas,	  one-‐way	  streets	  face	  worse	  air	  quality,	  traffic	  and	  
traffic	  related	  concerns.113	  This	  may	  also	  be	  due	  to	  higher	  auto	  speeds.	  Careful	  considerations	  and	  
contextual	  differences	  should	  be	  examined	  when	  converting	  one-‐way	  streets	  to	  two-‐way	  and	  vice	  versa.	  	  	  	  
	  
Traffic	  level	  of	  service	  (LOS),	  which	  is	  heavily	  analyzed	  by	  traffic	  engineers	  and	  planning	  agencies	  in	  local	  
jurisdictions,	  is	  based	  on	  measures	  of	  how	  efficiently	  cars	  move	  through	  specified	  roadways	  and	  
intersections,	  based	  on	  an	  A	  –	  F	  rating	  system	  with	  “A”	  indicating	  free	  flowing	  traffic	  and	  “F”	  indicating	  
extremely	  congested	  traffic.114	  ,	  115	  	  LOS	  often	  shows	  that	  one-‐way	  streets	  earn	  the	  highest	  LOS	  rating	  
because	  of	  higher	  vehicle	  speeds;	  however,	  LOS	  does	  not	  necessarily	  take	  into	  account	  the	  impacts	  of	  



	   28	  

high	  vehicle	  speeds	  on	  other	  roadway	  users	  such	  as	  pedestrians,	  bikes,	  and	  transit.	  Where	  one-‐way	  
streets	  are	  present,	  traffic	  calming	  measures	  (described	  above)	  can	  help	  mitigate	  resulting	  higher	  
speeds.	  
	  
Vulnerable	  pedestrians	  	  
Pedestrian	  collisions	  are	  more	  common	  in	  low-‐income	  areas,	  potentially	  reflecting	  greater	  traffic	  
volumes	  and	  lower	  automobile	  ownership	  among	  residents	  of	  these	  neighborhoods.116	  Additionally,	  
Ragland	  et.	  al.	  (2003)	  assert	  that	  African	  Americans,	  Latinos,	  and	  Native	  Americans	  are	  all	  at	  higher	  risk	  
for	  pedestrian	  injury	  and	  fatality	  that	  Whites.117	  Older	  adults	  also	  suffer	  disproportionately	  from	  both	  
risk	  and	  impact	  of	  pedestrian	  auto	  collisions.	  Older	  adults	  tend	  to	  walk	  slower	  and	  have	  slower	  reaction	  
times	  that	  may	  put	  them	  at	  more	  risk	  as	  a	  pedestrian,	  and	  in	  the	  unfortunate	  event	  of	  a	  collision,	  older	  
adults	  are	  more	  likely	  to	  have	  severe	  and	  fatal	  injuries	  due	  to	  frail	  physical	  conditions.	  	  
	  
5.3.2.	  Existing	  Transportation	  Conditions	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  	  
	  
Walking	  
	  
Community	  Perspectives	  
Walking	  is	  a	  primary	  mode	  of	  transportation	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  and	  pedestrian	  safety	  and	  walkability	  
are	  of	  great	  concern	  to	  the	  community.	  The	  Asian	  Health	  Services’	  Lake	  Merritt	  BART	  Station	  Area	  
Community	  Engagement	  Final	  Report	  states,	  “Many	  of	  the	  community’s	  transportation-‐related	  issues	  
reflect	  a	  pedestrian	  perspective.”	  	  
	  
Number	  of	  Pedestrians	  	  
According	  to	  the	  American	  Community	  Survey,	  18%	  of	  people	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  walk	  to	  work.	  This	  is	  
more	  than	  four	  times	  higher	  than	  Oakland’s	  and	  Alameda	  County’s	  proportions	  (both	  4%),	  and	  more	  
than	  five	  times	  higher	  than	  the	  California	  and	  US	  proportions	  (both	  3%).118	  	  
	  
BART	  reports	  that	  on	  an	  average	  weekday,	  45%	  of	  the	  LMB	  riders	  walked	  to	  the	  BART	  station	  from	  their	  
homes	  in	  2008.	  This	  is	  45%	  higher	  than	  the	  average	  number	  of	  riders	  originating	  at	  home	  who	  walk	  to	  
any	  Bay	  Area	  BART	  station	  (31%),	  suggesting	  that	  improving	  walking	  access	  may	  increase	  BART	  ridership	  
at	  this	  station.	  BART	  also	  reports	  that	  in	  the	  same	  year,	  80%	  of	  non-‐home	  origin	  riders	  (people	  coming	  
from	  school	  or	  work,	  etc.)	  walked	  to	  the	  Lake	  Merritt	  BART	  station.	  With	  a	  total	  of	  6,021	  riders	  entering	  
Lake	  Merritt	  BART	  station	  on	  an	  average	  weekday	  (both	  home	  and	  non-‐home	  origins)	  we	  can	  expect	  
that	  3,771	  people	  or	  63%	  of	  all	  riders	  are	  walking	  to	  this	  station	  from	  the	  surrounding	  neighborhood	  
(median	  walking	  distance	  is	  .5	  miles119).	  120	  f	  
	  
In	  addition	  to	  the	  people	  walking	  to	  BART,	  many	  people	  use	  Alameda	  Contra	  Costa	  Transit	  District	  (AC	  
Transit)	  in	  the	  PA.	  AC	  Transit	  reports	  that	  20,787	  people	  get	  on	  and	  off	  AC	  Transit	  buses	  in	  the	  PA	  
(weekday	  count),	  and	  all	  of	  these	  person-‐trips	  most	  likely	  have	  a	  walking	  component	  in	  order	  to	  get	  to	  
the	  transit	  station	  or	  destination.121	  	  
	  
There	  have	  been	  no	  comprehensive	  pedestrian	  counts	  in	  the	  PA.	  Observations	  reported	  in	  the	  SAP	  
Existing	  Conditions	  Report	  suggest	  that	  there	  are	  heavy	  levels	  of	  pedestrian	  activity	  around	  the	  Lake	  
Merritt	  BART	  Station	  (with	  an	  emphasis	  on	  Oak	  Street),	  in	  the	  Chinatown	  district	  (primarily	  along	  and	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
f	  Note:	  it	  is	  unclear	  from	  the	  report	  whether	  people	  who	  drive	  closer	  to	  BART	  but	  still	  have	  a	  walking	  component	  are	  captured	  
as	  drivers	  or	  walkers,	  mode	  of	  transport	  categorization	  would	  be	  up	  to	  the	  individuals	  response	  on	  the	  survey	  form.	  
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between	  Franklin	  and	  Harrison	  from	  7th	  to	  11th	  Streets),	  and	  around	  Lake	  Merritt.	  	  As	  part	  of	  a	  larger	  
study	  estimating	  pedestrian	  volumes	  for	  Alameda	  County,	  researchers	  at	  UCB	  have	  counted	  pedestrians	  
at	  two	  intersections	  in	  the	  PA:	  1)	  Broadway	  and	  12th	  Street	  and	  2)	  Webster	  and	  7th	  Streets.	  Counts	  took	  
place	  during	  weekdays	  and	  weekends	  for	  two	  hours	  each.	  At	  Broadway	  and	  12th	  Street	  (downtown	  
adjacent	  to	  12th	  Street	  BART	  station),	  3,577	  weekday	  pedestrians	  were	  counted	  and	  1,374	  weekend	  
pedestrians	  were	  counted,	  both	  during	  a	  two-‐hour	  time	  period.	  During	  a	  two-‐hour	  time	  period	  at	  
Webster	  and	  7th	  Streets	  (Chinatown),	  937	  weekday	  pedestrians	  were	  counted	  and	  1,131	  weekend	  
pedestrians	  were	  counted.122	  	  
	  
Walkability	  Score	  
When	  the	  Lake	  Merritt	  BART	  Station	  address	  was	  entered	  into	  walkscore.com,	  the	  PAg	  received	  a	  walk	  
score	  of	  91	  out	  of	  100,	  classifying	  it	  as	  a	  “walkers	  paradise.”	  123	  This	  score	  is	  within	  the	  highest	  possible	  
ranking	  category	  and	  is	  22%	  higher	  than	  the	  average	  Oakland	  score	  of	  71	  (“very	  walkable”).	  Walk	  Score	  
(walkscore.com)	  is	  a	  web-‐based	  program	  that	  measures	  the	  walkability	  of	  any	  address.	  They	  use	  a	  
variety	  of	  data	  sources	  for	  available	  amenities	  and	  facilities	  such	  as	  schools,	  shops,	  parks	  and	  
restaurants	  to	  create	  an	  algorithm.	  This	  score	  does	  not	  reflect	  issues	  related	  to	  the	  social	  environment	  
such	  as	  crime	  and	  perceived	  safety,	  nor	  does	  it	  reflect	  pedestrian	  infrastructure	  (such	  as	  the	  presence	  or	  
quality	  of	  sidewalks)	  or	  traffic	  safety,	  all	  of	  which	  may	  enhance	  or	  deter	  people	  from	  walking.	  	  
	  
Pedestrian	  Conditions	  
According	  to	  the	  SAP	  Existing	  Conditions	  Report,	  124	  sidewalks	  are	  present	  throughout	  the	  Planning	  Area	  
and	  reportedly	  range	  from	  poor	  to	  good	  condition.h	  	  The	  majority	  that	  are	  in	  good	  condition	  are	  in	  the	  
Chinatown	  area	  and	  many	  of	  the	  poor	  to	  fair	  condition	  sidewalks	  are	  located	  near	  I-‐880,	  on	  and	  adjacent	  
to	  Jackson	  and	  Oak	  Streets,	  and	  around	  the	  BART	  parking	  lot.	  Most	  sidewalks	  in	  Chinatown	  are	  wider	  (12	  
feet)	  than	  sidewalks	  elsewhere	  within	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  The	  12-‐foot	  wide	  commercial-‐area	  sidewalks	  in	  
Chinatown	  offer	  ample	  space	  for	  high	  volumes	  of	  pedestrians,	  buffer	  zones	  separating	  pedestrians	  from	  
oncoming	  traffic,	  and	  areas	  for	  merchants.	  Many	  Planning	  Area	  sidewalks	  that	  are	  in	  poor	  to	  fair	  
condition	  are	  also	  narrower	  in	  width	  (4	  feet).	  Between	  high	  pedestrian	  volumes	  and	  merchant	  overflow	  
onto	  sidewalk	  space,	  they	  can	  be	  prohibitive	  for	  many	  pedestrians,	  particularly	  the	  old	  and	  disabled	  and	  
those	  with	  strollers	  and	  families.	  
	  
Merchant	  obstructions	  exist	  along	  some	  sidewalks,	  primarily	  in	  the	  Chinatown	  district,	  which	  potentially	  
render	  the	  sidewalks	  inaccessible	  to	  people	  in	  wheelchairs,	  older	  adults	  and	  people	  with	  strollers.125	  	  
The	  surface	  of	  the	  sidewalks	  is	  unknown	  and	  not	  reported	  in	  the	  SAP	  Existing	  Conditions	  Report.	  In	  a	  
Community	  Environmental	  Audit	  Survey	  conducted	  by	  Asian	  Health	  Services	  of	  the	  Lake	  Merritt	  BART	  
area	  (the	  area	  closest	  to	  BART,	  East	  Lake	  and	  10th	  to	  14th	  Streets	  were	  assessed),	  the	  majority	  (94%)	  of	  
surveyors	  stated	  that	  they	  observed	  the	  presence	  of	  sidewalks	  on	  both	  sides	  of	  the	  street,	  but	  only	  60%	  
were	  in	  good	  condition	  (wide	  enough,	  a	  stroller	  or	  wheelchair	  can	  pass,	  very	  evenly	  paved,	  no	  cracks),	  
21%	  in	  medium	  condition	  (more	  evenly	  paved,	  few	  cracks),	  and	  10%	  were	  observed	  as	  being	  in	  poor	  
condition	  (broken,	  very	  uneven,	  lots	  of	  cracks).	  126	  	  
	  
Pedestrian	  amenities	  at	  intersections	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  are	  generally	  adequate	  but	  accessibility	  is	  
inconsistent,	  especially	  for	  seniors	  and	  people	  with	  disabilities.	  When	  asked	  about	  pedestrian	  amenities	  
at	  intersections	  in	  the	  Community	  Environmental	  Audit	  Survey	  conducted	  by	  Asian	  health	  Services,	  72%	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
g	  Note:	  this	  includes	  a	  1.5	  mile	  radius	  around	  the	  given	  address	  using	  a	  distance	  decay	  function,	  applying	  a	  higher	  weighting	  to	  
amenities	  closest	  to	  the	  chosen	  address)	  
h	  Note:	  report	  does	  not	  describe	  what	  defines	  “poor”	  or	  “good”	  conditions.	  
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of	  surveyors	  stated	  that	  they	  observed	  marked	  pedestrian	  crossings	  on	  both	  legs	  of	  the	  crossing,	  and	  
20%	  stated	  that	  they	  observed	  marked	  pedestrian	  crossings	  on	  one	  leg	  of	  the	  crossing.	  Pedestrian	  
signals	  were	  observed	  on	  both	  legs	  of	  the	  crossing	  by	  56%	  of	  respondents,	  and	  37%	  observed	  pedestrian	  
signals	  on	  only	  one	  leg	  of	  the	  crossing.127	  Marked	  crosswalks	  range	  from	  the	  standard	  two	  stripes	  
(majority)	  to	  ladder	  style	  crossings	  (few),	  and	  in	  addition,	  there	  are	  four	  pedestrian	  scrambles	  in	  the	  PA’s	  
Chinatown	  district	  (Franklin	  and	  Webster	  Streets	  at	  8th	  and	  9th	  Streets).	  There	  are	  ten	  noted	  “difficult	  
crossing”	  areas	  in	  the	  EC	  report,	  although	  specifics	  are	  not	  identified.	  The	  SAP	  Existing	  Conditions	  Report	  
indicates	  that	  many	  intersections	  have	  curb	  cuts	  and	  marked	  crossings,	  but	  many	  are	  out	  of	  date	  (not	  in	  
compliance	  with	  new	  American	  Disability	  Act	  (ADA)	  standards	  or	  not	  aligned	  properly	  with	  the	  crossing).	  
There	  are	  some	  areas	  where	  there	  are	  no	  curb	  ramps	  at	  all,	  making	  an	  inaccessible	  environment	  for	  
many	  people	  with	  disabilities	  (primarily	  around	  the	  5th	  and	  Laney	  areas).	  	  
	  
Biking	  
	  
Presence	  of	  Bikeways	  	  
There	  are	  three	  primary	  classifications	  of	  bikeways.	  In	  brief,	  they	  include128:	  	  
• Class	  1	  (bike	  path):	  bicycle	  path	  that	  is	  completely	  separated	  from	  the	  street	  
• Class	  2	  (bike	  lane):	  striped	  lanes	  on	  the	  street	  for	  the	  use	  of	  bicyclists	  
• Class	  3	  (bike	  routes):	  	  identified	  and	  designated	  preferred	  routes	  for	  bicyclists.	  The	  city	  of	  Oakland	  

has	  three	  sub	  categories	  for	  Class	  3	  bike	  lanes	  to	  better	  accommodate	  issues	  commonly	  found	  in	  
Oakland	  (such	  as	  one	  way	  streets):	  	  

• Class	  3A:	  Arterial	  bicycle	  routes	  are	  routes	  where	  bike	  lanes	  are	  not	  feasible	  and	  adjacent	  
streets	  are	  not	  conducive	  for	  bicycle	  travel.	  	  

• Class	  3B:	  Identified	  bicycle	  routes	  on	  residential	  streets	  with	  low	  traffic	  volumes.	  	  
• Neighborhood	  connectors:	  mapped	  routes	  to	  identify	  good	  connections	  within	  

neighborhoods.	  
	  
In	  the	  PA	  bikeways	  are	  not	  readily	  present	  on	  the	  existing	  road	  network	  (although	  many	  routes	  are	  
planned	  as	  stated	  in	  the	  Oakland	  Bicycle	  Master	  Plan).	  Existing	  routes	  include	  a	  Class	  3	  signed	  route	  on	  
Oak	  Street	  between	  Embarcadero	  and	  4th	  Streets,	  a	  Class	  2	  bike	  lane	  along	  the	  Embarcadero,	  and	  a	  Class	  
1	  bike	  path	  through	  Laney	  College.129	  The	  dearth	  of	  bikeways	  is	  verified	  by	  “ground	  truth”	  from	  
residents	  with	  100%	  of	  surveyors	  participating	  in	  the	  Asian	  Health	  Services’	  Community	  Environmental	  
Audit	  Survey	  stating	  that	  they	  did	  not	  see	  a	  bike	  lane	  while	  conducting	  field	  observations	  in	  the	  three	  
surveyed	  areas	  (the	  area	  closest	  to	  BART,	  East	  Lake	  and	  10th	  to	  14th	  Streets	  were	  assessed).130	  	  
	  
Bike	  Parking	  
Bicycle	  parking	  is	  found	  at	  the	  Lake	  Merritt	  BART	  Station	  and	  to	  varying	  degree	  throughout	  the	  Planning	  
Area.	  LMB	  has	  32	  pay	  bicycle	  lockers	  and	  bike	  racks,	  many	  of	  which	  are	  used	  to	  capacity	  during	  the	  
weekday.	  Several	  bike	  racks	  are	  found	  at	  corners	  in	  the	  core	  Chinatown	  commercial	  area	  and	  Laney	  
College	  has	  bike	  racks	  available	  for	  students.	  	  Throughout	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  bikes	  are	  observed	  locked	  
to	  parking	  meters	  and	  trees,	  suggesting	  that	  there	  is	  a	  dearth	  of	  adequately	  placed	  bike	  parking	  
facilities.	  131	  
	  
Per	  Oakland’s	  Bicycle	  Master	  Plan,	  the	  City	  has	  made	  a	  concerted	  effort	  to	  identify	  routes	  conducive	  to	  
bicycle	  traffic	  and	  implement	  bike	  lanes	  of	  varying	  classification,	  especially	  around	  the	  existing	  transit	  
network.132	  	  
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Number	  of	  Bicyclists	  
Despite	  limited	  designated	  bike	  lanes	  and	  routes,	  2%	  of	  resident	  workers	  over	  the	  age	  of	  16	  in	  the	  PA	  
bike	  to	  work.	  This	  is	  equivalent	  to	  the	  overall	  percentage	  observed	  in	  Oakland	  as	  a	  whole,	  but	  is	  33%	  
higher	  than	  Alameda	  County	  (1.5%)	  and	  twice	  as	  high	  as	  California	  (at	  1%).133	  In	  addition,	  8%	  of	  Lake	  
Merritt	  BART	  riders	  (home-‐based)	  ride	  their	  bike	  to	  BART;	  higher	  than	  the	  4%	  average	  of	  all	  BART	  
stations,134	  and	  10th	  Street	  was	  observed	  as	  having	  the	  highest	  volume	  of	  bike	  riders	  to	  the	  BART	  
Station.135	  Bike	  count	  data	  collected	  at	  two	  intersections	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  indicate	  that	  during	  a	  two	  
hour	  weekday	  period,	  63	  bikes	  were	  counted	  at	  Broadway	  and	  12th	  Street,	  and	  26	  bikes	  were	  counted	  
at	  Webster	  and	  7th	  Streets,136	  suggesting	  that	  bicycling	  is	  a	  utilized	  mode	  of	  transportation	  in	  the	  
Planning	  Area.	  
	  
Air	  Pollution	  	  
	  
Community	  Perspectives	  
Air	  pollution	  is	  of	  great	  concern	  to	  residents	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  Asian	  Health	  Services	  reports	  that	  38%	  
of	  residents	  cited	  air	  pollution	  as	  harmful	  to	  their	  health.	  137	  	  
	  
Air	  Pollutant	  Concentrations	  
The	  San	  Francisco	  Department	  of	  Public	  Health	  (SFDPH)	  performed	  an	  Exposure	  Assessment	  in	  the	  
Planning	  Area,	  based	  on	  the	  traffic	  pattern	  and	  proximity	  of	  I-‐880	  and	  arterial	  streets.	  They	  estimated	  
that	  the	  concentration	  of	  PM2.5	  in	  Oakland	  Chinatown	  is	  between	  0.6	  and	  2.2	  ug/m

3,	  with	  the	  largest	  
midsection	  in	  the	  1.0	  to	  1.5	  ug/m3	  range.	  	  For	  comparison,	  the	  action	  level	  threshold	  in	  San	  Francisco	  is	  
0.2	  ug/m3,	  and	  concentrations	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  far	  exceed	  this	  level.	  	  
	  
The	  California	  Air	  Resources	  Board	  measures	  pollutants	  from	  stationary	  monitors	  throughout	  the	  state.	  
The	  closest	  monitor	  to	  the	  Planning	  Area	  is	  over	  six	  miles	  to	  the	  southeast.	  The	  data	  represented	  in	  
Table	  4	  illustrates	  that	  air	  pollutants	  around	  the	  stationary	  monitor	  generally	  do	  not	  exceed	  state	  or	  
national	  standards.	  PM	  2.5	  is	  the	  one	  identified	  pollutant	  that	  exceeded	  the	  national	  standard	  for	  a	  total	  
of	  three	  days	  during	  2009.	  There	  are	  limitations	  to	  this	  data	  and	  it	  should	  be	  used	  with	  caution,	  as	  it	  is	  
not	  directly	  from	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  does	  not	  reflect	  proximity	  to	  vehicle	  pollutants	  from	  Highway	  880	  
and	  the	  Webster/Posey	  tubes	  or	  vehicle	  travel	  within	  the	  LMB	  Station	  Planning	  Area,	  and	  does	  not	  
include	  all	  air	  pollutants	  that	  may	  impact	  health.	  	  
	  
Table	  4.	  Air	  pollutants	  from	  the	  closest	  stationary	  monitor	  to	  the	  PA	  	  

(9925	  International	  Blvd,	  which	  is	  about	  6.5	  miles	  southeast	  of	  Lake	  Merritt	  BART	  Station,	  
unless	  otherwise	  noted)	  

Pollutant	   Standard	   2007	   2008	   2009	  
OZONE	   	   	   	   	  
Highest	  1-‐hr	  Average	  (ppm)	   	   0.04	   0.086	   0.092	  
Days	  over	  State	  Standard	   0.09	   0	   0	   0	  
Highest	  8-‐hr	  Average	  (ppm)	   	   0.036	   0.064	   0.063	  
Days	  over	  State/National	  Standard	   0.07	   0	   0	   0	  
Days	  over	  National	  Standard	   0.075	   0	   0	   0	  
	   	   	   	   	  
CARBON	  MONOXIDE	   	   	   	   	  
Highest	  8-‐hr	  Average	  (ppm)	   	   1.4	   1.63	   1.99	  
Days	  over	  State/National	  Average	   9	   0	   0	   0	  
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Pollutant	   Standard	   2007	   2008	   2009	  
PM	  10	  (Fremont-‐Chapel	  way	  Monitoring	  Site;	  
over	  20	  miles	  southeast	  of	  LM	  BART	  Station)	   	   	   	   	  
Highest	  State	  24-‐hr	  Average	  (ug/m3)	   	   60.6	   38.7	   *	  
Estimated	  Days	  over	  State	  Standard	   50	   6	   *	   *	  
Estimated	  Days	  over	  National	  Standard	   150	   0	   *	   *	  
Annual	  Average	   	   19.6	   *	   *	  
	   	   	   	   	  
PM.	  2.5	   	   	   	   	  
Highest	  24-‐hr	  Average	  (ug/m3)	   	   22.8	   30.1	   36.3	  
Estimated	  days	  over	  National	  24-‐hr.	  
Standards	   35	   *	   0	   3	  
State	  Annual	  Average	   12	   *	   9.5	   *	  
	   	   	   	   	  
Nitrogen	  Dioxide	   	   	   	   	  
Highest	  Daily	  Maximum	  Hourly	  (ppm)	   	   0.059	   0.07	   0.062	  
Days	  above	  state	  standard	   	   0	   0	   0	  
*	  =	  insufficient	  or	  no	  data	  available	  to	  determine	  the	  value	  
Data	  source:	  CARB	  ADAM138	  
	  
Annual	  Average	  Daily	  Traffic	  	  
Interstate	  880,	  which	  runs	  through	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  has	  an	  Annual	  Average	  Daily	  Traffic	  (AADT)	  count	  
of	  226,000	  vehicles	  at	  Oak	  and	  Madison	  Streets,	  and	  many	  of	  these	  are	  heavy	  duty	  trucks	  because	  I-‐880	  
is	  a	  primary	  truck	  route.139	  	  The	  Posey	  Tube	  and	  the	  Webster	  Street	  Tube	  are	  two	  parallel	  tunnels	  
running	  beneath	  the	  Alameda-‐Oakland	  Estuary	  that	  connect	  Oakland	  with	  the	  city	  of	  Alameda.	  The	  
Posey	  Tube	  carries	  Oakland-‐bound	  traffic	  under	  the	  Estuary	  and	  the	  Webster	  Tube	  carries	  traffic	  bound	  
for	  Alameda.	  Highway	  260,	  which	  occupies	  the	  Alameda	  Posey	  Tube,	  has	  an	  AADT	  of	  47,500	  vehicles,	  
and	  the	  Webster	  Tube	  has	  an	  AADT	  of	  22,300	  vehicles.140	  AADT	  from	  I-‐880	  and	  California	  Highway	  260	  
together	  result	  in	  approximately	  295,800	  vehicles	  per	  day	  traveling	  through	  the	  Planning	  Area	  emitting	  
harmful	  air	  pollutants	  and	  exposing	  nearby	  communities.	  	  In	  keeping	  with	  CARB’s	  recommendation	  to	  
not	  have	  residential	  areas	  within	  500	  feet	  of	  high	  traffic	  volume	  roads,	  this	  HIA	  examines	  the	  proximity	  
of	  residents	  to	  the	  I-‐880	  and	  the	  Webster/Posey	  Tubes.	  According	  to	  our	  GIS	  analysis,	  twelve	  percent	  of	  
current	  residents	  live	  within	  500	  feet	  of	  either	  I-‐880	  or	  the	  Webster/Posey	  Tubes.	  	  
	  
Public	  Transit	  	  
	  
The	  two	  primary	  public	  transit	  providers	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  are	  BART	  and	  AC	  Transit.	  Twenty-‐six	  
percent	  (26%)	  of	  Planning	  Area	  residents	  use	  public	  transit	  to	  get	  to	  work.	  This	  is	  higher	  than	  the	  rates	  
for	  Oakland	  (17%),	  Alameda	  County	  (11%),	  California,	  and	  the	  nation	  (both	  at	  5%).141	  Ninety-‐one	  percent	  
of	  the	  Planning	  Area	  blocks	  are	  within	  ¼	  mile	  of	  a	  bus	  stop	  or	  a	  BART	  station	  entry	  point	  (assuming	  
population	  is	  evenly	  distributed	  across	  blocks.	  According	  to	  the	  Asian	  Health	  Services	  Community	  
Environmental	  Audit	  Survey,	  66%	  of	  survey	  participants	  did	  not	  see	  either	  a	  bus	  stop	  or	  light	  rail	  station,	  
only	  26%	  of	  participants	  reported	  seeing	  a	  bus	  stop,	  and	  only	  8%	  reported	  seeing	  a	  light	  rail	  station	  (i.e.,	  
BART)	  in	  the	  three	  geographic	  areas	  assessed	  by	  the	  audit	  (the	  area	  closest	  to	  BART,	  East	  Lake	  and	  10th	  
to	  14th	  Streets).142	  
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Community	  Perspectives	  	  
In	  a	  “Family	  Tea”	  of	  eleven	  community	  members	  (children,	  parents	  and	  grandchildren)	  conducted	  by	  the	  
City,	  participants	  expressed	  an	  explicit	  desire	  for	  more	  public	  transit,	  specifically	  more	  bus	  access,	  
including	  stops,	  routes	  and	  frequency.143	  Merchant	  tea	  participants	  felt	  that	  there	  should	  be	  more	  
transit	  ridership	  in	  Chinatown	  given	  the	  area’s	  amenities	  and	  resources.	  They	  appreciate	  transit	  
resources	  in	  the	  area.144	  
	  
BART145	  	  
The	  Lake	  Merritt	  BART	  Station	  is	  the	  center	  of	  the	  Planning	  Area	  and	  also	  serves	  as	  a	  central	  hub	  of	  
transit	  activity	  with	  many	  AC	  Transit	  bus	  lines	  along	  the	  surrounding	  streets.	  The	  LMB	  station	  is	  served	  
by	  three	  BART	  lines:	  

- Dublin	  Pleasanton/Daily	  City	  
- Fremont/Richmond	  
- Fremont/Daly	  City	  
Operating	  Hours:	  	  
- Weekday:	  4:33	  am	  –	  12:56	  am	  
- Saturday:	  6:07am	  –	  12:56	  am	  
- Sunday:	  8:07	  am	  –	  12:56	  am	  
	  
Frequency:	  Peak	  and	  non-‐peak	  BART	  trains	  generally	  stop	  at	  LMB	  every	  15	  to	  20	  minutes	  (per	  line).	  	  
	  
Ridership:	  On	  an	  average	  weekday,	  the	  LMB	  station	  has	  an	  average	  of	  6,021	  riders	  enter	  the	  
station.146	  From	  2003	  -‐	  2010	  (averaged	  fiscal	  years)	  there	  has	  been	  an	  18%	  increase	  in	  weekday	  
average	  exits,	  the	  highest	  being	  2009	  with	  5,848	  average	  exits.	  147	  	  
	  
Mode	  of	  transportation	  to	  BART:	  45%	  of	  residents	  who	  travel	  to	  LMB	  from	  home	  walk	  as	  their	  
mode	  of	  transportation.	  This	  is	  45%	  higher	  than	  for	  the	  average	  BART	  station	  (31%).148	  Five	  percent	  
(home	  origin)	  use	  other	  public	  transit	  to	  get	  to	  LMB	  station.	  This	  is	  67%	  lower	  than	  the	  average	  
BART	  station	  (at	  15%)	  suggesting	  that	  transit	  connectivity	  may	  be	  needed.149	  	  Eight	  percent	  biked	  to	  
LMB,	  twice	  as	  high	  as	  the	  average	  BART	  station	  (at	  4%)	  suggesting	  that	  this	  area	  has	  high	  potential	  
for	  increased	  bike	  travel	  to	  transit	  and	  other	  destinations.150	  Twenty-‐three	  percent	  of	  home-‐origin	  
LMB	  station	  riders	  drive	  alone,	  which	  is	  lower	  than	  the	  average	  BART	  station	  with	  34%	  of	  patrons	  
who	  drive	  alone	  to	  BART.	  
	  
Demographics:	  The	  majority	  of	  BART	  riders	  at	  the	  LMB	  station	  are	  White	  (43%),	  followed	  by	  
Asian/Asian	  Pacific	  Islander	  (27%)	  and	  Black/African	  American	  (14%).151	  	  See	  Table	  5	  for	  a	  
comparison	  of	  BART	  ridership	  race/ethnicity	  demographics	  with	  neighborhood	  racial/ethnic	  
composition.	  BART	  ridership	  amongst	  the	  White	  population	  is	  nearly	  twice	  as	  high	  as	  total	  ridership	  
amongst	  the	  Planning	  Area	  population,	  and	  conversely	  the	  percentage	  of	  BART	  riders	  that	  are	  Asian	  
are	  nearly	  half	  of	  the	  total	  proportion	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  

	  
Table	  5.	  Race/Ethnicity	  of	  BART	  Riders	  at	  Lake	  Merritt	  Station	  
Race/Ethnicity	   Planning	  Area	   BART	  ridership	  
White	   23%	   43%	  
Black	  or	  African	  American	   15%	   14%	  
Asian	   51%	   27%	  
Hispanic	  or	  Latino	   7%	   12%	  
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Twenty-‐two	  percent	  (22%)	  of	  LMB	  station	  users	  have	  a	  household	  income	  of	  $25,000-‐$49,000,	  
followed	  by	  20%	  of	  riders	  with	  a	  household	  income	  of	  $50,000-‐$74,000.	  152	  	  	  

	  
Accessibility:	  All	  BART	  stations	  are	  equipped	  with	  elevators,	  verbal	  and	  brail	  signs	  directing	  
patrons,	  on-‐car	  priority	  seating,	  and	  accessible	  parking	  (at	  stations	  that	  offer	  parking),	  among	  other	  
features.	  The	  LMB	  station	  has	  a	  parking	  lot	  available	  for	  patrons.	  Data	  is	  not	  available	  specifically	  
for	  LMB	  station	  elevator	  performance,	  but	  system-‐wide	  elevator	  performance	  for	  the	  first	  quarter	  
of	  2011	  was	  between	  95	  and	  100%.	  BART	  notes,	  “With	  staffing	  constraints,	  station	  elevators	  are	  a	  
priority”.153	  Based	  on	  observation,	  there	  is	  limited	  Chinese	  translation	  of	  BART	  information	  and	  /	  or	  
wayfinding,	  despite	  the	  high	  amount	  of	  Chinese	  speaking	  residents	  in	  the	  community	  surrounding	  
LMB	  station.	  	  

	  
AC	  Transit154	  	  
Fifty-‐four	  percent	  of	  the	  streets	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  have	  one	  or	  more	  AC	  Transit	  bus	  routes.	  The	  
Planning	  Area	  is	  served	  by	  two	  AC	  Transit	  lines	  (11	  and	  88)	  that	  directly	  serve	  the	  LMB	  station.	  
Frequency	  of	  these	  bus	  routes	  is	  approximately	  every	  20	  –	  60	  minutes	  (peak	  and	  non-‐peak	  hours).	  In	  
addition	  to	  the	  bus	  routes	  that	  directly	  serve	  the	  LMB	  station,	  several	  other	  Local	  AC	  Transit	  buses	  
operate	  within	  the	  Planning	  Area:	  1,	  1R,	  12,	  14,	  18,	  26,	  31,	  40,	  51A,	  58L,	  62,	  72,	  72R,	  and	  72M.	  The	  East	  
Bay	  Bus	  Rapid	  Transit	  (BRT)	  route,	  scheduled	  to	  begin	  operation	  in	  2016,	  will	  also	  serve	  the	  Planning	  
Area.	  Designated	  school	  routes	  include	  618	  and	  651,	  and	  all	  night	  routes	  include	  800,	  801,	  840,	  and	  851.	  
A	  few	  Transbay	  buses	  (O,	  OX	  and	  W)	  operate	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  Frequency	  of	  these	  bus	  routes	  is	  
approximately	  every	  12	  –	  60	  minutes	  (peak	  and	  non-‐peak	  hours).	  
	  

Punctuality:	  According	  to	  AC	  Transit,	  for	  January	  2011,	  there	  was	  a	  24%	  “on-‐time”	  service	  
performance	  rating	  for	  weekday	  buses,	  and	  68%	  of	  the	  stops	  were	  categorized	  as	  “late.”155	  Many	  of	  
the	  bus	  stops	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  lack	  benches	  and	  shelters	  for	  comfort	  while	  waiting	  for	  the	  bus.	  
The	  high	  probability	  of	  buses	  being	  “late”	  paired	  with	  lack	  of	  bus	  stop	  amenities	  may	  prohibit	  many	  
users	  from	  riding	  the	  bus	  due	  to	  lack	  of	  accessibility	  and	  reliability.	  	  
	  
Ridership:	  A	  weekday	  count	  reported	  by	  AC	  Transit	  shows	  that	  20,787	  people	  got	  on	  or	  off	  AC	  
Transit	  buses	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  (daily	  count).156	  	  
	  
Mode	  of	  transportation:	  While	  there	  are	  no	  surveys	  of	  AC	  Transit	  riders’	  mode	  of	  transit	  to	  bus	  
stops	  for	  the	  LMB	  station	  area	  or	  the	  Planning	  Area	  specifically,	  of	  system-‐wide	  AC	  Transit	  users,	  
80%	  walk,	  12%	  bus	  transfer,	  and	  8%	  BART.	  Of	  those	  who	  walked,	  approximately	  33%	  walked	  less	  
than	  one	  block	  to	  the	  bus	  stop,	  and	  nearly	  ¾	  of	  all	  riders	  were	  within	  4	  blocks	  of	  a	  bus	  line.	  157	  
	  
Demographics:	  While	  there	  are	  no	  surveys	  of	  AC	  Transit	  rider	  demographics	  for	  the	  LMB	  station	  
area	  or	  the	  Planning	  Area	  specifically,	  general	  information	  on	  all	  AC	  Transit	  riders	  in	  the	  region	  is	  
available:158	  

• 71%	  of	  riders	  have	  a	  household	  income	  of	  less	  than	  $50,000.	  	  
• 37%	  of	  riders	  surveyed	  were	  Black/African	  American,	  37%	  Asian,	  and	  18%	  were	  Asian	  

Pacific	  Islander.	  	  
	  

Accessibility:	  All	  AC	  Transit	  buses	  are	  equipped	  with	  the	  following	  accessibility	  features:	  
• Passenger	  lifts	  or	  ramps	  (for	  wheelchair/mobility	  aid	  users,	  or	  anyone	  who	  has	  trouble	  

climbing	  steps)	  
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• “Kneeling”,	  which	  lowers	  the	  first	  step	  several	  inches	  to	  make	  the	  first	  step	  easier	  (note:	  
special	  “Flash	  Cards”	  are	  available	  upon	  request	  from	  AC	  Transit,	  which	  passengers	  can	  
display	  prior	  to	  boarding,	  for	  requesting	  lift	  or	  kneeler)	  

• Priority	  Seating	  near	  the	  front	  of	  buses,	  for	  people	  with	  disabilities	  and	  seniors	  
• Two	  designated	  wheelchair	  locations	  per	  bus,	  each	  equipped	  with	  locking	  devices	  that	  

hold	  the	  wheelchair	  safely	  in	  place,	  and	  are	  required	  for	  all	  wheelchair	  users.	  Drivers	  
provide	  assistance	  with	  wheelchair	  locking	  as	  needed.	  Also	  provided	  are	  lap/shoulder	  
belts	  that	  wheelchair	  users	  can	  request,	  along	  with	  assistance	  from	  driver.	  	  

• A	  special	  Wheelchair	  Marking/Tether	  Strap	  program	  is	  also	  available	  for	  
identifying/providing	  proper	  fastening	  points	  on	  wheelchairs	  

• Stop	  announcements	  (in	  English)	  at	  major	  intersections	  and	  transfer	  points,	  provided	  
either	  verbally	  by	  drivers,	  or	  by	  automated	  equipment.	  

	  
Traffic	  Safety	  	  
	  
Community	  Perspectives	  
Community	  residents	  have	  expressed	  a	  safety	  concern	  of	  speeding	  traffic	  in	  the	  “Family	  Tea”	  conducted	  
by	  the	  city.	  	  
	  
Vehicle	  Speed	  Limits	  
Speed	  limits	  on	  local	  roads	  are	  determined	  by	  the	  local	  city	  or	  jurisdiction,	  which	  in	  the	  case	  of	  the	  PA	  is	  
the	  City	  of	  Oakland.	  The	  State	  of	  California	  also	  restricts	  speeds	  in	  some	  cases,	  such	  as	  speed	  limits	  of	  25	  
mph	  within	  500-‐1,000	  feet	  of	  a	  school	  when	  children	  are	  present	  (note	  that	  some	  schools	  may	  have	  
speed	  limits	  as	  low	  as	  15	  mph)	  and	  in	  business	  or	  residential	  areas	  (unless	  otherwise	  posted).159	  There	  
are	  several	  schools	  in	  the	  PA,	  and	  thus	  speeds	  are	  restricted	  to	  a	  maximum	  of	  25	  mph	  near	  schools	  
when	  children	  are	  present.	  
	  
The	  maximum	  allowable	  speed	  limit	  within	  100	  feet	  of	  a	  railroad	  crossing	  in	  California	  is	  15	  mph.160	  
There	  are	  railroad	  tracks	  present	  in	  the	  PA;	  therefore,	  speeds	  are	  restricted	  at	  crossings.	  
	  
Posted	  speed	  limits	  in	  the	  PA	  range	  from	  25	  mph	  (10th	  Street	  East	  of	  Fallon	  Street,	  11th	  Street,	  East	  12th	  

Street,	  Webster	  Street,	  Harrison	  Street,	  and	  Lakeside	  Drive)	  to	  30	  mph	  (7th	  Street)	  with	  the	  majority	  of	  
observed	  speed	  limits	  at	  25	  mph.161	  	  
	  
Street	  Classification	  and	  directionality	  
The	  Federal	  Highway	  Administration	  (FHWA)	  defines	  local	  streets	  based	  on	  classifications.	  The	  three	  
classifications	  are:	  	  

1.	  	   Arterial:	  provide	  the	  highest	  level	  of	  service	  at	  the	  greatest	  speed	  for	  the	  longest	  
uninterrupted	  distance,	  with	  some	  degree	  of	  access	  control.	  2400+	  peak	  hour	  vehicles	  per	  
hour.	  	  

2. Collector:	  provide	  a	  less	  highly	  developed	  level	  of	  service	  at	  a	  lower	  speed	  for	  shorter	  
distances	  by	  collecting	  traffic	  from	  local	  roads	  and	  connecting	  them	  with	  arterials.	  1200	  to	  
1400	  peak	  hour	  vehicles	  per	  hour.	  	  

3. 	  Local:	  consist	  of	  all	  roads	  not	  defined	  as	  arterials	  or	  collectors	  and	  primarily	  provide	  access	  to	  
land	  with	  little	  or	  no	  through	  movement.	  Less	  than	  1200	  peak	  hour	  vehicles	  per	  hour.	  	  

	  
Within	  the	  Planning	  Area	  there	  are	  7	  arterial	  streets,	  6	  collector	  streets,	  and	  7	  local	  streets.	  	  
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Several	  segments	  of	  the	  arterial	  and	  collector	  streets	  are	  one-‐way,	  and	  the	  majority	  of	  the	  one-‐way	  
streets	  and	  street	  segments	  have	  4	  lanes	  (13th,	  12th,	  11th,	  10th,	  8th,	  7th,	  Webster,	  Harrison,	  and	  Oak	  
streets).	  	  
	  
Pedestrian	  injuries	  and	  fatalities	  
According	  to	  HIP’s	  GIS	  analysis,	  from	  1996	  to	  2009	  (14	  years)	  there	  were	  299	  pedestrian	  collisions	  in	  the	  
PA	  (total	  reported	  injury	  and	  fatality)	  and	  many	  were	  concentrated	  in	  the	  Chinatown	  area,	  with	  the	  
intersection	  of	  Franklin	  and	  7th	  Street	  having	  the	  highest	  rates	  of	  collisions	  at	  a	  total	  of	  16.	  Additional	  
notable	  intersections	  (with	  8	  or	  9	  pedestrian	  collisions)	  include	  Broadway	  and	  8th	  Streets,	  Webster	  
Street	  at	  both	  9th	  and	  12th	  Streets,	  Harrison	  Street	  at	  both	  12th	  and	  14th	  Streets,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  
intersections	  of	  Madison	  and	  14th	  Streets	  and	  Oak	  Street	  and	  Lakeside	  Drive.162	  	  
	  
The	  density	  of	  pedestrian	  injury/fatality	  collisions	  for	  1996-‐2009	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  is	  380	  
collisions/square	  mile,	  over	  five	  times	  as	  high	  as	  Oakland	  as	  a	  whole	  at	  69	  collisions/square	  mile.163	  
Figure	  1	  below	  shows	  the	  density	  of	  collisions	  involving	  a	  pedestrian	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  and	  the	  rest	  of	  
Oakland.	  
	  
Figure	  2.	  Density	  of	  14	  Years	  of	  Injury/Fatality	  Collisions	  Involving	  a	  Pedestrian	  in	  Oakland	  
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The	  California	  Office	  of	  Traffic	  Safety	  reports	  annual	  injury	  and	  fatality	  statistics	  for	  cities	  of	  similar	  size,	  
ranked	  by	  DVMT.164	  	  For	  total	  pedestrian	  injuries	  and	  fatalities	  in	  2009,	  Oakland	  ranked	  3rd	  in	  the	  state	  
with	  a	  total	  of	  256	  injuries	  and	  fatalities	  (43%	  of	  total	  pedestrian	  injuries	  and	  fatalities	  for	  Alameda	  
County).	  At	  a	  rate	  of	  5.87	  per	  100,000	  population,	  12.5%	  of	  the	  traffic	  fatalities	  in	  Oakland	  were	  
pedestrians.	  165	  Children	  (<15	  years	  of	  age)	  and	  seniors	  (65	  and	  older)	  are	  particularly	  vulnerable	  to	  
pedestrian	  collisions	  in	  Oakland,	  both	  being	  ranked	  4th	  in	  the	  state	  for	  pedestrian	  injuries	  and	  fatalities.	  
	  
Bicyclist	  injuries	  and	  fatalities	  
Between	  1996	  and	  2009	  (14	  years)	  there	  were	  75	  reported	  bicyclist-‐vehicle	  collisions	  in	  the	  Planning	  
Area	  (total	  reported	  injury	  and	  fatality)	  according	  to	  HIP’s	  GIS	  analysis.	  166	  The	  density	  of	  bicycle	  
injury/fatality	  collisions	  in	  1996-‐2009	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  is	  96	  collisions/square	  mile,	  three	  times	  as	  
high	  as	  Oakland	  at	  31	  collisions/square	  mile.	  Bicyclist	  collisions	  are	  particularly	  high	  in	  Oakland	  in	  
general.	  In	  2009,	  Oakland	  ranked	  2nd	  in	  the	  state	  for	  bicyclist	  injuries	  and	  fatalities	  with	  a	  total	  of	  179167	  
(27%	  of	  total	  for	  Alameda	  County).	  Figure	  2	  shows	  the	  density	  of	  collisions	  involving	  a	  bicyclist	  in	  the	  
Planning	  Area	  and	  the	  rest	  of	  Oakland.	  
	  
Figure	  3.	  Density	  of	  14	  Years	  of	  Injury/Fatality	  Collisions	  Involving	  a	  Bicycle	  in	  Oakland	  	  
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In	  2009,	  Oakland	  ranked	  2nd	  in	  the	  state	  for	  bicyclist	  injuries	  and	  fatalities	  with	  a	  total	  of	  179168	  (27%	  of	  
total	  for	  Alameda	  County).	  Children	  under	  15	  years	  of	  age	  are	  particularly	  vulnerable	  to	  bicycle-‐vehicle	  
collisions	  in	  the	  city:	  Oakland	  ranks	  5th	  in	  the	  state	  for	  injuries	  and	  fatalities	  involving	  children	  on	  bikes.	  
	  
Statewide	  in	  2009,	  43%	  of	  all	  traffic	  fatalities	  occurred	  on	  minor	  roads	  (arterials,	  collectors	  and	  local).	  
Over	  18%	  of	  all	  California	  traffic	  fatalities	  were	  pedestrians	  and	  3.2%	  were	  bicyclists.169	  
	   	  
	  
5.3.3.	  Impacts	  of	  the	  Draft	  Emerging	  Plan	  on	  Transportation,	  Related	  Health	  Outcomes,	  and	  
Recommendations	  Proposed	  by	  this	  HIA	  	  
	  
Draft	  Emerging	  Plan	  (DEP)	  Sections	  6	  (Streetscape	  Character)	  and	  7	  (Circulation,	  Access,	  and	  Parking)	  
address	  transportation	  issues	  for	  the	  Lake	  Merritt	  BART	  Station	  Area	  Plan.	  The	  DEP	  makes	  several	  
streetscape,	  circulation	  and	  land	  use	  proposals	  that	  have	  been	  found	  in	  research	  literature	  to	  be	  
associated	  with	  health	  and	  health-‐related	  outcomes.	  The	  DEP	  estimates	  that	  existing	  redeveloped	  uses	  
currently	  generate	  6,509	  daily	  vehicle	  trips.	  The	  two	  redevelopment	  alternatives	  (high	  and	  low	  
residential)	  would	  generate	  36,461	  and	  30,987	  net	  new	  daily	  vehicle	  trips	  (respectively)	  minus	  allocation	  
assumptions	  for	  transit	  use.	  It	  is	  impossible	  to	  quantify	  health	  outcomes	  related	  to	  these	  proposals,	  but	  
trends	  can	  be	  concluded	  based	  on	  a	  review	  of	  the	  literature.	  Key	  transportation	  proposals	  in	  the	  DEP,	  
along	  with	  anticipated	  health	  and	  health-‐related	  outcomes,	  are	  included	  in	  Appendix	  C.	  	  
	  
More	  in-‐depth	  health	  impact	  analyses	  of	  DEP	  proposals	  for	  intersections	  with	  known	  pedestrian	  safety	  
problems,	  bike	  lanes	  on	  8th	  and	  9th	  streets,	  and	  “festival	  street	  treatments”	  are	  below.	  
Recommendations	  are	  presented	  in	  italics.	  
	  
Pedestrian	  Safety	  Impacts	  
	  
Streetscape	  Improvements	  at	  Intersections	  with	  Known	  Problems	  
As	  described	  in	  Section	  5.3.2,	  HIP’s	  GIS	  analysis	  found	  that	  certain	  Planning	  Area	  intersections	  have	  
particularly	  high	  rates	  of	  collisions.	  Vast	  increases	  in	  daily	  trip	  generation	  (approximately	  five	  times	  the	  
current	  number)	  will	  exacerbate	  this	  issue.	  DEP	  proposals	  for	  streets	  that	  contain	  these	  intersections	  are	  
discussed	  below.	  
	  
Franklin	  Street	  and	  7th	  Street	  
The	  DEP	  concept	  for	  7th	  Street	  west	  of	  Fallon	  proposes	  pedestrian	  improvements	  such	  as	  corner	  bulb-‐
outs,	  enhanced	  pedestrian	  crosswalks	  such	  as	  intersection	  restriping	  or	  decorative	  paving,	  pedestrian-‐
oriented	  lighting	  and	  street	  trees.	  These	  improvements	  are	  likely	  to	  improve	  visibility	  of	  pedestrians	  and	  
overall	  quality	  of	  the	  pedestrian	  environment.	  However,	  7th	  Street	  is	  four	  one-‐way	  lanes	  and	  traffic	  
speeds	  tend	  to	  be	  fast.	  Lane	  reduction,	  two-‐way	  conversion,	  and	  narrowing	  would	  decrease	  vehicle	  
speeds	  and	  thus	  improve	  pedestrian	  safety.	  
	  
7th	  Street	  at	  Harrison	  and	  Alice	  
Seventh	  Street	  improvements	  are	  also	  critical	  at	  the	  intersections	  of	  7th	  Street	  and	  Harrison	  and	  7th	  and	  
Alice,	  as	  these	  are	  two	  of	  the	  intersections	  at	  Chinese	  Garden	  Park	  where	  pedestrian	  safety	  is	  of	  
particular	  concern.	  According	  to	  a	  survey	  conducted	  by	  AHS,	  over	  100	  trucks	  and	  cars	  passed	  through	  
these	  intersections	  during	  a	  5-‐minute	  period.	  
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Broadway	  and	  8th	  Street	  
The	  DEP	  concept	  for	  8th	  Street	  in	  Chinatown	  proposes	  a	  lane	  reduction	  from	  four	  lanes	  one-‐way	  to	  three	  
lanes	  one-‐way,	  sidewalk	  widening,	  corner	  bulb-‐outs,	  enhanced	  pedestrian	  crosswalks,	  pedestrian-‐
oriented	  lighting	  and	  street	  trees.	  Lane	  reduction	  will	  likely	  lead	  to	  slower	  vehicle	  speeds	  on	  8th	  Street,	  
which	  will	  be	  safer	  for	  pedestrians	  and	  bicyclists.	  However,	  one-‐way	  traffic	  speeds	  still	  tend	  to	  be	  higher	  
than	  two-‐way	  speeds.	  Sidewalk	  widening,	  corner	  bulb-‐outs	  and	  crosswalks	  will	  also	  likely	  improve	  
pedestrian	  safety	  by	  shortening	  crossing	  distances	  and	  increasing	  pedestrian	  visibility.	  If	  these	  pedestrian	  
improvements	  are	  planned	  for	  the	  intersection	  of	  8th	  and	  Broadway,	  they	  may	  address	  the	  elevated	  risk	  
of	  collisions	  here.	  	  
	  
Webster	  Street	  at	  9th	  and	  12th	  Streets	  
DEP	  proposals	  for	  Webster	  Street	  include	  a	  lane	  reduction	  from	  four	  lanes	  one-‐way	  to	  three	  lanes	  one-‐
way,	  sidewalk	  widening,	  and	  pedestrian	  improvements	  such	  as	  intersection	  restriping	  or	  decorative	  
paving,	  pedestrian-‐oriented	  lighting	  and	  street	  trees.	  Lane	  reduction	  has	  been	  found	  to	  reduce	  
pedestrian	  collisions.	  Sidewalk	  widening,	  pedestrian	  improvements,	  and	  other	  proposed	  changes	  to	  
sidewalks	  and	  intersections	  would	  increase	  pedestrian	  visibility,	  which	  is	  likely	  to	  increase	  safety.	  	  
	  
Harrison	  Street	  at	  12th	  and	  14th	  Streets	  
DEP	  proposals	  for	  Harrison	  Street	  at	  these	  two	  intersections	  include	  corner	  bulb-‐outs,	  restriping	  or	  
decorative	  paving,	  pedestrian-‐oriented	  lighting	  and	  street	  trees.	  These	  proposed	  would	  increase	  
pedestrian	  visibility	  and	  overall	  quality,	  which	  is	  likely	  to	  increase	  safety.	  However,	  lane	  reduction	  and	  
sidewalk	  widening	  would	  improve	  pedestrian	  safety	  to	  a	  greater	  degree.	  	  
	  
Madison	  Street	  and	  14th	  Street	  
DEP	  proposals	  for	  Madison	  Street	  include	  a	  lane	  reduction	  from	  three	  lanes	  one-‐way	  to	  two	  lanes	  one-‐
way;	  Class	  2	  bike	  lane,	  corner	  bulb-‐outs,	  enhanced	  pedestrian	  crosswalks	  through	  restriping	  or	  
decorative	  paving,	  pedestrian-‐oriented	  lighting	  and	  street	  trees.	  Lane	  reduction	  has	  been	  found	  to	  
reduce	  pedestrian	  collisions.	  However,	  one-‐way	  traffic	  speeds	  still	  tend	  to	  be	  higher	  than	  two-‐way	  
speeds.	  Pedestrian	  improvements	  are	  anticipated	  to	  increase	  pedestrian	  visibility,	  which	  is	  likely	  to	  
increase	  safety.	  Addition	  of	  a	  Class	  2	  bike	  lane	  will	  improve	  bicyclist	  safety.	  	  
	  
Oak	  Street	  and	  Lakeside	  Drive	  
DEP	  proposals	  for	  Oak	  Street	  include	  lane	  reduction	  from	  four	  lanes	  one-‐way	  to	  three	  lanes	  one-‐way,	  
Class	  2	  bike	  lane,	  sidewalk	  widening	  north	  side,	  corner	  bulb-‐outs,	  enhanced	  pedestrian	  crosswalks,	  
pedestrian-‐oriented	  lighting	  and	  street	  trees.	  Lane	  reduction	  has	  been	  found	  to	  reduce	  pedestrian	  
collisions.	  However,	  one-‐way	  traffic	  speeds	  still	  tend	  to	  be	  higher	  than	  two-‐way	  speeds.	  Pedestrian	  
improvements	  are	  anticipated	  to	  increase	  pedestrian	  visibility,	  which	  is	  likely	  to	  increase	  safety.	  It’s	  
unclear	  what	  sidewalk	  widening	  “north	  side”	  means,	  because	  Oak	  Street	  runs	  north/south.	  Addition	  of	  a	  
Class	  2	  bike	  lane	  will	  improve	  bicyclist	  safety	  
	  
“Festival	  Street”	  Treatment	  on	  Fallon	  between	  8th	  and	  10th	  Streets	  	  
The	  DEP	  proposes	  a	  “festival	  street”	  treatment	  between	  Laney	  College	  main	  entrance	  and	  BART	  parking	  
redevelopment	  site.	  It	  is	  our	  understanding	  that	  this	  street	  treatment	  allows	  bicycles,	  pedestrians	  and	  
cars	  to	  have	  equal	  “right	  of	  way”	  by	  eliminating	  curbs	  and	  adding	  more	  landscape	  features.	  According	  to	  
transportation	  expert	  organization	  Transform,	  this	  street	  treatment	  would	  result	  in	  slower	  vehicle	  and	  
bicycle	  speeds,	  creating	  a	  safer	  environment	  for	  pedestrians.	  As	  such,	  we	  support	  this	  street	  treatment	  
on	  Fallon	  and	  encourage	  the	  City	  to	  explore	  similar	  treatments	  on	  other	  streets.	  	  
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Bicycle	  Ridership	  Impacts	  
	  
Bike	  lanes/	  routes	  on	  8th,	  9th	  and	  10th	  Streets	  
The	  DEP,	  in	  accordance	  with	  the	  Oakland	  Bicycle	  Master	  Plan,	  proposes	  Class	  2	  bike	  lanes	  (striped	  lanes	  
on	  streets)	  on	  8th	  and	  9th	  Streets	  east	  of	  Harrison.	  On	  8th	  and	  9th	  Streets	  west	  of	  Harrison,	  within	  the	  
Chinatown	  Core,	  Class	  3	  bike	  routes	  (preferred	  streets	  for	  bicycle	  travel	  using	  lanes	  shared	  with	  motor	  
vehicles,	  or	  sharrows,	  and	  lower	  posted	  speed	  limits)	  are	  proposed	  rather	  than	  bike	  lanes.	  
	  
Adding	  bike	  lanes	  has	  been	  found	  to	  increase	  the	  number	  of	  cyclists	  on	  roadways.	  Recent	  bike	  lane	  
installments	  in	  Oakland	  have	  resulted	  in	  an	  increase	  in	  observed	  bike	  ridership	  along	  such	  routes,	  
especially	  in	  areas	  near/adjacent	  to	  the	  PA.	  For	  example,	  a	  113%	  increase	  in	  bike	  ridership	  was	  observed	  
along	  3rd	  St	  (from	  Mandela	  Parkway	  to	  Brush	  Street)	  in	  West	  Oakland	  and	  a	  54%	  increase	  in	  bike	  
ridership	  was	  observed	  along	  Embarcadero	  (from	  Oak	  Street	  to	  Kennedy	  Street).170	  	  This	  is	  in	  line	  with	  
national	  patterns:	  Carr	  and	  Dill	  (2003)	  found	  that	  for	  cities	  with	  populations	  over	  250,000,	  each	  
additional	  mile	  of	  class	  2	  bike	  lanes	  (defined	  in	  the	  city	  of	  Oakland	  as	  striped	  lanes	  on	  the	  street	  for	  the	  
use	  of	  bicyclists171)	  in	  a	  square	  mile	  will	  result	  in	  an	  approximate	  1%	  increase	  in	  bicycle	  commutes	  to	  
work.172	  	  
	  
Thus,	  additional	  bike	  lanes	  proposed	  in	  the	  DEP	  are	  anticipated	  to	  lead	  to	  additional	  bicyclists,	  who	  will	  
gain	  health	  benefits	  associated	  with	  physical	  activity	  (see	  Section	  5.3.1).	  	  
	  
Bicyclist	  Safety	  Impacts	  
	  
HIP’s	  GIS	  analysis	  reveals	  that	  between	  1996	  and	  2009	  (14	  years)	  there	  were	  a	  total	  of	  13	  bicycle	  injury	  
or	  fatality	  collisions	  on	  8th	  and	  9th	  Streets	  within	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  with	  five	  of	  these	  occurring	  within	  
the	  Chinatown	  Core.	  Class	  2	  bike	  lanes	  (lanes	  intended	  for	  bicycles	  and	  designated	  with	  striped	  lanes	  on	  
streets,	  stencils,	  and	  signage)	  are	  anticipated	  to	  create	  safer	  conditions	  for	  cyclists	  than	  Class	  3	  bike	  
routes	  (sharrows)	  in	  most	  cases.	  However,	  site-‐specific	  conditions	  in	  the	  Chinatown	  Core,	  such	  as	  the	  
presence	  of	  stopped	  commercial	  vehicles	  that	  would	  block	  a	  potential	  bike	  lane	  and	  require	  bicycle	  
traffic	  to	  bypass	  by	  entering	  vehicle	  traffic	  lanes,	  should	  also	  be	  considered	  in	  the	  overall	  safety	  of	  
bicyclists.	  Based	  on	  the	  identified	  need	  for	  safer	  bicycle	  features	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  we	  recommend	  
further	  study	  of	  bicycle	  safety	  on	  8th	  and	  9th	  Streets	  in	  the	  Chinatown	  Core.	  We	  support	  a	  bicycle	  
lane/route	  proposal	  that	  would	  provide	  the	  highest	  level	  of	  safety	  for	  bicyclists.	  Mitigations	  such	  as	  
additional	  city-‐designated	  parking	  for	  commercial	  vehicles	  (in	  order	  to	  separate	  vehicle	  
loading/unloading	  from	  bicyclist	  right-‐of-‐way)	  should	  be	  considered	  in	  this	  analysis.	  	  
	  
As	  noted	  above,	  the	  Existing	  Conditions	  Report	  states	  that	  10th	  Street	  has	  the	  highest	  volume	  of	  bike	  
riders	  to	  the	  Lake	  Merritt	  BART	  Station.173	  HIP’s	  GIS	  analysis	  concluded	  that	  between	  1996	  and	  2009	  (14	  
years),	  eight	  bicycle	  injury	  or	  fatality	  collisions	  occurred	  on	  10th	  Street	  within	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  and	  six	  
of	  these	  were	  east	  of	  10th	  Street.	  DEP	  and	  Oakland	  Bicycle	  Master	  Plan	  proposals	  for	  10th	  Street	  east	  of	  
Madison	  include	  a	  Class	  2	  bike	  lane;	  given	  the	  high	  demand	  and	  safety	  risk,	  we	  support	  this	  proposal.	  	  
	  
Other	  Pedestrian	  and	  Bicycle	  Recommendations	  
Besides	  those	  included	  above	  in	  italics,	  the	  following	  recommendations	  are	  supported	  by	  this	  analysis.	  	  
	  
Although	  specific	  relationships	  between	  the	  different	  factors	  vary,	  the	  built	  environment	  characteristics	  
that	  increase	  livable,	  walkable,	  and	  bikeable	  neighborhoods	  and	  reduce	  driving	  include:	  
• Compact,	  mixed	  land	  use	  patterns	  and	  high	  levels	  of	  street	  connectivity;174	  175	  	  
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• Well-‐designed,	  mixed-‐use	  development	  around	  transit	  nodes,	  which	  can	  increase	  patronage	  as	  
much	  as	  5-‐6	  times	  compared	  to	  development	  away	  from	  transit;176	  

• A	  quality	  pedestrian	  environment	  which	  reflects	  factors	  including:	  street	  and	  sidewalk	  design	  and	  
connectivity,	  presence	  of	  street	  furniture,	  pedestrian	  safety	  interventions	  such	  as	  crosswalks	  and	  
countdowns,	  slope	  and	  the	  aesthetics	  and	  safety	  of	  the	  surrounding	  environment;177	  

• Roadway	  characteristics	  such	  as	  reduced	  vehicle	  volume,	  narrower	  roadway	  widths	  and	  slower	  
traffic	  speeds;178	  179	  

• Presence	  of	  open	  or	  recreational	  spaces;180	  181	  182	  
• Mixed-‐use,	  dense	  residential	  and	  commercial	  development,	  as	  well	  as	  close	  (i.e.,	  <.5	  mile)	  proximity	  

of	  development	  to	  public	  transit,	  which	  decreases	  the	  distance	  between	  people’s	  residential,	  
employment,	  and	  other	  (e.g.,	  shopping,	  errands,	  social)	  activities	  and	  increases	  walking	  as	  a	  means	  
of	  transportation;183	  

• Presence	  and	  quality	  of	  bike	  lanes,	  bicycle	  network	  connectivity,	  proximity	  of	  development	  to	  public	  
transit	  and	  other	  destinations,	  traffic	  volume	  and	  speed,	  slope	  and	  presence	  of	  bike	  storage,	  bike	  
locks,	  and	  bike	  racks	  (including	  on	  public	  transit);	  

• Providing	  designated	  areas	  on	  roadways	  for	  bicyclists,	  which	  makes	  streets	  more	  “bike-‐friendly”	  
while	  also	  increasing	  safety.	  Bicycle/auto	  collisions	  happen	  less	  frequently	  on	  streets	  with	  bike	  
lanes.184	  	  

• Traffic	  calming,	  which	  can	  reduce	  injuries	  in	  residential	  areas	  by	  15%.	  Traffic	  calming	  features	  
include	  connected,	  dedicated	  sidewalks,	  lanes,	  and	  paths,	  and	  interventions;185	  	  

• Parking	  supply,	  pricing	  and	  management,	  which	  may	  influence	  car	  ownership	  and	  therefore	  the	  
number	  of	  vehicle	  trips	  and	  miles	  traveled;	  

• Quality	  of	  public	  transportation	  including	  proximity	  to	  residences,	  frequency,	  pricing,	  reliability,	  
perceived	  and	  actual	  safety,	  and	  coverage;	  

• Cost	  and	  convenience	  of	  motor	  vehicle	  transport	  (e.g.,	  gas	  prices,	  car	  ownership,	  and	  parking	  
supply.186	  

• Congestion	  Pricing,	  which	  involves	  charging	  motorists	  directly	  for	  driving	  on	  a	  particular	  road	  or	  in	  a	  
particular	  area	  during	  congested	  periods.	  One	  comprehensive	  traffic	  modeling	  study	  for	  several	  
large	  California	  cities	  predicted	  that	  charging	  8	  to	  19	  cents	  per	  vehicle-‐mile	  as	  a	  congestion	  fee	  
would	  reduce	  congestion	  by	  5	  to	  10%,	  and	  emissions	  by	  3	  to	  6%.187	  

	  
The	  Asian	  Health	  Services	  Community	  Engagement	  report188	  	  lists	  the	  following	  pedestrian-‐related	  
recommendations	  proposed	  by	  many	  residents:	  
• Better	  sidewalks	  (supported	  by	  67%	  of	  respondents)	  
• Reduction	  of	  trucks	  and	  auto	  traffic	  (supported	  by	  59%	  of	  respondents)	  
• Better	  pedestrian	  street	  crossings	  (supported	  by	  50%	  of	  respondents)	  
• Traffic	  speed	  reduction	  and	  improved	  transit	  stops	  (supported	  by	  33%	  of	  respondents)	  	  
	  
Participants	  in	  the	  City	  of	  Oakland’s	  “Merchant	  Tea”189	  and	  “Family	  Tea”	  190	  focus	  groups	  expressed	  the	  
following	  pedestrian-‐related	  recommendations	  for	  the	  Planning	  Area:	  
• Cleaner	  sidewalks	  
• Better	  street	  lighting	  
• More	  trees	  
• Better	  crosswalks	  and	  signals,	  including	  around	  Laney	  College	  	  
• Slower	  vehicle	  speeds	  	  
• Pedestrian	  scrambles	  	  
• Improved	  pedestrian	  connections	  to	  the	  Eastlake	  area	  	  
• Traffic	  calming	  measures	  such	  as	  speed	  bumps	  when	  approaching	  intersections	  
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Streetscape	  Improvements	  to	  Preserve	  and	  Celebrate	  Chinatown	  
We	  support	  the	  inclusion	  of	  area-‐wide	  streetscape	  improvements	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  that	  preserve	  and	  
celebrate	  the	  cultural,	  linguistic	  and	  historical	  significance	  of	  Chinatown,	  its	  residents	  and	  visitors.	  Such	  
improvements	  can	  maintain	  and	  encourage	  the	  growth	  of	  the	  area	  as	  a	  regional	  destination	  for	  Bay	  Area	  
Asian	  residents	  and	  can	  contribute	  to	  social	  cohesion,	  which	  has	  health	  benefits.191	  192	  
	  
Air	  Quality	  Impacts	  
	  
The	  DEP	  proposes	  new	  residential	  uses	  in	  some	  of	  the	  developments	  in	  close	  proximity	  to	  I-‐880,	  which	  
would	  introduce	  health	  risks	  to	  future	  residents	  associated	  with	  air	  pollution	  from	  vehicle	  emissions.	  In	  
addition,	  there	  are	  existing	  exposure	  risks	  due	  to	  current	  pollution	  levels	  and	  housing	  near	  I-‐880	  and	  
potential	  increased	  air	  pollution	  due	  to	  additional	  vehicle	  trips	  (approximately	  five	  times	  the	  current	  
number	  of	  trips)	  expected	  from	  development	  alternatives.	  Potential	  increases	  in	  air	  pollution	  as	  a	  result	  
of	  this	  project	  may	  impact	  resident	  health.	  The	  DEP	  lists	  several	  mitigations	  for	  air	  pollution	  exposure.	  
We	  highly	  support	  these	  tactics.	  We	  also	  recommend	  a	  thorough	  study	  of	  anticipated	  traffic	  and	  air	  
quality	  impacts	  of	  this	  proposal	  be	  conducted.i	  	  
	  
Public	  Transit	  Ridership	  Impacts	  
	  
Proximity	  to	  public	  transportation,	  neighborhood	  walkability/bikability,	  parking,	  and	  traffic	  congestion	  
all	  predict	  the	  use	  of	  public	  transportation.	  Availability	  and	  proximity	  of	  public	  transportation	  can	  
decrease	  the	  amount	  a	  family	  drives.	  In	  a	  survey	  with	  people	  who	  moved	  to	  a	  Richmond,	  CA	  transit	  
oriented	  development,	  56%	  said	  they	  used	  public	  transit	  more	  and	  93%	  used	  transit	  the	  same	  or	  
more.193	  Similarly,	  the	  San	  Francisco	  Metropolitan	  Transportation	  Commission	  found	  that	  individuals	  
living	  and	  working	  within	  a	  mile	  of	  public	  transportation	  use	  transit	  for	  42%	  of	  their	  work	  commute	  trips.	  
Conversely,	  only	  4%	  of	  those	  who	  do	  not	  live	  within	  a	  mile	  of	  public	  transportation	  use	  it.194	  
	  
The	  LMB	  SAP	  proposes	  a	  transit-‐oriented	  development	  that	  would	  enable	  current	  and	  future	  residents	  to	  
live	  in	  close	  proximity	  to,	  and	  provide	  enhanced	  access	  to,	  a	  valuable	  transit	  resource.	  As	  such,	  we	  
support	  the	  LMB	  SAP	  for	  its	  overall	  health-‐promoting	  proposals	  related	  to	  public	  transit	  access.	  
	  
5.4	  Housing	  
	  
Housing	  can	  impact	  health	  in	  a	  wide	  variety	  of	  ways.	  Affordable	  housing	  can	  leave	  a	  family	  with	  enough	  
money	  for	  other	  necessities	  such	  as	  health	  care,	  nutritious	  food	  and	  education.	  Lower	  housing	  costs	  can	  
prevent	  stress,	  homelessness,	  overcrowding,	  substandard	  housing	  conditions,	  and	  social	  isolation	  of	  
some	  populations.	  Affordable	  and	  secure	  housing	  can	  prevent	  displacement	  and	  help	  build	  social	  
networks	  that	  keep	  communities	  stable.	  Appropriately	  located	  housing	  prevents	  exposure	  to	  air	  
pollution,	  noise,	  and	  traffic,	  and	  allows	  for	  access	  to	  goods	  and	  services,	  parks,	  public	  transportation,	  
and	  schools.	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
i	  Our	  preliminary	  research	  on	  air	  pollution	  exposure	  mitigations	  has	  also	  revealed	  the	  following	  specifics	  relative	  to	  HVAC	  
systems	  solutions:	  The	  central	  HVAC	  system	  (not	  a	  HEPA	  system)	  should	  include:	  a	  prefilter,	  a	  second	  filter	  and	  a	  carbon	  filter	  to	  
remove	  chemical	  matter;	  a	  gas	  furnace	  to	  heat	  air	  and	  a	  fan	  to	  draw	  air	  in	  and	  ducts	  to	  get	  from	  the	  fan	  to	  each	  apartment.	  The	  
system	  should	  keep	  units	  at	  positive	  pressure,	  so	  air	  is	  not	  circulated	  between	  rooms.	  There	  should	  be	  ducts	  to	  the	  corridors	  of	  
buildings	  as	  well	  as	  ducts	  into	  each	  room	  off	  of	  the	  corridors	  through	  a	  ceiling	  grill.	  Other	  requirements	  of	  the	  system	  include	  
constant	  operation	  year	  round	  and	  frequent	  filter	  changes.	  (Source:	  Guttmann	  &	  Blaevoet	  (Mehran	  Kharza),	  personal	  
communication,	  October	  18,	  2006.)	  
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5.4.1.	  Research	  Connecting	  Housing	  to	  Health	  
	  
Displacement	  and	  Gentrification	  
Displacement	  of	  people	  from	  their	  homes	  and	  communities	  refers	  to	  involuntary	  relocation,	  either	  
forcibly	  via	  Eminent	  Domain	  on	  account	  of	  increased	  economic	  development	  towards	  “the	  greater	  
good”	  as	  deemed	  essential	  by	  the	  City,	  or	  based	  on	  housing	  becoming	  unaffordable	  on	  account	  of	  rising	  
costs	  of	  living	  or	  wage	  stagnation.	  	  
	  
Gentrification	  is	  defined	  as	  the	  housing/residential	  displacement	  of	  low-‐income	  residents	  and	  it	  is	  often	  
the	  case	  that	  these	  communities	  are	  minority	  communities	  or	  communities	  of	  color.	  Many	  community	  
factors	  (or	  variables)	  indicate	  susceptibility	  to	  gentrification.	  Broad	  categories	  identified	  by	  Chapple	  
(2009)	  include	  transportation,	  amenities,	  demographics,	  housing,	  income,	  and	  location.195	  In	  the	  Station	  
Area	  Plan	  there	  is	  the	  potential	  for	  gentrification	  resulting	  in	  higher	  housing	  costs.	  
	  
In	  recent	  years	  transit-‐rich	  areas	  are	  becoming	  increasingly	  gentrified	  in	  urban	  areas	  as	  middle	  class	  
residents	  are	  increasingly	  interested	  in	  walkable/bikeable	  communities	  (rather	  than	  suburbs	  lacking	  
nearby	  destinations).	  As	  wealthier	  residents	  move	  into	  lower-‐income	  communities	  they	  drive	  up	  the	  
cost	  of	  housing	  and	  goods.	  
	  
Housing	  Affordability	  
Housing	  affordability	  impacts	  health	  through	  several	  pathways:	  for	  example,	  by	  affecting	  people’s	  ability	  
to	  buy	  food	  or	  get	  medical	  care,	  by	  displacing	  residents,	  and	  by	  increasing	  the	  number	  of	  overcrowded	  
households.	  	  An	  increasing	  share	  of	  the	  population	  is	  subject	  to	  housing	  cost	  burdens	  in	  excess	  of	  their	  
capacity.	  	  Spending	  a	  larger	  share	  of	  income	  on	  housing	  decreases	  the	  amount	  of	  money	  available	  for	  
other	  basic	  living	  needs	  such	  as	  food,	  medication,	  clothing,	  and	  transportation	  to	  access	  jobs.196	  	  Low	  
paying	  jobs	  and	  high	  housing	  costs	  are	  the	  most	  often	  cited	  reason	  for	  hunger.197	  	  In	  fact,	  higher	  levels	  of	  
food	  insecurity	  are	  associated	  with	  an	  increasing	  percentage	  of	  income	  spent	  on	  housing	  in	  US	  and	  
Canadian	  studies.198	  199	  	  The	  Canadian	  study	  specifies	  that	  in	  the	  lowest	  income	  quintile,	  68%	  were	  
unable	  to	  meet	  a	  food	  spending	  adequacy	  guideline.	  	  The	  USDA	  determined	  that	  median	  housing	  costs	  
can	  predict	  food	  insecurity	  on	  a	  state-‐level;	  i.e.,	  the	  higher	  the	  median	  cost	  of	  housing,	  the	  more	  likely	  a	  
family	  is	  to	  not	  be	  able	  to	  consistently	  feed	  itself.200	  
	  
Increased	  rents	  or	  mortgage	  costs	  can	  also	  precipitate	  eviction	  and	  displacement.	  	  	  Displacement	  is	  a	  
stressful	  life	  event201	  and	  relocation	  can	  have	  significant	  impacts	  on	  health	  and	  childhood	  development.	  	  
Residential	  stability	  at	  childhood	  (moved	  0-‐2	  times)	  increases	  the	  odds	  that	  an	  individual	  will	  rate	  their	  
health	  positively	  in	  midlife	  by	  42%.202	  	  More	  specifically,	  increased	  mobility	  in	  childhood	  (moving	  3	  or	  
more	  times	  by	  the	  age	  of	  7)	  resulted	  in	  a	  36%	  increased	  risk	  of	  developing	  depression	  and	  also	  
correlated	  with	  academic	  delay	  in	  children,	  school	  suspensions,	  and	  emotional	  and	  behavioral	  
problems.203	  204	  Displacement	  can	  result	  in	  loss	  of	  job,	  difficult	  school	  transitions,	  and	  loss	  of	  health	  
protective	  social	  networks.205	  	  Social	  networks	  –	  friends,	  family,	  co-‐workers,	  neighbors	  that	  one	  interacts	  
with	  regularly	  –	  can	  provide	  important	  emotional	  and	  material	  support	  in	  times	  of	  sickness	  or	  stress.	  
	  

Location	  of	  Affordable	  Housing	  
Frequently,	  affordable	  housing	  is	  concentrated	  in	  ethnically	  or	  economically	  segregated	  
neighborhoods.	  	  This	  can	  impact	  environmental	  assets	  and	  exposures.	  	  Segregated	  
neighborhoods	  have	  fewer	  institutional	  assets	  (e.g.,	  schools,	  libraries,	  public	  transit,	  parks),206	  
but	  have	  more	  environmentally	  burdensome	  infrastructure	  (e.g.,	  highways,	  power	  plants,	  
factories,	  waste	  sites)	  –	  compromising	  air,	  noise,	  water,	  and	  soil	  quality.207	  	  Additionally,	  more	  
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violent	  crime,	  more	  infectious	  disease	  and	  chronic	  disease	  all	  occur	  in	  segregated	  
neighborhoods.208	  	  Finally,	  residential	  segregation	  often	  affects	  minorities	  as	  well	  as	  low-‐income	  
residents	  disproportionately,	  thus	  leading	  to	  inequities	  in	  health	  outcomes.	  However,	  ethnic	  
neighborhoods	  can	  also	  provide	  social	  cohesion	  and	  support;	  thus,	  it’s	  important	  that	  all	  types	  
of	  neighborhoods	  have	  institutional	  assets,	  are	  not	  burdened	  by	  an	  unfair	  share	  of	  
environmental	  hazards,	  and	  have	  mitigations	  preventing	  crime	  and	  disease.	  	  
	  
A	  number	  of	  additional	  effects	  on	  health	  and	  public	  safety	  are	  associated	  with	  the	  location	  of	  
residential	  housing.	  	  These	  include:	  	  	  
• Children	  and	  adults	  living	  in	  proximity	  to	  freeways	  or	  busy	  roadways	  have	  poorer	  health	  
outcomes	  including	  more	  symptoms	  of	  asthma	  and	  bronchitis	  symptoms209	  and	  reduced	  
growth	  in	  lung	  capacity210	  (see	  air	  quality	  discussion	  in	  Section	  5.3);	  

• There	  is	  an	  increase	  in	  the	  frequency	  of	  respiratory	  illness	  in	  residents	  living	  in	  close	  proximity	  
to	  industry;211	  212	  213	  

• Pedestrian	  hazards	  are	  increased	  in	  housing	  proximate	  to	  busy	  roadways;214	  	  
• For	  segregated,	  low	  income	  communities,	  access	  to	  frequent,	  reliable	  transit	  can	  be	  limited	  
(see	  the	  Alameda	  County	  Community	  Based	  Transportation	  Plans);	  

• Proximity	  to	  full	  service	  supermarkets	  promotes	  quality	  nutritional	  choices;	  and	  
• Proximity	  to	  parks	  and	  recreational	  facilities	  increases	  physical	  activity.215	  	  

	  
Overcrowding	  
Overcrowding	  is	  another	  common	  response	  to	  unaffordable	  housing.	  Overcrowding	  is	  defined	  as	  
households	  with	  greater	  than	  1.01	  people	  per	  habitable	  room,	  and	  severe	  overcrowding	  is	  defined	  as	  
greater	  than	  1.51	  people	  per	  habitable	  room.216	  Overcrowding	  increases	  the	  risk	  of	  passing	  infectious	  
diseases,	  can	  lead	  to	  stress,	  and	  it	  has	  been	  shown	  to	  have	  a	  direct	  relationship	  with	  poor	  mental	  
health.217	  	  
 
Housing	  and	  Air	  Quality	  
See	  the	  discussion	  of	  Housing	  Near	  Freeways	  in	  Section	  5.3	  above.	  
	  
5.4.2.	  Existing	  Housing	  Conditions	  in	  Planning	  Area	  
	  
History	  of	  Residential	  Displacement	  
	  
Community	  Perspectives	  
Current	  and	  former	  Chinatown	  residents	  have	  expressed	  a	  deep	  bitterness	  about	  past	  displacement	  in	  
the	  community	  that	  occurred	  due	  to	  many	  historic	  redevelopment	  efforts.218	  	  
	  
Historic	  redevelopment	  projects	  
Redevelopment	  projects	  in	  the	  Chinatown	  area	  throughout	  the	  1950s	  and	  1960s	  have	  included	  highway	  
construction,	  county	  and	  transportation	  buildings,	  the	  Laney	  College	  campus,	  and	  the	  Lake	  Merritt	  BART	  
Station.	  Nearly	  all	  of	  these	  projects	  involved	  acquisitions	  of	  predominantly	  residential	  properties,	  and	  
people	  were	  displaced.	  Chinatown	  boundaries	  have	  drastically	  changed	  since	  1960,	  and	  changes	  have	  
resulted	  in	  a	  vast	  reduction	  in	  geographic	  area.	  Since	  the	  1980s	  the	  community	  has	  become	  more	  aware	  
of	  rising	  housing	  costs	  and	  the	  impact	  of	  development	  on	  land	  use	  and	  housing	  affordability.219	  In	  2003	  
it	  was	  revealed	  that	  tenants	  over	  the	  age	  of	  40	  (mostly	  elderly),	  and	  of	  lower-‐income	  at	  a	  large	  
residential	  building	  in	  Chinatown	  received	  eviction	  notices	  and	  the	  developer	  said	  he	  was	  no	  longer	  
required	  to	  maintain	  their	  units	  as	  “affordable”	  and	  was	  going	  to	  sell.	  In	  addition,	  tenants	  had	  been	  
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overcharged	  $2	  million	  on	  their	  rents.	  This	  ensued	  in	  a	  long	  struggle	  and	  the	  City	  of	  Oakland	  eventually	  
sued	  the	  developer	  over	  rent	  overcharges.220	  
	  
Proportion	  of	  renter	  and	  owner	  occupied	  housing	  	  
The	  higher	  the	  share	  of	  renter-‐occupied	  housing,	  the	  more	  rapidly	  the	  turnover	  of	  rental	  units,	  and	  the	  
more	  likely	  the	  area	  is	  to	  gentrify.221	  Over	  80%	  of	  Planning	  Area	  households	  are	  renter	  occupied	  and	  
fewer	  than	  20%	  are	  owner	  occupied.	  This	  estimate	  combines	  three	  slightly	  different	  values	  from	  three	  
different	  sources:	  	  

	  
Table	  6.	  Proportions	  of	  Renter-‐	  and	  Owner-‐Occupied	  Housing	  Based	  on	  Three	  Sources	  
Source	   Renter	  Occupied	  	   Owner	  Occupied	  
American	  Community	  Survey	  
2005-‐2009,	  census	  tracts	  4030,	  
4033	  and	  4034	  

81%	   19%	  

Market	  Opportunity	  Analysis	  	   84%	   16%	  
SAP	  Existing	  Conditions	  Report	   79%	  (reports	  6%	  vacant)	   15%	  (reports	  6%	  vacant)	  	  
	  
In	  the	  city	  of	  Oakland,	  approximately	  59%	  of	  housing	  units	  are	  renter-‐occupied.222	  223	  
	  
Housing	  Affordability	  
	  
Community	  Perspectives	  
In	  a	  needs	  assessment	  conducted	  with	  community	  engagement	  in	  2008,	  community	  members	  indicated	  
on	  a	  survey	  that	  the	  most	  needed	  type	  of	  housing	  or	  housing	  service	  in	  the	  community	  was	  affordable	  
housing.	  Out	  of	  13	  options	  including	  various	  types	  of	  housing	  being	  offered,	  financial	  assistance	  for	  
housing,	  and	  housing	  policy	  change,	  over	  half	  of	  survey	  respondents	  (54%)	  selected	  affordable	  housing	  
(rented	  or	  owned)	  as	  the	  community’s	  biggest	  need.224	  	  
	  
In	  the	  focus	  group	  with	  Planning	  Area	  merchants	  and	  students,	  participants	  expressed	  their	  desire	  for	  
new	  housing	  for	  a	  mix	  of	  incomes	  rather	  than	  just	  low-‐income	  housing.	  They	  felt	  that	  too	  much	  low-‐
income	  housing	  would	  not	  sustain	  the	  community,	  and	  that	  a	  proper	  mix	  would	  provide	  a	  stronger	  
consumer	  base	  in	  the	  area.225	  226	  
	  
Students	  also	  expressed	  the	  need	  for	  additional	  student	  housing	  in	  the	  area,	  and	  identified	  the	  
intersection	  at	  Oak	  and	  6th	  Streets	  as	  one	  good	  location.	  
	  
Median	  gross	  rent	  
Gross	  rent	  refers	  to	  total	  rent	  including	  all	  utilities	  the	  renter	  is	  responsible	  for.	  The	  SAP	  Existing	  
Conditions	  Report	  indicates	  that	  based	  on	  data	  from	  the	  2000	  census,	  median	  gross	  rent	  in	  the	  Planning	  
Area	  is	  about	  70%	  of	  median	  gross	  rent	  in	  the	  City	  overall.	  Thus,	  Planning	  Area	  is	  in	  relatively	  affordable	  
compared	  to	  the	  whole	  city.	  However,	  it	  is	  acknowledged	  that	  based	  on	  the	  available	  data	  it	  is	  difficult	  
to	  determine	  if	  the	  lower	  median	  gross	  rent	  is	  a	  result	  of	  city-‐assisted	  affordable	  units	  and	  public	  
housing	  in	  the	  area.	  
	  
Proportion	  of	  income	  spent	  on	  housing	  
The	  generally	  accepted	  definition	  of	  affordable	  housing,	  as	  stated	  by	  the	  US	  Department	  of	  Housing	  and	  
Urban	  Development,227	  is	  for	  a	  household	  to	  pay	  no	  more	  than	  30%	  of	  its	  annual	  income	  on	  housing.	  
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Families	  who	  pay	  more	  than	  30	  percent	  of	  their	  income	  for	  housing	  are	  considered	  cost	  burdened	  and	  
may	  have	  difficulty	  affording	  necessities	  such	  as	  food,	  clothing,	  transportation	  and	  medical	  care.	  
	  
For	  renter	  households	  in	  Planning	  Area	  census	  tracts,	  45%	  pay	  equal	  to	  or	  more	  than	  30%	  of	  their	  
household	  income	  on	  rent.	  A	  slightly	  higher	  percentage	  of	  Oakland	  renters	  (52%)	  have	  unaffordable	  rent	  
costs.	  
	  
Households	  that	  spend	  more	  than	  50%	  of	  their	  income	  on	  their	  homes	  are	  classified	  by	  the	  National	  Low	  
Income	  Housing	  Coalition	  as	  severely	  cost-‐burdened.228	  Of	  owner	  households	  in	  Planning	  Area	  census	  
tracts,	  29%	  spend	  50%	  or	  more	  of	  their	  household	  income	  on	  housing	  costs.	  Of	  owner	  households	  in	  
Oakland,	  this	  value	  is	  slightly	  lower	  at	  23%.	  
	  
Table	  7.	  Housing	  Costs	  as	  Proportion	  of	  Income	  
	   Planning	  Area	  

Census	  Tracts	  
Oakland	  

Renters	  paying	  equal	  to	  or	  more	  than	  30%	  of	  
household	  income	  on	  rent	  

45%	   52%	  

Home	  owners	  paying	  equal	  to	  or	  greater	  than	  
50%	  of	  their	  income	  on	  housing	  

29%	   23%	  

Source:	  US	  Census	  2005-‐2009	  American	  Community	  Survey	  

	  
Housing	  and	  Transportation	  Affordability	  Index	  
The	  Center	  for	  Neighborhood	  Technology	  (CNT)	  has	  developed	  a	  tool	  called	  the	  Housing	  and	  
Transportation	  (H&T)	  Affordability	  Index,	  for	  assessing	  the	  true	  affordability	  of	  housing	  choice	  by	  
factoring	  in	  both	  housing	  and	  transportation	  costs	  in	  a	  neighborhood.	  The	  H&T	  Affordability	  Index	  is	  
based	  on	  the	  notion	  that	  transportation	  costs	  are	  an	  integral	  part	  of	  housing	  location	  and	  should	  be	  
considered	  as	  part	  of	  a	  household’s	  total	  economic	  picture.	  While	  the	  traditional	  definition	  of	  affordable	  
housing	  is	  that	  housing	  should	  be	  less	  than	  30%	  of	  income,	  the	  H+T	  Index	  suggests	  that	  45%	  of	  income	  is	  
a	  conservative	  estimate	  for	  combined	  housing	  and	  transportation	  expenditures,	  and	  a	  reasonable	  goal	  
that	  helps	  insure	  adequate	  funds	  remain	  for	  other	  household	  necessities.	  CNT’s	  methodology	  for	  the	  
index	  is	  detailed	  on	  their	  website.229	  
	  
For	  Planning	  Area	  block	  groups	  where	  data	  is	  available,	  average	  costs	  of	  housing	  alone	  range	  from	  8.1%	  
to	  18%	  of	  household	  income.	  Exceptions	  include	  a	  few	  lake-‐front	  properties	  having	  housing	  costs	  at	  33%	  
and	  a	  block	  group	  that	  overlaps	  with	  a	  portion	  of	  the	  Planning	  Area	  south	  of	  I-‐880	  and	  north	  of	  Jack	  
London	  Square,	  which	  contains	  housing	  costs	  of	  41%	  of	  income.230	  These	  percentages	  are	  based	  on	  the	  
average	  of	  owner	  costs	  and	  gross	  rent	  costs	  factoring	  the	  respective	  percentages	  of	  owner-‐occupied	  
housing	  units	  with	  a	  mortgage	  and	  renter-‐occupied	  units	  with	  cash	  rent.	  Based	  on	  the	  traditional	  
definition	  of	  affordable	  housing	  as	  housing	  with	  costs	  below	  30%,	  the	  vast	  majority	  of	  households	  in	  the	  
Planning	  Area	  would	  live	  in	  affordable	  housing.	  
	  
Combined	  housing	  and	  transportation	  costs	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  where	  data	  is	  available,	  range	  from	  
22%	  to	  33%	  with	  the	  exception	  of	  the	  same	  lake-‐front	  properties	  as	  above	  having	  combined	  costs	  of	  
48%	  and	  the	  same	  block	  group	  south	  of	  I-‐880	  having	  combined	  costs	  of	  57%	  of	  income.	  
	  
Based	  on	  CNT’s	  definition	  of	  an	  affordable	  range	  for	  housing	  and	  transportation	  as	  the	  combined	  costs	  
consuming	  no	  more	  than	  45%	  of	  income,	  the	  vast	  majority	  of	  households	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  are	  well	  
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within	  an	  affordable	  range.	  However,	  locally	  specific	  costs	  of	  transit	  fares	  and	  passes	  may	  impact	  this	  
classification.	  	  
	  
Proportions	  of	  housing	  for	  various	  income	  levels	  	  
The	  Planning	  Area	  includes	  several	  city-‐assisted	  affordable	  housing	  sites.	  In	  addition,	  it	  includes	  public	  
housing	  sites	  funded	  by	  federal	  aid.	  Table	  8	  below	  presents	  numbers	  of	  both	  types	  of	  affordable	  housing	  
units	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  
	  
Table	  8.	  Affordable	  Housing	  Units	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  
	   Extremely	  

Low	  Income	  
units	  

Very	  low	  
income	  units	  

Low	  income	  
units	  

Moderate	  
income	  units	  

Total	  units	  

City	  Assisted	  
Affordable	  
Units	  in	  the	  
Planning	  Area	  

18	   1268	   294	   13	   1593	  

Public	  Housing*	   101	  
Total	  Affordable	  Housing	  Units	  in	  Planning	  Area	   1694	  
Source:	  Lake	  Merritt	  Station	  Area	  Plan	  Existing	  Conditions	  Report	  
*	  Public	  housing	  is	  housing	  that	  is	  publicly	  funded	  and	  administered	  for	  low-‐income	  families.	  
	  
Planning	  Area	  Housing	  Need	  Allocation	  
According	  to	  figures	  given	  by	  the	  City	  of	  Oakland,	  the	  Planning	  Area	  needs	  an	  additional	  1,327	  homes	  by	  
2015	  in	  the	  following	  income	  categories.	  The	  full	  allocation	  needed	  is	  reported	  below	  in	  Table	  9.	  	  
	  
Table	  9.	  Planning	  Area	  Housing	  Need	  Allocation	  (2010-‐15)	  
Affordability	  Level	   Housing	  Need	  (units)	  

Very	  low-‐income	   172	  
Low	  income	   190	  

Moderate	  income	   286	  
Above	  moderate	  income	   679	  

Total	  need	   1,327	  
Source:	  City	  of	  Oakland,	  Lake	  Merritt	  Station	  Area	  Plan	  Existing	  Conditions	  Report.	  
	  
Overcrowded	  Housing	  
	  
Community	  Perspectives	  
Community	  members	  have	  expressed	  that	  overcrowding	  is	  a	  concern	  in	  Chinatown.231	  
	  
Average	  number	  of	  people	  per	  household	  in	  Planning	  Area	  
In	  just	  over	  6,000	  households	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  the	  average	  number	  of	  residents	  per	  household	  is	  
two.	  The	  SAP	  Existing	  Conditions	  Report	  states	  this	  value	  as	  1.94	  or	  1.96	  (both	  values	  are	  reported).232	  
The	  average	  value	  for	  the	  three	  census	  tracts	  analyzed,	  which	  incorporates	  weights	  for	  each	  tract’s	  
contribution	  to	  the	  total	  population,	  is	  1.87	  people	  per	  household.233	  The	  number	  of	  people	  per	  
household	  is	  relatively	  low	  compared	  to	  Oakland’s	  average	  household	  size	  of	  2.65.234	  This	  may	  be	  due	  to	  
a	  higher	  amount	  of	  senior	  and	  single-‐resident	  occupancy	  (SRO)	  facilities	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  	  
	  
As	  stated	  previously,	  the	  US	  Department	  of	  Housing	  and	  Urban	  Development	  definition	  of	  an	  
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overcrowded	  household	  is	  greater	  than	  1.01	  people	  per	  habitable	  room.	  Severe	  overcrowding	  is	  defined	  
as	  greater	  than	  1.51	  people	  per	  room.	  Given	  these	  definitions,	  there	  are	  235	  overcrowded	  households	  
and	  242	  severely	  overcrowded	  households	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  census	  tracts.	  Nearly	  8%	  of	  households	  
in	  these	  three	  census	  tracts	  are	  either	  overcrowded	  or	  severely	  overcrowded.	  	  
	  
In	  the	  City	  of	  Oakland,	  approximately	  4%	  of	  housing	  units	  are	  overcrowded	  and	  approximately	  0.8%	  are	  
severely	  overcrowded.235	  
	  
5.4.3.	  Impacts	  of	  the	  Draft	  Emerging	  Plan	  on	  Housing,	  Related	  Health	  Outcomes,	  and	  
Recommendations	  Proposed	  by	  this	  HIA	  	  
	  
Recommendations	  are	  presented	  in	  italics.	  
	  
Displacement	  Impacts	  
	  
The	  Planning	  Area	  has	  been	  identified	  as	  being	  very	  vulnerable	  to	  gentrification	  in	  the	  coming	  years.	  This	  
is	  a	  voiced	  concern	  with	  many	  community	  leaders	  involved	  in	  this	  Health	  Impact	  Assessment,	  and	  has	  
been	  verified	  in	  a	  2009	  gentrification	  toolkit	  report	  conducted	  by	  Chappel	  at	  the	  Center	  for	  Community	  
Innovation.236	  This	  report	  specifically	  identifies	  community	  indicators	  that	  make	  a	  community	  more	  
susceptible	  to	  gentrification	  in	  the	  Bay	  Area	  as	  reinvestment	  occurs.	  While	  this	  report	  does	  not	  aim	  to	  
predict	  gentrification	  and	  displacement,	  it	  suggests	  that	  there	  is	  a	  potential	  for	  these	  to	  occur	  if	  not	  
mitigated	  during	  a	  redevelopment	  process.	  Indicators	  and	  variables	  that	  were	  specifically	  looked	  at	  
included	  transportation,	  amenities	  (recreational	  and	  youth	  facilities,	  public	  spaces	  and	  parks),	  
demographics,	  housing	  conditions	  and	  characteristics,	  income,	  and	  geographic	  location.	  Of	  the	  18	  
census	  tracts	  found	  to	  be	  the	  most	  susceptible	  to	  gentrification	  in	  the	  Bay	  Area	  (Association	  of	  Bay	  Area	  
Governments	  nine-‐county	  region),	  three	  fall	  within	  the	  Planning	  Area	  (4030,	  4034,	  4060).	  The	  Lake	  
Merritt/Oakland	  Chinatown	  area	  was	  specifically	  focused	  on	  as	  a	  case	  study	  in	  this	  report.	  The	  case	  
study	  concludes	  that	  the	  Lake	  Merritt	  BART/Chinatown	  area	  (the	  area	  adjacent	  to	  the	  Lake	  Merritt	  Bart	  
station,	  consisting	  mostly	  of	  redeveloped	  superblocks	  with	  institutional	  and	  government	  users,	  and	  the	  
intact	  grid	  in	  Chinatown	  to	  the	  west)	  is	  highly	  susceptible	  to	  gentrification	  with	  a	  score	  of	  16	  (out	  of	  19	  
indicators).	  Thus,	  without	  specific	  mitigations	  in	  place,	  development	  related	  to	  the	  LMB	  SAP	  may	  lead	  to	  
displacement	  and	  gentrification.	  	  
	  
According	  to	  the	  gentrification	  toolkit	  report	  referenced	  above,	  237	  the	  most	  important	  intervention	  for	  
preventing	  displacement	  and	  gentrification	  is	  to	  create	  permanently	  affordable	  housing.	  Since	  rent	  
burden	  does	  not	  (yet)	  seem	  to	  be	  a	  critical	  issue	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  the	  focus	  should	  be	  on	  offering	  
more	  opportunities	  for	  low-‐income	  homeownership,	  to	  slow	  the	  pace	  of	  residential	  turnover.	  If	  rent	  
burdens	  increase	  as	  newcomers	  arrive,	  rental	  assistance	  programs	  are	  recommended.	  	  
	  
Affordable	  Housing	  Impacts	  
	  
The	  DEP	  doesn’t	  make	  specific	  proposals	  around	  housing	  that	  make	  it	  possible	  to	  predict	  its	  cost.	  
However,	  the	  DEP	  acknowledges	  the	  need	  for	  affordable	  housing	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  Moreover,	  the	  
expected	  growth	  in	  retail	  and	  service	  jobs	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  as	  a	  result	  of	  the	  DEP,	  the	  lower	  wage	  
status	  of	  many	  of	  these	  jobs,	  and	  the	  recommendations	  above	  around	  local	  hiring	  indicates	  further	  need	  
for	  affordable	  housing	  development.	  	  The	  DEP	  offers	  several	  strategies	  that	  are	  currently	  under	  review	  
for	  addressing	  this	  need,	  and	  also	  says	  that	  affordable	  family	  housing	  will	  be	  sized	  to	  support	  the	  area’s	  
small	  households	  as	  well	  as	  families	  requiring	  2-‐	  and	  3-‐bedroom	  units.	  	  
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The	  DEP	  indicates	  that	  lower	  density	  development	  is	  more	  feasible	  in	  the	  short	  term,	  while	  higher	  
density	  development	  will	  become	  feasible	  as	  the	  housing	  market	  recovers	  from	  the	  recent	  downturn	  
and	  rents	  and	  sale	  prices	  are	  higher	  (i.e.,	  page	  3-‐22).	  Because	  developers	  are	  likely	  to	  receive	  density	  
bonuses	  in	  exchange	  for	  building	  affordable	  units	  and	  higher	  density	  allows	  developers	  to	  earn	  income	  
from	  a	  greater	  number	  of	  units,	  higher	  density	  development	  is	  typically	  more	  supportive	  of	  affordable	  
housing.	  Thus,	  we	  recommend	  ensuring	  that	  high-‐density	  development	  occurs	  in	  a	  timely	  manner.	  	  
	  
We	  support	  the	  policies	  offered	  in	  the	  DEP	  for	  promoting	  affordable	  housing,	  and	  we	  recommend	  
commitment	  to	  these	  policies	  in	  order	  to	  ensure	  their	  adoption	  once	  the	  market	  has	  recovered.	  After	  the	  
market	  has	  recovered	  and	  resources	  provided	  by	  the	  Lake	  Merritt	  BART	  Station	  redevelopment	  are	  
actualized,	  gentrification	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  may	  be	  a	  large	  threat.	  Therefore,	  it	  is	  even	  more	  
important	  to	  ensure	  that	  these	  policies	  are	  permanently	  in	  place.	  
	  
In	  addition,	  based	  on	  the	  importance	  of	  affordable	  housing	  for	  health,	  our	  housing	  recommendations	  are	  
in	  line	  with	  the	  Oakland	  Chinatown	  Coalition	  as	  follows:	  

1. Requirements	  for	  new	  mixed-‐income	  housing	  development	  with	  at	  least	  30%	  of	  units	  in	  the	  
Planning	  Area	  affordable	  to	  families	  below	  60%	  AMI	  ($55,000	  for	  a	  family	  of	  four),	  including	  
extremely	  low	  and	  very	  low-‐income	  community	  members.	  This	  requirement	  will	  support	  
housing	  for	  a	  healthy,	  diverse	  mix	  of	  incomes,	  ranging	  from	  the	  lowest	  income	  to	  Oakland’s	  
actual	  median	  income	  to	  higher	  income	  residents.	  	  

2. The	  development	  of	  family	  housing	  larger	  than	  2	  bedroom	  units.	  
3. Protections	  against	  direct	  displacement	  from	  demolition	  of	  existing	  housing	  and	  businesses.	  
4. A	  strengthening	  of	  tenant	  rights	  protections	  for	  community	  members	  against	  indirect	  

displacement	  through	  gentrification	  and	  rising	  housing	  costs.	  
5. The	  Chinatown	  neighborhood	  should	  benefit	  from	  publicly-‐owned	  parcels,	  including	  the	  

development	  of	  affordable	  housing,	  active	  park	  space,	  and	  community	  centers.	  
	  
5.5	  Economic	  Development	  
	  
The	  Economic	  Development	  analysis	  considered	  the	  health	  impacts	  of	  the	  SAP	  through	  its	  effects	  on	  the	  
business	  environment	  and	  therefore	  job	  creation,	  wages	  and	  benefits,	  local	  hiring,	  and	  education	  or	  
workforce	  development.	  We	  also	  considered	  the	  health	  impacts	  of	  the	  SAP	  through	  its	  effect	  on	  
businesses	  and	  therefore	  the	  resources	  they	  provide	  for	  residents,	  the	  social	  environment	  they	  
encourage,	  and	  the	  revenues	  they	  bring,	  which	  facilitate	  further	  local	  job	  creation	  and	  spending.	  

	  
5.5.1.	  Research	  Connecting	  Economic	  Development	  to	  Health	  
	  
Wealth,	  employment	  and	  economic	  mobility	  are	  important	  determinants	  of	  health.	  The	  SAP	  will	  
facilitate	  job	  creation	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  Access	  to	  good	  jobs	  with	  benefits,	  decent	  pay,	  upward	  
mobility,	  and	  job	  training	  help	  families	  avoid	  falling	  into	  financial	  disaster	  and	  reduces	  their	  risk	  for	  
premature	  death	  and	  chronic	  disease.238	  	  
	  
Income	  
For	  individuals,	  income	  is	  one	  of	  the	  strongest	  and	  most	  consistent	  predictors	  of	  health	  and	  disease	  in	  
the	  public	  health	  research	  literature.239	  Nationally,	  individuals	  with	  the	  lowest	  average	  family	  incomes	  
($15,000-‐	  $20,000)	  are	  three	  times	  more	  likely	  to	  die	  prematurely	  as	  those	  with	  higher	  family	  incomes	  
(greater	  than	  $70,000).240	  In	  addition	  to	  premature	  mortality	  risk,	  people	  with	  lower	  incomes	  are	  more	  
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susceptible	  to	  other	  risks	  such	  as	  giving	  birth	  to	  low	  birth	  weight	  babies,	  for	  suffering	  injuries	  or	  
violence,	  for	  getting	  most	  cancers,	  and	  for	  getting	  chronic	  conditions.241	  
	  
The	  adoption	  of	  a	  living	  wage,	  which	  can	  be	  set	  at	  a	  local	  or	  state	  level,	  is	  associated	  with	  a	  decrease	  in	  
premature	  death	  from	  all	  causes	  for	  working	  adults.	  Among	  the	  offspring	  of	  low-‐wage	  workers,	  a	  living	  
wage	  was	  associated	  with	  improved	  educational	  outcomes	  and	  a	  reduced	  risk	  of	  early	  childbirth.242	  
Attainment	  of	  self-‐	  sufficiency	  income	  predicts	  better	  health,	  improved	  nutrition,	  and	  lower	  mortality.243	  
	  
Unemployment	  
People	  who	  experience	  unemployment	  or	  unstable	  employment	  live	  shorter	  lives	  and	  have	  a	  greater	  
burden	  of	  disease.	  Unemployment	  leads	  to	  a	  shortened	  life	  expectancy	  and	  higher	  rates	  of	  
cardiovascular	  disease,	  hypertension,	  depression	  and	  suicide.244	  245	  246	  247	  Those	  experiencing	  precarious	  
or	  unstable	  employment	  have	  worse	  self-‐rated	  health	  and	  higher	  rates	  of	  hypertension,	  longstanding	  
illness,	  mild	  psychiatric	  morbidity	  and	  general	  illness	  symptoms.248	  In	  1976,	  an	  estimated	  6,000	  excess	  
deaths	  were	  reported	  as	  a	  result	  of	  a	  1%	  increase	  in	  unemployment	  in	  the	  United	  States.249	  Those	  who	  
self-‐reported	  job	  insecurity	  versus	  those	  with	  secured	  employment	  faced	  minor	  mental	  illness.250	  
	  
Local	  hiring	  
Being	  able	  to	  work	  close	  to	  home	  decreases	  poor	  health	  outcomes	  associated	  with	  driving	  time,	  such	  as	  
stress,	  heart	  problems,	  musculoskeletal	  disorders,	  and	  lack	  of	  time	  for	  physical	  activity,	  social	  cohesion	  
and	  family.	  The	  more	  time	  in	  the	  car,	  the	  less	  time	  a	  person	  has	  to	  engage	  in	  leisure	  time	  physical	  
activity,	  and	  physical	  activity	  is	  associated	  with	  many	  health	  outcomes.251	  In	  one	  US	  study,	  each	  
additional	  hour	  spent	  in	  a	  car	  per	  day	  was	  associated	  with	  a	  6%	  increase	  in	  the	  likelihood	  of	  obesity.	  
Each	  additional	  hour	  walked	  per	  day	  was	  associated	  with	  a	  4.8%	  reduction	  in	  the	  likelihood	  of	  obesity.252	  
Time	  spent	  in	  a	  car	  driving	  is	  also	  associated	  with	  1.6	  to	  2.8	  times	  higher	  odds	  of	  having	  shoulder	  pain	  
when	  compared	  to	  those	  who	  spend	  less	  time	  in	  a	  car.253	  Traveling	  to	  and	  from	  work	  is	  the	  single	  biggest	  
cause	  of	  stress	  for	  many	  people.	  According	  to	  a	  UK	  survey,	  44%	  of	  people	  believed	  rush	  hour	  traffic	  was	  
the	  single	  most	  stressful	  part	  of	  their	  life.254	  Time	  spent	  commuting	  decreases	  the	  time	  an	  individual	  has	  
with	  family	  and	  affects	  engagement	  in	  civic	  or	  volunteer	  activities.255	  Long	  commutes	  can	  distance	  an	  
individual	  from	  his	  or	  her	  community	  and	  decrease	  social	  connectivity.	  Social	  connection	  has	  a	  variety	  of	  
health	  impacts,	  ranging	  from	  reducing	  stress,	  having	  a	  longer	  lifespan,	  and	  supplying	  access	  to	  
emotional	  and	  physical	  resources.256	  257	  	  Reduced	  driving	  also	  decreases	  air	  and	  noise	  pollution	  and	  
emission	  of	  greenhouse	  gases,	  all	  of	  which	  have	  negative	  health	  impacts	  ranging	  from	  respiratory	  
disease	  to	  stress	  to	  death	  from	  extreme	  weather	  (air	  quality	  impacts	  of	  driving	  are	  discussed	  in	  the	  
Transportation	  section).	  
	  
Health	  Insurance	  Coverage	  
Employment	  offers	  opportunities	  for	  health	  insurance	  coverage	  and	  other	  benefits.	  
Nationwide,	  18,000	  premature	  deaths	  a	  year	  are	  attributable	  to	  lack	  of	  health	  coverage.	  People	  without	  
health	  insurance	  often	  forego	  timely	  health	  care	  and	  suffer	  more	  severe	  illnesses.258	  	  Families	  with	  at	  
least	  one	  full-‐time,	  full-‐year	  worker	  are	  more	  than	  twice	  as	  likely	  to	  have	  health	  insurance	  coverage	  
compared	  to	  families	  with	  part-‐time,	  seasonal,	  temporary,	  self-‐	  employed,	  or	  contracted	  workers.259	  
	  
Paid	  Sick	  Leave	  
Overall,	  39%	  of	  Californians	  lack	  paid	  sick	  days.	  Workers	  who	  are	  full	  time	  and	  in	  the	  top	  1/4th	  of	  
earnings	  are	  over	  three	  times	  more	  likely	  to	  have	  paid	  sick	  days	  than	  part-‐time	  and	  in	  the	  bottom	  1/4th	  
of	  earnings.260	  Parents	  with	  paid	  sick	  days	  are	  over	  five	  times	  more	  likely	  to	  care	  for	  children	  when	  they	  
are	  sick,	  more	  likely	  to	  take	  time	  off	  when	  they	  are	  sick,	  and	  less	  likely	  to	  transmit	  infectious	  diseases	  
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like	  flu	  and	  gastrointestinal	  illness.261	  
	  
Workforce	  Development	  
Successful	  transitional	  jobs	  programs	  in	  over	  30	  US	  states	  have	  been	  found	  to	  promote	  higher	  job	  
retention	  rates	  and	  wage	  gains,	  reduce	  employer	  turn-‐over,	  reduce	  recidivism,	  reduce	  reliance	  on	  public	  
benefits,	  and	  lower	  child	  poverty.262	  	  In	  an	  evaluation	  of	  the	  U.S.	  Workforce	  Investment	  Act,	  individuals	  
participating	  in	  job	  training	  had	  significant	  increases	  in	  earnings	  after	  receiving	  the	  training	  compared	  to	  
those	  who	  did	  not	  receive	  the	  training.263	  
	  
Retail	  Goods	  and	  Services	  
The	  types	  of	  retail	  that	  a	  city	  encourages	  to	  locate	  in	  an	  area,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  public	  services	  that	  are	  
made	  available,	  can	  impact	  the	  choices	  that	  residents	  make.	  The	  location	  of	  goods	  and	  services	  and	  their	  
proximity	  to	  where	  people	  live	  helps	  determine	  whether	  people	  use	  them,	  how	  often,	  and	  how	  they	  
access	  them	  (e.g.,	  by	  walking	  or	  driving).	  Research	  suggests	  that	  closer	  proximity	  to	  retail	  can	  increase	  
access	  and,	  in	  turn,	  health.	  	  
	  
Improved	  nutritional	  health	  is	  one	  example	  of	  a	  consequence	  of	  retail	  proximity,	  as	  a	  neighborhood	  
supermarket	  can	  increase	  access	  to	  and	  consumption	  of	  affordable,	  quality	  food.264	  Diet-‐related	  disease	  
is	  one	  of	  the	  top	  sources	  of	  preventable	  deaths	  among	  Americans.265	  A	  lack	  of	  supermarkets	  can	  lead	  to	  
smaller	  stores	  as	  the	  main	  source	  of	  local	  groceries,	  or	  the	  need	  to	  drive	  to	  get	  groceries.	  One	  study	  
conducted	  in	  Los	  Angeles	  County	  concluded	  that	  longer	  distances	  traveled	  to	  grocery	  stores	  were	  
associated	  with	  an	  increased	  body	  mass	  index	  (BMI).266	  For	  a	  5’5”	  tall	  person,	  traveling	  1.75	  miles	  or	  
more	  to	  get	  to	  a	  grocery	  store	  meant	  a	  weight	  difference	  of	  about	  5	  pounds.	  Several	  studies	  have	  shown	  
that	  a	  majority	  of	  people	  get	  their	  groceries	  in	  distances	  that	  take	  5-‐10	  minutes	  to	  reach,	  and	  are	  0.4	  –	  
0.9	  miles	  away.267	  A	  lack	  of	  proximity	  results	  in	  low-‐income	  households	  having	  little	  choice	  about	  where	  
to	  purchase	  food.	  Such	  households	  buy	  less	  expensive	  but	  more	  accessible	  food	  at	  fast	  food	  restaurants	  
or	  highly	  processed	  food	  at	  corner	  stores.	  These	  types	  of	  foods	  are	  often	  higher	  in	  calories	  but	  usually	  
lower	  in	  nutritional	  value.268	  The	  result	  of	  consuming	  these	  types	  of	  foods	  is	  higher	  obesity	  in	  low-‐
income	  populations.269	  
	  
Physical	  activity	  can	  also	  increase	  if	  residential	  uses	  and	  their	  retail	  service	  needs	  are	  closely	  integrated.	  
A	  study	  in	  Atlanta	  assessed	  resident	  obesity	  in	  relation	  to	  development	  density,	  mixed-‐uses,	  and	  street	  
connectivity	  and	  found	  a	  12.2%	  reduction	  in	  the	  odds	  of	  being	  obese	  with	  each	  inter-‐quartile	  increase	  in	  
these	  factors.270	  This	  provides	  evidence	  that	  living	  in	  a	  mixed-‐use	  area	  with	  a	  variety	  of	  shops	  and	  
services	  is	  a	  good	  predictor	  of	  obesity	  levels	  in	  urban	  areas.	  A	  San	  Francisco	  Bay	  Area	  study	  looking	  at	  
non-‐work	  related	  trips	  in	  four	  neighborhoods,	  controlled	  for	  socio-‐economic	  status,	  found	  that	  
proximity	  and	  mix	  of	  retail	  as	  well	  as	  having	  many	  quality	  destinations	  and	  modes	  of	  transport	  choices	  
are	  some	  of	  the	  most	  influential	  factors	  in	  people’s	  decisions	  to	  walk.271	  Physical	  activity	  has	  been	  
associated	  with	  various	  health	  benefits	  including	  reductions	  in	  premature	  mortality,	  the	  prevention	  of	  
chronic	  diseases	  such	  as	  diabetes,	  obesity,	  and	  hypertension,	  and	  even	  improvements	  in	  psychological	  
well-‐being.272	  273	  	  
	  
Chinatown,	  compared	  to	  other	  retail	  nodes	  in	  Oakland,	  has	  one	  of	  the	  highest	  sales	  volumes	  in	  the	  City	  
with	  over	  $10	  Million	  in	  sales	  in	  2006.274	  Indirectly,	  retail	  can	  contribute	  to	  a	  vibrant	  economy,	  
potentially	  increasing	  income	  and	  job	  security,	  both	  of	  which	  are	  well-‐established	  determinants	  of	  
health.275	  276	  
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Social	  Cohesion	  
A	  feeling	  of	  social	  connectedness	  has	  health	  benefits.	  Higher	  rates	  of	  social	  connectedness	  or	  support	  
are	  associated	  with	  lower	  resting	  blood	  pressure,	  better	  immune	  system	  function,	  and	  lower	  amounts	  of	  
stress	  hormones.277	  One	  study	  showed	  that	  for	  patients	  recovering	  from	  heart	  surgery,	  ratings	  of	  the	  
statement	  “I	  feel	  lonely”	  were	  associated	  with	  mortality	  at	  30	  days	  and	  five	  years	  after	  surgery,	  even	  
after	  controlling	  for	  preoperative	  conditions	  known	  to	  increase	  mortality.278	  A	  study	  in	  Australia	  showed	  
that	  higher	  levels	  of	  social	  integration	  as	  measured	  by	  almost	  all	  indicators	  were	  associated	  with	  lower	  
mortality	  rates.279	  Those	  who	  consider	  themselves	  socially	  connected	  are	  more	  likely	  to	  actively	  cope	  
(e.g.,	  problem	  solve)	  with	  stressful	  tasks	  and	  situations.	  Active	  coping	  has	  been	  associated	  with	  a	  
biomarker	  signifying	  a	  healthier	  cardiac	  response.280	  Studies	  consistently	  find	  an	  inverse	  relationship	  
between	  levels	  of	  social	  connection	  (defined	  as	  “social	  capital”)	  and	  mental	  health	  issues:	  the	  higher	  the	  
level	  of	  trust	  and	  connectivity	  in	  an	  area,	  the	  lower	  the	  levels	  of	  mental	  illness.281	  
	  
	  
5.5.2.	  Existing	  Economic	  Development	  Conditions	  in	  Planning	  Area	  
	  
The	  following	  section	  reports	  on	  the	  following	  existing	  conditions	  related	  to	  the	  above	  listed	  health	  
impacts	  of	  the	  business	  environment:	  workforce	  characteristics,	  including	  income,	  age,	  educational	  
attainment,	  employment	  and	  work	  location;	  business	  characteristics,	  including	  employment	  potential,	  
industry	  and	  occupational	  categories;	  wages	  and	  benefits;	  and	  workforce	  development.	  Additionally,	  
existing	  conditions	  for	  businesses	  that	  offer	  necessary	  resources,	  and	  that	  facilitate	  growth	  and	  
potential	  to	  attract	  more	  revenue	  to	  the	  area	  are	  presented.	  
	  
Community	  Perspectives	  
Priorities	  raised	  by	  merchants	  in	  the	  “merchants	  tea”	  were	  wishing	  to	  “expand	  Chinatown	  and	  attract	  
more	  people	  to	  the	  area	  to	  better	  compete	  with	  other	  Asian	  markets	  and	  centers.”	  They	  expressed	  that	  
a	  key	  asset	  of	  Oakland’s	  Chinatown	  is	  its	  unique	  and	  vibrant	  environment.	  They	  noted	  their	  concern	  
about	  zoning	  regulations	  being	  too	  restrictive	  for	  certain	  businesses;	  for	  example,	  medical	  services	  such	  
as	  acupuncture	  are	  not	  permitted	  on	  the	  ground	  floor	  of	  buildings,	  within	  30	  feet	  of	  the	  front	  property	  
line,	  or	  in	  a	  certain	  zoning	  category.282	  	   
	  
Reports	  from	  youth	  who	  frequent	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  which	  were	  gathered	  by	  the	  City	  of	  Oakland	  
through	  the	  “students	  tea,”	  indicate	  that	  mixed-‐use	  development,	  more	  shopping	  and	  dining,	  and	  
revitalized	  night	  life	  are	  desired.	  Students	  felt	  that	  businesses	  such	  as	  restaurants	  or	  a	  major	  market	  
should	  be	  open	  much	  later,	  noting	  that	  the	  nearest	  eateries	  to	  campus	  close	  at	  2:30pm.	  Some	  students	  
felt	  that	  there	  should	  be	  a	  range	  of	  businesses,	  with	  ideas	  such	  as	  coffee	  houses,	  a	  Trader	  Joe‘s,	  and	  a	  
Farmer‘s	  Market	  on	  campus.283	  	  
	  
HIA	  steering	  committee	  members	  and	  participants	  in	  focus	  groups	  (“teas”)	  conducted	  by	  the	  City	  of	  
Oakland	  felt	  strongly	  that	  the	  social	  and	  cultural	  benefits	  of	  the	  Asian	  resident	  community,	  culturally	  
focused	  retail,	  and	  cultural	  resources	  contribute	  to	  a	  sense	  of	  social	  cohesion	  and	  are	  a	  great	  health	  
asset	  of	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  	  The	  presence	  of	  Asian-‐targeted	  goods	  and	  services	  destinations	  and	  
recreation	  and	  cultural	  centers	  contribute	  to	  social	  cohesion	  because	  they	  draw	  Asian	  residents	  from	  
nearby	  and	  more	  distant	  locations	  within	  the	  bay	  area,	  provide	  a	  gathering	  place	  for	  Asian	  residents	  and	  
allow	  people	  to	  meet	  and	  interact	  with	  others	  in	  these	  spaces.	  This	  creates	  and	  encourages	  a	  sense	  of	  
community,	  or	  more	  specifically,	  a	  sense	  of	  mutual	  aid,	  neighborhood	  security,	  of	  belonging,	  and	  shared	  
values.	  
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Workforce	  characteristics	  
	  
Table	  10	  shows	  the	  average	  resident	  representation	  in	  various	  occupations	  and	  industries	  over	  the	  5-‐
year	  period	  from	  2005	  to	  2009,	  according	  to	  the	  census.	  For	  residents	  of	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  the	  
occupation	  with	  the	  greatest	  representation	  was	  management,	  professional,	  and	  related,	  followed	  by	  
service,	  and	  sales	  and	  office	  occupations.	  This	  is	  similar	  for	  residents	  of	  Oakland.	  The	  industry	  with	  the	  
greatest	  representation	  by	  residents	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  was	  educational	  services,	  health	  care	  and	  
social	  assistance.	  This	  was	  the	  same	  for	  the	  residents	  of	  Oakland.	  The	  next	  highest	  industries	  
represented	  by	  Planning	  Area	  residents	  are	  arts,	  entertainment,	  and	  recreation,	  and	  accommodation	  
and	  food	  services;	  finance	  and	  insurance,	  and	  real	  estate	  and	  rental	  and	  leasing;	  retail	  trade;	  and	  
professional,	  scientific,	  and	  management,	  and	  administrative	  and	  waste	  management	  services	  (in	  this	  
order).	  
	  
Table	  10:	  Occupation	  and	  Industry	  representation	  for	  residents	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  

	   Planning	  Area	   Oakland	  

	   Total	  
%	  of	  
Total	   Total	   %	  of	  Total	  

Occupation	   	   	   	   	  
Civilian	  employed	  population	  16	  years	  and	  
over	   5,872	   	   189,999	   	  
Management,	  professional,	  and	  related	  
occupations	   2,380	   41%	   78,772	   42%	  
Service	  occupations	   1,309	   22%	   34,298	   18%	  
Sales	  and	  office	  occupations	   1,431	   24%	   40,677	   21%	  
Farming,	  fishing,	  and	  forestry	  occupations	   0	   0%	   432	   0.2%	  
Construction,	  extraction,	  maintenance,	  and	  
repair	  occupations	   414	   7%	   16,473	   9%	  
Production,	  transportation,	  and	  material	  
moving	  occupations	   338	   6%	   19,347	   10%	  
Industry	   	   	   	   	  
Civilian	  employed	  population	  16	  years	  and	  
over	   5,872	   	   189,999	   	  
Educational	  services,	  and	  health	  care	  and	  
social	  assistance	   1,412	   24%	   44,880	   24%	  
Arts,	  entertainment,	  and	  recreation,	  and	  
accommodation	  and	  food	  services	   681	   12%	   17,720	   9%	  
Finance	  and	  insurance,	  and	  real	  estate	  and	  
rental	  and	  leasing	   624	   11%	   12,401	   7%	  
Retail	  trade	   574	   10%	   18,328	   10%	  
Professional,	  scientific,	  and	  management,	  and	  
administrative	  and	  waste	  management	  
services	   561	   10%	   30,208	   16%	  
Public	  administration	   496	   8%	   7,712	   4%	  
Manufacturing	   479	   8%	   12,430	   7%	  
Construction	   378	   6%	   14,309	   8%	  
Other	  services,	  except	  public	  administration	   318	   5%	   11,311	   6%	  
Information	   179	   3%	   5,850	   3%	  
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Wholesale	  trade	   85	   1%	   4,732	   2%	  
Transportation	  and	  warehousing,	  and	  utilities	   85	   1%	   9,636	   5%	  
Agriculture,	  forestry,	  fishing	  and	  hunting,	  and	  
mining	   0	   0	   482	   0.3%	  
Source:	  2010	  Decennial	  Census	  (Race/Ethnicity	  only);	  American	  Community	  Survey,	  2005-‐2009	  5-‐year	  averages	  for	  three	  
Census	  tracts	  that	  intersect	  the	  Planning	  Area	  and	  all	  of	  Oakland	  city.	  
	  
The	  Census	  does	  not	  provide	  health	  insurance	  coverage	  information	  for	  smaller	  areas	  than	  Oakland,	  but	  
looking	  at	  Oakland	  indicates	  that	  the	  majority	  of	  residents	  had	  health	  insurance	  coverage	  as	  of	  the	  2009	  
American	  Community	  Survey.	  
	  
Table	  11.	  Total	  Oakland	  population	  with	  and	  without	  health	  insurance	  coverage	  	  
Total	  male/female	  all	  ages	  with	  health	  
insurance	   338,519	   83%	  
Total	  male/female	  all	  ages	  without	  health	  
insurance	   68,693	   17%	  
Source:	  2009	  American	  Community	  Survey	  

	  
Business	  Characteristics	  
	  
Site	  Visits	  
In	  order	  to	  get	  a	  better	  sense	  of	  the	  business	  environment	  than	  was	  available	  through	  public	  data,	  we	  
conducted	  site	  visits	  to	  four	  key	  sections	  of	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  These	  provided	  a	  more	  specific	  
description	  of	  land	  use,	  the	  feel	  of	  the	  business	  environment,	  the	  presence	  of	  chain	  and	  independent	  
establishments,	  cultural	  influences,	  and	  pedestrian	  activity.	  We	  also	  wanted	  to	  confirm	  the	  presence	  of	  
some	  of	  the	  business	  types	  that	  we	  were	  interested	  in	  specifically	  counting.	  	  	  
	  
The	  areas	  we	  visited	  included	  Chinatown,	  the	  area	  near	  the	  Lake	  Merritt	  BART	  station,	  the	  area	  near	  
some	  of	  the	  government	  buildings	  around	  Madison	  and	  13th	  Street,	  and	  the	  east	  side	  of	  Lake	  Merritt	  
near	  International	  Blvd.	  and	  2nd	  Avenue.	  For	  four	  specific	  blocks	  we	  recorded	  the	  land	  use,	  types	  of	  
businesses	  present,	  the	  number	  of	  businesses	  present,	  the	  presence	  of	  Asian	  characters	  on	  signage,	  
chain	  establishments,	  and	  the	  level	  of	  pedestrian	  activity	  (a	  few,	  medium,	  or	  a	  lot	  of	  people	  walking).	  	  
We	  also	  made	  note	  of	  chain	  establishments	  and	  Asian	  signage	  as	  we	  walked	  to	  and	  from	  the	  blocks	  we	  
observed	  to	  get	  a	  sense	  of	  these	  for	  a	  broader	  area.	  	  Appendix	  D	  includes	  the	  observational	  survey	  
guide.	  
	  
These	  four	  areas	  were	  very	  different	  in	  terms	  of	  the	  business	  environment.	  The	  area	  with	  the	  most	  
business	  and	  pedestrian	  activity	  was	  by	  far	  Chinatown.	  On	  the	  block	  we	  observed,	  we	  estimated	  a	  total	  
of	  35	  ground-‐floor	  businesses	  and	  an	  average	  of	  9	  businesses	  on	  each	  face	  of	  the	  block	  (4	  faces	  total).	  
There	  was	  a	  mix	  of	  retail	  offerings,	  including	  grocery	  stores,	  restaurants,	  jewelry	  stores,	  and	  banks	  and	  
there	  were	  offices	  on	  the	  second	  floors	  of	  many	  of	  the	  buildings.	  Almost	  all	  of	  the	  businesses	  had	  Asian	  
characters	  on	  signs	  and	  we	  noticed	  one	  national	  chain—an	  insurance	  agency—and	  two	  local	  chains	  on	  
the	  whole	  block—a	  cell	  phone	  communications	  company	  and	  a	  bank.	  There	  was	  a	  lot	  of	  pedestrian	  
activity	  on	  each	  block	  face,	  which	  we	  defined	  as	  roughly	  10	  or	  more	  people	  on	  the	  street.	  In	  fact,	  one	  
block	  face	  with	  a	  predominance	  of	  produce	  markets	  had	  over	  100	  people	  walking.	  
	  
The	  other	  areas	  had	  fewer	  businesses	  (two	  blocks	  had	  some	  block	  faces	  with	  no	  businesses)	  and	  even	  
some	  defunct	  businesses	  and	  vacant	  lots.	  The	  other	  blocks	  contained	  more	  residential	  or	  institutional	  
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uses	  and	  parking	  lots.	  In	  the	  other	  parts	  of	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  outside	  Chinatown,	  we	  encountered	  one	  
other	  chain	  (McDonalds)	  and	  an	  ATM	  sign	  for	  a	  national	  chain	  bank.	  Pedestrian	  activity	  was	  either	  
absent,	  or	  consisted	  of	  a	  few	  people	  walking.	  Outside	  of	  Chinatown	  the	  Asian	  cultural	  influence	  (using	  
Asian	  language	  signage	  as	  the	  indicator)	  is	  mostly	  absent.	  One	  exception	  to	  this	  is	  in	  the	  area	  east	  of	  
Lake	  Merritt	  and	  the	  Oakland	  Estuary	  near	  International	  Ave	  and	  2nd	  Ave;	  there’s	  another	  Asian	  cultural	  
hub	  just	  outside	  of	  the	  eastern	  border	  of	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  
	  
These	  findings	  indicate,	  anecdotally,	  that	  there	  is	  a	  relationship	  between	  an	  active	  business	  
environment	  and	  increased	  pedestrian	  activity.	  Additionally,	  Chinatown	  represents	  a	  cultural	  draw	  to	  
this	  commercial	  area	  that	  may	  be	  contributing	  to	  successful	  business	  operations	  and	  economic	  vitality.	  
There	  is	  a	  lot	  of	  potential	  for	  increasing	  business	  activity	  in	  parts	  of	  the	  Planning	  Area	  outside	  of	  
Chinatown	  and	  a	  realization	  of	  this	  opportunity	  may	  bring	  about	  a	  more	  active	  street	  life	  in	  those	  areas.	  
	  
Zoning	  and	  mixed	  land	  uses	  
According	  to	  the	  SAP	  Existing	  Conditions	  Report,	  the	  Planning	  Area	  is	  7%	  mixed	  use.	  The	  mixed	  use	  areas	  
are	  made	  up	  of	  the	  following	  three	  mixes	  of	  uses:	  Office	  and	  Retail	  (2%),	  Residential	  and	  Office	  (1%),	  and	  
Residential	  and	  Retail	  (3%).	  For	  perspective,	  the	  uses	  that	  take	  up	  the	  largest	  proportion	  of	  the	  Planning	  
Area	  are	  Public/Institutional	  (31%),	  Residential	  (17%),	  Residential	  Multi-‐Family	  (16%)	  and	  Park	  (15%;	  
includes	  local	  parks	  and	  regional	  parks	  such	  as	  parkland	  bordering	  Lake	  Merritt	  and	  the	  Estuary).	  Only	  
4%	  is	  occupied	  by	  Office	  uses	  and	  2%	  by	  Commercial.	  

	  
Based	  on	  walking	  through	  mixed-‐use	  areas	  during	  the	  site	  visits,	  it	  appears	  that	  these	  have	  more	  
pedestrian	  activity	  than	  areas	  that	  are	  not	  mixed	  use.	  	  
	  
Employment	  potential	  and	  industry	  and	  occupational	  categories	  
Table	  12	  shows	  the	  number	  of	  establishments	  by	  industry	  and	  the	  number	  of	  employees	  associated	  with	  
those	  establishments	  according	  to	  the	  Census	  for	  two	  different	  geographic	  areas	  –	  Oakland	  and	  the	  
three	  zip	  codes	  (combined)	  that	  intersect	  the	  Planning	  Area	  (94606,	  94607,	  and	  94612).284	  285	  	  The	  zip	  
code	  data	  represents	  an	  area	  smaller	  than	  Oakland,	  but	  still	  larger	  than	  the	  Planning	  Area	  because	  some	  
portions	  of	  these	  zip	  codes	  fall	  outside	  of	  the	  Planning	  Area	  (even	  large	  portions)	  (see	  Figure	  1).	  	  
	  
The	  Census	  reports	  slightly	  different	  information	  for	  Oakland	  compared	  to	  that	  reported	  for	  zip	  codes.	  
The	  zip	  code	  Census	  data	  reports	  the	  number	  of	  establishments	  with	  employees	  in	  various	  size	  classes	  
(e.g.,	  1-‐4,	  5-‐9,	  10-‐19,	  20-‐49	  employees,	  etc.);	  therefore,	  the	  figure	  reported	  in	  Table	  12	  for	  zip	  codes	  for	  
the	  number	  of	  employees	  is	  the	  median	  number	  of	  employees	  represented	  across	  all	  of	  the	  employee	  
size	  classes.	  The	  exact	  number	  of	  employees	  per	  establishment	  can	  therefore	  not	  be	  known	  given	  these	  
data.	  Looking	  at	  the	  size	  classes	  shows	  that	  the	  majority	  (60%	  and	  above)	  of	  the	  establishments	  have	  
either	  1-‐4	  or	  5-‐9	  employees	  and	  almost	  all	  establishments	  in	  these	  three	  zip	  codes	  have	  fewer	  than	  100	  
employees.	  The	  only	  businesses	  that	  on	  average	  have	  more	  employees	  in	  the	  larger	  size	  classes	  (10-‐19	  
or	  20-‐49)	  are	  those	  in	  the	  following	  industries:	  management	  of	  companies	  and	  enterprises;	  
administrative	  and	  support	  and	  waste	  management	  and	  remediation	  services;	  and	  educational	  services.	  
	  
The	  industries	  with	  the	  most	  establishments	  in	  Oakland	  and	  the	  three	  zip	  codes	  is	  for	  the	  most	  part	  
consistent	  for	  these	  two	  geographic	  areas,	  with	  the	  top	  five	  industries	  in	  terms	  of	  number	  of	  
establishments	  including	  the	  following	  (in	  this	  order):	  professional,	  scientific,	  and	  technical	  services;	  
health	  care	  and	  social	  assistance;	  retail	  trade;	  other	  services;	  and	  accommodation	  and	  food	  services.	  	  
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Looking	  at	  these	  data	  in	  terms	  of	  the	  number	  of	  jobs	  offered	  provides	  a	  picture	  of	  the	  employment	  
potential	  of	  the	  various	  industries.	  The	  industries	  offering	  the	  most	  jobs	  in	  the	  three	  zip	  codes	  
intersecting	  the	  Planning	  Area	  include	  (in	  this	  order):	  	  

• Professional,	  scientific,	  and	  technical	  services;	  	  
• Health	  care	  and	  social	  assistance;	  	  
• Administrative	  and	  support	  and	  waste	  management	  and	  remediation	  services;	  	  
• Finance	  and	  insurance;	  	  
• Other	  services;	  	  
• Transportation	  and	  warehousing;	  and	  	  
• Accommodation	  and	  food	  services.	  	  

	  
However,	  these	  rank	  differently	  compared	  to	  the	  Oakland	  data.	  
	  
The	  industry	  categories	  with	  the	  highest	  employee	  to	  establishment	  ratios	  in	  the	  Oakland	  data,	  or	  that	  
offer	  relatively	  more	  jobs	  per	  business,	  are	  as	  follows	  (in	  this	  order):	  

• Information	  (28	  employees	  per	  establishment)	  
• Arts,	  entertainment,	  and	  recreation	  (27	  employees	  per	  establishment)	  
• Administrative	  and	  support	  and	  waste	  management	  and	  remediation	  services	  (27	  employees	  per	  

establishment)	  
• Health	  care	  and	  social	  assistance	  (22	  employees	  per	  establishment)	  
• Manufacturing	  (22	  employees	  per	  establishment)	  

	  
This	  order	  (employees	  per	  establishment	  in	  Oakland)	  was	  taken	  from	  the	  Oakland	  data	  because	  the	  
exact	  number	  of	  employees	  is	  estimated,	  unlike	  the	  zip	  code	  data	  where	  the	  median	  number	  of	  
employees	  per	  establishment	  is	  estimated.	  These	  industries	  are	  not	  necessarily	  those	  that	  offer	  the	  
most	  jobs	  because	  some	  of	  these	  industries	  are	  represented	  by	  fewer	  establishments.	  
	  



	   57	  

	  
Table	  12.	  Total	  Establishments	  by	  Industry	  and	  Employees	  in	  Oakland	  (2007)	  and	  Three	  Zip	  Codes	  
Intersecting	  the	  Planning	  Area	  (2008)	  

	  
	   Oakland	  (2007)	  

Three	  zip	  codes	  Intersecting	  the	  
Planning	  Area	  (2008)	  

NAICS	  
Code	  	   Industry	  description	  

Number	  
of	  

establis
hments	  

Number	  
of	  paid	  
emplys	  	  

Emplys	  
per	  est.	  

Number	  
of	  

establish
ments	  

Median	  
number	  of	  
Emplys	  
across	  

emplymnt	  
size	  classes	  

Emplys	  
per	  est.	  

54	  
Professional,	  scientific,	  
and	  technical	  services	   1,491	   15,315	   10	   773	   11,846	   15	  

62	  
Health	  care	  and	  social	  
assistance	   1,231	   27,120	   22	   319	   6,764	   21	  

44	   Retail	  trade	   1,099	   11,176	   10	   321	   3,456	   11	  

81	  
Other	  services	  (except	  
public	  administration)	   844	   6,692	   8	   451	   5,627	   12	  

72	  
Accommodation	  and	  food	  
services	   826	   11,240	   14	   336	   4,763	   14	  

53	   Real	  estate	  and	  rental	  and	  
leasing	   475	   2,942	   6	   158	   1,411	   9	  

31	   Manufacturing	   407	   8,970	   22	   146	   2,721	   19	  

56	  

Administrative	  and	  
Support	  and	  Waste	  
Management	  and	  
Remediation	  Services	   403	   10,727	   27	   140	   6,655	   48	  

51	   Information	   179	   5,088	   28	   81	   3,348	   41	  
61	   Educational	  services	   130	   1,118	   9	   80	   2,362	   30	  
71	   Arts,	  entertainment,	  and	  

recreation	   118	   3,225	   27	   41	   1,423	   35	  
52	   Finance	  and	  insurance*	   -‐-‐	   -‐-‐	   -‐-‐	   231	   5,671	   25	  
42	   Wholesale	  trade*	   -‐-‐	   -‐-‐	   -‐-‐	   213	   3,416	   16	  
23	   Construction*	   -‐-‐	   -‐-‐	   -‐-‐	   156	   2,338	   15	  

48	  
Transportation	  and	  
warehousing*	   -‐-‐	   -‐-‐	   -‐-‐	  

115	   5,039	   44	  

55	   Management	  of	  
companies	  and	  
enterprises*	   -‐-‐	   -‐-‐	   -‐-‐	  

38	   4,075	   107	  

	   Total	   7,203	   103,613	   	   3,608	   70,935	   	  
*	  Industry	  categories	  not	  included	  in	  Oakland	  data	  
	  
The	  SAP	  Existing	  Conditions	  Report	  includes	  an	  estimate	  of	  the	  number	  of	  jobs	  available	  by	  job	  category	  
in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  (see	  Table	  13).	  	  It	  is	  not	  possible	  to	  directly	  compare	  these	  numbers	  to	  those	  
accessed	  through	  the	  Census	  (above)	  because	  the	  geographic	  area,	  sources,	  time	  period	  and	  categories	  
of	  jobs	  provided	  are	  different.	  However,	  given	  that	  three	  out	  of	  the	  five	  industry	  categories	  from	  the	  zip	  
code	  data	  are	  included	  in	  the	  top	  ranked	  “Service	  Employment”	  category	  of	  the	  Existing	  Conditions	  data,	  
it	  is	  reasonable	  to	  assume	  that	  the	  jobs	  pattern	  displayed	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  (as	  defined	  by	  the	  SAP	  
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Existing	  Conditions	  Report)	  is	  similar	  to	  the	  other	  sources.	  	  Retail	  jobs	  are	  about	  the	  third	  highest	  in	  
terms	  of	  number	  of	  jobs	  available	  in	  Oakland	  and	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  (as	  defined	  by	  the	  SAP	  Existing	  
Conditions	  Report),	  but	  this	  ranking	  differs	  from	  the	  number	  of	  employees	  at	  retail	  jobs	  in	  the	  three	  zip	  
codes	  intersecting	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  	  
	  
Table	  13.	  Jobs	  by	  category	  in	  the	  Planning	  area	  and	  City	  of	  Oakland	  (2005)	  

Job	  Category	  

Total	  
jobs	  in	  
the	  
Planning	  
Area	  

Percent	  
of	  total	  
jobs	  in	  
Planning	  
Area	  

Total	  
jobs	  in	  
Oakland	  

Planning	  
Area	  jobs	  as	  
percent	  of	  
Citywide	  
jobs	  (within	  
the	  
category)	  

Planning	  
Area	  jobs	  
as	  a	  
percent	  of	  
total	  
Citywide	  
jobs	  

Percent	  
of	  total	  
in	  
Oakland	  

Service	  Employment	  
(includes	  health,	  educational,	  
recreational,	  financial	  and	  
professional	  jobs)	   11,922	   39%	   84,994	   14%	   6%	   42%	  
Other	  	   11,822	   39%	   69,042	   17%	   6%	   34%	  
Retail	  	   4,168	   14%	   24,163	   17%	   2%	   12%	  
Manufacturing	  	   1,595	   5%	   17,002	   9%	   1%	   8%	  
Wholesale/	  Trade	  	   958	   3%	   6,927	   14%	   0%	   3%	  
Agriculture,	  Fishery,	  &	  
Mining	   23	   0%	   289	   8%	   0%	   0%	  
Total	   30,488	   	   202,417	   	   	   	  
	  
Businesses	  and	  occupations	  with	  opportunity	  
California’s	  Employment	  Development	  Division	  publishes	  a	  list	  of	  the	  fastest	  growing	  occupations	  in	  the	  
Oakland-‐Fremont-‐Hayward	  Metropolitan	  Division	  for	  the	  years	  2008-‐2018.286	  	  The	  list	  includes	  about	  50	  
occupational	  titles	  where	  employment	  is	  expected	  to	  increase	  between	  2008	  and	  2018.	  The	  percentage	  
increase	  in	  employment,	  the	  median	  hourly	  wage	  for	  the	  title,	  and	  the	  education	  and	  training	  level	  
needed	  are	  given.	  Because	  these	  are	  occupational	  titles,	  they	  do	  not	  directly	  correspond	  to	  the	  industry	  
categories	  listed	  above.	  Further,	  many	  of	  these	  occupations	  are	  those	  that	  could	  be	  held	  by	  self-‐
employed	  individuals.	  Nevertheless,	  if	  our	  goal	  is	  to	  understand	  the	  potential	  for	  jobs	  in	  occupations	  
that	  are	  expected	  to	  be	  in	  demand,	  we	  can	  make	  some	  assumptions	  about	  which	  occupational	  titles	  
listed	  below	  correspond	  to	  which	  industry	  categories.	  These	  assumptions	  are	  listed	  in	  the	  last	  column	  of	  
Table	  14	  below.	  The	  industry	  categories	  with	  the	  most	  occupational	  titles	  expected	  to	  increase	  between	  
2008	  and	  2018	  are	  health	  care	  and	  social	  assistance,	  and	  professional,	  scientific,	  and	  technical	  services	  
(in	  that	  order).	  These	  industries	  are	  already	  in	  the	  top	  5	  in	  terms	  of	  the	  number	  of	  establishments	  and	  
employees	  in	  Oakland	  and	  in	  the	  three	  zip	  codes	  that	  intersect	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  
	  
Table	  14	  was	  sorted	  to	  highlight	  the	  occupations	  that	  require	  the	  least	  amount	  of	  education	  and	  
training,	  the	  highest	  median	  hourly	  wage,	  and	  the	  greatest	  percent	  change	  in	  employment.	  Given	  the	  
average	  education	  levels	  of	  Planning	  Area	  residents	  (see	  Section	  5.1	  –	  44%	  of	  residents	  have	  a	  college	  
degree	  or	  higher),	  a	  good	  portion	  of	  the	  occupations	  on	  this	  list	  may	  be	  appropriate	  for	  Planning	  Area	  
residents.	  
	  
Of	  the	  37	  fastest	  growing	  occupations	  with	  job	  growth	  at	  or	  above	  20%	  in	  Oakland	  between	  2008	  –	  
2018:	  
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• 8	  require	  a	  first	  professional,	  doctoral	  or	  master’s	  degree	  (22%)	  
• 5	  require	  a	  Bachelor’s	  Degree	  (14%)	  
• 10	  require	  an	  Associate	  Degree	  or	  Post-‐Secondary	  Vocational	  Education	  (27%)	  	  
• 8	  require	  work	  experience	  in	  a	  related	  occupation,	  long-‐term	  on-‐the-‐job	  training	  or	  moderate-‐

term	  on-‐the-‐job	  training	  (22%)	  
• 6	  require	  short-‐term	  on-‐the-‐job	  training	  (16%)	  

	  
More	  of	  the	  fastest	  growing	  occupations	  in	  Oakland	  require	  advanced	  education	  beyond	  high	  school.	  
Also,	  24%	  of	  the	  high	  growth	  jobs	  listed	  for	  Oakland	  do	  not	  provide	  a	  living	  wage	  ($19.58/hr	  for	  one	  
adult	  and	  one	  child	  –	  see	  below)	  and	  44%	  do	  not	  provide	  the	  self-‐sufficiency	  wage	  ($27.99/hr	  for	  one	  
adult	  with	  one	  preschool-‐age	  child).	  Finally,	  60%	  of	  the	  fast	  growing	  occupations	  that	  only	  require	  on	  
the	  job	  training	  do	  not	  pay	  a	  living	  wage.	  	  	  
	  
Table	  14.	  Occupational	  Titles	  That	  Are	  Predicted	  to	  Grow	  the	  Fastest	  Between	  2008	  and	  2018	  

Occupational	  Title	  

Percent	  
Change	  in	  
Emplymnt	  

Median	  
Hourly	  
Wage	  

Education	  
and	  

Training	  
Levels*	  

Industry	  
category	  

(see	  Table	  
12	  above)	  

Refuse	  and	  Recyclable	  Material	  Collectors	   17.8	   $22.27	  	   11	   56	  
Interviewers,	  Except	  Eligibility	  and	  Loan	   18.4	   $20.70	  	   11	   81^	  
Nursing	  Aides,	  Orderlies,	  and	  Attendants	   26.4	   $14.64	  	   11	   62	  
Taxi	  Drivers	  and	  Chauffeurs	   20.5	   $11.98	  	   11	   48	  
Ushers,	  Lobby	  Attendants,	  and	  Ticket	  Takers	   21.9	   $10.64	  	   11	   71	  
Hotel,	  Motel,	  and	  Resort	  Desk	  Clerks	   23.1	   $10.53	  	   11	   72	  
Home	  Health	  Aides	   50.6	   $9.78	  	   11	   62	  
Amusement	  and	  Recreation	  Attendants	   20.7	   $9.50	  	   11	   71	  
Dental	  Assistants	   31.2	   $21.68	  	   10	   62	  
Pharmacy	  Technicians	   27.8	   $19.51	  	   10	   62	  
Medical	  Assistants	   32.7	   $16.41	  	   10	   62	  
Dietetic	  Technicians	   21.7	   $14.96	  	   10	   62	  
Coaches	  and	  Scouts	   24.3	   [2]	   9	   54	  
Compliance	  Officers,	  Except	  Agriculture,	  
Construction,	  Health	  and	  Safety,	  and	  
Transportation	   30.9	   $28.07	  	   9	   54	  
Interpreters	  and	  Translators	   18.2	   $25.09	  	   9	   81^	  
Audio	  and	  Video	  Equipment	  Technicians	   19.6	   $19.92	  	   9	   54	  
Self-‐Enrichment	  Education	  Teachers	   27.5	   $23.25	  	   8	   61	  
Licensed	  Practical	  and	  Licensed	  Vocational	  Nurses	   22.9	   $28.24	  	   7	   62	  
Surgical	  Technologists	   29.6	   $24.86	  	   7	   62	  
Fitness	  Trainers	  and	  Aerobics	  Instructors	   40	   $19.98	  	   7	   54	  or	  81	  
Medical	  Secretaries	   27.2	   $18.51	  	   7	   62	  
Dental	  Hygienists	   31.1	   $49.06	  	   6	   62	  
Registered	  Nurses	   25.1	   $48.06	  	   6	   62	  
Radiologic	  Technologists	  and	  Technicians	   20.2	   $36.01	  	   6	   62	  
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Insurance	  Sales	  Agents	   17.8	   $35.99	  	   6	   52	  
Respiratory	  Therapists	   27.8	   $33.80	  	   6	   62	  
Paralegals	  and	  Legal	  Assistants	   18.4	   $29.10	  	   6	   54	  
Medical	  Records	  and	  Health	  Information	  
Technicians	   23.3	   $19.01	  	   6	   62	  
Veterinary	  Technologists	  and	  Technicians	   20.2	   $17.93	  	   6	   54	  
Physician	  Assistants	   41.9	   $49.17	  	   5	   62	  
Network	  Systems	  and	  Data	  Communications	  
Analysts	   36.7	   $39.02	  	   5	   51	  or	  54	  
Probation	  Officers	  and	  Correctional	  Treatment	  
Specialists	   17.7	   $38.23	  	   5	   81^	  
Credit	  Analysts	   18.9	   $36.34	  	   5	   52	  
Training	  and	  Development	  Specialists	   17.4	   $34.97	  	   5	   61	  
Personal	  Financial	  Advisors	   27.2	   $33.49	  	   5	   52	  
Compensation,	  Benefits,	  and	  Job	  Analysis	  
Specialists	   20.2	   $30.91	  	   5	   54	  
Public	  Relations	  Specialists	   18.8	   $30.21	  	   5	   54	  
Medical	  and	  Public	  Health	  Social	  Workers	   18.7	   $29.43	  	   5	   62	  
Employment,	  Recruitment,	  and	  Placement	  
Specialists	   19.2	   $28.07	  	   5	   54	  
Medical	  and	  Health	  Services	  Managers	   21.8	   $50.22	  	   4	   62	  
Occupational	  Therapists	   33.3	   $42.07	  	   3	   54	  
Physical	  Therapists	   33	   $41.84	  	   3	   62	  
Instructional	  Coordinators	   21.5	   $35.29	  	   3	   ^	  
Mental	  Health	  and	  Substance	  Abuse	  Social	  
Workers	   17.3	   $25.29	  	   3	   62	  
Mental	  Health	  Counselors	   19.5	   $20.99	  	   3	   54	  or	  62^	  
Biochemists	  and	  Biophysicists	   35.7	   $42.71	  	   2	   54	  
Medical	  Scientists,	  Except	  Epidemiologists	   36	   $40.95	  	   2	   54	  or	  62	  
Internists,	  General	   29.2	   N/A	   1	   62	  
Pediatricians,	  General	   30.2	   $77.52	  	   1	   62	  
Family	  and	  General	  Practitioners	   18.5	   $67.27	  	   1	   62	  
^	  =	  Uncertain	  which	  Industry	  Category	  is	  most	  appropriate.	  
*Education	  and	  training	  levels	  
1	  -‐	  First	  Professional	  Degree	  -‐	  LLD/MD	  
	  2	  -‐	  Doctoral	  Degree	  
	  3	  -‐	  Master's	  Degree	  
	  4	  -‐	  Bachelor's	  Degree	  or	  Higher	  and	  Some	  Work	  Experience	  
	  5	  -‐	  Bachelor's	  Degree	  
	  6	  -‐	  Associate	  Degree	  
	  7	  -‐	  Post-‐Secondary	  Vocational	  Education	  
	  8	  -‐	  Work	  Experience	  in	  a	  Related	  Occupation	  
	  9	  -‐	  Long-‐Term	  On-‐the-‐Job	  Training	  
10	  -‐	  Moderate-‐Term	  On-‐the-‐Job	  Training	  
11	  -‐	  Short-‐Term	  On-‐the-‐Job	  Training	  
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Small	  Businesses	  	  
Given	  that	  development	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  is	  likely	  to	  focus	  on	  opportunity	  sites	  and	  other	  infill	  
strategies,	  small	  businesses	  may	  be	  particularly	  relevant	  for	  the	  economic	  development	  policies	  
included	  in	  the	  SAP.	  Small	  businesses	  are	  valuable	  because	  they	  are	  a	  primary	  source	  of	  economic	  
growth,	  create	  a	  large	  portion	  of	  the	  country’s	  new	  jobs,	  are	  a	  source	  of	  innovation	  in	  the	  marketplace,	  
are	  flexible	  in	  terms	  of	  facilities	  (more	  small	  businesses	  can	  fit	  into	  an	  area	  space-‐wise	  compared	  to	  
large	  firms),	  they	  often	  fill	  underserved	  niches	  in	  the	  labor	  market,	  and	  they	  employ	  higher	  shares	  of	  
minority	  workers	  (65.9	  percent	  of	  Hispanics	  work	  for	  firms	  with	  fewer	  than	  500	  employees)	  and	  
individuals	  with	  low	  educational	  attainment.287	  288	  	  
	  
Despite	  these	  benefits,	  small	  businesses	  also	  have	  some	  disadvantages.	  Of	  all	  the	  new	  business	  startups	  
in	  this	  country,	  only	  1/3	  eventually	  turn	  a	  profit,	  1/3	  break	  even,	  and	  1/3	  never	  leave	  a	  negative	  
earnings	  scenario.289	  Small	  firms’	  average	  pay	  tends	  to	  be	  lower	  than	  that	  of	  larger	  firms;	  however,	  this	  
may	  be	  due	  to	  the	  demographic	  profile	  of	  the	  small	  firm	  work	  force.	  When	  comparing	  wages	  between	  
large	  and	  small	  firms	  the	  difference	  in	  pay	  disappears	  when	  the	  comparison	  is	  limited	  to	  full-‐time	  
workers	  with	  a	  college	  degree.290	  Small	  firms	  may	  also	  face	  challenges	  around	  financing	  and	  providing	  
health	  care	  and	  retirement	  benefits	  to	  their	  employees.291	  	  
	  
It	  is	  difficult	  to	  conclude,	  however,	  that	  small	  businesses	  are	  either	  all	  good	  or	  all	  bad	  because	  while	  
they	  are	  more	  volatile,	  they	  do	  still	  produce	  a	  net	  increase	  in	  jobs	  per	  year	  and	  the	  successful	  and	  
growing	  small	  businesses	  represent	  the	  stable	  and	  large	  businesses	  of	  tomorrow.	  About	  half	  of	  new	  
firms	  survive	  five	  years	  or	  more	  and	  almost	  all	  fast-‐growing	  firms	  started	  small,	  as	  did	  most	  large	  
firms.292	  Therefore,	  the	  importance	  of	  small	  firms	  should	  not	  be	  underestimated	  because	  of	  their	  
challenges.	  
	  
The	  US	  Small	  Business	  Association	  (SBA)	  defines	  a	  small	  business	  in	  rather	  large	  terms	  (under	  500	  
employees).	  Considering	  the	  average	  employee	  size	  of	  establishments	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  (almost	  all	  
are	  less	  than	  500	  employees	  and	  several	  are	  under	  20),	  it	  is	  therefore	  important	  to	  consider	  whether	  
there	  are	  any	  differences	  between	  the	  “large”	  and	  the	  “small”	  small	  businesses.	  Are	  smaller	  firms	  any	  
less	  viable?	  A	  report	  by	  the	  SBA	  examined	  the	  under-‐20	  employee	  subset	  of	  small	  business	  in	  the	  
current	  economic	  downturn	  and	  found	  that	  these	  firms’	  employment	  losses	  were	  seen	  mostly	  in	  the	  
early	  part	  of	  the	  recession,	  while	  firms	  with	  20	  to	  499	  employees	  have	  realized	  losses	  more	  recently.	  The	  
report	  indicates	  that	  firms	  with	  fewer	  than	  20	  employees	  accounted	  for	  24	  percent	  of	  the	  net	  job	  loss	  
from	  2008	  to	  the	  second	  quarter	  of	  2009;	  firms	  with	  20	  to	  499	  accounted	  for	  36	  percent;	  and	  firms	  with	  
more	  than	  500	  employees	  accounted	  for	  40	  percent.293	  So	  they	  are	  not	  necessarily	  more	  fragile	  than	  
larger	  small	  businesses.	  
	  
Although	  the	  SBA	  uses	  a	  larger	  definition	  of	  a	  small	  business,	  for	  the	  purposes	  of	  this	  analysis,	  we	  are	  
considering	  establishments	  with	  20	  or	  fewer	  employees	  to	  be	  small.	  Table	  12	  above	  indicates	  that	  for	  
the	  three	  zip	  codes	  intersecting	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  eight	  out	  of	  the	  16	  industries	  represented	  on	  average	  
fall	  beneath	  this	  limit	  (see	  “Employees	  per	  establishment”	  column).	  However	  taking	  into	  account	  the	  
prevalence	  of	  some	  of	  these	  industries	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  for	  example	  professional,	  scientific,	  and	  
technical	  services;	  retail	  trade;	  other	  services;	  and	  accommodation	  and	  food	  services,	  or	  by	  the	  SAP	  
Existing	  Conditions	  report’s	  categorization,	  service	  employment,	  other,	  and	  retail,	  there	  is	  likely	  a	  
predominance	  of	  small	  businesses	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  This	  conclusion	  is	  supported	  by	  the	  Oakland	  
2010	  Business	  Retention	  and	  Expansion	  Survey,	  which	  found	  that	  most	  businesses	  in	  Oakland	  are	  
relatively	  small—68%	  have	  less	  than	  20	  employees	  and	  60%	  have	  revenues	  of	  less	  than	  $2.5	  million.294	  
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Independent	  and	  franchised	  establishments	  	  
There	  is	  currently	  a	  predominance	  of	  independent	  businesses	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  as	  revealed	  by	  the	  
site	  visits.	  Because	  there	  are	  so	  many,	  an	  understanding	  of	  the	  benefits	  and	  drawbacks	  of	  franchises	  is	  
warranted,	  as	  current	  Planning	  Area	  merchants	  favor	  expanding	  independent	  businesses	  rather	  than	  
attracting	  franchised	  firms.295	  	  
	  
The	  primary	  concerns	  related	  to	  franchises	  are	  whether	  or	  not	  these	  businesses	  are	  more	  viable	  in	  the	  
long	  term	  and	  whether	  they	  have	  the	  potential	  to	  bring	  more	  jobs	  to	  the	  area	  compared	  to	  independent	  
establishments.	  Research	  indicates	  that	  startup	  franchises	  are	  actually	  not	  more	  likely	  to	  survive	  than	  
independent	  startups.	  This	  is	  because	  young	  franchise	  firms	  are	  concentrated	  in	  retailing	  and	  retailing	  
firms	  have	  higher	  risk	  and	  lower	  return	  profiles.	  Franchise	  startup	  owners	  are	  also	  more	  likely	  to	  be	  less	  
educated,	  which	  is	  linked	  to	  higher	  failure	  rates.	  However,	  franchises	  are	  more	  likely	  than	  independent	  
firms	  to	  utilize	  paid	  employees	  and	  they	  are	  more	  likely	  to	  employ	  more	  employees	  (9.3	  vs.	  2.1).296	  
	  
Green	  Businesses	  
Green	  businesses	  are	  another	  example	  of	  business	  types	  that	  are	  likely	  to	  see	  greater	  employment	  in	  
the	  future,	  given	  the	  country’s	  need	  to	  promote	  sustainable	  development	  and	  natural	  resource	  
utilization.	  The	  CA	  EDD	  defines	  “Green	  Jobs”	  as	  jobs	  involved	  in	  economic	  activities	  that	  help	  protect	  or	  
restore	  the	  environment	  or	  conserve	  natural	  resources.	  They	  report	  these	  economic	  activities	  as	  
generally	  falling	  into	  the	  following	  categories:	  
• Renewable	  energy	  	  
• Energy	  efficiency	  	  
• Greenhouse	  gas	  reduction	  	  
• Pollution	  reduction	  and	  cleanup	  	  
• Recycling	  and	  waste	  reduction	  	  
• Agricultural	  and	  natural	  resources	  conservation	  	  
• Education,	  compliance,	  public	  awareness,	  and	  training	  
	  
Unfortunately,	  we	  were	  not	  able	  to	  identify	  an	  accurate	  source	  of	  information	  to	  describe	  the	  presence	  
of	  green	  businesses	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  The	  U.S.	  Green	  Building	  Council	  publishes	  a	  list	  of	  companies	  
and	  organizations	  that	  are	  LEED	  Professional	  Credential	  holders	  who	  are	  qualified	  to	  build	  cost-‐efficient	  
and	  energy-‐saving	  green	  buildings.	  However,	  this	  list	  is	  searchable	  by	  state	  only.	  The	  list	  is	  not	  publicly	  
available	  for	  smaller	  areas	  such	  as	  Oakland.	  It	  is	  possible	  to	  go	  through	  the	  many	  listings	  in	  California	  to	  
quantify	  those	  doing	  business	  in	  Oakland	  or	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  but	  that	  task	  was	  beyond	  our	  resource	  
capacity.	  	  
	  
The	  U.S.	  Bureau	  of	  Labor	  has	  also	  put	  together	  a	  list	  of	  the	  industry	  classification	  codes	  that	  could	  
contain	  green	  businesses,297	  but	  the	  industries	  named	  contain	  both	  green	  and	  non-‐green	  businesses;	  
therefore,	  it	  is	  not	  an	  accurate	  measure	  of	  the	  number	  of	  green	  businesses	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  
However,	  based	  on	  this	  list,	  we	  did	  identify	  the	  following	  industries	  that	  contain	  green	  businesses	  and	  
are	  likely	  to	  be	  present	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area:	  

• Construction	  
• Manufacturing	  
• Wholesale	  trade	  
• Retail	  trade	  
• Transportation	  and	  warehousing	  
• Information	  
• Professional,	  scientific,	  and	  technical	  services	  
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• Administrative	  and	  Support	  and	  Waste	  Management	  and	  Remediation	  Services	  
• Other	  services	  (except	  public	  administration)	  

	  
Wages	  and	  Benefits	  
	  
The	  following	  are	  existing	  conditions	  for	  wages	  offered	  and	  income	  needs,	  given	  the	  cost	  of	  living,	  in	  
Oakland	  and	  Alameda	  County.	  	  
	  
Researchers	  at	  Pennsylvania	  State	  University	  (Penn	  State)	  have	  gathered	  data	  on	  wages	  in	  the	  United	  
States.	  Their	  data	  on	  Oakland	  is	  publicly	  available	  and	  described	  below.	  The	  ‘living	  wage’	  they	  calculate	  
is	  intended	  to	  provide	  a	  minimum	  estimate	  of	  the	  cost	  of	  living	  for	  low	  wage	  families	  and	  includes	  
information	  about	  costs	  of	  food,	  child	  care	  and	  education,	  healthcare,	  housing,	  transportation,	  other	  
necessities,	  and	  taxes.	  
	  
Table	  15	  shows	  calculations	  of	  the	  living	  wage	  for	  different	  family	  types.	  In	  order	  to	  support	  the	  
described	  family,	  an	  individual	  must	  earn	  the	  hourly	  amount	  listed	  as	  the	  living	  wage,	  assuming	  they	  are	  
working	  full-‐time	  (2080	  hours	  per	  year).	  The	  state	  minimum	  wage	  is	  the	  same	  for	  all	  individuals,	  
regardless	  of	  their	  family	  type.	  The	  poverty	  rate	  is	  the	  hourly	  earnings	  of	  a	  sole	  provider	  working	  full	  
time	  that	  would	  classify	  that	  family	  as	  being	  below	  the	  poverty	  level.	  
	  
Table	  15.	  Comparison	  of	  Living	  Wage	  For	  the	  City	  of	  Oakland	  For	  Different	  Family	  Scenarios	  

Hourly	  Wages	  	   One	  Adult	  	  
One	  Adult,	  
One	  Child	  	   Two	  Adults	  

Two	  Adults,	  
One	  Child	  	  

Two	  Adults,	  
Two	  Children	  

Living	  Wage	  	   $11.23	  	   $19.58	  	   $15.72	  	   $24.11	  	   $30.43	  	  
Poverty	  Wage	  	   $5.04	  	   $6.68	  	   $6.49	  	   $7.81	  	   $9.83	  	  
Minimum	  Wage	  	  	   $8.00	  	   $8.00	  	   $8.00	  	   $8.00	  	   $8.00	  	  
http://www.livingwage.geog.psu.edu/places/0600153000	  
	  
Another	  measure—the	  self-‐sufficiency	  standard—provides	  a	  different	  perspective	  on	  making	  ends	  meet	  
in	  the	  region.	  The	  self-‐sufficiency	  standard	  measures	  how	  much	  income	  is	  needed	  for	  a	  family	  of	  a	  
certain	  composition	  (number	  of	  adults	  and	  children),	  living	  in	  a	  particular	  county	  to	  adequately	  meet	  
minimal	  basic	  needs	  without	  public	  or	  private	  assistance.	  Costs	  taken	  into	  account	  in	  the	  self-‐sufficiency	  
wage	  calculation	  include	  those	  that	  families	  face	  on	  a	  daily	  basis	  in	  a	  particular	  area,	  such	  as	  housing,	  
food,	  child	  care,	  health	  care,	  transportation,	  and	  other	  necessary	  spending.298	  
	  
In	  Alameda	  County,	  the	  self-‐sufficiency	  wage	  for	  one	  adult	  with	  one	  preschool-‐age	  child	  is	  $27.99	  per	  
hour.	  The	  combined	  self-‐sufficiency	  wage	  for	  two	  adults,	  one	  preschool-‐age	  child	  and	  an	  infant	  is	  $30.72	  
per	  hour.299	  Even	  though	  California’s	  minimum	  wage	  ($8.00)	  is	  higher	  than	  the	  federal	  minimum	  wage	  in	  
the	  US	  ($7.25),	  it	  is	  still	  not	  high	  enough	  to	  meet	  the	  self-‐sufficiency	  standard.	  
	  
Table	  16	  below	  illustrates	  the	  distribution	  of	  median	  wages	  for	  various	  occupations	  in	  comparison	  to	  the	  
wages	  necessary	  for	  self-‐sufficiency	  in	  Alameda	  County.	  As	  the	  data	  shows	  many	  occupations	  do	  not	  pay	  
enough	  to	  cover	  a	  family’s	  basic	  expenses.	  
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Table	  16.	  Comparison	  of	  Oakland	  Self-‐sufficiency	  Wage	  to	  Hourly	  Median	  Wages	  for	  Selected	  
Occupations,	  Alameda	  County,	  1st	  Quarter	  Earnings,	  2010300	  
Occupations	   Median	  Hourly	  Wage	  
Food	  Preparation	  and	  Serving-‐Related	  Occupations	   $9.47	  	  
Farming,	  Fishing,	  and	  Forestry	  Occupations	   $9.80	  	  
Personal	  Care	  and	  Service	  Occupations	   $11.97	  	  

Building	  and	  Grounds	  Cleaning	  and	  Maintenance	  Occupations	   $13.32	  	  
Sales	  and	  Related	  Occupations	   $14.16	  	  
Healthcare	  Support	  Occupations	   $14.69	  	  
Transportation	  and	  Material	  Moving	  Occupations	   $15.59	  	  
Production	  Occupations	   $15.66	  	  
Office	  and	  Administrative	  Support	  Occupations	   $18.70	  	  
Protective	  Service	  Occupations	   $20.36	  	  
Community	  and	  Social	  Services	  Occupations	   $24.11	  	  
Arts,	  Design,	  Entertainment,	  Sports,	  and	  Media	  Occupations	   $24.84	  	  
Education,	  Training,	  and	  Library	  Occupations	   $25.00	  	  
Installation,	  Maintenance,	  and	  Repair	  Occupations	   $25.29	  	  
Construction	  and	  Extraction	  Occupations	   $27.13	  	  

Self-‐sufficiency	  wage	  for	  one	  adult	  with	  a	  preschooler	   $27.99	  	  

Combined	  self-‐sufficiency	  wage	  for	  2	  adults,	  1	  preschooler,	  and	  1	  infant	   $30.72	  	  
Business	  and	  Financial	  Operations	  Occupations	   $34.43	  	  
Life,	  Physical,	  and	  Social	  Science	  Occupations	   $35.73	  	  
Computer	  and	  Mathematical	  Occupations	   $39.83	  	  
Healthcare	  Practitioners	  and	  Technical	  Occupations	   $40.19	  	  
Architecture	  and	  Engineering	  Occupations	   $40.85	  	  
Legal	  Occupations	   $43.96	  	  
Management	  Occupations	   $51.67	  	  
	  
The	  following	  offers	  an	  understanding	  of	  the	  extent	  to	  which	  industries	  that	  are	  present	  in	  the	  Planning	  
Area	  may	  offer	  health	  insurance.	  According	  to	  the	  Employee	  Benefit	  Research	  Institute,	  70%	  of	  all	  
employees	  in	  the	  US	  are	  insured.	  The	  public	  sector	  has	  the	  highest	  rate	  of	  health	  insurance	  coverage	  
(87%),	  while	  70%	  of	  employers	  in	  the	  private	  sector	  offer	  health	  insurance.	  In	  the	  private	  sector,	  the	  
agriculture	  industry	  has	  the	  lowest	  rate	  of	  insurance	  coverage	  and	  mining;	  finance,	  insurance,	  real	  
estate,	  and	  rental	  leasing;	  information;	  and	  manufacturing	  have	  the	  highest	  rates,	  as	  84%,	  83%,	  82%	  and	  
81%	  (respectively)	  of	  employees	  in	  these	  industries	  are	  covered.	  
	  
The	  following	  are	  the	  industries	  with	  the	  most	  employees	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  (from	  zip	  code	  data	  
above)	  and	  the	  percent	  of	  employees	  covered	  by	  health	  insurance:	  

• Professional,	  scientific,	  and	  technical	  services	  –	  71%	  	  
• Health	  care	  and	  social	  assistance	  –	  78%	  
• Administrative	  and	  support	  and	  waste	  management	  and	  remediation	  services	  –	  71%	  	  
• Finance	  and	  insurance	  –	  83%	  
• Other	  services	  –	  56%	  
• Transportation	  and	  warehousing	  –	  76%	  
• Accommodation	  and	  food	  services	  –	  46%	  



	   65	  

	  
The	  highest	  of	  these	  is	  finance	  and	  insurance	  and	  the	  lowest	  is	  accommodation	  and	  food	  services.	  
	  
Table	  17.	  Employer	  sponsored	  Health	  Insurance	  for	  Workers	  Ages	  18-‐64	  by	  Industry,	  United	  States,	  
2008	  

	   All	  
Number	  
insured	   Percent	  

All	  Industries	   147,617,960	   103,774,893	   70%	  
	   	   	   	  
Self-‐employed	   13,604,794	   6,587,978	   48%	  
Wage	  and	  Salary	  Workers	   134,013,166	   97,186,914	   73%	  
	  	  Public	  Sector	   21,206,044	   18,528,833	   87%	  
	  	  Private	  Sector	   112,807,122	   78,658,081	   70%	  
	  	  	  	  Agriculture	   1,392,923	   564,830	   41%	  
	  	  	  	  Mining	   781,513	   656,011	   84%	  
	  	  	  	  Construction	   8,582,467	   4,859,912	   57%	  
	  	  	  	  Manufacturing	   15,409,039	   12,510,842	   81%	  
	  	  	  	  Wholesale	  and	  Retail	  Trade	   19,386,026	   13,086,790	   68%	  
	  	  	  	  Transportation	  and	  Utilities	   5,757,536	   4,347,985	   76%	  
	  	  	  	  Information	   3,019,759	   2,475,308	   82%	  
	  Finance,	  Insurance,	  Real	  Estate,	  and	  Rental	  	  
	  	  	  Leasing	   8,623,277	   7,164,331	   83%	  
	  Professional,	  Scientific,	  Management,	  	  	  
	  	  	  Administrative,	  and	  Waste	  Management	   12,714,399	   9,035,984	   71%	  
	  Education,	  Health,	  and	  Social	  Services	   19,462,980	   15,254,569	   78%	  
	  Arts,	  Entertainment,	  Recreation,	  	  
	  	  	  	  Accommodation,	  and	  Food	  Services	   12,006,071	   5,542,223	   46%	  
	  	  	  	  Other	  Services	   5,671,132	   3,159,296	   56%	  
Source:	  Employee	  Benefit	  Research	  Institute	  tabulations	  of	  data	  from	  the	  Current	  Population	  
Survey,	  March	  2009	  Supplement.	  
	  
The	  following	  offers	  an	  understanding	  of	  the	  extent	  to	  which	  industries	  that	  are	  present	  in	  the	  Planning	  
Area	  may	  offer	  paid	  sick	  leave.	  In	  California,	  proportions	  of	  workers	  with	  paid	  sick	  leave	  were	  highest	  
among	  those	  in	  information	  (89%),	  management	  (84%),	  and	  finance	  and	  insurance	  (83%).	  Only	  a	  
minority	  of	  workers	  in	  construction	  (22%),	  administrative	  and	  waste	  services	  (28%),	  and	  accommodation	  
and	  food	  service	  (30%)	  industries	  had	  paid	  sick	  leave.	  
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Table	  18.	  	  Estimated	  California	  workers	  with	  and	  without	  paid	  sick	  days	  
Industry	   Percent	  of	  

workers	  with	  
paid	  sick	  
leave,	  Pacific	  
region	  1	  

Percent	  of	  
workers	  
WITHOUT	  
paid	  sick	  
leave,	  Pacific	  
region	  	  

Employment	  
in	  California	  
20072	  

Number	  of	  
California	  
workers	  
without	  paid	  
sick	  days	  

Mining	   48%	   52%	   24,518	   12,674	  
Utilities	   58%	   42%	   57,062	   24,167	  
Construction	   22%	   78%	   896,245	   702,720	  
Manufacturing	   65%	   35%	   1,463,970	   513,430	  
Wholesale	  trade	   66%	   34%	   696,006	   237,662	  
Retail	  trade	   49%	   51%	   1,639,988	   831,857	  
Transportation	  and	  
warehousing	  

73%	   27%	   423,423	   114,863	  

Information	   89%	   11%	   450,680	   50,986	  
Finance	  and	  
insurance	  

83%	   17%	   588,365	   100,545	  

Real	  estate	  and	  
rental	  

67%	   33%	   274,969	   90,505	  

Professional	  and	  
technical	  services	  

68%	   32%	   968,907	   307,971	  

Management	   84%	   16%	   194,557	   30,506	  
Administrative	  and	  
waste	  services	  

28%	   72%	   963,327	   695,758	  

Educational	  
services	  

68%	   32%	   237,468	   74,940	  

Health	  care	  and	  
social	  assistance	  

78%	   22%	   1,306,069	   284,396	  

Art,	  entertainment,	  
and	  recreation	  

35%	   65%	   235,907	   154,174	  

Accommodation	  
and	  food	  service	  

30%	   70%	   1,222,963	   856,233	  

Other	  service	   60%	   40%	   674,990	   270,472	  
Total	   	   	   	   5,353,859	  
1	  Source:	  	  Data	  provided	  by	  Dr.	  Vickie	  Lovell	  based	  on	  Institute	  for	  Women’s	  Policy	  
Research	  analysis	  of	  the	  March	  2006	  National	  Compensation	  Survey,	  adjusted	  for	  
job	  tenure	  eligibility	  using	  the	  annual	  average	  of	  the	  2007	  JOLTS.	  	  	  Figure	  for	  local	  
government	  is	  from	  Lovell	  (2004),	  No	  Time	  To	  Be	  Sick.	  
2	  Source:	  	  Data	  provided	  by	  Dr.	  Vickie	  Lovell	  from	  Quarterly	  Census	  of	  Employment	  
and	  Wages.	  3rd	  and	  4th	  Quarter	  of	  2006	  and	  1st	  and	  2nd	  Quarter	  of	  2007.	  
Downloaded	  from	  www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.	  Excludes	  federal,	  state,	  and	  San	  
Francisco	  workers,	  who	  already	  have	  paid	  sick	  days.	  
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Workforce	  Development	  
	  
The	  following	  table	  was	  created	  to	  provide	  a	  sense	  of	  the	  education,	  training,	  and	  workforce	  
development	  opportunities	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  and	  nearby.	  A	  variety	  of	  class	  types	  are	  represented	  
including	  those	  that	  are	  part	  of	  the	  East	  Bay	  Regional	  Occupational	  Program	  (ROP).	  These	  classes	  receive	  
federal	  funding	  through	  the	  State	  Department	  of	  Education,	  and	  are	  strategically	  linked	  to	  local	  
industries	  where	  jobs	  are	  available.	  Many	  ROP	  classes	  include	  an	  internship	  component,	  and	  all	  offer	  a	  
certificate	  upon	  completion.	  Some	  ROP	  classes	  are	  open	  to	  adults	  as	  well,	  as	  are	  many	  of	  the	  other	  
programs.	  
	  
Table	  19.	  Education	  and	  Workforce	  Development	  Resources	  in	  and	  near	  Oakland	  
Provider	  Name	   Provider	  Type	   Provider	  Location	  
Academy	  of	  Chinese	  Culture	   Masters	  of	  traditional	  medicine	   Oakland,	  CA	  

www.acchs.edu	  
Academy	  of	  Truck	  Driving	   Private	  technical	  school	   Oakland,	  CA	  

www.acdltruckdriver.com	  
Advanced	  Technology	  Skills	   Private	  technical	  school	   San	  Ramon,	  CA	  	  

www.technologyskills.com	  
Alameda	  Computer	  Center	   Employment	  agencies	  and	  

opportunities	  
Oakland,	  CA	  

Alameda	  High	  School	   East	  Bay	  Regional	  Occupational	  
Program	  (ROP)	  

Alameda,	  CA	  
http://www.eastbayrop.org/	  

Alameda	  Transportation	  and	  
Logistic	  Academic	  Support	  

Training	  and	  job	  placement	  for	  
logistics	  industry	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
http://atlas-‐training.org/	  

Bay	  Cities	  Bible	  College	  	  	   Four-‐year	  Colleges	  and	  
Universities	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.bcbionline.org	  

Body	  Electric	  School	  	  	   Private	  Business	  and	  Technical	  
Schools	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
	  http://www.bodyelectric.org	  

Bunche	  High	  School	   East	  Bay	  Regional	  Occupational	  
Program	  (ROP)	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.eastbayrop.org/	  

Business	  Education	  Technology	   Private	  Business	  and	  Technical	  
Schools	  	  

Oakland,	  CA	  

Cal	  State	  University	  East	  Bay	   Continuing	  education	   Hayward,	  CA	  
www.ce.csueastbay.edu	  

California	  Building	  Performance	  
Contractors	  Association	  

Energy	  efficiency	  training	  for	  
contractors	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
http://cbpcatraining.org	  

California	  School	  of	  Real	  Estate	  	  	   Private	  Business	  and	  Technical	  
Schools	  	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.easy2pass.com	  

Castlemont	  High	  School	   East	  Bay	  Regional	  Occupational	  
Program	  (ROP)	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.eastbayrop.org	  

CBIT	   East	  Bay	  Regional	  Occupational	  
Program	  (ROP)	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.eastbayrop.org	  

Center	  for	  Hypnotherapy	  	  	   Private	  Business	  and	  Technical	  
Schools	  	  

Oakland,	  CA	  

Central	  Valley	  Automotive	  &	  
Machinist	  Joint	  Apprenticeship	  	  

Private	  Business	  and	  Technical	  
Schools	  -‐	  Apprenticeships	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
www.autoapprenticeship.com	  

Civicorps	  Schools	   Public	  Adult	  Schools	  with	  
occupational	  programs	  	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.cvcorps.org/	  
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College	  of	  Alameda	   Vocational	  programs	  
English	  as	  a	  second	  language	  

Alameda,	  CA	  
www.alameda.peralta.edu	  

Contractors	  State	  License	  
Services	  

Private	  Business	  and	  Technical	  
Schools	  -‐	  Contractors	  licenses	  

Oakland,	  CA	  	  
www.cslscorp.com	  

Dewey	  High	  School	   East	  Bay	  Regional	  Occupational	  
Program	  (ROP)	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.eastbayrop.org	  

East	  Oakland	  Youth	  
Development	  Center	  	  	  

Public	  Institution	   Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.eoydc.org	  

EF	  International	  Language	  
School	  of	  English	  	  	  

Private	  for	  profit	  institution	  	   Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.ef.com	  

Embry-‐Riddle	  Aeronautical	  
University	  

Private	  non-‐profit	  institution	  -‐	  
four	  year	  college/university	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
www.embry-‐riddle.edu	  

Encinal	  High	  School	   East	  Bay	  Regional	  Occupational	  
Program	  (ROP)	  

Alameda,	  CA	  
http://www.eastbayrop.org/	  

English	  Center	   Teaches	  English	  for	  the	  work	  
place	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
www.englishcenter.edu	  

ESL	  On-‐Site	  	  Inc.	  	  	   Private	  non-‐profit	  institution	   Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.ESLonsite.com	  

Expression	  Center	  for	  Digital	  
Arts	  	  	  

Private	  Business	  and	  Technical	  
Schools	  	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.expression.edu	  

Family	  Bridges	  	  Inc	  	  	   Private	  non-‐profit	  institution	  	   Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.fambridges.org	  

Far	  West	   East	  Bay	  Regional	  Occupational	  
Program	  (ROP)	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.eastbayrop.org	  

Fremont	  CPA	   East	  Bay	  Regional	  Occupational	  
Program	  (ROP)	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.eastbayrop.org	  

Fresno	  Area	  Brick	  and	  Tile	  
Apprenticeship	  	  	  

Private	  Business	  and	  Technical	  
Schools	  -‐	  Apprenticeships	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
	  http://www.bac3train.com	  

Golden	  Gate	  School	  of	  Lock	  
Technology	  	  	  

Private	  Business	  and	  Technical	  
Schools	  	  

Oakland,	  CA	  

Goodwill	  Industries	  of	  the	  
Greater	  East	  Bay	  	  	  

Public	  Adult	  Schools	  with	  
occupational	  programs	  	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.goodwill.org	  

Green	  Career	  Institute,	  LLC	   Education	  and	  training	  for	  the	  
green	  industry	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
www.greencareerinstitute.com	  

H	  &	  R	  Block	  Income	  Tax	  School	   Private	  Business	  and	  Technical	  
Schools	  	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.hrblock.com	  

Holy	  Names	  University	  	  	   Private	  non-‐profit	  institution	  -‐	  
four	  year	  college/university	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
	  http://www.hnu.edu	  

International	  College	  of	  
Cosmetology	  

Private	  Business	  and	  Technical	  
Schools	  	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
www.international-‐
cosmetology.com	  

Island	  High	  School	   East	  Bay	  Regional	  Occupational	  
Program	  (ROP)	  

Alameda,	  CA	  
http://www.eastbayrop.org	  

Laney	  College	   Two-‐year,	  Public,	  Technical	  and	  
Community	  Colleges	  	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
www.laney.peralta.edu	  

Lao	  Family	  Community	  
Development,	  Inc.	  

Employment	  services	  for	  
immigrants,	  refugees,	  asylees,	  
and	  low-‐income	  U.S.	  nationals	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.lfcd.org/	  
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Life	  Academy	   East	  Bay	  Regional	  Occupational	  
Program	  (ROP)	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.eastbayrop.org/	  

Lincoln	  University	  	   Private	  non-‐profit	  institution	  -‐	  
four	  year	  college/university	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
www.lincolnuca.edu	  

McClymonds	  High	  School	   East	  Bay	  Regional	  Occupational	  
Program	  (ROP)	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.eastbayrop.org/	  

McKinnon	  Institute	   Private	  Business	  and	  Technical	  
Schools	  	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
www.mckinnonmassage.com	  

Merritt	  College	  	  	   Two-‐year,	  Public,	  Technical	  and	  
Community	  Colleges	  	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
http://merritt.peralta.edu/	  

Merritt	  College	  One-‐Stop	  Shop	   Career	  and	  Job	  Placement	  Center	   Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.merritt.edu	  

Met	  West	   East	  Bay	  Regional	  Occupational	  
Program	  (ROP)	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.eastbayrop.org	  

Mills	  College	  	  	   Private	  non-‐profit	  institution	  -‐	  
four	  year	  college/university	  

Oakland,	  CA	  	  
http://www.mills.edu	  

Moler	  Barber	  College	  	  	   Private	  Business	  and	  Technical	  
Schools	  	  

Oakland,	  CA	  	  

Moving	  On	  Center	  for	  
Participatory	  Arts	  and	  Somatic	  
Research	  	  	  

Private	  Business	  and	  Technical	  
Schools	  	  

Oakland,	  CA	  	  
www.movingoncenter.org	  

National	  Holistic	  Institute	  and	  
Teaching	  	  	  

Private	  Business	  and	  Technical	  
Schools	  	  

Emeryville,	  CA	  
http://www.nhi.edu	  

Next	  Step	  Learning	  Center	  	  	   Public	  Institution	  	   Oakland,	  CA	  	  
http://www.nextsteplc.org	  

Oakland	  Career	  Center	  –	  East	  
Bay	  Works	  	  

Job	  resources,	  databases,	  
counselors	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
www.eastbayworks.com/	  

Oakland	  High	  School	   East	  Bay	  Regional	  Occupational	  
Program	  (ROP)	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.eastbayrop.org	  

Oakland	  Institute	  of	  Automotive	  
Technology	  	  	  

Private	  Business	  and	  Technical	  
Schools	  	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
www.oaklandiInstituteofautomot
ivetechnology.com	  

Oakland	  Tech	  High	  School	   East	  Bay	  Regional	  Occupational	  
Program	  (ROP)	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.eastbayrop.org	  

Oakland	  Unified	  School	  District	  
Adult	  Education	  	  	  

Public	  Adult	  Schools	  with	  
occupational	  programs	  	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.ousd.k12.ca.us	  

Patten	  College	  	  	   Two-‐year,	  Private,	  non-‐profit,	  
Technical	  and	  Community	  
Colleges	  	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.patten.edu	  

Piedmont	  Yoga	  Studio	  	  	   Private	  Business	  and	  Technical	  
Schools	  	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.piedmontyoga.com	  

Precision	  Truck	  School	  Inc.	  	  	   Private	  Business	  and	  Technical	  
Schools	  	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
www.precisiontruckschool.com	  

Regional	  Technical	  Training	  
Center	  

Technical	  training	  and	  placement	   Oakland,	  CA	  
http://rttc.us/	  

Samuel	  Merritt	  University	   Two-‐year,	  Private,	  for-‐profit,	  
Technical	  and	  Community	  
Colleges	  	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.samuelmerritt.edu	  
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Shiloh	  Bible	  College	  	  	   Private	  for	  profit	  institution	  	   Oakland,	  CA	  
Shirley	  Ware	  Education	  Center	  
Local	  250	  	  	  

Two-‐year,	  Private,	  for-‐profit,	  
Technical	  and	  Community	  
Colleges	  	  

Oakland,	  CA	  

Skyline	  High	  School	   East	  Bay	  Regional	  Occupational	  
Program	  (ROP)	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.eastbayrop.org	  

Solar	  Staffing,	  Inc.	  	   Training	  and	  placement	  in	  solar	  
panel	  placement	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
www.solarstaffing.com	  

Stride	  Center	   Training	  and	  placement	  in	  
information	  technology	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
www.stridecenter.org	  

The	  Bread	  Project	   Training/	  placement	  for	  
commercial	  baking	  and	  cooking	  

Emeryville,	  CA	  
http://breadproject.org	  

The	  Breema	  Center	  	  	   Public	  Adult	  Schools	  with	  
occupational	  programs	  	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.breema.com	  

The	  English	  Center	  ECIW	   Language	  and	  professional	  
development	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.englishcenter.edu/	  

The	  Loss	  Prevention	  Group	   Security	  guard	  training	   Oakland,	  CA	  
www.oaklandsecuritytraining.co
m	  

Unity	  Council	  Multi-‐Cultural	  One	  
Stop	  Career	  Center	  

Workforce	  development	  for	  low-‐
income	  limited	  English	  proficient	  
clients	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.unitycouncil.org/ser
vices4.htm	  

Urban	  Voice	  	  	   Private	  Business	  and	  Technical	  
Schools	  	  

Emeryville,	  CA	  
http://www.urbanvoice.org	  

World	  Vision	  College	  of	  
Cosmetology,	  Inc	  	  	  

Private	  Business	  and	  Technical	  
Schools	  	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
www.worldvisioncollege.com	  

YES	  Academy	   East	  Bay	  Regional	  Occupational	  
Program	  (ROP)	  

Oakland,	  CA	  
http://www.eastbayrop.org	  

	  
	  
Businesses	  that	  offer	  necessary	  resources	  to	  community	  	  
	  
Retail	  and	  services	  
The	  numbers	  above	  give	  us	  a	  relative	  idea	  of	  the	  presence	  of	  retail	  establishments	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  
According	  to	  the	  Oakland	  Chinatown	  Chamber	  of	  Commerce	  and	  their	  Wa	  Sung	  Community	  Service	  Club	  
Community	  Directory	  (2010),	  a	  rough	  count	  of	  the	  businesses	  listed	  shows	  there	  are	  about	  670	  goods	  
and	  services	  establishments	  in	  Chinatown.	  This	  number	  seems	  consistent	  with	  the	  other	  data	  sources	  
we	  were	  able	  to	  reference,	  especially	  considering	  that	  not	  all	  of	  the	  670	  establishments	  counted	  in	  the	  
directory	  represent	  the	  retail	  trade	  industry	  and	  there	  were	  321	  retail	  trade	  establishments	  in	  the	  three	  
zip	  codes	  intersecting	  the	  Planning	  Area	  in	  2008.	  	  
	  
The	  site	  visits	  support	  the	  assumption	  that	  there	  is	  a	  dense	  retail	  and	  services	  environment	  in	  
Chinatown	  especially.	  Retail	  and	  services	  outlets	  are	  less	  concentrated	  in	  other	  parts	  of	  the	  Planning	  
Area,	  especially	  in	  the	  specific	  sub-‐areas	  that	  were	  the	  focus	  of	  site	  visits.	  	  
	  
Grocery	  stores	  	  
The	  California	  Department	  of	  Health’s	  Nutrition	  Network	  publishes	  a	  mapping	  application	  that	  makes	  
public	  the	  locations	  and	  characteristics	  of	  nutrition	  and	  other	  health	  related	  data,	  including	  grocery	  
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stores.	  According	  to	  the	  database,	  there	  are	  24	  grocery	  stores	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area.301	  Of	  the	  24,	  three	  
call	  themselves	  “supermarkets”,	  but	  this	  is	  a	  classification	  that	  the	  owners	  have	  indicated	  and	  may	  not	  
represent	  standard	  definitions	  of	  larger	  grocery	  stores.	  In	  fact,	  site	  visits	  revealed	  that	  two	  of	  these	  
locations	  actually	  represent	  the	  same	  store	  and	  another	  larger	  grocery	  store	  that	  could	  be	  considered	  a	  
supermarket	  was	  not	  present	  in	  the	  database.	  None	  of	  the	  locations	  that	  call	  themselves	  
“supermarkets”	  were	  chains.	  We	  were	  not	  able	  to	  gather	  information	  on	  the	  hours	  of	  operation	  for	  
grocery	  stores.	  
	  
Whether	  they	  are	  classified	  as	  grocery	  stores,	  supermarkets,	  or	  other	  classifications,	  in	  site	  visits	  to	  
Chinatown	  we	  saw	  an	  abundance	  of	  markets	  where	  fresh	  and	  healthy	  food	  could	  be	  purchased	  and	  that	  
seemed	  to	  serve	  as	  magnets	  for	  pedestrian	  activity.	  	  
	  
The	  USDA	  recently	  measured	  what	  are	  called	  “food	  deserts”	  for	  Census	  tracts	  throughout	  the	  country.	  A	  
food	  desert	  is	  defined	  as	  a	  low-‐income	  Census	  tract	  where	  a	  substantial	  number	  or	  share	  of	  residents	  
has	  low	  access	  to	  a	  supermarket	  or	  large	  grocery	  store.302	  To	  qualify	  as	  a	  “low-‐access	  community,”	  at	  
least	  500	  people	  and/or	  at	  least	  33	  percent	  of	  the	  census	  tract's	  population	  must	  reside	  more	  than	  one	  
mile	  from	  a	  supermarket	  or	  large	  grocery	  store.303	  By	  this	  definition,	  none	  of	  the	  Census	  tracts	  in	  the	  
Planning	  Area	  qualify	  as	  food	  deserts.	  
	  
Even	  though	  the	  Planning	  Area	  would	  not	  be	  considered	  a	  food	  desert	  by	  either	  the	  USDA’s	  definition,	  
or	  our	  identification	  of	  plentiful	  sources	  of	  healthy	  food	  in	  Chinatown,	  we	  have	  identified	  a	  few	  
opportunities	  to	  improve	  access	  to	  a	  variety	  of	  healthy	  foods.	  First,	  the	  site	  visits	  revealed	  that	  although	  
there	  may	  be	  many	  retail	  food	  outlets	  in	  Chinatown,	  outside	  of	  this	  sub	  area	  where	  the	  residential	  
density	  is	  greater,	  there	  are	  far	  fewer	  opportunities	  to	  purchase	  fresh	  and	  healthy	  food.	  Residents	  of	  
these	  areas	  may	  not	  live	  in	  a	  food	  desert	  because	  the	  nearest	  supermarket	  or	  large	  grocery	  store	  is	  
within	  a	  mile,	  but	  many	  do	  likely	  need	  to	  travel	  greater	  than	  a	  quarter-‐	  or	  a	  half-‐mile	  (a	  reasonable	  
distance	  to	  walk	  to	  the	  grocery	  store).	  Second,	  community	  representatives	  of	  the	  Planning	  Area	  have	  
said	  that	  many	  of	  the	  markets	  in	  the	  area	  that	  sell	  fresh	  and	  healthy	  food	  close	  too	  early	  for	  residents	  to	  
get	  their	  shopping	  done	  after	  work	  hours.	  	  	  	  
	  
Produce	  Markets	  	  
According	  to	  the	  California	  Department	  of	  Health’s	  Nutrition	  Network	  mapping	  application	  there	  is	  one	  
fruit	  and	  vegetable	  market	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area.304	  This	  means	  that	  a	  store	  that	  sells	  produce	  classified	  
itself	  as	  a	  produce	  market.	  Site	  visits	  throw	  these	  results	  into	  question,	  as	  we	  saw	  many	  stores	  selling	  
produce	  in	  Chinatown.	  It	  is	  likely	  that	  many	  of	  the	  grocery	  stores	  identified	  in	  the	  previous	  section	  
would	  also	  be	  considered	  produce	  markets	  by	  conventional	  standards.	  	  
	  
Farmers’	  Markets	  	  
There	  are	  2	  farmers	  markets	  either	  in	  or	  near	  the	  Planning	  Area.305	  The	  first	  is	  located	  on	  9th	  and	  
Broadway	  and	  is	  open	  on	  Fridays	  from	  8-‐2.	  The	  second	  is	  located	  on	  Broadway	  and	  Embarcadero	  and	  is	  
open	  on	  Sundays	  from	  10-‐2.	  EBT	  is	  accepted	  there.	  Electronic	  Benefits	  Transfer	  (EBT)	  is	  accepted	  at	  
both,	  which	  means	  that	  food	  stamp	  recipients	  can	  make	  purchases.	  
	  
Given	  this	  level	  of	  access,	  an	  additional	  farmers	  market	  may	  not	  represent	  the	  best	  opportunity	  to	  
increase	  access	  to	  fresh	  fruits	  and	  vegetables	  for	  Planning	  Area	  residents.	  
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Health	  care	  providers	  
According	  to	  HealthyCity.org	  there	  are	  10	  health	  care	  establishments	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area.306	  
HealthyCity.org	  is	  an	  information	  resource	  that	  makes	  data	  and	  maps	  available	  to	  communities	  for	  the	  
purposes	  of	  planning	  and	  advocacy.	  The	  following	  list	  represents	  health	  care	  services	  in	  the	  categories	  
of:	  emergency	  medical	  care,	  general	  medical	  care,	  health	  screening	  and	  diagnostic	  services,	  health	  
supportive	  services,	  human	  reproduction,	  inpatient	  health	  facilities,	  specialized	  treatment	  facilities,	  
specialty	  medicine,	  hospitals,	  and	  federally	  funded	  health	  centers.	  
	  
1.	  Adult	  Medical	  Services	  Hotel	  
2.	  AIDS	  Project	  of	  the	  East	  Bay	  
3.	  Alameda	  County	  Public	  Health	  Department	  –	  Community	  Health	  Services	  
4.	  Asian	  Community	  Mental	  Health	  Services	  
5.	  Asian	  Health	  Services	  
7.	  Asian	  Network	  Pacific	  Home	  Care	  and	  Hospice	  
8.	  Family	  Bridges,	  Inc.	  
9.	  Hong	  Fook	  Adult	  Day	  Health	  Care	  Center	  
10.	  Ramsell	  Public	  Health	  Prescription	  Drug	  Discount	  Card	  Program	  
	  	  	  
Businesses	  that	  facilitate	  growth	  and	  spending/revenue	  in	  Oakland	  	  
	  
Asian	  Targeted	  or	  Owned	  Businesses	  
The	  site	  visits	  revealed	  a	  predominance	  of	  businesses	  targeting	  the	  Asian	  population	  of	  the	  Planning	  
Area	  and	  beyond.	  This	  was	  ascertained	  through	  the	  observation	  of	  signage	  with	  Asian	  characters.	  We	  
assume	  that	  many	  of	  these	  establishments	  are	  Asian-‐owned,	  though	  we	  did	  not	  conduct	  a	  formal	  survey	  
to	  confirm	  this.	  In	  an	  approximately	  10-‐block	  area	  in	  Chinatown,	  we	  judged	  every	  block	  with	  businesses	  
present	  to	  have	  a	  majority	  of	  signage	  with	  Asian	  characteristics	  (around	  80%	  of	  businesses	  or	  more).	  
	  
These	  findings	  are	  important	  because	  research	  shows	  that	  minority	  businesses	  hire	  much	  greater	  
percentages	  of	  minority	  employees	  than	  majority-‐owned	  firms	  do.307	  Therefore,	  there	  may	  be	  local	  
hiring	  advantages	  to	  facilitating	  the	  growth	  of	  Asian	  targeted	  and	  owned	  establishments	  in	  parts	  of	  the	  
Planning	  Area	  where	  there	  are	  Asian	  residents	  but	  not	  an	  existing	  predominance	  of	  these	  businesses.	  
	  
5.5.3.	  Impacts	  of	  the	  Draft	  Emerging	  Plan	  on	  Economic	  Development,	  Related	  Health	  Outcomes,	  and	  
Recommendations	  Proposed	  by	  this	  HIA	  
	  
Recommendations	  are	  presented	  in	  italics.	  
	  
Employment	  Opportunities	  and	  Local	  Hiring	  Impacts	  
	  
In	  Chapter	  3,	  the	  DEP	  estimates	  that	  the	  SAP	  could	  add	  an	  estimated	  4,423	  new	  jobs	  to	  the	  Planning	  
Area,	  primarily	  through	  the	  addition	  of	  new	  retail	  and	  office	  jobs	  and	  at	  the	  expense	  of	  some	  auto-‐
related	  and	  industrial	  jobs.	  The	  addition	  of	  new	  retail	  and	  office	  jobs	  has	  the	  potential	  to	  benefit	  local	  
residents,	  as	  many	  local	  residents	  are	  monolingual	  Chinese	  and	  appropriate	  employment	  for	  this	  
population	  is	  more	  common	  in	  smaller	  (rather	  than	  larger)	  retail	  and	  office	  spaces.	  Therefore,	  if	  some	  
portion	  of	  the	  new	  retail	  and	  office	  jobs	  are	  in	  smaller	  spaces,	  local	  residents	  have	  a	  greater	  chance	  of	  
benefiting	  from	  SAP	  development.	  The	  DEP	  does	  not	  break	  down	  retail	  or	  office	  development	  into	  these	  
terms.	  Further	  there	  is	  no	  established	  definition	  of	  what	  constitutes	  smaller	  retail	  and	  office	  spaces	  and	  
is	  therefore	  more	  likely	  to	  facilitate	  local	  hiring.	  It	  is	  therefore	  not	  possible	  to	  quantify	  the	  local	  hiring	  
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potential	  of	  the	  development	  scenarios	  outlined	  in	  the	  DEP.	  However,	  combined	  with	  the	  economic	  
development	  strategies	  outlined	  in	  Chapter	  9,	  smaller,	  local,	  multicultural	  businesses	  that	  are	  more	  
likely	  to	  hire	  locally	  may	  be	  encouraged	  to	  establish	  themselves	  in	  the	  newly	  available	  retail	  and	  office	  
space	  (see	  below).	  	  	  
	  
The	  DEP	  includes	  the	  following	  economic	  development	  strategies	  that	  have	  the	  potential	  to	  impact	  local	  
hiring:	  

• Actively	  highlight	  and	  enhance	  the	  economic	  asset	  of	  Oakland	  Chinatown	  
• Actively	  engage	  with	  multicultural	  communities	  in	  business	  and	  employment	  development	  
• Leverage	  Laney	  College	  as	  an	  important	  asset	  in	  the	  Station	  Area	  that	  can	  serve	  as	  a	  physical	  

and	  economic	  anchor	  
• Create	  an	  Enterprise	  Development	  Program	  to	  provide	  technical	  and,	  possibly,	  financial	  support	  

for	  local	  start-‐up	  businesses	  
• Support	  business	  retention	  by	  maintaining	  a	  revolving	  City	  loan	  program	  for	  local	  businesses	  

needing	  temporary	  financial	  support	  
• Promote	  more	  public/private	  partnerships	  to	  achieve	  catalyst	  development,	  business	  

development,	  community	  engagement	  and	  other	  objectives	  	  
	  
With	  all	  of	  these	  strategies	  the	  DEP	  is	  encouraging	  local,	  multicultural,	  and	  cross-‐sector	  business	  and	  
workforce	  development,	  which	  has	  the	  potential	  to	  leverage	  connections	  between	  public	  and	  private	  
businesses	  and	  training	  programs	  and	  potential	  employees	  that	  reside	  in	  or	  near	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  This	  
has	  the	  potential	  to	  increase	  local	  hiring	  and	  thus	  improve	  its	  health	  and	  health-‐related	  effects,	  such	  as	  
increased	  walking,	  social	  cohesion	  and	  street	  life	  and	  decreased	  stress,	  air	  pollution	  and	  traffic.	  
	  
In	  addition,	  the	  DEP	  will	  develop	  a	  system	  of	  incentives	  for	  economic	  and	  community	  benefits	  such	  as	  
the	  Downtown	  Oakland	  Community	  Benefit	  District.	  This	  has	  the	  potential	  to	  impact	  local	  hiring	  if	  a	  local	  
hiring	  incentive	  is	  included	  in	  the	  program.	  For	  example,	  developers	  could	  be	  granted	  some	  sort	  of	  
bonus	  in	  exchange	  for	  hiring	  local	  residents.	  We	  recommend	  that	  such	  an	  incentive	  be	  included	  in	  the	  
Oakland	  Community	  Benefit	  District.	  
	  
In	  addition	  to	  the	  recommendation	  mentioned	  above,	  we	  also	  suggest	  the	  DEP	  implement	  the	  following	  
related	  to	  local	  hiring:	  

• In	  collaboration	  with	  community	  stakeholders,	  establish	  reasonable	  local	  hiring	  goals,	  such	  as	  by	  
defining	  what	  constitutes	  a	  local	  hire,	  identifying	  appropriate	  industries	  and	  sectors	  in	  which	  
local	  hiring	  will	  be	  encouraged,	  and	  developing	  target	  numbers	  of	  local	  hires	  for	  those	  
businesses	  or	  institutions	  	  

• Monitor	  and	  track	  local	  hiring	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  and	  progress	  towards	  the	  above	  goals	  
• Include	  a	  local	  hiring-‐related	  service	  as	  part	  of	  the	  Community	  Benefit	  District,	  whereby	  

business	  owners	  can	  be	  connected	  with	  workforce	  development	  programs	  
	  
Impacts	  to	  Active	  Business	  Environment	  and	  Pedestrians	  
	  
Our	  site	  visit	  observations	  indicate,	  anecdotally,	  that	  there	  is	  a	  relationship	  between	  mixed-‐use	  areas	  
including	  an	  active	  business	  environment,	  and	  increased	  pedestrian	  activity.	  Thus,	  it	  is	  anticipated	  that	  
the	  LMB	  SAP	  developments	  will	  increase	  physical	  activity	  and	  associated	  health	  benefits.	  	  	  

	  
Other	  recommendations	  
Besides	  those	  included	  above	  in	  italics,	  the	  following	  recommendation	  is	  supported	  by	  this	  analysis.	  	  
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We	  were	  not	  able	  to	  identify	  an	  accurate	  source	  of	  information	  to	  describe	  the	  presence	  of	  green	  
businesses	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  We	  recommend	  that	  the	  city	  begin	  collecting	  and	  compiling	  this	  
information,	  in	  order	  to	  inform	  the	  community	  about	  businesses	  supportive	  of	  environmental	  and	  health	  
sustainability	  and	  to	  encourage	  green	  business	  practices.	  
	  
5.6	  Parks	  &	  Opens	  Space	  
	  
5.6.1.	  Research	  Connecting	  Parks	  and	  Open	  Space	  to	  Health	  
	  
Parks	  and	  open	  space	  can	  have	  significant	  positive	  impacts	  on	  our	  health	  and	  wellbeing,	  especially	  in	  
urban	  areas.	  Research	  has	  shown	  that	  a	  natural	  environment	  and	  green	  space	  have	  a	  positive	  effect	  on	  
health	  and	  wellbeing	  by	  reducing	  stress	  and	  fatigue	  and	  improving	  mental	  health	  and	  longevity.308	  Parks	  
and	  trails	  provide	  needed	  reprieve	  from	  everyday	  stressors,	  acting	  as	  “escape	  facilities.”	  Being	  able	  to	  
escape	  fast-‐paced	  urban	  environments	  improves	  health	  by	  reducing	  stress	  and	  depression	  and	  
improving	  the	  ability	  to	  focus,	  pay	  attention,	  and	  be	  productive.309	  Children	  with	  neurobehavioral	  
disorders	  function	  better	  following	  activities	  in	  green	  settings.310	  	  In	  contrast,	  people	  dissatisfied	  with	  
their	  available	  green	  spaces	  have	  2.4	  times	  higher	  risk	  for	  mental	  health	  issues.311Additionally,	  for	  girls	  
who	  live	  in	  high-‐rise	  residences,	  the	  presence	  of	  trees	  and	  lawn	  adjacent	  to	  their	  dwelling	  leads	  to	  a	  
greater	  sense	  of	  safety	  and	  feeling	  of	  belonging;	  lower	  levels	  of	  fears,	  fewer	  incivilities	  and	  less	  
aggressive	  and	  violent	  behavior;	  less	  chronic	  mental	  fatigue,	  corresponding	  to	  a	  lower	  likelihood	  of	  
being	  impulsive	  and	  irritable;	  and	  greater	  self-‐discipline	  and	  ability	  to	  concentrate.312	  
	  
Physical	  Activity	  
Physical	  activity	  has	  been	  linked	  to	  numerous	  health	  benefits,	  such	  as	  reductions	  in	  premature	  
mortality;	  prevention	  of	  chronic	  diseases	  such	  as	  diabetes,	  obesity,	  and	  hypertension;	  and	  
improvements	  in	  psychological	  wellbeing.313	  Without	  outdoor	  places	  to	  play,	  children	  are	  less	  likely	  to	  
exercise	  regularly	  and	  may	  face	  elevated	  risks	  for	  diabetes,	  obesity,	  and	  asthma.314Access	  to	  local	  parks	  
facilitates	  opportunities	  for	  physical	  activity.	  The	  CDC	  states	  that	  improved	  access	  to	  spaces	  for	  physical	  
activity	  resulted	  in	  25%	  more	  people	  exercising	  three	  or	  more	  days	  a	  week.315	  It	  has	  been	  shown	  that	  a	  
1%	  increase	  in	  park	  space	  can	  increase	  physical	  activity	  in	  youth	  by	  1.4%.316	  In	  a	  study	  about	  Los	  Angeles,	  
active	  people	  who	  live	  within	  two	  miles	  of	  a	  park	  are	  more	  likely	  to	  exercise	  in	  a	  park	  (34%)	  than	  at	  
home	  (21%),	  at	  private	  clubs	  (6%),	  or	  at	  other	  locations	  (4%),	  although	  many	  people	  (35%)	  reported	  
exercising	  in	  more	  than	  one	  location.	  The	  study	  also	  revealed	  that	  most	  (81%)	  park	  users	  live	  within	  one	  
mile	  of	  a	  park,	  and	  that	  people	  living	  within	  one	  mile	  of	  a	  park	  are	  four	  times	  as	  likely	  to	  visit	  the	  park	  
once	  per	  week	  or	  more.317	  Another	  study	  concluded	  that	  each	  additional	  park	  within	  a	  half	  mile	  
increased	  physical	  activity	  in	  teenage	  girls	  by	  2.8%.318	  Parks	  play	  a	  critical	  role	  in	  facilitating	  physical	  
activity	  in	  minority	  communities	  by	  providing	  recreational	  facilities,	  scheduled	  and	  supervised	  activities,	  
and	  destinations	  to	  which	  people	  can	  walk—even	  though	  they	  may	  be	  sedentary	  after	  arriving	  there.319	  
	  
Parks	  and	  Social	  Cohesion	  
Parks	  and	  open	  spaces	  create	  opportunities	  for	  community	  members	  to	  gather	  and	  socialize,	  thereby	  
increasing	  social	  cohesion.	  Research	  has	  consistently	  demonstrated	  that	  social	  support,	  perceived	  or	  
provided,	  can	  buffer	  stressful	  situations,	  prevent	  feelings	  of	  isolation,	  and	  contribute	  to	  self-‐esteem.320	  	  
	  
Green	  space	  is	  an	  attractive	  place	  for	  socializing,	  and	  socializing	  is	  important	  for	  health	  and	  wellbeing.	  
Observations	  by	  researchers	  of	  vegetated	  areas	  with	  trees	  and	  grass	  showed	  that	  green	  areas	  contain	  
90%	  more	  people	  than	  do	  barren	  areas.	  In	  this	  study,	  83%	  more	  people	  were	  observed	  being	  involved	  in	  
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social	  activities	  in	  green	  spaces	  vs.	  barren	  spaces.321	  Research	  shows	  that	  residents	  of	  neighborhoods	  
with	  greenery	  in	  common	  spaces	  are	  more	  likely	  to	  have	  stronger	  social	  ties	  than	  those	  who	  live	  
surrounded	  by	  concrete,322	  and	  that	  after	  new	  parks	  open,	  neighbors	  are	  more	  likely	  to	  interact,	  take	  
pride	  in	  their	  communities,	  and	  form	  neighborhood	  watch	  and	  other	  local	  improvement	  groups.	  323	  
Residences	  with	  trees	  and	  lawn	  adjacent	  to	  high-‐rise	  dwelling	  cause	  more	  social	  interaction	  among	  
youth	  and	  adults.324	  Cultivating	  a	  supportive	  network	  in	  one’s	  community	  may	  be	  particularly	  critical	  for	  
seniors	  who	  may	  be	  more	  prone	  to	  feelings	  of	  isolation	  and	  illnesses	  than	  those	  who	  are	  younger.	  
	  
Recreational	  &	  Cultural	  facilities	  	  
Community	  centers	  where	  one	  can	  enjoy	  various	  artistic,	  cultural	  and	  fitness	  programs	  at	  no-‐	  or	  low-‐
cost	  can	  help	  enrich	  one’s	  life.	  Community	  centers	  can	  also	  be	  places	  where	  residents	  can	  make	  social	  
connections	  with	  other	  community	  members	  to	  build	  a	  foundation	  for	  social	  support.	  As	  is	  the	  case	  for	  
retail	  outlets,	  community	  centers	  and	  other	  public	  services	  located	  in	  close	  proximity	  may	  help	  residents	  
to	  increase	  physical	  activity.	  
	  
Environmental	  Benefits	  	  
Trees	  and	  plants	  are	  natural	  air	  purifiers	  and	  they	  also	  cool	  surrounding	  areas	  by	  providing	  shade.	  In	  an	  
area	  with	  100%	  tree	  cover	  (such	  as	  forest	  groves	  within	  parks),	  tress	  can	  remove	  as	  much	  as	  15%	  of	  the	  
ozone,	  14%	  of	  the	  sulfur	  dioxide,	  13%	  of	  particulate	  matter,	  8%	  of	  the	  nitrogen	  oxide,	  and	  .05%	  of	  the	  
carbon	  monoxide.325	  In	  one	  urban	  park,	  tree	  cover	  was	  found	  to	  remove	  48	  pounds	  (lbs)	  of	  particulates,	  
9	  lbs	  nitrogen	  dioxide,	  6	  lbs	  sulfur	  dioxide,	  2	  lbs	  carbon	  monoxide,	  and	  100	  lbs	  of	  carbon	  on	  a	  daily	  
basis.326	  By	  reducing	  smog,	  decreasing	  the	  heat	  island	  effect	  in	  cities,	  and	  removing	  harmful	  air	  
pollution,	  tree	  cover	  and	  vegetation	  can	  also	  have	  positive	  environmental	  health	  benefits.327,	  328	  
	  
Environmental	  Justice	  and	  Park	  Access	  
Community	  park	  investments	  are	  commonly	  disproportionate	  in	  wealthier	  neighborhoods,	  leaving	  low-‐
income	  and	  communities	  of	  color	  with	  a	  dearth	  of	  neighborhood	  park	  access.	  In	  Los	  Angeles,	  white	  
neighborhoods	  include	  31.8	  acres	  of	  park	  space	  for	  every	  1,000	  people,	  compared	  with	  1.7	  acres	  in	  
African-‐American	  neighborhoods	  and	  0.6	  acres	  in	  Latino	  neighborhoods.329	  
	  
Climate	  Change	  	  
Shade	  from	  trees	  can	  reduce	  air	  temperature.	  Reduced	  air	  temperature	  due	  to	  trees	  can	  improve	  air	  
quality	  because	  the	  emissions	  of	  many	  pollutants	  and/or	  ozone-‐forming	  chemicals	  are	  temperature-‐
dependent.330	  
	  
5.6.2.	  Existing	  Parks	  and	  Open	  Space	  Conditions	  in	  Planning	  Area	  
	  
Parks	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  
Within	  the	  Planning	  Area	  there	  are	  three	  local	  parks	  and	  two	  regional	  parks.	  The	  three	  local	  parks	  are	  
Lincoln	  Park,	  Madison	  Park,	  and	  Chinese	  Garden	  Park.	  The	  two	  regional	  parks	  are	  Lake	  Merritt	  Park	  and	  
Estuary	  Channel	  Park.	  In	  addition,	  Laney	  College	  has	  open	  space	  parkland	  within	  the	  campus.	  Parkland	  in	  
the	  Planning	  Area	  totals	  43	  acres	  (15%	  of	  the	  total	  Planning	  Area),	  however	  13.6	  acres	  of	  the	  total	  43	  
acres	  are	  Resource	  Conservation	  Areas	  (within	  Peralta	  and	  Channel	  Park),	  resulting	  in	  only	  29.4	  acres	  of	  
parks	  that	  are	  considered	  “accessible”	  for	  community	  use.331	  It	  should	  be	  noted	  that	  even	  though	  
parkland	  may	  be	  deemed	  “accessible,”	  various	  factors	  might	  still	  prevent	  community	  residents	  from	  
using	  it.	  For	  example,	  nearby	  land	  uses,	  traffic	  hazards,	  and	  perceived	  safety	  can	  affect	  park	  usability.	  
Chinese	  Garden	  Park	  is	  an	  example	  of	  compromised	  accessibility	  due	  to	  the	  high	  traffic	  volumes	  
surrounding	  it	  and	  associated	  pedestrian	  safety	  and	  noise	  issues.	  Also,	  the	  layout	  and	  design	  of	  parks	  
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should	  be	  suitable	  for	  the	  preferred	  park	  activities	  and	  cultural	  habits	  of	  residents.	  The	  morning	  practice	  
of	  Tai	  Chi	  is	  one	  park	  activity	  that	  requires	  a	  particular	  park	  design;	  namely,	  a	  good	  amount	  of	  open	  
space	  with	  even	  paving,	  quality	  light,	  and	  safety.	  Madison	  Square	  Park	  is	  currently	  where	  many	  residents	  
practice	  Tai	  Chi,	  (residents	  were	  moved	  here	  after	  the	  demolition	  of	  the	  BART	  plaza,	  which	  used	  to	  be	  
the	  preferred	  site	  for	  Tai	  Chi).	  Although	  improvements	  have	  been	  made	  to	  make	  Madison	  Square	  Park	  
more	  accommodating	  to	  the	  practice,	  residents	  still	  feel	  more	  space	  is	  needed	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  that	  
is	  especially	  suited	  to	  this	  activity.	  	  
	  
Park	  acres	  per	  resident	  	  
A	  common	  measure	  of	  resident	  access	  to	  parks	  is	  park	  acres	  per	  resident.	  The	  2010	  Lake	  Merritt	  Station	  
Area	  Plan	  Existing	  Conditions	  Report	  states	  that	  the	  Oakland	  park	  policy	  specifies	  10	  acres	  of	  parkland	  
per	  1,000	  residents	  and	  4	  acres	  of	  local	  parkland	  per	  1,000	  residents.	  j	  	  Oakland	  currently	  has	  an	  average	  
of	  8.2	  acres	  of	  total	  parkland	  per	  1,000	  residents	  and	  3.3	  acres	  of	  local	  serving	  parkland	  per	  1,000	  
residents.	  Rates	  of	  total	  parkland	  and	  local	  parkland	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  at	  3.6	  acres	  and	  2.4	  acres	  
respectively,	  are	  lower	  than	  the	  city's	  average	  (see	  Table	  20).332	  Even	  given	  the	  available	  parkland	  
acreage,	  several	  parkland	  areas	  within	  the	  Planning	  Area	  have	  limited	  or	  no	  accessibility	  for	  general	  
community	  use.	  

	  
Table	  20.	  Parkland	  (in	  acres	  per	  1,000	  people)	  

	   City	  General	  Plan	  
Guidelines	  

Current	  parkland	  
acreage	  in	  the	  
Planning	  Area	  

Current	  parkland	  
acreage	  in	  

Oakland	  (average)	  
Total	  parkland	   10	   3.6	   8.2	  
Local	  parkland	   4	   2.4	   3.3	  

	  
Proportion	  of	  residents	  within	  ¼	  mile	  of	  local	  and	  regional	  parks	  
Another	  indicator	  of	  access	  to	  parks	  is	  residents’	  proximity	  to	  parks.	  A	  quarter-‐mile	  proximity	  to	  a	  
neighborhood	  or	  regional	  park	  is	  the	  benchmark	  used	  by	  the	  San	  Francisco	  Department	  of	  Public	  Health	  
in	  their	  Healthy	  Development	  Measurement	  Tool.333	  According	  to	  HIP’s	  GIS	  analysis,	  89%	  percent	  of	  
residents	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  currently	  live	  within	  ¼	  mile	  of	  a	  local	  park,	  and	  57%	  live	  within	  ¼	  mile	  of	  a	  
regional	  serving	  park.k	  	  Together	  these	  figures	  tell	  us	  that	  although	  many	  Planning	  Area	  residents	  live	  
near	  a	  park,	  the	  number	  of	  park	  acres	  per	  1,000	  people	  is	  likely	  lower	  than	  the	  guidelines	  and	  that	  of	  
Oakland	  overall.	  Planning	  Area	  parks	  could	  therefore	  be	  considered	  overcrowded.	  Proximity	  to	  a	  
regional	  serving	  park	  is	  also	  not	  available	  to	  many	  Planning	  Area	  residents.	  	  
	  
Resources	  and	  activities	  at	  Planning	  Area	  parks	  

Lincoln	  Park	  (Neighborhood	  Park):	  designated	  as	  a	  “neighborhood	  park”	  by	  the	  city,	  Lincoln	  Park	  is	  
the	  only	  neighborhood-‐serving	  park	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  serving	  all	  residents	  and	  is	  1.4	  acres	  in	  
size	  (smaller	  than	  the	  average	  size	  range	  for	  neighborhood	  parks	  at	  2-‐4	  acres).	  This	  being	  the	  only	  
neighborhood	  park,	  and	  given	  it’s	  size,	  it	  is	  not	  meeting	  the	  Oakland	  service	  goal	  of	  3	  acres	  for	  
every	  5,000	  residents	  within	  a	  ¼	  mile	  radius.	  This	  park	  abuts	  Lincoln	  Elementary	  School	  and	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
j	  We	  understand	  there	  is	  potentially	  a	  discrepancy	  between	  parkland	  standards	  presented	  in	  the	  Existing	  Conditions	  report	  and	  
the	  standard	  in	  Oakland’s	  General	  Plan.	  We	  are	  including	  standards	  presented	  in	  the	  Existing	  Conditions	  report	  as	  a	  reference	  
point	  for	  understanding	  disparities	  in	  access	  (a	  total	  citywide	  standard,	  which	  is	  apparently	  what	  is	  specified	  in	  the	  General	  
Plan,	  would	  not	  take	  into	  account	  disparities	  in	  access	  for	  Planning	  Area	  residents	  with	  respect	  to	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  city).	  
k	  Local	  and	  regional	  parks	  were	  designated	  as	  such	  in	  the	  parks	  GIS	  database	  obtained	  from	  the	  City	  of	  
Oakland.	  
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includes	  a	  recreation	  center,	  a	  children's	  play	  area	  and	  basketball	  courts.	  This	  park	  is	  heavily	  used,	  
children	  being	  the	  primary	  users	  of	  the	  outdoors	  portion.	  There	  is	  very	  little	  green	  space	  at	  this	  
park.	  	  
	  
In	  a	  survey	  conducted	  by	  Asian	  Health	  Services,	  60%	  of	  respondents	  accessed	  Lincoln	  Park	  1-‐3	  
times	  a	  week	  with	  primary	  activities	  while	  at	  the	  park	  including	  "meeting	  friends"	  (55%),	  "fitness	  
activities"	  (55%),	  "programs	  at	  recreation	  center"	  (27%),	  and	  "tai	  chi,	  martial	  arts,	  Chinese	  dance"	  
(27%).334	  	  
	  
Lincoln	  Park	  has	  been	  characterized	  as	  having	  strong	  vitality.	  Through	  observations,	  weekday	  use	  
was	  found	  to	  be	  the	  overall	  highest,	  with	  mid-‐day	  and	  afternoon	  hours	  on	  weekdays	  having	  an	  
activity	  rating	  of	  "most	  active"	  for	  children/teens.	  Adults	  were	  "most	  active"	  in	  the	  recreation	  
center	  during	  the	  weekend.335	  
	  
Madison	  Square	  Park	  (Special	  Use	  Park):	  Madison	  Square	  Park	  has	  a	  mix	  of	  green	  space	  and	  flat	  
concrete	  surfaces	  and	  is	  1.4	  acres.	  The	  park	  is	  primarily	  known	  for	  a	  space	  where	  community	  
residents	  can	  often	  be	  found	  practicing	  tai	  chi,	  qigong	  and	  fan	  dancing.	  This	  park	  does	  not	  have	  a	  
community	  center,	  and	  is	  not	  heavily	  used	  outside	  of	  tai-‐chi,	  qigong	  and	  fan	  dancing.	  	  
	  
In	  a	  survey	  conducted	  by	  Asian	  Health	  Services,	  45%	  of	  survey	  respondents	  stated	  that	  they	  access	  
Madison	  Square	  Park	  daily	  with	  the	  primary	  noted	  activities	  including	  "tai	  chi,	  martial	  arts,	  Chinese	  
dance"	  44%),	  "people	  watching"	  (39%),	  "meeting	  friends"	  (39%),	  and	  "fitness	  activities"	  (33%).336	  	  	  
	  
Activities	  in	  Madison	  Square	  Park	  have	  been	  characterized	  as	  "periodic"	  with	  some	  programmed	  
activities	  such	  as	  tai	  chi,	  shuttlecock,	  dancing,	  and	  basketball.	  Older	  adults	  and	  seniors	  were	  
primarily	  using	  the	  park,	  and	  primarily	  for	  purposes	  of	  recreational	  sports	  and	  activities.	  Weekday	  
morning	  tai-‐chi	  is	  observed	  as	  being	  the	  most	  active	  and	  busiest	  time	  of	  the	  park.	  Youth	  and	  
homeless	  people	  were	  noted	  as	  hanging	  out	  and	  loitering	  during	  the	  day.	  There	  is	  no	  indoor	  
activity	  center	  at	  this	  park.	  337	  
	  
Chinese	  Garden	  Park	  (Special	  Use	  Park):	  The	  1.3-‐acre	  Chinese	  Garden	  Park	  serves	  as	  a	  historical	  
cultural	  center	  featuring	  a	  Hall	  of	  Pioneers,	  Sun	  Yat	  Sen	  Memorial	  Hall,	  and	  a	  pagoda.	  	  The	  Park	  is	  
most	  widely	  used	  and	  known	  as	  the	  Hong	  Lok	  Senior	  Center,	  a	  day	  center	  for	  seniors.	  	  The	  Hall	  is	  
also	  rented	  out	  for	  other	  cultural	  and	  social	  activities.	  People	  are	  frequently	  observed	  doing	  tai	  chi	  
and	  gardening	  in	  the	  Chinese	  Zodiac	  Garden	  in	  the	  garden	  area	  of	  the	  park.	  The	  park	  is	  adjacent	  to	  
the	  I-‐880	  and	  freeway	  entrance/off	  ramps	  with	  traffic	  going	  at	  high	  speeds,	  most	  notably	  along	  7th	  
and	  Harrison	  Streets.	  Street	  design,	  proximity	  to	  heavy	  traffic	  limits	  community	  and	  pedestrian	  
access	  to	  this	  park	  and	  outdoor	  use.	  	  
	  
In	  a	  survey	  conducted	  by	  Asian	  Health	  Services,	  54%	  of	  survey	  respondents	  never	  accessed	  the	  
park	  and	  23%	  visit	  the	  park	  1-‐3	  times/week,	  with	  primary	  noted	  activities	  including	  "people	  
watching"	  (50%),	  "observing	  nature"	  (50%),	  "meeting	  friends"	  (50%),	  "tai	  chi,	  martial	  arts,	  Chinese	  
dance"	  (33%),	  	  and	  "fitness	  activities"	  (25%).338	  	  
	  
Chinese	  Garden	  Park	  has	  been	  characterized	  as	  being	  "isolated	  and	  sparse"	  in	  regards	  to	  activity,	  
with	  almost	  all	  activity	  taking	  place	  inside	  the	  Hong	  Lok	  Senior	  Center	  (rather	  than	  outside	  in	  the	  
fenced	  park	  and	  garden	  area).	  The	  park’s	  primary	  clientele	  are	  seniors	  accessing	  the	  senior	  center.	  
The	  busiest	  time	  observed	  was	  the	  weekday	  noon	  hour	  (when	  senior	  lunch	  is	  served),	  and	  the	  
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quietest	  was	  weekday	  afternoon.	  No	  families	  or	  children	  were	  observed	  accessing	  the	  park.	  In	  
sum,	  this	  "park	  lacks	  vitality."339	  	  
	  
Lake	  Merritt	  Park	  (Region	  Serving	  Park):	  Lake	  Merritt	  Park	  is	  a	  regional	  park	  with	  one	  segment	  
located	  within	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  Lake	  Merritt	  is	  considered	  a	  “jewel	  of	  Oakland”	  and	  is	  the	  largest	  
urban	  fresh	  and	  salt-‐water	  lake	  in	  the	  nation.340	  The	  park	  has	  a	  3.4-‐mile	  circumference	  path	  where	  
people	  are	  often	  observed	  walking,	  jogging	  and	  socializing	  (the	  entire	  park	  is	  155	  acres	  with	  8.6	  of	  
these	  acres	  being	  within	  the	  Planning	  Area).	  Amenities	  within	  the	  park	  include	  tennis	  courts,	  
kayaking,	  Children’s	  Fairyland,	  lawn	  bowling,	  bonsai	  gardens	  and	  more.	  Thousands	  of	  people	  of	  all	  
ages	  and	  with	  a	  variety	  of	  interests	  access	  the	  park	  on	  a	  daily	  basis.	  Pedestrian	  crossings	  within	  
the	  Planning	  Area	  that	  provide	  access	  to	  the	  lake	  have	  been	  identified	  as	  difficult	  crossing	  areas.341	  
	  
Peralta	  Park	  (Linear	  Park):	  The	  park	  is	  located	  south	  of	  Lake	  Merritt.	  The	  park	  currently	  has	  a	  grass	  
field	  and	  a	  children's	  play	  area,	  but	  is	  not	  easily	  accessible	  via	  the	  local	  streets	  or	  through	  Lake	  
Merritt	  Park.	  Measure	  DD	  funds	  have	  begun	  and	  will	  continue	  to	  enhance	  the	  park,	  including	  
access	  to	  the	  park,	  to	  increase	  utilization.	  
	  
Channel	  Park	  (Linear	  Park):	  is	  located	  south	  of	  the	  Peralta	  Park	  (from	  10th	  to	  I-‐880)	  and	  is	  
primarily	  located	  within	  the	  Laney	  College	  Campus.	  The	  park	  includes	  greenspace	  and	  art	  
sculptures.	  The	  Channel	  Park	  has	  very	  limited	  access	  from	  the	  community	  as	  it	  is	  located	  within	  
the	  Laney	  Campus	  and	  Peralta	  District	  Administrative	  Complex.	  Measure	  DD	  funds	  have	  begun	  
and	  will	  continue	  to	  enhance	  the	  park	  and	  access	  to	  the	  park	  to	  increase	  utilization.	  
	  
Estuary	  Channel	  Park	  (Region	  Serving	  Park):	  the	  primary	  use	  of	  the	  Estuary	  Channel	  Park	  is	  a	  
community	  facility	  at	  Jack	  London	  Aquatic	  Center,	  proving	  rowing	  programs	  for	  both	  youth	  and	  
adults.	  There	  is	  some	  grass	  green	  space	  available	  including	  a	  picnic	  area	  and	  a	  public	  boat-‐
launching	  ramp.	  	  
	  

Additional	  Recreational	  &	  Cultural	  Centers	  	  
There	  are	  several	  recreation	  centers	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  Some	  are	  located	  on	  or	  adjacent	  to	  the	  
existing	  parks,	  and	  some	  are	  primarily	  cultural	  and	  recreation	  centers.	  Both	  the	  Existing	  Conditions’	  
report	  and	  Chen	  et	  al	  (2010)	  identify	  primary	  cultural	  facilities	  and	  community	  gathering	  spaces	  for	  
recreational	  purposes.	  Recreational	  facilities	  at	  Planning	  Area	  parks	  are	  described	  below:	  

	  
Lincoln	  Sq.	  Park:	  Observed	  recreation	  areas	  include	  basketball	  courts	  and	  children's	  play	  area.	  
Seniors	  frequent	  the	  senior	  center	  (only	  open	  on	  the	  weekends)	  as	  the	  center	  provides	  indoor	  tai	  
chi	  (attracting	  adults	  and	  seniors),	  dance	  classes	  (adults),	  Chinese	  Opera	  and	  Asian	  instrument	  
classes	  (held	  in	  the	  recreation	  center	  and	  at	  the	  school),	  badminton	  and	  ping	  pong.	  	  
	  
Madison	  Sq.	  Park:	  Supported	  recreation	  includes	  outdoor	  tai	  chi	  and	  dance	  classes	  (adults	  and	  
seniors).	  
	  
Chinese	  Garden	  Park:	  outdoor	  tai-‐chi	  (attracting	  seniors),	  Chinese	  chess	  (older	  Asian	  men),	  board	  
games,	  ping	  pong,	  ballroom	  dancing,	  parties	  and	  fieldtrips	  (all	  primarily	  for	  seniors	  through	  the	  
senior	  center).	  	  
	  
Oakland	  Asian	  Cultural	  Center:	  Provides	  indoor	  tai-‐chi	  and	  dance	  classes	  (adults),	  Chinese	  Opera	  
and	  Asian	  instrument	  classes,	  programs	  and	  classes	  for	  all	  age	  groups.	  	  
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Laney	  College:	  Laney	  College	  has	  many	  cultural	  activities,	  groups	  and	  classes.	  Laney	  College	  
primarily	  serves	  college-‐age	  adults	  for	  a	  variety	  of	  cultural	  backgrounds.	  	  Some	  cultural	  activities	  
at	  Laney	  College	  include	  tai	  chi,	  adult	  dance	  classes,	  Chinese	  Opera	  and	  Asian	  instrument	  classes.	  	  
	  
Hong	  Fook	  Senior	  Center:	  Senior	  center	  supports	  senior	  activities	  including	  Mahjong.	  	  
	  
Malonga	  Casquelourd	  Center	  for	  the	  Arts342:	  This	  is	  a	  city-‐sponsored	  arts	  facility	  and	  performing	  
arts	  center,	  which	  includes	  a	  350-‐seat	  theater,	  several	  performance	  spaces,	  meeting	  rooms,	  and	  
rehearsal	  space.	  The	  Center	  serves	  patrons	  of	  all	  ages	  interested	  in	  cultural	  performing	  arts.	  There	  
are	  several	  resident	  organizations,	  many	  of	  which	  are	  youth-‐oriented.	  	  
	  
Along	  the	  street/cafes:	  Chinese	  Chess	  and	  other	  board	  games	  are	  popular	  with	  older	  Asian	  men	  
and	  frequently	  observed	  along	  the	  street	  and	  at	  cafes.	  
	  
Near	  BART	  Station	  Entrances	  /	  Plaza:	  Seniors	  playing	  Jin	  (Chinese	  Hacky	  Sack),	  Mahjong	  and	  card	  
games	  can	  be	  found	  during	  the	  daytime	  (especially	  during	  the	  weekends)	  inside	  and	  around	  the	  
BART	  station	  entrances	  and	  in	  the	  underground	  station	  areas,	  but	  outside	  of	  the	  BART	  fare	  gates.	  
	  
Other	  (Family	  and	  Regional	  Association	  centers):	  Mahjong	  is	  frequently	  played	  by	  seniors.	  

	  
5.6.3.	  Impacts	  of	  the	  Draft	  Emerging	  Plan	  on	  Parks	  and	  Open	  Space,	  Related	  Health	  Outcomes,	  and	  
Recommendations	  Proposed	  by	  this	  HIA	  
	  
Recommendations	  are	  presented	  in	  italics.	  
	  
New	  Parks	  Impacts	  
	  
The	  DEP	  proposes	  an	  additional	  15.8	  acres	  of	  parks,	  with	  3.2	  acres	  of	  local-‐serving	  parks.	  Added	  to	  
existing	  parks	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  at	  build-‐out	  there	  would	  be	  58.7	  acres	  of	  parks	  in	  total,	  with	  32.6	  
acres	  of	  local-‐serving	  parks.	  Table	  21	  shows	  how	  the	  acreage	  of	  parks	  per	  population	  would	  change	  if	  
DEP	  proposals	  were	  put	  into	  place.	  Even	  with	  additional	  proposed	  total	  and	  local	  parkland	  in	  the	  
Planning	  Area,	  the	  parkland	  per	  population	  decreases.	  This	  finding	  in	  itself	  signifies	  a	  decrease	  in	  the	  
health-‐promoting	  benefits	  that	  parks	  offer.	  	  
	  

Table	  21.	  Projected	  Compared	  to	  Current	  Parkland	  in	  Planning	  Area	  (in	  acres	  per	  1,000	  people)	  
	   City	  General	  

Plan	  Guidelines	  
Current	  
parkland	  

acreage	  in	  the	  
Planning	  Area	  

Projected	  
additional	  
parkland	  
acreage	  in	  

Planning	  Area	  
with	  DEP	  

Current	  
parkland	  
acreage	  in	  
Oakland	  
(average)	  

Total	  
parkland	  

10	   3.6	   2.6	  -‐	  3.0	   8.2	  

Local	  
parkland	  

4	   2.4	   1.4	  –	  1.7	   3.3	  

Source:	  City	  of	  Oakland.	  2010.	  Lake	  Merritt	  Station	  Area	  Plan:	  Existing	  Conditions	  and	  Key	  Issues	  Report.	  Chapter	  8:	  
Community	  Services,	  Cultural	  Resources	  and	  Public	  Facilities.	  
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The	  proportion	  of	  residents	  within	  ¼	  mile	  of	  local	  parks	  will	  increase	  with	  DEP	  park	  proposals.	  The	  
current	  proportion	  of	  Planning	  Area	  residents	  living	  within	  ¼	  mile	  of	  parks	  is	  already	  very	  high	  at	  89%,	  
and	  the	  DEP	  proposes	  to	  increase	  park	  acreage	  while	  also	  increasing	  residential	  housing;	  in	  all	  likelihood,	  
these	  proposals	  will	  result	  in	  an	  even	  larger	  percent	  of	  people	  living	  close	  to	  local	  parks.	  Because	  existing	  
and	  proposed	  regional	  parks	  are	  all	  along	  the	  eastern	  edge	  of	  the	  Planning	  Area	  rather	  than	  
interspersed	  throughout	  the	  area,	  and	  specific	  locations	  for	  proposed	  housing	  are	  unknown,	  it	  is	  
uncertain	  how	  the	  proportion	  of	  residents	  in	  close	  proximity	  to	  regional	  parks	  will	  change.	  	  
	  
In	  conclusion,	  with	  DEP	  proposals,	  existing	  and	  future	  residents	  of	  the	  Planning	  Area	  will	  have	  several	  
parks	  in	  close	  proximity	  to	  their	  homes,	  which	  is	  a	  beneficial	  condition	  for	  health.	  However,	  the	  capacity	  
of	  Planning	  Area	  parks	  will	  not	  accommodate	  the	  needs	  of	  the	  projected	  Planning	  Area	  population.	  The	  
overall	  acreage	  of	  local	  and	  regional	  existing	  and	  proposed	  parks	  is	  less	  than	  half	  of	  what	  the	  city’s	  
General	  Plan	  calls	  for.	  
	  
“Linear”	  or	  small	  parks	  adjacent	  to	  commercial	  buildings	  
The	  DEP’s	  Figure	  5.1	  indicates	  that	  many	  of	  the	  proposed	  parks	  are	  “linear	  parks,”	  or	  small	  patches	  of	  
green	  space	  adjacent	  to	  mid-‐	  to	  high-‐rise	  office	  and	  retail	  buildings.	  One	  extreme	  example	  of	  this	  is	  the	  
park	  proposed	  within	  the	  BART	  Parking	  Lot	  Site,	  which	  appears	  to	  be	  fully	  enclosed	  by	  proposed	  
buildings	  at	  that	  site	  and	  not	  accessible	  to	  the	  public	  (i.e.,	  DEP	  Figure	  3.3).	  It	  is	  unclear	  whether	  this	  park	  
is	  included	  in	  acreage	  totals	  of	  public	  open	  space,	  but	  we	  recommend	  that	  this	  proposed	  park	  be	  
considered	  an	  asset	  for	  users	  of	  adjacent	  buildings	  only	  and	  not	  as	  a	  public	  resource.	  While	  it	  is	  
recognized	  that	  space	  for	  new	  parks	  is	  limited	  in	  urban	  areas	  and	  even	  adding	  small	  amounts	  of	  green	  
space	  is	  anticipated	  to	  support	  positive	  health	  outcomes	  for	  residents	  and	  workers	  who	  use	  them,	  these	  
disconnected	  linear	  parks	  are	  not	  anticipated	  to	  provide	  the	  same	  range	  of	  opportunities	  for	  
recreational	  activities	  that	  existing,	  larger	  parks	  provide.	  To	  address	  park	  deficiencies,	  we	  recommend	  
adding	  a	  full	  block	  public	  park	  in	  the	  Chinatown	  core,	  rather	  than	  pieces	  of	  private	  developments	  that	  are	  
publicly	  accessible.	  We	  also	  recommend	  a	  community	  input	  process	  for	  planning	  park	  features	  and	  
programming	  for	  these	  proposed	  parks.	  In	  addition,	  the	  limited	  nature	  of	  these	  parks	  further	  supports	  
the	  importance	  of	  maintaining	  and	  improving	  accessibility	  and	  safety	  of	  existing	  parks	  in	  the	  community,	  
such	  as	  Lincoln	  Park,	  Madison	  Square	  Park,	  and	  Chinese	  Garden	  Park,	  as	  well	  as	  connectivity	  and	  
accessibility	  to	  regional	  parks	  (Lake	  Merritt	  and	  Estuary	  Channel	  Park).	  	  
	  
Existing	  Parks	  Impacts	  
	  
The	  DEP’s	  intention	  to	  enhance	  existing	  parks	  in	  order	  to	  make	  them	  more	  accessible	  and	  safe	  are	  
anticipated	  to	  improve	  conditions	  for	  community	  health	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  Lincoln	  Square	  Park,	  which	  
is	  very	  well	  used	  and	  has	  been	  characterized	  as	  having	  strong	  vitality,343	  has	  been	  described	  as	  in	  need	  
of	  improvements	  and	  renovations.	  
	  
In	  addition,	  Chinese	  Garden	  Park,	  which	  has	  been	  characterized	  as	  being	  "isolated	  and	  sparse"	  and	  
lacking	  in	  vitality,	  344	  may	  become	  more	  valuable	  and	  accessible	  to	  the	  community	  with	  improvements	  
included	  in	  the	  Station	  Area	  Plan.	  The	  DEP	  acknowledges	  constrained	  access	  and	  safety	  concerns	  given	  
high	  volumes	  of	  traffic	  and	  vehicle	  speeds	  on	  surrounding	  streets;	  however,	  it	  does	  not	  go	  the	  extra	  step	  
to	  describe	  design	  and	  programmatic	  changes	  to	  the	  Park	  to	  make	  it	  more	  accessible	  and	  safe.	  We	  
recommend	  that	  community-‐identified	  proposals	  for	  improving	  Chinese	  Garden	  Park	  and	  other	  existing	  
Planning	  Area	  parks	  (i.e.,	  those	  described	  on	  page	  5-‐7)	  be	  included	  in	  the	  Station	  Area	  Plan.	  	  
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Other	  recommendations	  
Besides	  those	  included	  above	  in	  italics,	  the	  following	  recommendations	  are	  supported	  by	  this	  analysis.	  	  
	  
• Given	  the	  proximity	  of	  Chinese	  Garden	  Park	  to	  I-‐880,	  we	  recommend	  the	  consideration	  of	  exposures	  

to	  air	  pollution	  when	  planning	  development	  or	  park	  programming	  at	  this	  park.	  	  
• Pedestrian	  and	  bicycle	  access	  to	  Lake	  Merritt,	  which	  is	  a	  large	  open	  space	  resource	  near	  the	  

Planning	  Area	  community,	  should	  be	  enhanced.	  	  
	  
5.7	  Public	  Safety	  
	  
5.7.1.	  Research	  Connecting	  Public	  Safety	  to	  Health	  
	  
Exposure	  to	  crime	  impacts	  our	  health	  
Public	  safety	  is	  a	  primary	  determining	  factor	  contributing	  to	  a	  community’s	  health,	  wellbeing	  and	  
vitality.	  Violent	  crime	  can	  cause	  injury	  and	  death	  and	  can	  influence	  stress	  levels.	  Even	  if	  crime	  does	  not	  
result	  in	  injury,	  it	  may	  indirectly	  impact	  health	  by	  causing	  fear,	  feeling	  unsafe,	  stress,	  and	  poor	  mental	  
health.345	  
	  
Living	  in	  an	  area	  with	  high	  actual	  and	  perceived	  crime	  can	  decrease	  use	  of	  public	  space,	  including	  
sidewalks,	  retail,	  parks,	  and	  community	  centers.	  	  This	  has	  an	  impact	  on	  rates	  of	  physical	  exercise	  and	  
social	  networks,	  which	  subsequently	  can	  impact	  many	  physical	  and	  mental	  health	  outcomes.	  Fullilove	  
(1998)	  found	  that	  fear	  of	  crime	  limits	  mobility	  and/or	  physical	  activity	  in	  a	  neighborhood,	  inhibiting	  
social	  interactions.346	  In	  a	  study	  in	  Greenwich,	  London,	  the	  participants	  who	  reported	  feeling	  unsafe	  to	  
go	  out	  in	  the	  day	  were	  64%	  more	  likely	  to	  be	  in	  the	  lowest	  quartile	  of	  mental	  health.347	  	  
	  
Many	  factors	  contribute	  to	  both	  real	  and	  perceived	  public	  safety.	  For	  example,	  household	  income,	  
housing	  conditions,	  land	  use,	  and	  community	  and	  cultural	  vitality	  have	  all	  been	  linked	  to	  rates	  of	  crime,	  
which	  in	  turn	  impacts	  real	  and	  perceived	  public	  safety.	  While	  real	  and	  perceived	  rates	  of	  crime	  and	  
safety	  may	  not	  be	  the	  same	  measurement,	  the	  outcome	  is	  the	  same:	  community	  members	  limit	  their	  
activities,	  which	  reduces	  social	  interactions	  and	  subsequent	  community	  vitality.	  	  	  
	  
Impact	  of	  crime	  on	  youth	  
Being	  exposed	  to	  crime	  and	  violence	  has	  a	  ripple	  effect	  in	  communities,	  especially	  among	  youth.	  
Witnessing	  and	  experiencing	  community	  violence	  causes	  longer-‐term	  behavioral	  and	  emotional	  
problems	  in	  youth.	  For	  example,	  in	  a	  study	  in	  the	  San	  Francisco	  Bay	  area,	  Chinese-‐American	  urban	  youth	  
who	  were	  exposed	  to	  violence	  showed	  higher	  rates	  of	  self-‐reported	  post-‐traumatic	  stress	  disorder	  
(PTSD),	  depressive	  symptoms,	  and	  perpetration	  of	  violence.348,	  349	  Another	  study	  highlighted	  that	  
exposure	  to	  violence	  is	  associated	  with	  more	  perpetration	  of	  violence	  among	  Chinese	  American	  
adolescents	  living	  in	  urban	  areas.350	  	  
	  
Land	  use	  and	  the	  relationship	  to	  crime	  
Land	  use	  patterns	  and	  types	  of	  land	  use	  can	  encourage	  or	  inhibit	  crime	  and	  criminal	  activity.	  Land	  use	  
patterns	  that	  encourage	  neighborhood	  interaction	  and	  a	  sense	  of	  community	  have	  been	  shown	  not	  only	  
to	  reduce	  crime,	  but	  also	  create	  a	  sense	  of	  community	  safety	  and	  security.351	  Areas	  with	  tunnels,	  
alleyways,	  or	  confusing	  street/path	  networks	  are	  conducive	  to	  crime.352	  Access	  to	  public	  parks	  and	  
recreational	  facilities	  has	  been	  strongly	  linked	  to	  reductions	  in	  crime,	  and	  in	  particular,	  to	  reduced	  
juvenile	  delinquency.353	  	  Recreational	  facilities	  keep	  at-‐risk	  youth	  off	  the	  streets,	  give	  them	  a	  safe	  
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environment	  to	  interact	  with	  their	  peers,	  and	  fill	  up	  time	  within	  which	  they	  could	  otherwise	  get	  into	  
trouble.354	  	  Other	  land	  use	  features	  and	  their	  relationships	  to	  crime	  are	  described	  below:	  
	  

Commercial	  and	  mixed	  use:	  Environmental	  context	  is	  very	  important	  when	  assessing	  commercial	  
use	  and	  the	  relationship	  to	  crime.	  Commercial	  land-‐use	  has	  been	  positively	  associated	  with	  rates	  
of	  crime,	  but	  street	  connectivity	  in	  retail	  areas	  has	  had	  a	  negative	  effect	  on	  crime	  rates.355	  
Browning	  (2010)	  has	  discovered	  that	  small	  increases	  in	  commercial	  and	  residential	  growth	  can	  
lead	  to	  increased	  homicide	  and	  aggravated	  assault,	  but	  there	  is	  a	  threshold	  where	  the	  outcome	  is	  
reversed.	  However,	  there	  is	  a	  positive	  and	  linear	  relationship	  between	  commercial	  and	  residential	  
density	  and	  robbery	  rates.	  An	  influx	  in	  redevelopment	  with	  commercial	  and	  resident	  density,	  
specifically	  in	  communities	  that	  have	  suffered	  loss	  of	  vitality,	  may	  at	  first	  lead	  to	  higher	  rates	  of	  
crime	  as	  social	  controls	  (specifically	  from	  increased	  eyes	  on	  the	  street	  from	  pedestrians)	  are	  not	  
yet	  in	  place.	  In	  contrast,	  communities	  that	  are	  already	  vital	  may	  see	  a	  decrease	  in	  rates	  of	  crime	  as	  
the	  streets	  become	  increasingly	  utilized	  public	  spaces,	  if	  they	  are	  able	  to	  maintain	  vitality	  during	  
redevelopment	  and	  land	  use	  efforts.356	  
	  
Public	  transit:	  Transit	  availability	  and	  use	  means	  that	  more	  people	  are	  present	  and	  walking	  in	  an	  
area,	  and	  one	  theory	  suggests	  that	  this	  may	  increase	  opportunities	  for	  crime.	  However,	  current	  
evidence	  does	  not	  suggest	  that	  availability/proximity	  to	  public	  transit	  has	  a	  positive	  or	  negative	  
relationship	  to	  crime.	  In	  fact,	  in	  a	  study	  conducted	  in	  Los	  Angeles	  on	  light	  rails	  they	  found	  that	  in	  
general,	  transit	  stations	  were	  no	  more	  unsafe	  than	  city	  streets	  or	  other	  public	  places.	  In	  this	  study,	  
when	  considering	  only	  serious	  crime,	  rail	  stations	  were	  safer	  than	  many	  city	  streets,	  because	  of	  
the	  high	  rates	  of	  police	  deployment.357	  So	  while	  more	  people	  on	  the	  streets	  (accessing	  transit)	  
may	  result	  in	  higher	  incidences	  of	  crime,	  there	  will	  likely	  be	  a	  lower	  overall	  risk	  of	  becoming	  a	  
victim	  of	  crime	  (per	  person).	  However,	  research	  does	  not	  discount	  that	  the	  perception	  of	  crime	  
and	  personal	  safety	  may	  inhibit	  the	  use	  of	  public	  transit.	  Specifically,	  in	  Alameda	  County,	  many	  
older	  adults	  have	  expressed	  that	  fear	  of	  real	  and/or	  perceived	  crime	  is	  a	  determining	  factor	  when	  
considering	  the	  use	  of	  public	  transit.358	  This	  may	  in	  fact	  be	  true,	  especially	  for	  ground	  level	  transit	  
(i.e.	  bus	  stops).	  	  Environmental	  attributes	  such	  as	  alleyways,	  liquor	  stores	  and	  vacant	  lots	  (among	  
a	  few	  others)	  have	  been	  found	  to	  be	  correlated	  with	  crime.359	  	  
	  
Traffic	  and	  speed:	  High	  traffic	  volumes	  and	  wide	  streets	  may	  contribute	  to	  a	  feeling	  of	  anonymity	  
and	  less	  community	  ownership	  in	  an	  urban	  area	  and	  this	  may	  lead	  to	  increased	  crime.	  One	  study	  
showed	  that	  homes	  in	  areas	  with	  higher	  speed	  limits	  were	  more	  likely	  to	  be	  burglarized.360	  Traffic	  
engineering	  and	  urban	  design	  can	  influence	  speed	  and	  calm	  traffic	  to	  make	  communities	  safer	  
from	  traffic	  related	  collisions	  as	  well	  as	  possible	  criminal	  activity	  associated	  with	  high	  speeds	  and	  
wide	  roads.	  The	  Federal	  Highway	  Administration	  states,	  "Traffic	  calming	  utilizes	  design	  strategies	  
to	  slow	  down	  cars	  and	  increase	  the	  visibility	  of	  pedestrians	  and	  bicyclists."361	  Basic	  traffic	  calming	  
measures	  include:	  curb	  extensions/bulb	  outs,	  trees,	  narrowing	  of	  streets,	  parking,	  medians,	  speed	  
humps,	  roundabouts,	  bike	  lanes,	  and	  painting	  strategies	  to	  provide	  real	  or	  perceived	  narrowing	  of	  
the	  street	  design	  in	  order	  to	  reduce	  driving	  speeds.	  Traffic	  calming	  measures	  to	  slow	  down	  traffic	  
provide	  more	  visibility	  to	  pedestrians,	  creating	  more	  “eyes	  on	  the	  street”	  (see	  pedestrian	  section	  
below),	  which	  can	  prevent	  opportunities	  for	  crimes	  to	  occur.	  
	  
Pedestrian	  activity:	  Pedestrians	  are	  attracted	  to	  destinations	  (place	  to	  walk	  to),	  which	  in	  turn	  
create	  more	  “eyes	  on	  the	  street”.	  Jane	  Jacobs	  is	  well	  recognized	  for	  her	  work	  contributing	  to	  re-‐
claiming	  open	  and	  public	  spaces	  for	  people.	  She	  asserts	  that	  more	  people	  on	  the	  streets	  increases	  
“eyes	  on	  the	  street”	  as	  a	  type	  of	  neighborhood	  or	  community	  surveillance	  improving	  safety.	  362	  
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Many	  studies	  have	  linked	  the	  amount	  an	  individual	  walks	  with	  actual	  or	  perceived	  safety,	  where	  
safety	  includes	  freedom	  from	  crime	  and	  freedom	  from	  pedestrian	  injury.363	  One	  study	  looking	  at	  
Hispanic	  older	  adults	  found	  that	  architectural	  features	  that	  facilitate	  visual	  and	  social	  contacts	  
(“eyes	  on	  the	  street”)	  may	  be	  protective	  factors	  of	  physical	  functioning	  among	  older	  adults	  by	  
providing	  safe	  physical	  environments	  to	  engage	  in	  physical	  activity	  (i.e.	  walking).364	  The	  current	  
evidence	  suggests	  that	  more	  people	  on	  the	  street	  paired	  with	  social	  cohesion	  will	  decrease	  rates	  
of	  crime	  (where	  incidences	  of	  crime	  might	  increase	  with	  more	  people	  on	  the	  street	  but	  per	  
population	  there	  is	  a	  rate	  decrease).	  	  
	  
Preventing	  Crime	  through	  Environmental	  Design:	  	  Crime	  Prevention	  through	  Environmental	  
Design	  (CPTED)	  is	  a	  successful	  framework	  for	  preventing	  crime	  through	  environmental	  design	  and	  
the	  built	  environment.	  For	  example,	  one	  study	  showed	  that	  CPTED	  was	  successful	  in	  reducing	  
robberies	  by	  30-‐84%,	  depending	  on	  how	  many	  components	  of	  CPTED	  were	  implemented.365	  The	  
four	  widely	  accepted	  elements	  of	  CPTED	  are:366	  
	  

• Natural	  Surveillance:	  Open	  spaces	  and	  visibility,	  such	  as	  lighting	  (especially	  pedestrian-‐level	  
lighting)	  and	  landscaping,	  help	  with	  natural	  surveillance.	  	  

• Natural	  Access	  Control:	  A	  way	  of	  guiding	  the	  flow	  of	  people	  by	  using	  strategies	  such	  as	  
walkways,	  fences,	  lighting,	  etc.	  to	  properly	  guide	  people	  through	  the	  physical	  space	  while	  
decreasing	  opportunities	  for	  crime.	  

• Territorial	  Reinforcement:	  creating	  differentiation	  between	  public	  and	  privates	  spaces.	  
Signage	  and	  pavement	  treatments	  are	  examples	  of	  territorial	  reinforcement.	  

• Maintenance:	  Operating	  under	  the	  assumption	  of	  the	  “broken	  window	  theory”	  where	  one	  
unmaintained	  incident	  may	  lead	  to	  others.	  Maintaining	  clean	  and	  safe	  community	  spaces	  are	  
a	  preventative	  measure	  for	  more	  crime.	  	  

	  
In	  addition	  to	  these	  four	  elements,	  there	  are	  specific	  CPTED	  strategies	  to	  reduce	  crime.	  These	  
include	  increasing	  foot	  traffic,	  improving	  lighting,	  ensuring	  sidewalks	  are	  available	  and	  maintained,	  
reducing	  traffic,	  and	  ensuring	  cleanliness	  of	  streets	  and	  intersections.367	  	  
	  
Lighting	  is	  especially	  important	  for	  crime	  prevention	  in	  urban	  areas.	  The	  Oakland	  Police	  
Department	  states	  that	  "lighting	  by	  itself	  does	  not	  prevent	  crime	  [but	  it]	  provides	  the	  opportunity	  
for	  “choice”;	  the	  choice	  to	  walk	  forward	  because	  you	  can	  see	  clearly	  that	  the	  path	  is	  clear	  and	  free	  
of	  danger.	  If	  the	  user	  can	  see	  a	  potential	  danger	  (a	  person	  hiding,	  a	  group	  of	  misbehaving	  kids	  at	  
the	  corner),	  they	  may	  choose	  to	  walk	  a	  different	  way.	  However,	  lighting	  can	  illuminate	  a	  target	  for	  
a	  criminal	  as	  easily	  as	  it	  allows	  a	  legitimate	  user	  to	  see	  a	  potential	  threat	  or	  criminal.	  For	  this	  
reason,	  lighting	  must	  be	  applied	  properly.	  Unless	  you	  have	  natural	  surveillance	  of	  an	  area,	  lighting	  
may	  not	  always	  prevent	  crime.	  In	  fact,	  good	  lighting	  without	  surveillance	  may	  actually	  encourage	  
criminal	  activity.	  Lighting	  is	  a	  powerful	  tool	  that	  management	  and	  residents	  can	  use	  to	  control	  and	  
reduce	  the	  “fear”	  and	  opportunity	  of	  crime."368	  

	  
Gentrification	  and	  crime	  
As	  described	  in	  greater	  detail	  in	  the	  Housing	  Section,	  gentrification	  is	  defined	  as	  the	  housing/residential	  
displacement	  of	  low-‐income	  residents	  and	  it	  is	  often	  the	  case	  that	  these	  communities	  are	  minority	  
communities	  or	  communities	  of	  color.	  In	  recent	  years	  transit-‐rich	  areas	  are	  becoming	  increasingly	  
gentrified	  in	  urban	  areas	  as	  middle	  class	  residents	  are	  more	  attracted	  to	  walkable/bikeable	  communities	  
(rather	  than	  suburbs	  lacking	  nearby	  destinations).	  As	  wealthier	  residents	  move	  into	  lower-‐income	  
communities	  they	  drive	  up	  the	  cost	  of	  housing	  and	  goods.	  After	  gentrification	  begins	  in	  a	  community,	  
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income	  differentiation	  gradually	  becomes	  apparent,	  and	  this	  tension	  may	  lead	  to	  social	  disorganization	  
and	  subsequent	  increases	  in	  crime.	  	  
	   	  
One	  study	  from	  the	  Netherlands	  identified	  that	  neighborhood	  gentrification	  was	  related	  to	  higher	  
victimization	  risk	  for	  theft,	  violence,	  and	  vandalism,	  when	  controlling	  for	  individual,	  neighborhood	  and	  
city	  characteristics.369	  Another	  early	  study	  in	  Baltimore	  found	  that	  aggravated	  assault	  and	  murder	  rose	  in	  
gentrified	  communities	  whereas	  property	  crime	  declined.370	  
	  
In	  contrast,	  some	  research	  suggests	  that	  gentrification	  may	  lead	  to	  lower	  crime.	  One	  study	  from	  
fourteen	  neighborhoods	  in	  several	  US	  cities	  concluded	  that	  gentrification	  eventually	  leads	  to	  lower	  
personal	  crime	  rates	  but	  does	  not	  impact	  rates	  of	  property	  crime.371	  Additionally,	  a	  qualitative	  study	  in	  
the	  Humboldt	  Park	  area	  of	  Chicago,	  IL	  assessed	  initial	  findings	  that	  demonstrated	  a	  decrease	  in	  overall	  
crime	  as	  a	  result	  of	  gentrification.372	  	  
	  
In	  sum,	  gentrification	  can	  challenge	  a	  community	  and	  its	  social	  connectivity,	  but	  current	  studies	  and	  
research	  vary	  and	  do	  not	  come	  to	  a	  unanimous	  conclusion	  as	  to	  whether	  gentrification	  leads	  to	  an	  
increase	  or	  decrease	  in	  crime.	  Important	  factors	  such	  as	  resident	  displacement	  and	  cultural	  preservation	  
should	  be	  assessed	  with	  great	  care	  to	  prevent	  community	  tension	  as	  a	  neighborhood	  undergoes	  
changes	  and/or	  gentrification.	  

	  
Income	  and	  crime	  
Poverty	  and	  income	  levels	  do	  not	  directly	  lead	  to	  crime	  or	  criminal	  behaviors.	  However,	  income-‐related	  
risk	  factors	  for	  crime	  include	  poverty;	  lack	  of	  economic	  opportunity;	  access	  to	  criminogenic	  substances	  
such	  as	  drugs,	  guns,	  alcohol;	  poor	  response	  to	  community	  calls	  about	  blighted	  properties	  and	  nuisances	  
by	  police	  and	  other	  city	  agencies;	  and	  lack	  of	  programming	  for	  youth	  and	  parolees.373,	  374,	  375	  Poorer	  
neighborhoods	  are	  correlated	  with	  higher	  crime	  rates,376	  and	  crimes	  tend	  to	  concentrate	  in	  areas	  with	  
higher	  levels	  of	  poverty,	  lower	  median	  households	  income	  and	  lower	  housing	  values.377	  In	  a	  study	  of	  the	  
relationship	  between	  state-‐level	  homicide	  rates	  and	  income	  inequality	  (economic	  disparity),	  the	  greater	  
inequity	  in	  income	  levels	  of	  residents	  accounted	  for	  52%	  of	  the	  variance	  in	  homicide.378	  	  
	  
Social	  cohesion,	  cultural	  preservation	  and	  crime	  
Social	  cohesion	  is	  a	  complex	  theory	  that	  has	  been	  researched	  in	  relation	  to	  many	  fields	  with	  as	  many	  
definitions.	  For	  the	  purpose	  of	  this	  report	  we	  will	  use	  Kearns	  and	  Forrest’s	  definition:	  “	  a	  socially	  
cohesive	  society	  is	  one	  in	  which	  the	  members	  share	  common	  values	  which	  enable	  them	  to	  identify	  
common	  aims	  and	  objectives,	  and	  share	  a	  common	  set	  of	  moral	  principles	  and	  codes	  of	  behavior	  
through	  which	  to	  conduct	  their	  relations	  with	  one	  another”.379	  Social	  networks	  can	  help	  promote	  health	  
by	  spreading	  healthy	  norms	  and	  exerting	  social	  control	  over	  unhealthy	  behaviors.380	  A	  program	  in	  
Oakland,	  CA	  where	  teen	  peer	  educators	  present	  violence	  prevention	  workshops	  in	  schools	  has	  shown	  
that	  94%	  of	  program	  members	  feel	  they	  can	  talk	  a	  friend	  out	  of	  carrying	  a	  gun,	  75%	  are	  more	  likely	  to	  
look	  for	  alternatives	  to	  violent	  situations,	  and	  there	  is	  an	  80%	  lower	  truancy	  rate.381	  Social	  cohesion	  and	  
cultural	  preservation	  can	  be	  protective	  factors	  for	  neighborhood	  crime.	  	  Crime	  is	  a	  deterrent	  to	  
community	  cohesion	  and	  support,	  and	  police,	  fire,	  and	  other	  security	  facilities	  can	  mitigate	  crime.	  Crime	  
is	  associated	  with	  low	  social	  capital	  (often	  measured	  as	  connection	  and	  trust	  to	  others	  in	  the	  community	  
and/or	  civic	  involvement).382	  	  

	  
Mobile	  communities	  (communities	  where	  there	  is	  high	  residential	  turnover)	  are	  believed	  to	  have	  lower	  
rates	  of	  social	  integration,	  decreasing	  informal	  community	  control	  mechanisms	  (such	  as	  looking	  out	  for	  
one	  another,	  including	  within	  situations	  involving	  crime).383	  Merry	  (1981)	  found	  that	  upon	  observing	  a	  
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crime	  or	  criminal	  activity	  residents	  of	  such	  communities	  do	  not	  intervene	  to	  defend	  the	  spaces	  because	  
of	  pervasive	  fear	  of	  crime	  and	  retaliation,	  whereas	  people	  are	  more	  likely	  to	  intervene	  the	  longer	  they	  
have	  lived	  in	  an	  area	  and	  in	  areas	  they	  perceive	  to	  be	  in	  their	  space	  or	  home.384	  Cultural	  preservation	  
and	  social	  connectivity	  can	  be	  enhanced	  by	  cultural	  spaces	  and	  activities	  that	  promote	  cultural	  activities	  
and	  social	  interaction	  while	  simultaneously	  preventing	  criminal	  activity.	  

	  
5.7.2.	  Existing	  Public	  Safety	  Conditions	  in	  Planning	  Area	  	  
	  
Community	  Perspectives	  
Crime	  and	  violence	  are	  significant	  health	  concerns	  to	  residents	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  Crime	  and	  violence	  
were	  cited	  as	  having	  a	  significant	  impact	  on	  community	  health	  by	  64%	  of	  respondents	  in	  the	  Lake	  
Merritt	  BART	  Station	  Area	  Community	  Engagement	  report.385	  A	  small	  youth	  focus	  group	  conducted	  by	  
the	  City	  of	  Oakland	  revealed	  the	  following	  sentiments:	  	  	  

• More	  than	  half	  of	  the	  youth	  felt	  somewhat	  safe	  or	  very	  safe	  in	  the	  area;	  
• All	  of	  them	  answered	  that	  they	  feel	  less	  safe	  in	  the	  area	  from	  6pm	  on;	  and	  
• All	  of	  them	  have	  experienced	  crime	  in	  the	  area	  including	  fights,	  muggings,	  thefts,	  robbery,	  drug	  

transactions	  and	  sexual	  harassment.	  
	  

Several	  specific	  areas	  perceived	  as	  unsafe,	  including	  three	  blocks	  around	  the	  Lake	  Merritt	  BART	  Station.	  
When	  coming	  to	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  most	  of	  the	  youth	  are	  concerned	  about	  muggings	  and	  they	  take	  
precautions	  such	  as	  walking	  in	  a	  buddy	  system	  at	  night.	  
	  
Direct	  health	  impacts	  from	  crime	  in	  Alameda	  County	  
In	  2006	  there	  were	  a	  total	  of	  9,488	  non-‐fatal	  injuries	  (hospitalized)	  in	  Alameda	  County.	  Of	  these,	  768	  
were	  caused	  by	  assault/homicide	  (including	  abuse	  and	  neglect,	  blunt	  object,	  cut/pierce,	  unarmed	  fight,	  
firearm,	  and	  other).386	  In	  2007,	  there	  were	  a	  total	  of	  757	  fatal	  injuries	  (hospitalized)	  in	  Alameda	  County.	  
Of	  these,	  154	  were	  caused	  by	  assault/homicide	  (including	  abuse	  and	  neglect,	  blunt	  object,	  cut/pierce,	  
unarmed	  fight,	  firearm,	  and	  other).387	  	  
	  
Health	  impacts	  as	  a	  direct	  result	  from	  crime	  such	  as	  non-‐accidental	  injuries	  and	  fatalities,	  hospital	  
admissions	  due	  to	  violent	  crimes	  and	  mental	  health	  outcomes	  (rates	  of	  depression,	  anxiety,	  
hospitalization	  etc.)	  are	  not	  readily	  available	  at	  the	  zip	  code	  or	  census	  tract	  level	  for	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  	  
	  
Reported	  incidences	  and	  types	  of	  crime	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  
Oakland	  carries	  a	  large	  share	  of	  crimes	  in	  Alameda	  County,	  and	  is	  the	  only	  city	  in	  the	  County	  where	  
violent	  crimes	  are	  disproportionate	  to	  population.388	  Certain	  areas	  in	  Oakland	  have	  higher	  violent	  crime	  
rates	  than	  others,	  and	  Urban	  Strategies	  in	  partnership	  with	  the	  Oakland	  Police	  Department	  have	  
developed	  a	  2010	  “hot	  spot”	  map	  (shown	  below	  in	  Figure	  4).	  Police	  beats	  01x,	  03x,	  04x,	  and	  19x	  all	  fall	  
within	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  with	  03x	  having	  the	  most	  representation.	  	  The	  map	  illustrates	  that	  there	  are	  
low	  to	  high	  “hot	  spots”	  within	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  and	  higher	  violent	  crime	  areas	  are	  centered	  around	  
Broadway	  Ave	  and	  14th	  (Police	  Beat	  03x),	  with	  some	  on	  the	  eastern	  side	  of	  the	  lake	  as	  well	  (Police	  Beat	  
19x).	  
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Figure	  4.	  2010	  Hot	  Spots	  in	  Oakland	  for	  violent	  crimes	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

	  
	  

Existing	  reported	  incidences	  and	  types	  of	  crime	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  were	  collected	  from	  Oakland	  
Crimespotting.389	  Oakland	  Crimespotting	  is	  a	  web-‐based	  interactive	  map	  of	  crimes	  in	  Oakland	  and	  is	  
intended	  for	  use	  as	  a	  tool	  to	  understand	  crimes	  in	  Oakland.	  Data	  used	  by	  Oakland	  Crimespotting	  (2007-‐
present)	  is	  obtained	  from	  the	  City	  of	  Oakland’s	  CrimeWatch	  and	  is	  limited	  by	  the	  type	  of	  CrimeWatch	  
data	  available.	  Limitations	  of	  Oakland’s	  CrimeWatch	  as	  identified	  on	  the	  CrimeWatch	  website	  are:	  

• The	  crime	  icons	  are	  intended	  to	  indicate	  the	  block	  in	  which	  the	  crime	  allegedly	  occurred.	  	  
• The	  crime	  icons	  (coordinates)	  do	  not	  reflect	  the	  exact	  location	  of	  any	  particular	  crime.	  	  
• The	  data	  is	  available	  by	  crime	  type,	  time	  period,	  and	  specific	  geographic	  boundary.	  	  
• Geographic	  boundaries	  include	  council	  districts	  and	  police	  beats.	  	  
• The	  crime	  types	  available	  are	  arson,	  assault,	  alcohol,	  burglary,	  disturbing	  the	  peace,	  gambling,	  

homicide,	  narcotics,	  prostitution,	  robbery,	  theft,	  and	  vandalism,	  occurring	  in	  the	  city	  over	  the	  
past	  90	  days.	  

• The	  City	  of	  Oakland	  intends	  that	  the	  information	  provided	  by	  this	  web	  site	  is	  accurate;	  however,	  
errors	  sometimes	  occur.	  	  

• There	  are	  no	  implied	  or	  express	  warranties	  on	  the	  materials	  in	  this	  site;	  the	  materials	  that	  are	  
provided	  will	  be	  subject	  to	  revision.	  	  

• Use	  this	  service	  at	  your	  own	  risk.	  	  
• This	  service	  does	  not	  reflect	  official	  crime	  index	  totals	  as	  reported	  to	  the	  FBI's	  Uniform	  Crime	  

Reporting	  program.	  	  
• The	  listed	  crimes	  are	  subject	  to	  change	  for	  a	  variety	  of	  reasons,	  including	  late	  reporting,	  

reclassification	  of	  some	  offenses	  and	  discovery	  that	  some	  offenses	  were	  unfounded.	   	  
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Additionally,	  the	  data	  presented	  through	  CrimeWatch	  and	  thus	  Crimespotting	  are	  only	  reported	  crimes.	  
Incidences	  and	  types	  of	  crime	  presented	  here	  do	  not	  reflect	  arrests	  or	  crimes	  that	  were	  not	  reported.	  
However,	  given	  the	  information	  available,	  a	  general	  sense	  of	  crimes	  rates	  and	  types	  in	  the	  area	  is	  
presented	  in	  the	  figures	  below	  (Figure	  5	  and	  6).	  Categories	  of	  crimes	  collected	  and	  presented	  here	  
include	  aggravated	  assault,	  alcohol,	  arson,	  burglary,	  disturbing	  the	  peace,	  murder,	  narcotics,	  
prostitution,	  robbery,	  simple	  assault,	  theft,	  vandalism,	  and	  vehicle	  theft.	  Crimes	  have	  been	  categorized	  
into	  violent	  crimes	  (aggravated	  assault,	  arson,	  murder,	  robbery,	  and	  simple	  assault,)	  and	  non-‐violent	  
crimes	  (alcohol,	  burglary,	  disturbing	  the	  peace,	  narcotics,	  prostitution,	  theft,	  and	  vehicle	  theft).	  	  

	  
Figure	  5.	  Average	  density	  of	  non-‐violent	  crimes	  between	  2008	  and	  2010	  
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Figure	  6.	  Average	  density	  of	  violent	  crimes	  between	  2008	  and	  2010	  

	  
	  

	  
Land	  use	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  and	  Crime	  Prevention	  Through	  Environmental	  Design	  (CPTED)	  
Crime	  prevention	  through	  environmental	  design	  (CPTED)	  is	  a	  priority	  for	  the	  City	  of	  Oakland	  and	  the	  
Oakland	  Police	  Department	  (OPD).	  Many	  new	  developments	  and	  projects	  undergo	  a	  CPTED	  review	  that	  
has	  recently	  been	  moved	  from	  OPD	  to	  the	  Planning	  Department.	  OPD	  has	  previously	  developed	  a	  CPTED	  
Security	  Handbook	  that	  is	  available	  to	  residents	  and	  businesses	  to	  do	  a	  self-‐assessment	  of	  how	  to	  
improve	  CPTED	  around	  their	  home	  or	  business.390	  
	  

Existing	  commercial	  and	  retail	  usage	  and	  crime:	  The	  SAP	  Existing	  Conditions	  Report	  states	  that	  
4%	  (or	  13	  acres)	  of	  the	  entire	  Planning	  Area	  is	  for	  commercial	  (2%	  of	  total)	  and	  retail	  (2%	  of	  total)	  
use	  (minus	  right	  of	  way	  areas	  and	  bodies	  of	  water).391	  Much	  of	  the	  retail	  and	  commercial	  areas	  are	  
concentrated	  in	  the	  Chinatown	  neighborhood	  of	  the	  Planning	  Area,	  suggesting	  that	  an	  increase	  in	  
commercial	  and	  retail	  use	  in	  other	  parts	  of	  the	  Planning	  Area	  may	  have	  a	  greater	  impact	  on	  any	  
reduction	  or	  increase	  in	  crime	  as	  theorized	  in	  CPTED.	  
	  
Existing	  mixed-‐use	  and	  crime:	  The	  SAP	  Existing	  Conditions	  Report	  identifies	  the	  percent	  of	  land	  
that	  is	  currently	  classified	  as	  mixed-‐use	  (mixed	  use	  is	  defined	  as	  a	  mix	  of	  residential,	  commercial,	  
or	  retail	  uses	  within	  the	  same	  development).	  The	  three	  groupings	  are:	  	  
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• Mixed	  use	  office/retail	  =	  2%	  (7	  acres)	  
• Mixed	  use	  residential/office	  =	  1%	  (2	  acres)	  
• Mixed	  use	  residential/retail	  =	  3%	  (10	  acres)	  

A	  total	  of	  6%	  (or	  19	  acres)	  of	  the	  land	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  (minus	  right	  of	  way	  areas	  and	  bodies	  of	  
water)	  is	  mixed-‐use	  with	  the	  majority	  (90%)	  having	  retail	  at	  the	  ground	  level.	  Again,	  much	  of	  the	  
mixed-‐use	  areas	  are	  currently	  in	  Chinatown,	  and	  increases	  in	  mixed-‐use	  developments	  in	  other	  
areas	  may	  have	  greater	  impacts	  on	  any	  reduction	  or	  increase	  in	  crime	  as	  theorized	  in	  CPTED.	  
	  
Pedestrian	  activity	  and	  eyes	  on	  the	  street	  and	  crime:	  Pedestrian	  activity,	  as	  illustrated	  in	  the	  
literature	  summarized	  above,	  provides	  greater	  perceptions	  of	  safety	  through	  “eyes	  on	  the	  street.”	  
Overall,	  the	  Planning	  Area	  has	  many	  destinations	  and	  transit	  availability	  attracting	  pedestrians.	  
See	  the	  Transportation	  section	  of	  this	  report	  for	  more	  details	  on	  pedestrian	  volumes	  in	  the	  area.	  
CPTED	  identifies	  pedestrian	  spaces	  and	  lighting	  as	  important	  factors	  in	  real	  and	  perceived	  
pedestrian	  safety.	  The	  Planning	  Area	  has	  a	  dearth	  of	  pedestrian	  level	  lighting.	  	  
	  
Traffic	  volume/speeds	  and	  crime:	  Traffic	  volume	  is	  high	  on	  many	  of	  the	  roads	  in	  the	  Planning	  
Area.	  Several	  of	  the	  roads	  are	  classified	  as	  being	  arterials	  and	  corridors,	  with	  associated	  vehicle	  
volumes	  of	  2,400+	  and	  1,200-‐1,400,	  respectively	  (peak	  hour	  vehicles	  per	  hour).	  Many	  of	  the	  high	  
volume	  streets	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area	  are	  one-‐way	  multi-‐lane	  roads	  (3	  or	  more	  lanes).	  While	  the	  
posted	  speed	  limits	  have	  been	  observed	  at	  between	  25	  and	  30mph,	  one-‐way	  multilane	  roads	  tend	  
to	  encourage	  higher	  vehicular	  speeds.	  (See	  the	  transportation	  section	  for	  more	  details	  on	  traffic	  
volumes	  and	  speeds	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area).	  As	  described	  above,	  greater	  traffic	  volumes	  and	  traffic	  
speeds	  increase	  the	  perception	  and	  possible	  reality	  of	  crime	  incidence	  in	  a	  neighborhood.	  	  
	  
Public	  transit	  and	  crime:	  Transit	  access	  and	  use	  is	  very	  prevalent	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  The	  Lake	  
Merritt	  BART	  Station	  is	  a	  central	  hub	  for	  transit	  riders	  (both	  BART	  and	  AC	  Transit).	  The	  station	  has	  
over	  11,000	  people	  entering	  (over	  6,000)	  and	  exiting	  (over	  5,000)	  on	  an	  average	  weekday.	  392,	  393	  
Public	  transit	  use	  data	  is	  presented	  here	  because	  of	  the	  theory	  that	  it	  impacts	  crime,	  however,	  as	  
stated	  above,	  current	  evidence	  does	  not	  suggest	  that	  it	  has	  any	  relationship	  to	  crime.	  See	  Figures	  
7	  and	  8	  for	  crime	  in	  relation	  to	  bus	  stops	  in	  and	  around	  the	  Planning	  Area.	  
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Figure	  7.	  Average	  density	  of	  non-‐violent	  crimes	  between	  2008-‐2010	  with	  bus	  stop	  locations	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  



	   91	  

Figure	  8.	  Average	  density	  of	  violent	  crimes	  between	  2008	  and	  2010	  with	  bus	  stop	  locations	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

	  
	  

Household	  income	  levels,	  resident	  ages,	  and	  crime:	  The	  median	  household	  income	  in	  the	  
Planning	  Area	  is	  $46,	  463	  and	  16%	  of	  the	  people	  have	  had	  income	  below	  the	  poverty	  level	  in	  the	  
last	  12	  months.	  According	  the	  Bureau	  of	  Labor	  Statistics,	  in	  January	  2011,	  the	  San	  Francisco	  
Oakland	  Fremont	  area	  had	  an	  unemployment	  rate	  (as	  a	  percentage	  of	  the	  labor	  force	  and	  not	  
seasonally	  adjusted)	  of	  10.2%,	  higher	  than	  the	  average	  9.8%	  national	  rate.394	  As	  described	  above,	  
crimes	  tend	  to	  concentrate	  in	  areas	  with	  higher	  levels	  of	  poverty,	  and	  lower	  median	  household	  
income.	  
	  
Gentrification	  susceptibility	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area:	  The	  Planning	  Area	  has	  been	  identified	  as	  being	  
very	  vulnerable	  to	  gentrification	  in	  the	  coming	  years.	  395	  Research	  on	  whether	  gentrification	  is	  a	  
risk	  factor	  for	  crime	  is	  mixed.	  
	  
Social	  cohesion	  and	  cultural	  preservation	  	  
The	  Planning	  Area	  is	  rich	  with	  social	  cohesion	  and	  cultural	  opportunities	  contributing	  to	  cultural	  
and	  social	  preservation,	  which	  are	  potentially	  conditions	  which	  prevent	  crime.	  Many	  of	  these	  
opportunities	  and	  activities	  are	  linked	  to	  the	  Chinatown	  community,	  Laney	  College,	  and/or	  City-‐
sponsored	  resources	  and	  events.	  Many	  are	  represented	  in	  Table	  22.	  Each	  of	  the	  community	  
facilities	  provides	  opportunities	  for	  residents	  and	  communities	  to	  gather	  and	  build	  social	  
cohesion	  and	  a	  sense	  of	  community.	  For	  example,	  the	  Oakland	  Asian	  Cultural	  Center	  alone	  serves	  
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thousands	  of	  community	  members	  on	  an	  annual	  basis	  by	  providing	  classes,	  events,	  projects,	  
tours	  and	  more:396	  	  

• Classes:	  350	  students/week,	  150	  students	  (special	  workshops),	  175	  parents,	  30	  classes	  
weekly	  

• Community	  Collaborations:	  5,320	  participants	  
• Lunar	  New	  Year	  and	  APA	  Heritage	  Festivals:	  1,500	  
• Oakland	  Chinatown	  Oral	  History	  Project:	  1,000	  visitors/participants	  
• School	  Tours:	  1,000	  students/teachers	  
• Exhibits:	  5,000	  people	  

	  
Table	  22.	  Existing	  cultural	  opportunities,	  resources	  and	  activities397	  	  
Community	  facilities	  and	  
cultural	  gathering	  spaces	  

• Lincoln	  Square	  Recreation	  Center	  
• Laney	  College	  
• Madison	  Sq.	  Park	  
• Chinese	  Garden	  Park	  
• Oakland	  Asian	  Cultural	  Center	  
• Milton	  Shoong	  “Mun	  Fu	  Yuen”	  Chinese	  Cultural	  Center	  
• Malonga	  Casquelourd	  Center	  for	  the	  Arts	  
• Oakland	  Museum	  of	  California	  (OMCA)	  
• Numerous	  Family	  and	  Regional	  Associations	  (19	  total)	  

Churches	  in	  the	  
Chinatown	  district	  

• Buddhist	  Church	  of	  Oakland	  	  
• The	  Light	  of	  the	  Buddha	  Temple	  	  
• Chinese	  Community	  United	  Methodist	  Church	  	  
• Chinese	  Presbyterian	  Church	  	  
• Chinese	  Independent	  Baptist	  Church	  
• The	  Episcopal	  Church	  of	  Our	  Savior	  

Libraries	  	   • Main	  Library	  	  
• Asian	  Branch	  Library	  
• Laney	  College	  Student	  Library	  	  
• Law	  Library	  

Services	  providers	   • Family	  Bridges	  
• Asian	  Health	  Services	  
• Open	  Door	  Mission	  
• Salvation	  Army	  
• Asian	  Community	  Mental	  Health	  Services	  
• Asian	  Pacific	  Environmental	  Network	  
• Pilipino	  Advocates	  for	  Justice	  
• Asian	  Youth	  Promoting	  Advocacy	  and	  Leadership	  
• East	  Bay	  Asian	  Local	  Development	  Corporation	  
• Chinatown	  Chamber	  of	  Commerce	  
• Oakland	  Asian	  Students	  Educational	  Services	  
• Chinese	  American	  Citizens	  Alliance	  
• Hong	  Food	  Adult	  Day	  Care	  Health	  Center	  
• Hong	  Lok	  Senior	  Center	  
• National	  Council	  on	  Crime	  and	  Delinquency	  (NCCD)	  
• Vietnamese	  Community	  Center	  of	  the	  East	  Bay	  
• Community	  Health	  for	  Asian	  Americans	  

Organizations	   • Asian	  Branch	  Lib	  
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• Lincoln	  Square	  Recreation	  Center	  
• Hall	  of	  Pioneers	  and	  Sun	  Yat	  Sen	  Memorial	  Hall	  
• Oakland	  Asian	  Cultural	  Center	  
• Milton	  Shoong	  Chinese	  Cultural	  Center	  
• Malonga	  Casquelord	  Center	  for	  the	  Arts	  
• Buddhist	  Churn	  of	  Oakland	  
• The	  Light	  of	  the	  Buddha	  Temple	  
• Oakland	  Museum	  of	  California	  
• Chinese	  Community	  United	  Methodist	  Church	  
• Chinese	  Presbyterian	  Church	  
• Chinese	  Independent	  Baptist	  Church	  
• The	  Episocpal	  Church	  of	  our	  Savior	  
• Salvation	  Army	  
• Wa	  Sung	  Community	  Service	  Club	  

Cultural	  and	  social	  events	  
in	  the	  area	  

Annual	  Events	  (	  5	  events/series):	  	  
• StreetFest,	  since	  1988	  on	  the	  fourth	  weekend	  in	  August	  

draws	  100,000	  people	  with	  280	  vendors	  and	  many	  cultural	  
performances	  

• Lunar	  New	  Year	  Celebrations	  &	  Lion	  Dances:	  Late	  Jan	  -‐	  Feb	  
there	  are	  at	  least	  three	  separate	  events	  (Chinatown	  
Chamber	  of	  Commerce,	  Oakland	  Asian	  Cultural	  Center,	  &	  
Laney	  College)	  

• Night	  Market:	  started	  in	  2009	  by	  Chinatown	  Chamber	  of	  
Commerce	  runs	  on	  weekends	  during	  June	  &	  July.	  	  

• Asian	  Pacific	  American	  Heritage	  Festival:	  Every	  May	  with	  
cultural	  events,	  food,	  dance,	  performances,	  etc.	  	  

• Obon	  Festival:	  hosted	  by	  the	  Buddhist	  Church	  held	  in	  the	  
Church	  parking	  lot	  (Madison	  Sq.	  is	  too	  small).	  	  
	  

Laney	  College	  Events	  (5	  events):	  	  
• Black	  History	  Month:	  Each	  Feb.	  with	  the	  African	  American	  

Department	  
• World	  Music	  Series:	  Bi-‐weekly	  hosted	  by	  the	  Music	  

Department	  
• Dia	  de	  los	  Muertos:	  festival	  hosted	  by	  the	  Latin	  American	  

Studies	  Dept.	  	  
• Laney	  Summer	  Music	  Camp:	  hosted	  by	  the	  Music	  

Department	  
• Laney	  Flea	  Market:	  Every	  Sunday.	  	  

	  
Other	  (1	  recurring	  event):	  	  

• First	  Fridays	  After	  Five:	  First	  Friday	  of	  each	  month	  with	  the	  
Oakland	  Museum	  

Other	  social/cultural	  
activities	  frequently	  
observed	  in	  open	  space	  in	  
the	  Planning	  Area	  

• Tai	  Chi	  and	  Martial	  Arts	  (several	  hundred	  daily	  
participants)	  

• Mahjong	  	  
• Chinese	  Chess	  and	  other	  board	  games	  	  
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5.7.3.	  Impacts	  of	  the	  Draft	  Emerging	  Plan	  on	  Public	  Safety,	  Related	  Health	  Outcomes,	  and	  
Recommendations	  Proposed	  by	  this	  HIA	  
	  
As	  discussed	  in	  Section	  4,	  an	  impact	  assessment	  of	  the	  DEP	  on	  Public	  Safety	  and	  health	  outcomes	  was	  
not	  conducted	  due	  to	  prioritization	  of	  other	  topics	  and	  project	  timeline	  constraints.	  
	  
While	  we	  did	  not	  conduct	  our	  own	  public	  safety	  analysis	  as	  part	  of	  this	  HIA,	  the	  following	  
recommendations	  were	  generated	  by	  Asian	  Health	  Services’	  community	  engagement	  process,	  398	  and	  we	  
find	  them	  to	  be	  health-‐supportive:	  
	  
Create	  safe	  public	  spaces	  
• Increase	  foot	  traffic	  and	  create	  job	  opportunities	  by	  attracting	  small	  businesses.	  
• Create	  a	  friendly,	  safe,	  and	  transit-‐oriented	  environment	  with	  better	  lighting	  and	  pedestrian	  

improvements	  to	  enhance	  Chinatown	  and	  Laney	  College.	  
• Strengthen	  linkages	  to	  key	  destinations	  within	  the	  area,	  including	  Oakland	  Chinatown	  and	  Laney	  

College.	  
Promote	  safer	  streets	  
• Reduce	  traffic	  throughout	  the	  neighborhood.	  
• Improve	  and	  maintain	  sidewalks.	  
• Ensure	  cleanliness	  and	  safety	  of	  streets	  and	  intersection	  crossings.	  
Improve	  community	  police	  services	  
o Establish	  a	  police	  sub-‐station	  by	  the	  Lake	  Merritt	  BART	  Station.	  
Include	  violence	  prevention	  programs	  and	  policies	  
	  
	  
6.	  Reporting	  
	  
This	  HIA	  is	  the	  final	  reporting	  product	  of	  this	  HIA	  process.	  As	  described	  in	  Section	  3,	  other	  reporting	  
products	  included	  the	  following:	  	  
• A	  summary	  table	  of	  health	  impact	  feedback	  on	  Land	  Use	  and	  Transportation	  Concepts	  (Appendix	  C)	  

released	  by	  the	  City	  of	  Oakland	  in	  June	  and	  July,	  2011;	  	  
• A	  health	  impact	  assessment	  of	  the	  Draft	  Emerging	  Plan	  in	  November	  2011	  (Appendix	  E);	  and	  	  
• A	  memo	  providing	  requested	  research	  evidence	  to	  City	  of	  Oakland	  Planning	  Staff	  in	  December	  2011	  

(Appendix	  F)	  addressing	  the	  following	  topics:	  
• Air	  quality	  mitigations	  for	  housing	  near	  freeways	  
• Pros	  and	  cons	  of	  higher	  density	  housing	  
• Bicycle	  and	  pedestrian	  infrastructure’s	  impact	  on	  business	  

	  
Other	  HIA	  reporting	  activities	  included	  meetings	  with	  City	  of	  Oakland	  Planning	  Staff	  (June-‐November	  
2011)	  and	  attending	  and	  speaking	  about	  elements	  of	  the	  HIA	  at	  Oakland	  City	  Council	  hearings	  (March	  
2012).	  	  
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7.	  Monitoring	  
	  
Goals	  for	  the	  monitoring	  process	  include	  continuation	  of	  advocacy	  for	  health-‐promoting	  
recommendations	  made	  by	  the	  HIA	  and	  holding	  decision-‐makers	  accountable	  to	  what	  they	  agreed	  to.	  
Specifically,	  we	  would	  like	  to	  see:	  

o At	  least	  four	  HIA	  recommendations	  included	  in	  the	  Final	  Station	  Area	  Plan;	  
o Additional	  strategies	  for	  increasing	  parks	  and	  open	  space	  in	  the	  Planning	  Area;	  
o Mitigations	  included	  in	  the	  final	  SAP	  for	  reducing	  exposure	  to	  air	  pollutants	  within	  residential	  

housing;	  and	  
o Concrete	  and	  specific	  policies	  for	  increasing	  affordable	  housing	  in	  the	  SAP.	  

	  
The	  HIA	  monitoring	  plan,	  to	  track	  the	  impact	  of	  this	  HIA	  on	  LMB	  SAP	  planning	  activities,	  as	  well	  as	  
measure	  the	  impact	  of	  the	  LMB	  SAP	  on	  health	  outcomes,	  is	  included	  in	  Appendix	  G.	  This	  monitoring	  plan	  
is	  intended	  to	  be	  a	  “living”	  document,	  in	  that	  it	  can	  be	  further	  developed	  and	  revised	  as	  necessary	  
during	  the	  monitoring	  period.	  	  
	  
8.	  Conclusions	  
	  
The	  Lake	  Merritt	  BART	  Station	  Area	  Plan	  has	  the	  potential	  to	  create	  lasting	  impacts	  to	  health	  and	  
wellness	  among	  residents,	  workers,	  and	  visitors	  to	  Downtown	  Oakland,	  Chinatown,	  Laney	  College,	  and	  
the	  southern	  rim	  of	  Lake	  Merritt.	  Oakland	  Chinatown,	  a	  regional	  center	  for	  Chinese	  populations	  
throughout	  the	  Bay	  Area	  with	  over	  20,000	  shoppers	  and	  tourists	  each	  weekend,	  makes	  up	  a	  particularly	  
large	  area	  of	  the	  Lake	  Merritt	  BART	  Station	  Planning	  Area.	  This	  planning	  process	  presents	  a	  tremendous	  
opportunity	  to	  ensure	  development	  that	  optimizes	  conditions	  for	  a	  healthy	  and	  vibrant	  community.	  
	  
Transit	  access,	  pedestrian	  improvements,	  traffic	  calming	  designs,	  healthy	  and	  affordable	  housing,	  local	  
jobs,	  increased	  access	  to	  existing	  regional	  parks,	  and	  probable	  improvements	  to	  public	  safety	  are	  all	  
likely	  to	  lead	  to	  health	  benefits.	  However,	  some	  negative	  health	  impacts	  of	  the	  proposals	  are	  predicted,	  
such	  as	  a	  higher	  risk	  for	  housing	  displacement	  and	  gentrification,	  increased	  pedestrian	  and	  bicycle	  
collisions,	  and	  hazardous	  air	  quality	  impacts	  associated	  with	  increased	  vehicle	  trips	  and	  increased	  
resident	  exposure	  to	  Interstate	  880.	  Recommendations	  included	  in	  this	  HIA	  will	  help	  address	  these	  
negative	  impacts	  and	  improve	  future	  health	  outcomes.	  	  
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