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FIGURE 2

Piedmont Station LLC-
408 Linda Avenue Townhouses

Project Area
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FIGURE 3

Proposed Project

Piedmont Station LLC-
408 Linda Avenue Townhouses

3P:\CPI0801\g\Figure3_ProposedProject.cdr (02/19/2010)

N

FEET

SOURCE: JARVIS ARCHITECTS (DECEMBER 2009)

250



 
 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  P I E D M O N T  S T A T I O N ,  4 0 8  L I N D A  A V E N U E  T O W N H O U S E S  
M A R C H  2 0 1 0  C E Q A  I N I T I A L  S T U D Y  
 P I E D M O N T ,  C A L I F O R N I A  

 

 
 
   

 
Potentially 
Significant 
mpact I

 
Potentially 
Significant 
Unless  
Mitigation 
ncorporated I

 
Less-than-
significant 
mpact I

 
No 
mpactI

 
X. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 

resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the State? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important 

mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion of Impacts 
 
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the 

region and the residents of the State? 
 

No Impact. There are no known mineral resources at or near the project site.  Thus, the 
proposed project would not result in the loss or availability of a known mineral resource that 
would be of value to the region and the residents or the state.  No further analysis of this issue is 
required. 

 
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site 

delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 
 

No Impact. See Response X-a above. 
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XI. NOISE. Would the project result in: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in 

excess of standards established in the local general 
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of 
other agencies? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 

ground borne vibration or ground borne noise levels? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 

levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 

ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan 

or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project expose people residing or working 
in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 

would the project expose people residing or working 
in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Setting 
 
Fundamentals of Noise. Noise is usually defined as unwanted sound. Noise consists of any sound 
that may produce physiological or psychological damage and/or interfere with communication, work, 
rest, recreation, or sleep.  Several noise measurement scales exist that are used to describe noise in a 
particular location. 
 
Sound intensity is measured through the A-weighted scale to correct for the relative frequency 
response of the human ear.  An A-weighted noise level de-emphasizes low and very high frequencies 
of sound similar to the human ear’s de-emphasis of these frequencies.  Unlike linear units such as 
inches or pounds, decibels are measured on a logarithmic scale, representing points on a sharply 
rising curve.  Table A shows representative outdoor and indoor A-weighted sound levels. 
 
A decibel (dB) is a unit of measurement which indicates the relative intensity of a sound. The 0 point 
on the dB scale is based on the lowest sound level that the healthy, unimpaired human ear can detect. 
Changes of 3 dB or less are only perceptible in laboratory environments. Audible increases in noise 
levels generally refer to a change of 3 dB or more, as this level has been found to be barely 
perceptible to the human ear in outdoor environments. Sound levels in dB are calculated on a 
logarithmic basis. An increase of 10 dB represents a 10-fold increase in acoustic energy, while 20 dB 
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is 100 times more intense, 30 dB is 1,000 times more intense. Each 10-dB increase in sound level is 
perceived as approximately a doubling of loudness.  
 
 
Table A:  Typical A-Weighted Sound Levels 

Noise Source 
A-Weighted Sound 
Level in Decibels Noise Environments 

Near Jet Engine 140 Deafening 
Civil Defense Siren 130 Threshold of pain 
Hard Rock Band 120 Threshold of feeling 
Accelerating Motorcycle at a Few Feet Away 110 Very loud 
Pile Driver; Noisy Urban Street/Heavy City Traffic 100 Very loud 
Ambulance Siren; Food Blender  95 Very loud 
Garbage Disposal  90 Very loud 
Freight Cars; Living Room Music  85 Loud 
Pneumatic Drill; Vacuum Cleaner  80 Loud 
Busy Restaurant  75 Moderately loud 
Near Freeway Auto Traffic  70 Moderately loud 
Average Office  60 Moderate 
Suburban Street  55 Moderate 
Light Traffic; Soft Radio Music in Apartment  50 Quiet 
Large Transformer  45 Quiet 
Average Residence Without Stereo Playing  40 Faint 
Soft Whisper  30 Faint 
Rustling Leaves  20 Very faint 
Human Breathing  10 Very faint 
Source: Compiled by LSA Associates, Inc., 2004. 
 
 
As noise spreads from a source, it loses energy so that the farther away the noise receiver is from the 
noise source, the lower the perceived noise level would be. Geometric spreading causes the sound 
level to attenuate or be reduced, resulting in a 6 dB(A) reduction in the noise level for each doubling 
of distance from a single point source of noise to the noise sensitive receptor of concern.  
 
There are many ways to rate noise for various time periods, but an appropriate rating of ambient noise 
affecting humans also accounts for the annoying effects of sound. The predominant rating scales for 
human communities in the State of California are the equivalent continuous sound level (Leq), the 
community noise equivalent level (CNEL), and the day-night average level (Ldn) based on A-
weighted decibels (dBA). Leq is the total sound energy of time varying noise over a sample period. 
CNEL is the time varying noise over a 24-hour period, with a 5 dBA weighting factor applied to the 
hourly Leq for noises occurring from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. (defined as relaxation hours) and 10 
dBA weighting factor applied to noise occurring from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (defined as sleeping 
hours). Ldn is similar to the CNEL scale, but without the adjustment for events occurring during the 
evening hours. CNEL and Ldn are within one dBA of each other and are normally exchangeable. The 
noise adjustments are added to the noise events occurring during the more sensitive hours. 
 
Other noise rating scales of importance include the maximum noise level (Lmax), which is the highest 
exponential time averaged sound level that occurs during a stated time period. The noise environ-
ments discussed in this analysis are specified in terms of maximum levels denoted by Lmax for short-
term noise impacts. Lmax reflects peak operating conditions, and addresses the annoying aspects of 
intermittent noise. 
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Noise impacts can be described in three categories. The first is audible impacts that refer to increases 
in noise levels noticeable to humans. Audible increases in noise levels generally refer to a change of 3 
dBA or greater, since, as described earlier, this level has been found to be barely perceptible in 
exterior environments. The second category, potentially audible, refers to a change in the noise level 
between 1 and 3 dBA. This range of noise levels has been found to be noticeable only in laboratory 
environments. The last category is changes in noise level of less than 1 dBA that are inaudible to the 
human ear. Only audible changes in existing ambient or background noise levels are considered 
potentially significant. 
 
Fundamentals of Groundborne Vibration. Vibrating objects in contact with the ground radiate 
vibration waves through various soil and rock strata to the foundations of nearby buildings. When 
assessing annoyance from groundborne noise, vibration is typically expressed as root mean square 
(rms) velocity in units of decibels of 1 micro-inch per second. To distinguish vibration levels from 
noise levels, the unit is written as “VdB.” Human perception to vibration starts at levels as low as 67 
VdB and sometimes lower. Annoyance due to vibration in residential settings starts at approximately 
70 VdB. Groundborne vibration is almost never annoying to people who are outdoors. In extreme 
cases, excessive groundborne vibration has the potential to cause structural damage to buildings. The 
damage threshold for buildings considered of particular historical significance or that are particularly 
fragile structures is approximately 96 VdB; the damage threshold for other structures is 100 VdB.21 
Common sources of groundborne vibration include trains and construction activities such as blasting, 
pile driving and operating heavy earthmoving equipment. 
 
Ambient Noise Conditions. The City of Piedmont encompasses approximately 1.8 square miles and 
does not have any major freeways, airports, railways, or rapid transit systems within its boundaries.  
The major transportation facilities, Interstate 580, and State Highways 24 and 13 are outside of the 
City limits at a relative distance related to noise.  Because of this, the studies of noise levels within 
the City have been directed at noise originating locally, within the City’s boundaries, or the adjacent 
areas in the City of Oakland. 22

 
With the exception of Interstate 580, which affects some portions of the west end of the City of 
Piedmont, local vehicle traffic is the primary source of noise within the City.23  Exposure to noise in 
the City of Piedmont depends almost directly upon proximity to one of the local main traffic arterials, 
which include Grand Avenue, Highland Avenue, Moraga Avenue, Oakland Avenue, and Park 
Boulevard.  Residences or locations facing these roads experience the greatest noise levels while the 
noise levels at only half a block away are significantly lower.  The lower levels are due both to the 
normal loss in noise level with distance from the source, and the noise barrier provided by the first 
row of housing or buildings adjacent to these roads. 
 
The project site is located adjacent to the Oakland Avenue viaduct and less than 0.1 mile from Grand 
Avenue. Noise level measurements conducted throughout the City in 2007 by Illingworth and 
Rodkin, Inc. for the City’s General Plan Update indicate that noise levels on Oakland Avenue near 
Linda Avenue are approximately 60 dBA Ldn.24 Figure 6.4 in the General Plan shows the project site 
located between a 60 dBA Ldn and 70 dBA Ldn noise contour. 
                                                      
21 Harris, C.M. 1998. Handbook of Acoustical Measurements and Noise Control.  
22 City of Piedmont. 2009. City of Piedmont General Plan. 
23 Ibid. 
24 Ibid. 
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Discussion of Impacts 
 
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the 

local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 
 

Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated. The proposed project involves 
construction of seven townhouses. This land use would not generate high ambient noise levels. 
As described in Section XV, Transportation/Traffic, the proposed project is not anticipated to 
generate a significant increase in the number of car trips to/from the project site. Thus, changes 
to ambient noise levels along local streets leading to the site are not expected. Section 5.2.20 of 
the City’s Municipal Code (Building Code) requires that mechanically generated noise from 
stationary equipment on the site (e.g., air conditioning units) not exceed 50 dBA beyond 
property perimeters. The project would be required to adhere to this City requirement. 
Therefore, no substantial long-term increase in ambient noise levels is expected as a result of 
project implementation. 
 
Construction of the proposed project would require excavation and earthwork activities that 
could generate noise levels that exceed established thresholds.  In addition, construction of the 
project would require boring for foundation piers.  Demolition and construction activities 
associated with the proposed project, particularly the use of heavy machinery, could generate 
temporary ground borne vibration or ground borne noise levels.  Pile driving can generate noise 
levels above 90 dBA Lmax. Noise associated with pile driving is a very loud and impulsive 
sound, resulting from a large hammer that drops on steel or reinforced concrete piles. Individual 
noise impacts are of short duration (under one second), but the noise is repetitive, occurring 
about once every two seconds. Pile driving also generates ground borne vibration that can be 
perceptible at a distance of 100 feet. Pile driving activities also have the potential to damage 
buildings near the project site. Maximum ground-borne vibration levels associated with 
potential pile driving within the site could range from approximately 104 VdB for structures 25 
feet away and approximately 90 VdB for structures 75 feet away.25 As noted in the setting 
discussion above, the damage threshold for buildings considered of particular historical 
significance or that are particularly fragile structures is approximately 96 VdB; the damage 
threshold for other structures is 100 VdB.26 None of the existing structures located off site and 
within 90 feet of project potential pile driving locations are considered fragile structures or 
structures of historical significance. 
 
Although these activities could result in infrequent periods of high noise, this noise would not 
be sustained and would occur only during the temporary construction period. Short-term noise 
levels would be reduced to a less than significant level with the implementation of Mitigation 
Measures NOISE-1 and NOISE-2, described below. 
 

Mitigation Measure NOISE-1: The project shall comply with the following noise 
reduction measures: 

                                                      
25 Federal Transit Administration, U.S. Department of Transportation, 1995. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment. 
26 Harris, C.M. 1998. Handbook of Acoustical Measurements and Noise Control.  

P:\CPI0801\CEQA\408 Linda Ave _Public Review Initial Study.doc (03/22/10) 57



 
 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  P I E D M O N T  S T A T I O N ,  4 0 8  L I N D A  A V E N U E  T O W N H O U S E S  
M A R C H  2 0 1 0  C E Q A  I N I T I A L  S T U D Y  
 P I E D M O N T ,  C A L I F O R N I A  

• As required in Section 12.8 of the City Code, operating or causing the operation of 
any tools or equipment used in construction, drilling, repair, alteration or demolition 
activities shall not occur between the hours of 6:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m. each day, 
Sunday evening through Saturday morning, and between the hours of 6:00 p.m. and 
9:00 a.m. Saturday evening through Sunday morning. 

• All heavy construction equipment used on the project site shall be maintained in good 
operating condition, with all internal combustion, engine-driven equipment fitted 
with intake and exhaust mufflers that are in good condition. 

• All stationary noise-generating equipment shall be located as far away as possible 
from neighboring property lines. 

• Post signs prohibiting unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines. 

• The construction manager shall identify and designate a “noise disturbance 
coordinator” who would be responsible for responding to any local complaints about 
construction noise. The disturbance coordinator would determine the cause of the 
noise complaints and institute reasonable measures warranted to correct the problem. 
The noise disturbance coordinator shall report all complaints and resolution thereof to 
the City via monthly reports. A telephone number for the disturbance coordinator 
shall be posted conspicuously at the construction site. 

 
Mitigation Measure NOISE-2: The project shall comply with the following measures to 
address ground borne vibration and noise: 

• In the event that pile driving would be required within the project area, all residents 
within 200 feet of the project site shall be notified of the schedule for its use a 
minimum of one week prior to its commencement. 

• In the event that pile driving would be required within the project area, the contractor 
shall implement “quiet” pile driving technology (such as pre-drilling of piles, the use 
of more than one pile driver to shorten the total pile driving duration, or the use of 
portable acoustical barriers) where feasible, in consideration of geotechnical and 
structural requirements and conditions. 

 

The project includes development of noise-sensitive, residential land uses adjacent to Oakland 
Avenue, a main traffic arterial.  The State of California has established regulations that help 
prevent adverse impacts to occupants of buildings located near noise sources.  Referred to as 
the “State Noise Insulation Standard,” it requires buildings to meet performance standards 
through design and/or building materials that would offset any noise source in the vicinity of 
the receptor. These requirements are found in the California Code of Regulations, Title 24 
(known as the Building Standards Administrative Code), Part 2 (known as the California 
Building Code), Appendix Chapters 12 and 12A.  For limiting noise transmitted between 
adjacent dwelling units, the noise insulation standards specify the extent to which walls, doors, 
and floor ceiling assemblies must block or absorb sound.  For limiting noise from exterior noise 
sources, the noise insulation standards set an interior standard of 45 dBA community noise 
equivalent level (CNEL) in any habitable room with all doors and windows closed. 
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Noise level measurements conducted throughout the City in 2007 by Illingworth and Rodkin, 
Inc. for the City’s General Plan Update indicate that noise levels on Oakland Avenue near 
Linda Avenue are approximately 60 dBA Ldn.27 Figure 6.4 in the General Plan shows the 
project site located between a 60 dBA Ldn and 70 dBA Ldn noise contour. 
 
Based on the EPA’s Protective Noise Levels (EPA 550/9-79-100, November 1978), with a 
combination of walls, doors, and windows, standard construction for northern California 
residential buildings would provide more than 25 dBA in exterior to interior noise reduction 
with windows closed and 15 dBA or more with windows open. Therefore, with standard 
residential building construction, noise in the interior of the townhouses, attributable to the 
traffic along Oakland Avenue and Linda Avenue, would be reduced to a less than significant 
level. No further analysis of this issue is required. 

 
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne 

noise levels? 
 

Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated. Construction of the project would 
require boring for foundation piers. This activity is not expected to generate excessive ground 
borne vibration or noise due to its short duration, limited scope, and the implementation of 
Mitigation Measures NOISE-1 and NOISE-2, listed above. No further analysis of this issue is 
required. 

 
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 

existing without the project? 
 

Less Than Significant Impact. The long-term use of the project would be residential, which 
is consistent with neighboring land uses.  The proposed land use of seven townhouses would 
not generate high ambient noise levels or result in a significant increase in vehicle noise in the 
project area.  Future occupants would be required to comply with the applicable requirements 
of the City’s noise ordinance.  Additionally, Section 5.2.20 of the City’s Municipal Code 
(Building Code) requires that mechanically generated noise from stationary equipment on the 
site (e.g., air conditioning units) not exceed 50 dBA beyond property perimeters. The project 
would be required to adhere to this City requirement. Therefore, no long-term increase in 
ambient noise levels is expected as a result of project implementation.  No further analysis of 
this issue is required. 

 
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 

above levels existing without the project? 
 
Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated. See Response XI-a above. No 
further analysis of this issue is required. 

 
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 

adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 
 

                                                      
27 Ibid. 
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No Impact. The project site is not located within an airport land use plan or within 2 miles of 
an airport.  Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not expose persons within 
the project site to high levels of airport-related noise.  No further analysis of this issue is 
required. 
 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing 
or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

 
No Impact. The proposed project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not expose site visitors to high levels 
of airstrip-related noise.  No further analysis of this issue is required. 
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XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the 
project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either 

directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 

necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating 

the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion 
 
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new 

homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? 
 
No Impact.  The proposed project would develop the site with seven residential units.  At the 
time of the 2000 U.S. Census, the City of Piedmont had an average household population of 
2.88.  The proposed project would increase the net population of the site by approximately 
20.16 persons (7 x 2.88 = 20.16).  The projected additional 20 residents represent less than 
0.5% of the City’s existing population, which was 10,952 in 2000 according to the U.S. Census.  
Thus, project impacts related to population growth would be less than significant. No further 
analysis of this issue is required. 

 
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement 

housing elsewhere? 
 
No Impact. There are no existing housing units on the project site.  Therefore, the proposed 
project would not displace substantial numbers of existing housing, and no further discussion of 
this issue is required.  

 
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing 

elsewhere? 
 
No Impact. See Response XII-b above. 
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XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES.  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical 

impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives for any of the public services: 

    

 
Fire protection? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Police protection?  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Schools? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Parks? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Other public facilities? 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Setting 
 
The proposed project would be located in an area that is already served by public service systems, as 
described below.  
 
Police Protection. Law enforcement services for the project would be provided by the City of 
Piedmont Police Department.  The Piedmont Police Department employs 20 sworn personnel (the 
police chief, two captains, four sergeants and thirteen patrol officers), 8 non-sworn personnel (five 
dispatchers, two animal control officers and one administrative assistant).  The department also has 
specially trained canines who perform patrol services, searches and provide back-up for their officers.  
The City Police Department is located at 403 Highland Avenue. 
 
Fire Protection.  The City of Piedmont Fire Department provides fire prevention and protection and 
emergency medical services to Piedmont citizens.  The Fire Department consists of eight personnel 
per day in addition to the fire chief and responds to approximately 1,100 calls for service each year.  
The City Fire Department is located at 120 Vista Avenue. 
 
Schools.  The Piedmont Unified School District (PUSD) serves approximately 2,600 students within 
the City of Piedmont.  The PUSD consists of six school sites: three elementary schools (Wildwood 
Elementary School, Beach Elementary School, and Havens Elementary School); one middle school 
(Piedmont Middle School), one traditional high school (Piedmont High School), and one alternative 
high school (Millennium High School).  The district also includes an adult school that shares space 
with the district schools for evening and weekend classes. 
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Beach Elementary School is located at 100 Lake Avenue, approximately 0.20 mile northwest of the 
project site.  The school served 285 students in the 2007-08 school year. 
 
Parks.  There are various kinds of parks located in Oakland and Piedmont that are utilized by 
Piedmont residents, including regional, community, and neighborhood parks that cater to particular 
activities.  Within the 1.8 square miles comprising the City, there are approximately 60 acres of parks 
and playgrounds that are operated by the City of Piedmont, the Piedmont Unified School District, and 
the City of Oakland.  In the project area, Linda Park is a linear strip park located north of Oakland 
Avenue that serves as a pathway for jogging, walking, and similar activities. Beach Playfield is 
located immediately northwest of the project site on the other side of the Oakland Avenue viaduct and 
consists of two play areas, a large grass field, and two tennis courts. 
 
Discussion 
 
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 

of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives for any of the public services: Fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, 
other public facilities? 

 
Less Than Significant Impact.  As described in the Population and Housing section above, the 
proposed project would not result in substantial growth in the area that would require additional 
fire protection or emergency medical services.  The proposed project would be designed to 
meet City fire department standards and would not adversely impact the City’s ability to 
provide fire protection and emergency response services.  The City’s fire marshal confirmed 
that the fire department would be able to provide fire protection and emergency response 
services to the project site.28  The fire department has also been engaged in the design review 
process and continues to review and comment on the project design plans. 
 
The Piedmont Police Department would provide law enforcement services for the proposed 
project.  Construction of the additional seven townhouses would not require additional law 
enforcement personnel or equipment. 
 
The project would result in a slight increase in demand for school or related services in the area. 
The Piedmont Unified School District (PUSD) confirmed that a potential increase in enrollment 
as a result of project implementation could be accommodated.29

 
Implementation of the proposed project would result in a slight increase in the demand for 
existing park facilities, but it is not expected to require the development of new park facilities. 
 

                                                      
28 Barringer, Scott. 2008. Fire Marshal for the City of Piedmont Fire Department. Personal Communication with LSA 
Associates, Inc. July 18. 
29 Brady, Michael. 2008. Assistant Superintendent for the Piedmont Unified School District. Personal Communication with 
LSA Associates, Inc. July 1. 
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The project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of public service.  Therefore, public services will not be addressed in the EIR. No 
further analysis of this issue is required. 
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XIV. RECREATION. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Would the project increase the use of existing 

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

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or 

require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect 
on the environment? 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Setting  
 
There are various kinds of parks located in Oakland and Piedmont that are utilized by Piedmont 
residents, including regional, community, and neighborhood parks that cater to particular activities.  
Within the 1.8 square miles comprising the City, there are approximately 60 acres of parks and 
playgrounds that are operated by the City of Piedmont, the Piedmont Unified School District, and the 
City of Oakland.  In the project area, Linda Park is a linear strip park located north of Oakland 
Avenue that serves as a pathway for jogging, walking, and similar activities. Beach Playfield is 
located immediately northwest of the project site on the other side of the Oakland Avenue viaduct and 
consists of two play areas, a large grass field, and two tennis courts. 
 
Discussion 
 
a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 

recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or 
be accelerated? 
 
Less Than Significant Impact.  No new parks or expansion of any existing recreation facilities 
are proposed as part of the proposed project.  The proposed project, with seven townhouses, 
would not result in substantial population growth.  The increased use of existing neighborhood 
and regional parks or other recreational facilities as a result of the proposed project would not 
be such that substantial physical deterioration of these facilities would occur or be accelerated.  
Therefore, the proposed project would not significantly increase demand on existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreation facilities or related services in the area.  No 
further analysis of this issue is required. 
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b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 
 
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project does not include construction of 
recreational facilities nor require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities.  No 
further analysis of this issue is required. 

P:\CPI0801\CEQA\408 Linda Ave _Public Review Initial Study.doc (03/22/10) 66



 
 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  P I E D M O N T  S T A T I O N ,  4 0 8  L I N D A  A V E N U E  T O W N H O U S E S  
M A R C H  2 0 1 0  C E Q A  I N I T I A L  S T U D Y  
 P I E D M O N T ,  C A L I F O R N I A  

 
 

 
   

Potentially 
Significant 
mpact I

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
ncorporated I

Less-than-
significant 
mpact I

No 
mpactI

 
XV.    TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would 
the project:  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in 

relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the 
street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in 
either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to 
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at 
intersections)? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of 

service standard established by the county congestion 
management agency on designated roads or 
highways?  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 

either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that results in substantial safety risks? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature 

(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
g) Conflict with adopted polices, plans, or programs 

supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus 
turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Setting  
 
The project site is located at 408 Linda Avenue approximately 300 feet northwest of the intersection 
of Grand Avenue and Linda Avenue.  The site is bound on the south and west by Linda Avenue, on 
the north by Oakland Avenue, on the northeast by a three-story apartment complex, and on the east by 
a single-family residence (420 Linda Avenue).  Oakland Avenue, a main traffic arterial within the 
City, crosses Linda Avenue via a viaduct approximately 40 feet above the ground.  The bridge 
abutments are located immediately adjacent to the northwest boundary of the site. 
 
Oakland Avenue and Grand Avenue are identified as arterial roadways within the City and each carry 
more than 8,000 vehicles per day.30  Linda Avenue is a major collector that links Grand Avenue to 
the Piedmont Avenue shopping district in Oakland.  The portion of Linda Avenue located between 
Grand Avenue and Oakland Avenue, where the project site is located, was measured to have 

                                                      
30 City of Piedmont. 2009. City of Piedmont General Plan. 

P:\CPI0801\CEQA\408 Linda Ave _Public Review Initial Study.doc (03/22/10) 67



 
 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  P I E D M O N T  S T A T I O N ,  4 0 8  L I N D A  A V E N U E  T O W N H O U S E S  
M A R C H  2 0 1 0  C E Q A  I N I T I A L  S T U D Y  
 P I E D M O N T ,  C A L I F O R N I A  

approximately 3,500 daily traffic counts in 2007, which demonstrates a decline in traffic on this 
roadway segment from 1994 by approximately 8 percent. 
 
Discussion 
 
a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and 

capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle 
trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)? 

 
Less Than Significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed project would create new 
vehicle trips traveling to and from the project site.  However, the addition of seven new 
townhouses would not add a significant number of vehicle trips to the surrounding roadway 
system.  Using equations and average rates contained in the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation, 7th Edition, the project is expected to generate 
approximately 41 new daily vehicle trips (approximately half being inbound trips and half 
being outbound trips), with approximately three a.m. peak hour trips and four p.m. peak hour 
trips.31  The project would not result in an appreciable increase in traffic which is substantial in 
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system.  This impact is considered 
less than significant, and no further analysis of this issue is required. 

 
b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the 

county congestion management agency or designated roads or highways?  
 
Less Than Significant Impact. Linda Avenue is classified as a Major Collector which, 
according to the Piedmont General Plan Transportation Element (2009), is a two-lane roadway 
with a parking lane or a four-lane roadway with or without a parking lane.  According to the 
General Plan, a Major Collector has a capacity of approximately 8,000 daily trips.  Based on 
2007 traffic counts included in the City’s General Plan (2009)32, the existing daily traffic 
volume on Linda Avenue between Grand Avenue and Oakland Avenue is approximately 3,508 
vehicles.  A daily volume of 3,508 vehicles is approximately 44 percent of the total daily 
capacity of the roadway.  When the traffic volume is less than 60 percent of the capacity of a 
roadway, as is the case with Linda Avenue, then a roadway is considered to be operating at 
Level of Service (LOS) A.33  As discussed previously, the addition of 41 daily, three a.m. and 
four p.m. peak hour trips would not add an appreciable number of trips to the roadway and 
would not cause a change in the level of service.  Implementation of the project would not 
cause the roadway to exceed any level of service standard.  This impact is considered less than 
significant and no further analysis is required. 
 

                                                      
31 Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation, 7th Edition (2003) -- Residential Condominium/Townhouse 
Rates, Code 230:  Daily – 5.86/Dwelling Unit (DU)/50% inbound, 50% outbound; AM Peak – 0.44/DU; PM Peak – 
0.52/DU. 
32 City of Piedmont. 2009. City of Piedmont General Plan. 
33 Traffic operations are typically quantified through the determination of “Level of Service” (LOS). Level of Service is a 
qualitative measure of traffic operating conditions, whereby a letter grade is assigned to an intersection or roadway segment, 
representing progressively worsening traffic operations.  LOS ranges from LOS A (indicating free-flow traffic conditions 
with little or no delay) to LOS F (representing oversaturated conditions in which traffic flows exceed design capacity, 
resulting in long queues and delays). 
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c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a 
change in location that results in substantial safety risks? 
 
No Impact. The project site is not located in the vicinity of a public airport or private airstrip.  
The proposed project would not affect air traffic patterns since the project would not intrude 
into air space.  No further analysis of this issue is required. 
 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 
 
Less Than Significant Impact. Vehicular access to the project would be from a single 12-foot-
wide gated and covered driveway at Linda Avenue.  Without proper design, the project could 
result in traffic hazards.  However, the proposed driveway is required to comply with City 
engineering and/or design standards that are verified through the City’s design review process.  
In addition, the City of Piedmont Fire Department has also been engaged in the design review 
process and continues to review and comment on the project design plans to ensure that 
emergency access requirements are met.  This impact is less than significant. No further 
analysis of this issue is required. 

 
e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

 
  Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would include an ingress/egress 
driveway off of Linda Avenue that would be designed to accommodate emergency access 
vehicles.  This access route is being designed to meet City of Piedmont Fire Department 
standards and would not adversely impact the City’s ability to provide fire protection and 
emergency response services.  Adequate emergency access would also be ensured through the 
City’s design review process.  This impact is less than significant.  No further analysis of this 
issue is required. 

 
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? 

 
No Impact.  The Piedmont City Code requires that, for Zone C developments, there shall be a 
minimum of two covered nontandem parking spaces per dwelling unit on the lot, each of which 
must be located outside the front setback area.  The proposed project would supply, at a 
minimum, two covered parking spaces for each townhouse.  Therefore, the proposed project 
would not result in inadequate parking capacity. 

 
g) Conflict with adopted polices, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., 

bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 
 
Less Than Significant Impact. Alameda County Transit (AC Transit) operates the Line 12 bus 
route along Linda Avenue in the project area.  The proposed project would not adversely 
impact the operation of this route.  Pedestrian access would be enhanced with the addition of a 
new pathway along the northern project boundary and two pedestrian access points into the side 
and rear portions of the development.  The project would not result in a significant increase in 
vehicle trips within the project area that would impact alternative transportation methods.  The 
proposed project would not conflict with adopted policies supporting alternative transportation.  
No further analysis of this issue is required.
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XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would 

the project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 

applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
b) Require or result in the construction of new water or 

wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
c) Require or result in the construction of new storm 

water drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 

project from existing entitlements and resources, or are 
new or expanded entitlements needed? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 

provider which serves or may serve the project that it 
has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 

capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
g) Comply with federal, State, and local statutes and 

regulations related to solid waste? 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Setting 
 
Utilities and service systems for the project site are described below. 
 
Water Supply.  The East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) owns and maintains the water 
distribution system in the City of Piedmont.  EBMUD supplies water and provides wastewater 
treatment for parts of Alameda and Contra Costa counties.  Approximately 1.3 million people are 
served by the EBMUD’s water system in a 331-square-mile area extending from Crockett on the 
north, southward to San Lorenzo (encompassing the major cities of Oakland and Berkeley), eastward 
from San Francisco Bay to Walnut Creek, and south through the San Ramon Valley. The City of 
Piedmont is supplied through a distribution system consisting of 6-inch to 8-inch diameter steel pipes 
which are underground and generally in the street right-of-ways. 
 
Wastewater Collection and Treatment.  The City of Piedmont owns and maintains the sewage 
collection system.  The treatment is contracted with EBMUD.  The regional treatment plant is located 
in West Oakland with ultimate disposal to San Francisco Bay.  The wastewater system serves 
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approximately 642,000 people in an 88-square-mile area of Alameda and Contra Costa counties along 
the Bay’s east shore, extending from Richmond on the north, southward to San Leandro.  The sewage 
treatment plant capacity was designed and constructed for population and employment growth well 
above current levels.  Portions of the City’s 47-mile sewage collection system have been or are 
scheduled for replacement in the near-term. 
 
Storm Sewer System.  The storm sewer system is owned and maintained by the City of Piedmont. 
The storm sewer system relies on natural drainage courses to connect various sections.  Streets (curbs 
and gutters) also function as part of the drainage system. 
 
Natural Gas and Electricity.  PG&E is the supplier of natural gas and electricity to the City of 
Piedmont under a franchise agreement with the City.  The City is supplied with natural gas through a 
loop network of underground lines, which are normally in the street right-of-way.  The lines vary in 
size from 2 inches to 10 inches. PG&E installs and maintains the electrical transmission lines and 
subsequent distribution lines throughout the City. 
 
Solid Waste Disposal and Recycling.  Richmond Sanitary Services/Republic Services, Inc. is the 
City's provider of garbage, green waste and recycling services, including e-waste.  Richmond Sanitary 
Services/Republic Services, Inc. maintains a transfer station in the City of Richmond that accepts 
recyclable and non-recyclable waste where it is sorted and forwarded for treatment or disposal as 
appropriate.  Non-recyclable trash is hauled to the Potrero Hills Landfill near Suisun City.  On 
January 1, 2008, the City of Piedmont approved a new Garbage, Recycling and Green Waste contract 
with Republic Services Inc., which requires that the hauler divert a minimum of 65 percent of the 
materials they handle from the landfill.  In May 2008, the City Council adopted a goal of 75 percent 
reduction of waste going to landfills by 2010 in accordance with the Alameda County 75 percent 
waste reduction goal. 
 
For the proposed project, each townhouse would be separately metered for gas, electric and water.  In 
addition, it is anticipated that there will be a separate electrical meter and water meter for the common 
area.  Utilities would be undergrounded.  Water meters would be embedded in the sidewalk.  Space 
for ganged electric and gas meters would be incorporated along the driveway on the street side of the 
gate. 
 
Discussion 
 
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 

Board? 
 
Less Than Significant Impact. The implementation of the proposed project would not lead to 
an exceedance of wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality 
Control Board.  As described in Section VIII, Hydrology, the City would require that the 
project applicant prepare a Stormwater Management Plan and incorporate water quality and 
erosion control BMPs. 

 
b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or 

expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 
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Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not result in the construction of 
new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities.  The amount of 
additional water demand and wastewater generation would be proportionally small and would 
not exceed the capacity of existing facilities.  This impact is considered less than significant, 
and no further analysis of this issue is required. 

 
c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of 

existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? 
 
Less Than Significant Impact. Approximately 55 percent of the project site is currently 
developed with the PG&E substation building and associated impervious areas.  Construction 
and operation of the project would include impervious surfaces (i.e., driveways, building pads, 
and walkways), which could result in an increase in the amount of storm water runoff over 
existing levels.  The project proposes seven townhouses and associated hardscape surfaces that 
would cover approximately 60 percent of the project site with impervious surfaces.  The project 
would result in a slight increase in impervious surface area over the existing condition. 
 
The City requires that a Stormwater Management Plan be prepared for the project prior to the 
issuance of a building permit.  The Stormwater Management Plan would include site design 
practices and measures to promote infiltration of stormwater and reduce the amount of 
impervious surface that could lead to flooding on- or off-site.  The project would not require the 
construction of new or expansion of existing drainage facilities.  Project impacts related to this 
issue would be les than significant, and no further analysis of this issue is required. 

 
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and 

resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 
 
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would be located on a suburban infill site 
that is already served by public service systems.  The proposed project would include seven 
new residences on the project site.  The proposed project would not significantly increase 
demand on existing water entitlements.  No new or expanded water entitlements are needed.  
As part of the building permit review process, all departments and agencies responsible for 
providing services would be consulted to determine their ability to provide services to proposed 
development projects.  This impact is considered less than significant, and no further analysis 
of this issue is required. 

 
e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the 

project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 
 
Less Than Significant Impact. The projected wastewater generation resulting from 
implementation of the proposed project would be proportionally small and would not exceed 
the current capacity of existing facilities.  As part of the building permit review process, all 
departments and agencies responsible for providing services would be consulted to determine 
their ability to provide services to proposed development projects.  This impact is considered 
less than significant, and no further analysis of this issue is required. 
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f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid 
waste disposal needs? 
 
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project is not expected to generate substantial 
amounts of solid waste.  On January 1, 2008, the City of Piedmont approved a new Garbage, 
Recycling and Green Waste contract with Republic Services Inc., which requires that the hauler 
divert a minimum of 65 percent of the materials they handle from the landfill.  In May 2008, the 
City Council adopted a goal of 75 percent reduction of waste going to landfills by 2010 in 
accordance with the Alameda County 75 percent waste reduction goal.  The project would also 
be subject to a standard condition of approval requiring submittal of a construction and 
demolition recycling plan.  Therefore, solid waste impacts are considered less than significant, 
and no further analysis of this issue is required. 

 
g) Comply with federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 

 
Less Than Significant Impact. Recycling receptacles would be provided within the common 
area of the project site, in accordance with all statutes and regulations related to solid waste.  
This impact is considered less than significant, and no further analysis of this issue is required. 
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XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the 

quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of 
a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of California 
history or prehistory? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
b) Does the project have impacts that are individually 

limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the 
incremental effects of a project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects.) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
c) Does the project have environmental effects which 

will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 Discussion 

 
a-c.  As discussed in Section IV, Biological Resources, the project would not substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below 
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, or reduce the number 
or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal.  The potential for the project to 
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory is 
potentially significant and will be discussed in the EIR.  In addition, the EIR will discuss the 
following required CEQA sections: growth inducement, significant irreversible environmental 
changes, cumulative impacts, significant unavoidable impacts, effects found not to be 
significant, and alternatives to the project. 
 
With the mitigation measures included in this Initial Study, the project would not cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. 
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