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RESOLUTION NO. S.

RESOLUTION APPROVING CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW MIXED-USE
DEVELOPMENT CONSISTING OF 67 RESIDENTIAL UNITS AND 2,990
SQUARE FEET OF COMMERCIAL SPACE LOCATED AT THE
INTERSECTION OF 51°T STREET AND TELEGRAPH AVENUE (CASE
FILE NUMBER CMDV(5-469) WITH REVISED CONDITIONS OF
APPROVAL

WHEREAS, on September 16, 2005, 5110 Telegraph Avenue, LLC, (“Applicant™) filed
an application for a major interim conditional use permit, major variance, regular design review,
and minor variances to construct a mixed-use development containing 67 residential units and
2,990 square feet of commercial space (“Project”); and

WHEREAS, the Design Review Committee of the Planning Commission conducted a
duly noticed public hearing on the Project on November 16, 2005; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing on the
Project on January 18, 20006; and

WHEREAS, on January 18, 2006, the Planning Commission independently reviewed,
considered and determined that the Project is categorically exempt from the environmental
review requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) pursuant to Section
15332 of the State CEQA Guidelines; and

WHEREAS, on January 18, 2006, the Planning Commission approved the application
for a major interim conditional use penmit, major variance, regular design review, and minor
variances (collectively calied “Development Permits™); and

WHEREAS, an appeal of the Planning Commission’s January 18, 2006 actions were
filed by Jeff Norman on January 30, 2006, on behalf of the Telegraph/51°* Gateway Coalition
(“Appellant”); and



WHEREAS, the Appellant and the Applicant have entered into an agreement on March
17, 2006, whereby the Appellant wiil withdraw his appeal in exchange for the Applicant
revising the project and making certain payments to the City for pedestrian safety projects in the
area (“Agreement”); and

WHEREAS, the Appellant, in a March 20, 2006 letter to the City Clerk, has withdrawn
his appeal; and

WHEREAS, after giving due notice to the Appellants, the Applicant, all interested
parties, and the public, the matter came before the City Council on March 21, 2006 in order to
implement the terms of the Agreement as Conditions of Approval that are enforceable by the
City; and

WHEREAS, the Appellants and all other interested parties were given the opportunity to
participate in the public hearing by submittal of oral and written comments; and

WHEREAS, the public hearing on the matter was closed by the City Council on March
21, 2006; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED: That the City Council adopts the following additional/clarified Conditions
of Approval in order to implement the terms of the Agreement as Conditions of Approval:

a. The corner building at 51* and Telegraph will be no higher than 57 feet and the rest of
building 1 will be no higher than 52 feet. In addition, either the 51% and Telegraph building
comer and building 1 will drop another | foot or the comer tower top floor will be setback 5 feet.

b. The Northwest facade of building 4 will be redesigned to remove the 5ft. wide walkway that
provides access to the upper units which will provide a step back of 5 feet.

¢. The Applicant shall pay $15,000, at the time of issuance of the first building permit, into &
City earmark fund for the City to conduct a pedestrian safety study that will look at the
recommended solutions for streets on the periphery of the Project. The Applicant shall also pay
$50,000, at the time of issuance of the first building permit, into a fund to make pedestrian safety
improvements at the intersection of 51* and Telegraph, 51% and Clarke, Clarke and Redondo,
and/or Telegraph and 52" Street.

d. Condition of Approval # 25 is clarified as follows: Funds from the lien on the property will be
earmarked for pedestrian safety projects for streets on the periphery of the Project. These funds
may then be made available for strectscape improvement only if not needed for pedestrian safety
projects. The projects will be identified by Jane Brunner, City Councilmember, in consultation
with community groups.

e. The Applicant shall pay $20,000 towards the cost of permits in an approved Residential
Parking Permit area, within ten days of City approval of the Residential Parking Permit or at
time of issuance of the first building permit, whichever is later, to homes and units in an area
bounded by Telegraph, Cavour, Shafter and 49" Street.



FURTHER RESOLVED: That the City Council, having independently heard,
considered, and weighed all the evidence in the record presented on behalf of all parties and
being fully informed of the Application, the Planning Commission’s decision, the appeal, the
Agreement, and the withdrawal of the appeal, upholds and affirms the Planning Commission’s
decision approving the Development Permits, subject to the final conditions of approval adopted
by the Planning Commission, as revised by this Resolution; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED: That in support of the City Council’s decision to approve
the Project’s Development Permits, the City Council affirms and adopts, as its findings, the
March 21, 2006, City Council Agenda Reports (both original and supplemental), the January 18,
2006, Planning Commission report, and the November 16, 2005, Design Review Committee
report; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED: That the City Council independently finds and determines
that this Resolution complies with CEQA, as the Project is categorically exempt from CEQA
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15332, and the Environmental Review Officer is directed
to cause to be filed a Notice of Exemption with the appropriate agencies; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED: That the record before this Council relating to this Project
application and appeal includes, without limitation, the following:

1. the Project application, including all accompanying maps and papers;
2. all plans submitted by the Applicant and his representatives;

3. all staff reports, decision letters and other documentation and information producsd by
or on behalf of the City, including without limitation technical studies and all related/supporting
materials, and all notices relating to the Project application and attendant hearings;

4. all oral and written evidence received by the City staff, Planning Commission and
City Council before and during the public hearings on the application and appeal;

5. all matters of common knowledge and all official enactments and acts of the City, such
as (a) the General Plan and the General Plan Conformity Guidelines; (b) Oakland Municipal Code,
including, without limitation, the Oakiand real estate regulations, Oakland Fire Code; (¢) Oakiand
Planning Code; (d) other applicable City policies and regulations; and, (¢) all applicabie state and
federal laws, rules and regulations; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED: That the custodians and locations of the documents or other
materials which constitute the record of proceedings upon which the City Council’s decision is
based are respectively: (a) Community & Economic Development Agency, Planning & Zoning
Division, 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315, Oakland, CA.; and (b) Office of the City
Clerk, 1 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, 1* floor, Qakland, CA; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED: That the recitals contained in this resolution are true and
correct and are an integral part of the City Council’s decision; and be 1t



FURTHER RESOLVED: The facts and circumstances surrounding the granting of the
variances for the Project are unique and should not be considered as a precedent.

IN GOUNCIL, OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA, MAR 21 2006° 2006

PASSED BY THE FOLLOWING VOTE:

AYES- BROOKS, BRUNNER, CHANG, KERNIGHAN, NADEL, QUAN, REID,
AND PRESIDENT DE LA FUENTE —— ¥
NOES- p/

ABSENT- ﬁ
ABSTENTION- ﬁ

ATTEST: !WMWM

LATONDA SIMMONS
City Clerk and Clerk of the Council
of the City of Oakland, California

LEGAL NOTICE:

ANY PARTY SEEKING TO CHALLENGE THIS FINAL DECISION IN COURT MUST
DO SO WITHIN NINETY (90) DAYS OF THE DATE OF THE ANNOUNCEMENT OF
THIS DECISION, PURSUANT TO CODE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE SECTION 109%4.6,
UNLESS A SHORTER PERIOD APPLIES.
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CIVIQ

5110 Te|eg'r’apl'1, |LLC
limited liability company

DO, Box 3538

Oal{jand, CA Q-’-\LOOQ

(s10) 5507177

January 11, 2006

Mr. Darin Ranelletti

Community and Economic Development Agency
City of Oakland :

250 Frank Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315

Oakland, CA 94612

RE: Civiq Project
51* Street and Telegraph Avenue
Case File No. CMDV05-469

Dear Mr. Ranellitti,

As you know, Councilmember Jane Brunner, assisted by Claudia Cappio, has graciously tried to mediate
a resolution of differences between the developers of the Civiqg project and a group of neighbors who
decided late in the public process to oppose the project on the basis of its height and density. It became
clear yesterday that a final resolution of the differences is unlikely before the project is heard by the
Planning Commission on January 18. Nothing short of lowering the landmark design element at the -
corner of 51* Street and Telegraph Avenue will satisfy them and we are not prepared to compromise the

. architectural integrity of the building at that strategic intersection.

You have also received inquiries, comments and requests for changes in the project from several other
groups and individuals, as have we. The groups include FROG Park, DMV Neighbors, NCPC, RCPC,
Temescal Merchants Association and Temescal/Telegraph Business Improvement District. Many of the
requests overlap, while others conflict. After reviewing the positions of the various groups, we believe
that the concerns of most can be met by incorporating three changes into the project. In the interest of
being a good neighbor, and without any assurance of additional support, we have decided to make those
changes in the project design. The changes are as follows:

1. FROG Park Walkway

The walkway from FROG Park will be relocated to the northwest boundary of the parcel and the
buildings will be reoriented to provide a through path to 51 Street. The development company will
subdivide the parcel and deed this walkway to the City. Further, the development company will develop
and landscape the walkway in a manner consistent with FROG Park designs and will install pedestrian

friendly lighting from Clarke Streetto 51* Street. The primary entrances for the ground floor units along
the walkway will face the walkway.

This permanent public walkway and extension of FROG Park will replace the walkway that was in the
design initially submitted to the Commission. It will create the direct pedestrian linkage along FROG
Park that both Temescal and Rockridge residents have sought for years and will set the stage for the
adjacent property to participate in expanding the walkway if and when that property is developed.



This change is conditioned on three things which can.be summarized as follows: 1) the City agreeing
to swap this land for other land the City Council has already agreed to sell us along 51* Street; 2) the
City granting a permanent easement for access beneath the walkway to connect a redesigned parking lot
to the elevator lobby in Civig 1; and 3) the Planning Commission authorizing the Planning Director to
grant a variance for parking in the event that redesign of the parking garage reduces the number of spaces
in the garage to a number that requires a variance, but in no event less than one space per unit plus 4
spaces for the commercial users.

2. Redesign of Clarke Street Bungalow Style Buildings

The bungalow style buildings on Clarke Street will be redesigned to lower the peak of the roofto 37" and
the roof eave line to 27' from grade. This change will reduce both the actual and perceived height of
these buildings at the street level and will also enhance the architectural differentiation of these buildings
) they appear to be developed at different times by different people.

3. Redesign of the corner building at 51* Street and Telegraph Avenue

The building at the corner of 51st Street and Telegraph Avenue will be redesigned. Along 51% Street,
the graceful three story curve will be expanded one bay to the west, eliminating the shoulder adjacent
to the corner design element. This will lower this entire facade to three stories from the pedestrian
perspective and will further emphasize the strong horizontal element of the curve. Along Telegraph
Avenue, the facade will be lowered to four stories and then stepped back 6' before rising an additional
story, thereby reducing facade experienced by pedestrians along Telegraph Avenue as well.

Hard copies of the revised drawings are attached and electronic drawings have been sent to you
separately. We request that any additional review of these design changes and the implementation of
our conditions to change the FROG Park walkway be delegated to the Planning Director for final action.

We are informed that the above changes were well received by the group of neighbors opposing the
project, but they still insist that the corner building at 51% and Telegraph be lowered one floor. Only the
design element at the corner, which is about 600 square feet, will remain 65' high; we believe this is
gssential to landmark and bring strength to this huge and busy intersection. The continuing push by

some to reduce the height of this element appears to be without regard to the fact that it is set back more
than 30" from the Telegraph property line.

We regret that we cannot reach agreement with all of our neighbors, but are both pleased and excited

to be able to offer further design changes that will satisfy most while bringing more residen:s and
commercial vitality to our struggling neighborhood.

Sitcerel

Roy y —
for aging Member

cc: Vice Mayor Jane Brunner
Claudia Cappio, Director of Planning
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Oakland City Planning Commission STAFF REPORT
Case File Number: CMDV05-469 | January 18, 2006

Location: 5100-5110 Telegraph Avenue, 450-478 51* Street & 5107
Clarke Street (See map on reverse)
Assessors Parcel Numbers: 014-1226-003-03, -004-03, -005-02, -006-02, -007-02, -008-00, -009-
01, -009-02 & -014-00
Proposal: Construct a new mixed-use development consisting of 67 residential
units and 2,990 square feet of commercial space.

Applicant/Owner: 5110 Telegraph Avenue, LLC
Contact Person/Phone Roy Alper/(§10) 550-7177
Number:
Planning Permits Required: Major Interim Conditional Use Permit to allow an increase in the
residential density pursuant to the Neighborhood Center Mixed Use
General Plan Land Use Classification; Major Variance to allow an
increase in residential density pursuant to the Mixed Housing Type
Residential General Plan Land Use Classification; Regular Design
Review (Planning Commission) to construct more than 25,000 square
feet of new floor area; and Minor Variances to allow: 1) Building
height up to 65 feet where 40 feet is the maximum allowed and
building height up to 59 feet where 25 feet (30 feet with a pitched roof)
is the maximum allowed; 2) Front yard setback of three feet where 20
feet is the minimum required; and 3} Courtyard between buildings
measuring 10 feet where 39 feet is the minimum required and 16 feet
where 50 feet is the minimum required.
General Plan: Neighborhood Center Mixed Use & Mixed Housing Type Residential
Zoning: C-28 Commercial Shopping District Commercial Zone (portion of
site); R-35 Special One-Family Residential Zone (portion of site); R-40
Garden Apartment Residential Zone (portion of site); S-18 Mediated
Residential Design Review Combing Zone
Environmental Determination; Exempt, Section 15332 of the State CEQA Guidelines; in-fill
development projects
Historic Status: Not a Potentially Designated Historic Property (the site is vacant)
Service Delivery District: 2
City Council District: 1
Date Filed: September 16, 2005
Status; The application was previously reviewed by the Design Review
Committee on November 16, 2005.
Action to be Taken: Decision on application based on staff report and public testimony

Staff Recommendation: Approval subject to conditions
Finality of Decision: Appealable to City Council

For Further Information: Contact the case planner, Darin Ranelletti, at (510) 238-3663 or by
e-mail at dranelletti @oaklandnet.com.

SUMMARY

The applicant proposes to construct a new mixed-use development containing 67 residential units and
approximately 2,990 square feet of ground floor commercial space. The project site is located in the
Temescal neighborhood of North Oakland at the corner of Telegraph Avenue and 51* Street.

The proposed project requires a number of planning approvals including a Major Interim Conditional Use
Permit and a Major Variance to allow an increase in the residential density pursuant to the Oakland General
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Plan, Regular Design Review, and Minor Variances to exceed the maximum allowed building height and
reduce the minimum required front yard setback and courtyard width.

The proposal was previously reviewed by the Design Review Committee on November 16, 2005. The
Committee expressed overall support for the design of the project. Staff believes the project is consistent
with the goals and policies of the General Plan and recommends approval of the project subject to the
attached findings and conditions.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project consists of a new mixed-use development containing 67 residential units and approximately
2,990 square feet of ground floor commercial. The project drawings for the proposal are attached to this
report (see Attachment A). The development would be comprised of four buildings. Building 1, located
at the corner of Telegraph Avenue and 51* Street, would contain four stories of residential units over one
story of ground floor commercial space for a total of five stories, The majority of Building 1 would be
55 feet tall with the building rising to 65 feet at the corner of Telegraph Avenue and 51% Street.
Buildings 2, 3, and 4 would be entirely residential Building 2, located at the corner of 51* Street and
Clarke Street in the eastern portion of the site, would be four stories tall with a height ranging from 47 to
49 feet (with the building stepping down to three stories and 38 feet tall right at the corner of 51* Street
and Clarke Street).. Building 3, located along Clarke Street, would contain three stories with a pitched
roof that ranges from 35 feet to 41 feet in height. Building 3 would be articulated into two visually
distinct sub-volumes to give the appearance of two single-family homes. Both Buildings 2 and 3 would
contain ground floor residential units that would be entered directly from the sidewalk. Building 4,
located in the central interior of the site would be five stories tall and range from 47 to 59 feet in height
(with the building stepping down to three stories and 37 feet tall near Clarke Street).

The project contains a proposed plaza at the corner of Telegraph Avenue and 51* Street in front of
Building 1 and a common courtyard for use by the project residents located in the central portion of the
site. Off-street parking would be located in an underground parking garage containing 100 parking
spaces. The entrance and exit to the parking garage would be located on Clarke Street near 51% Street.

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

The site is located at the intersection of Telegraph Avenue and 51 Street in the Temescal neighborhood
of North Oakland. The site is an irregularly shaped property measuring approximately 40,790 square feet
in area. The subject property stretches from the corner of Telegraph Avenue and 51% Street along 51
Street to Clarke Street in the east. The topography of the site is relatively level. The site includes a
portion of City-owned right-of-way along 51% Street that consists of remnant parcels created when 51%
Street was widened in the 1970s. The site is the former location of an adult movie theater located at the
corner of Telegraph Avenue and 51 Street that has since been demolished. The eastern portion of the
site near Clarke Street is currently being used as an off-site parking lot for Children’s Hospital and
Research Center.

In the vicinity of the site, Telegraph Avenue contains primarily one- and two-story commercial buildings.
Adjacent to the north of the site near the intersection of Telegraph Avenue and Claremont Avenue are an
existing approximately 30-foot tall commercial building (currently occupied by Global Video) and an
approximately 48-foot tall 1920s multi-unit apartment building, To the south of the site along 51* Street
is a mixture of one- and two-story commercial buildings transitioning to residential buildings further to
the east. To the east of the site along Clarke Street are one- and two-story single-family homes.
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GENERAL PLAN ANALYSIS

The site contains two General Pan Land Use Designations. The western portion of the site towards the
corner of Telegraph Avenue and 51* Street is designated Neighborhood Center Mixed Use (NCMU) by
the General Plan. The maximum residential density allowed under the NCMU designation is 125 units

per gross acre. According to the General Plan, the intent and desired character of the NCMU designation
is the following:

The Neighborhood Center Mixed Use classification is intended to identify, create,
maintain and enhance mixed use neighborhood commercial centers. These centers are
typically characterized by smaller scale pedestrian-oriented, continuous street frontage
with a mix of retail, housing, office, active open space, eating and drinking places,
personal and business services, and smaller scale educational, cultural, or entertainment
uses. Future development within this classification should be commercial or mixed uses
that are pedestrian-oriented and serve nearby neighborhoods, or urban residential with
ground floor commercial. (Page 149)

The eastern portion of the site towards Clarke Street is designated Mixed Housing Type Residential
(MHTR) by the General Plan. The maximum residential density allowed under the MHTR designation is
30 units per gross acre. According to the General Plan, the intent and desired character of the MHTR
designation is the following:

The Mixed Housing Type Residential classification is intended to create, maintain, and
enhance residential areas typically located near the City’s major arterials and
characterized by a mix of single family homes, townhouses, small multi-unit buildings,
and neighborhood businesses where appropriate. Future development within this
classification should be primarily residential in character, with live-work types of
developments, small commercial enterprises, schools, and other small scale, compatible
civic uses possible in appropriate locations. (Page 146)

Given the above General Plan designations for the site and the size of the site, the maximum number of
residential units allowed on the site under the General Plan is 67 units, equal to the number of units
proposed in the project. The proposal includes a mixed-use residential and commercial building
(Building 1) located at the corner of Telegraph Avenue and 51* Street within the NCMU General Plan
designation. Building 1 would contain ground-floor neighborhood-oriented commercial space with
continuous street frontage as called for by the General Plan. The remaining buildings in the developrent
would be located within the MHTR General Plan designation. Buildings 2 and 3 along the perimeter of
the site are designed with the character of single-family homes, townhouses, and small multi-unit
apartment buildings consistent with the desired character of the MHTR designation.

Telegraph Avenue in the Temescal neighborhood is also designated as a “Grow and Change” area in the
General Plan. Areas designated Grow and Change are located primarily in Downtown Oakland and
along the City’s major arterials. According to the General Plan, Grow and Change areas should
“emphasize significant changes in density, activity, or use, which are consistent with the Land Use

Diagram, Transportation Diagram, and the Policy Framework and other Elements of the General Plan.”
(Page 124)

Below are additional policies in the General Plan which are applicable to the project. Following each
policy is an analysis of the project’s consistency with the policy.
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Policy Nl1.1: Concentrating Commercial Development. Commercial development in the
neighborhoods should be concentrated in areas that are economically viable and provide
opportunities for smaller scale, neighborhood-oriented retail.

Proposal: The commercial space included in the project would be located on Telegraph Avenue
within the existing economically vibrant Temescal commercial district. The proposed
commercial space would be designed to accommodate neighborhood-serving commercial uses.

Policy N3.1: Facilitating Housing Construction. Facilitating the construction of housing units
should be considered a high priority for the City of Oakland.

Proposal: The project provides for 67 new housing units, the maximum number of units
permitted under the General Plan.

Policy N3.2: Encouraging Infill Development. In order to facilitate the construction of needed
housing units, infill development that is consistent with the General Plan should be take place
throughout the City of Oakland.

Proposal: The project involves the reuse of an existing underutilized site located within the
existing urbanized area of the city.

Policy N3.8: Required High-Quality Design. High-quality design standards should be required
of all new residential construction. Design requirements and permitting procedures should be
developed and implemented in a manner that is sensitive to the added costs of those requirements
and procedures.

Proposal: The project involves high-quality design in that it employs high-quality materials,
finishes, and details. The project complies with the design review criteria of the Planning Code
(see attached Findings).

Policy N3.9: Orienting Residential Development. Residential developments should be
encouraged to face the street and to orient their units to desirable sunlight and views, while
avoiding unreasonably blocking sunlight and views for neighboring buildings, respecting the
privacy needs of residents of the development and surrounding properties, providing for
sufficient conveniently located on-site open space, and avoiding undue noise exposure.

Proposal: All the proposed buildings located along the street frontage of the site face the street.
The site layout, including the unit orientations and courtyard location, has been designed to
provide for adequate solar access to the new units. Due to the distance between the proposed
development and nearby homes, potential solar access impacts to nearby homes located on
Clarke Street would be limited. A shadow analysis conducted for the project shows thal the
project would not block sunlight to nearby residential properties located on Clarke Street except
for sunlight to the front yard areas of nearby homes in the late afternoon during Spring, Summer,
and Fall (and in the early afternoon during Winter). Due to the topography and location of the
site, there are no views in the area which the new units could take advantage of or which the
proposal would block from nearby homes.

Policy N3.10: Guiding the Development of Parking. Off-street parking for residential buildings
should be adequate in amount and conveniently located and laid out, but its visual prominence
should be minimized.

Page 5
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Proposal: The amount of proposed off-street parking complies with the parking requirements of
the Zoning Regulations. Off-street parking would be located in a new underground parking
garage, located underneath the proposed building so that it is convenient to the new units and
screened from view from surrounding streets.

Policy N6.1: Mixing Housing Types. The City will generally be supportive of a mix of projects
that provide a variety of housing types, unit sizes, and lot sizes which are available to households
with a range of incomes.

Pfoposal: The project includes units ranging in size from studios to three-bedroom units in
different housing types (multi-unit apartments and townhouses).

Policy N7.1: Ensuring Compatible Development. New residential development in Detached Unit
and Mixed Housing Type areas should be compatible with the density, scale, design, and existing
or desired character of surrounding development.

Proposal: The eastern portion of the project located within the Mixed Housing Type Residential
designation is designed to reflect the density, scale, design, and character of the existing nearby
homes located along Clarke Street in that the proposed buildings in this area will be articulated
into smaller identifiable sub-volumes to appear like single-family homes and will employ sirailar
building forms as the existing nearby homes.

Policy N8.2: Making Compatible Interfaces Between Densities. The height of development in
urban residential and other higher density residential areas should step down as it nears lower
density residential areas to minimize conflicts at the interface between the different types of
development.

Proposal: The height of the development steps down from 65 feet at the corner of Telegraph
Avenue and 51* Street to buildings ranging in height from 36 to 41 feet in the eastern portion of
the site along Clarke Street.

Policy N10.1: Identifying Neighborhood “Activity Centers.” Neighborhood Activity Centers
should become identifiable commercial, activity and communication centers for the surrounding
neighborhood. The physical design of neighborhood activity centers should support social
interaction and attract persons to the area. Some of the attributes that may facilitate this
interaction include plazas, pocket parks, outdoor seating on public and private property, ample
sidewalk width, street amenities such as trash cans and benches, and atiractive landscaping.

Proposal: The proposal includes a plaza at the corner of Telegraph Avenue and 51* Street which
could be used for outdoor seating and social interaction to encourage community activity.

ZONING ANALYSIS

The site is located in three different base zoning districts with one combining zoning district overlaying
the entire site. The western portion of the site near the corner of Telegraph Avenue and 51 Street is
located in the C-28 Commercial Shopping District Commercial Zone. The western portion of the site near
the corner of 51* Street and Clarke Street is located in the R-35 Special One-Family Residential Zone and
the northern portion of the site located along Clarke Strect is located in the R-40 Garden Apartment
Residential Zone. The S-18 Mediated Residential Design Review Combing Zone is an overlay zone that

Page 6
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covers the entire site. The S-18 Zone contains special procedural requirements for design review. The
requirements of the S-18 Zone do not apply to the proposal because they are only applicable to one- and
two-unit residential developments.

The intent of the C-28 Zone is the following:

[Tlo create, preserve, and enhance major boulevards of medium-scale retail
establishments featuring some specified higher density nodes in attractive settings
oriented to pedestrian comparison shopping, and to encourage mixed-use residential and
nonresidential developments, and is typically appropriate along major thoroughfares near
residential communities. (OPC Sec. 17.44.010)

The intent of the R-35 Zone is the following:

[T]o create, preserve, and enhance areas containing a mixture of single- and two-family
dwellings in desirable settings for urban living, and is typically appropriate to areas of
existing lower or lower-medium density residential development. (OPC Sec. 17.18.010)

The intent of the R-40 Zone is the following:

[TJo create, preserve, and enhance areas containing a mixture of single- or two-family
dwellings and garden apartments in spacious settings for urban living, and is typically
appropriate to attractive areas of existing lower medium density residential development.
(OPC Sec. 17.22.010)

The zoning for the site would allow a maximum of 25 residential units on the property. The proposal
exceeds the number of units allowed by the zoning (67 units are proposed). The Zoning Regulations came
into effect largely in 1965. Since that time, the City has adopted a new General Plan in 1998. The policies
of the General Plan supersede the Zoning Regulations. In many areas of the city, particularly along major
transit corridors such as Telegraph Avenue, the maximum residential density allowed under the General
Plan is significantly higher than the density allowed by the zoning. The City is currently working to update
the zoning districts so that they contain development standards that are consistent with the policies
contained in the General Plan. Pursuant to the Guidelines for Determining Project Conformity with the
General Plan and Zoning Regulations, a Major Interim Conditional Use Permit is required to increase the
project’s residential density to the maximum allowed under the General Plan for the portion of the site
located in the Neighborhood Center Mixed Use General Plan designation. For the portion of the site located
in the Mixed Housing Type Residential General Plan designation, a Major Variance is required to increase
the project’s residential density to the maximum allowed under the General Plan. (Note: The Mixed
Housing Type Residential designation is the only General Plan designation where a Major Variance, rather
than an Interim Conditional Use Permit, is required to exceed the maximum density allowed by the Zoning
Regulations.)

The project complies with ail other zoning standards except for the maximum building height allowed and
minimum front yard setback and courtyard width required. The applicant is seeking variances to waive
these standards. Specifically, the proposal is seeking to allow: 1) Building height up to 65 feet where 40
feet is the maximum allowed and building height up to 59 feet where 25 to 30 feet is the maximum allowed;
2) Front yard setback of three feet where 20 feet is the minimum required; and 3) Courtyard between
buildings measuring 10 feet where 39 feet is the minimum required and 16 feet where 50 feet is the
minimum required. Each of these variances are further discussed under the “Key Issues and Impacts”
section of this report.
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ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION

This project is categorically exempt from the environmental review requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section 15332 of the State CEQA Guidelines (“In-Fill
Development Projects”). The criteria for the in-fill exemption, and staff’s analysis of each criterion, are
listed below.

a)

b)

c)

d)

The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general
plan policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.

Analysis: The project is consistent with the General Plan designations for the site and with
applicable General Plan policies as demonstrated in the “General Plan Analysis” and “Findings”
sections of this report. The project is consistent with the zoning designations for the site and
with applicable zoning regulations as demonstrated in the “Zoning Analysis” and “Findings”
sections of this report. A number of variances to waive certain zoning standards are required for
the project. The project complies with the variance procedures contained within the Zoning
Regulations and satisfies the required findings for approval of the variances as demonstrated in
the “Findings” section of this report. In the past, the Planning Commission has applied the in-fill
exemption to projects that require variances finding that the project satisfies the zoning
consistency requirement of the in-fill exemption because the findings for approval of the
variances were made in accordance with the procedures outlined in the Zoning Regulations. The
Planning Commission has not applied the in-fill exemption to projects that require a rezoning of
the site to a different zoning designation. This project does not require rezoning the site.

The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than five acres
substantially surrounded by urban uses.

Analysis: The project site is located within the city limits of the City of Oakland and consists of
40,790 square feet (0.94 acres). The site is surrounded by commercial and residential urban uses.

The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species.

Analysis: The project site is located in an urbanized area on a previously-developed lot. A
portion of the site currently contains an existing parking lot and the other portion of the site
previously contained a movie theater.

Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air
quality, or water quality.

Analysis: A traffic impact analysis was prepared for the project. Potential traffic impacts from
the project were reviewed at the key intersections surrounding the site. The project is anticipated
to generate approximately 778 net new daily vehicle trips, including 70 AM peak hour trips and
90 PM peak hour trips. The Level of Service (LOS) for each of the four intersections studied
would remain unchanged except for the intersection of Clarke Street and 51* Street where the
LOS is anticipated to drop from LOS D to LOS E. The potential impact to the intersection of
Clarke Street and 51* Street, an unsignalized intersection, is considered less than significant
under CEQA because the project would not satisfy the Caltrans Peak Hour Volume Warrant for a
new traffic signal because the minimum required threshold volume for the Clarke Street
approach to the intersection is 100 vehicles per hour and the peak hour volume of the project is
expected to be only 42 vehicles per hour.

Page 8
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Potential noise impacts of the project are anticipated to be limited. The project would consist
primarily of residential uses consistent with the residential uses in the surrounding neighborhood.
The proposed commercial uses would be located at the corner of Telegraph Avenue and 51%
Street and is expected to generate noise consistent with the existing uses in the Temescal
commercial district. Potential noise impacts related to construction of the project would also be
limited. Standard noise reduction measures would be incorporated into the project (see
Conditions of Approval #15 and #16).

Potential air quality impacts of the project would be limited. The vehicle trips associated with
the project would generate far fewer than the 2,000 vehicle trips per day that the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District (BAAQMD) considers the normal minimum traffic volume that
should require a detailed air quality analysis. Potential air quality impacts related to construction
of the project would also be limited. Standard dust control measures would be incorporated into
the project to limit potential air quality impacts during construction (see Condition of Approval
#13).

Potential water quality impacts of the project would be limited. The project involves the creation
of less than one acre of new impervious surface, the minimum threshold for requiring on-site
stormwalter treatment facilities to remove stormwater pollutants under the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System Permit issued by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality
Control Board to the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program (of which the City of Oakland
is a member). Potential water quality impacts related to construction of the project would also be
limited. Standard construction-related water quality control measures would be incorporated into
the project to limit potential water quality impacts during construction (see Condition of
Approval #14).

e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.

Analysis: The project site is located in an urbanized area of the City of Oakland. Existing
utilities and public services are located near the site.

Section 15300.2(f) of the CEQA Guidelines states that a categorical exemption shall not be used for a
project which may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource.
Section 5020.1(q) of the California Public Resources Code defines the terim “substantial adverse change”
as follows: “‘Substantial adverse change’ means demolition, destruction, relocation or alteration such
that the significance of an historical resource would be impaired.” The project does not have the
potential to result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource. The site
contains no existing buildings, is not a Designated Historic Property, and is not located in a Preservation
District. The Temescal Commercial Historic District, a designated Preservation District (Area of
Secondary Importance), is located across 51% Street south of the site on the east side of Telegraph
Avenue stretching from 49" Street to 51* Street. Because the project is located across the street from the
Historic District, the project would not result in the demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of
any of the existing structures in the Historic District.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND COMMENTS

Beginning in 2000, the community surrounding the project site held a series of meetings to develop a set
of goals for development of the site. Recently the applicant held a series of community meetings
regarding the specific proposal. At a recent community meeting the applicant distributed a handout
listing the goals developed for the site by the community and how the project fulfills these goals (see
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Attachment B). The applicant argues that the project fulfills virtually all of the goals developed by the
community.

Staff has received 23 letters and e-mails from interested members of the community regarding the project
(see Attachment C). 19 of the letters and e-mails are in support of the proposal while four of the letters
and e-mails are opposed to the proposal. Staff also received a petition opposing the project signed by
315 local residents. The letters and e-mails opposed to the project are primarily concerned about the
height of the project, the existence of Temescal Creek under the project site, the possibility of extending
the nearby Rockridge Temescal Greenbelt through the site, and traffic generated by the project, among
other concerns. Each of these issues is discussed in more detail under the “Key Issues and Impacts”
section of this report.

RESULTS OF PREVIOUS HEARING

This proposal was reviewed by the Design Review Committee of the Planning Commission on Novernber
16, 2005. Overall, the Committee expressed support for the design of the project including the proposed
height and density of the proposal. One member of the Committee felt that the design of the tower
feature located at the corner of Telegraph Avenue and 51" Street was somewhat generic or predictable
(referring to the tower as the “Barnes and Noble” tower). The current proposal includes minor
modifications to interior floor plans of the units. The exterior elevations and site planning for the project
remain unchanged form the previous version reviewed by the Committee.

KEY ISSUES AND IMPACTS
Density

As mentioned under the “General Plan Analysis” and “Zoning Analysis” sections of this report, the
proposal is consistent with the residential density limitations of the General Plan but exceeds the
maximum density allowed by the Zoning Regulations. A Major Interim Conditional Use Permit (for the
portion of the site designated Neighborhood Center Mixed use near the corner of Telegraph Avenue and
51" Street) and a Major Variance (for the portion of the site designated Mixed Housing Type Residential
near Clarke Street) are required for the project. At the Design Review Committee meeting on Novernber
16, 2003, the Committee expressed support for the proposed density. Staff feels that the proposed
density is appropriate for the site given the housing policies of the General Plan, the high level of design
quality incorporated into the project, and the location of the proposal at the intersection of two major
arterials well-served by public transit. The density of the project is arranged so that the majority of units
are incorporated into larger buildings near the commercial corridor of Telegraph Avenue and fewer units
are incorporated into smaller buildings located near the existing residential neighborhood along Clarke
Street.

Building Height

As stated under the “Zoning Analysis” section of this report, the proposal exceeds the maximum building
heights allowed by the Zoning Regulations. Building 1 would be primarily 55 feet tall (rising to 65 feet
at the corner of Telegraph Avenue and 51* Street) where the maximum allowed height is 40 feet.
Building 2 would be primarily 47 to 49 feet tall (stepping down to 38 feet at the comner of 51 Street and
Clarke Street) where 25 feet (or 30 feet for a pitched roof) is the maximum height allowed. Building 3
would be 35 feet tall to the top of the building wall and 41 feet tall to the top of the pitched roof where 25
feet (or 30 feet for a pitched roof) is the maximum height allowed. Building 4 would be primarily 47 feet
tall (with a sawtooth roof rising to 59 feet) where 25 feet (or 30 feet for a pitched roof) is the maximom
height allowed.
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The proposed height of the project is one of the primary concerns of some neighborhood residents,
specifically that the proposal is out of scale with the existing buildings along the Telegraph Avenue
commercial corridor and the existing homes in the surrounding residential neighborhood. At the Design
Review Committee meeting on November 16, 2003, the Committee expressed support for the proposed
height of the project. The Committee felt that the height of the proposal was appropriate given the
location and design of the project. The site is located at the intersection of Telegraph Avenue and 51
Street, two of the widest streets in Oakland. Both Telegraph Avenue and 51 Street have a right-of-way
width of 100 feet. Accepted urban design principles place a high level of importance on the relatioriship
of building height 1o street width. If buildings are too short in relation to the width of the street, the sireet
space is less defined and looses a sense of enclosure. The optimum height-to-width ratio is between 1:1
(where the height of the building equals the width of the street) and 1:2 (where the height of the building
is one-half the height of the street width). At the comer of Telegraph Avenue and 51" Street, where the
proposal is 65 feet tall, the height-to-width ratio is 1:1.5, within the range of recommended height-to-
width ratios. If the height of the building is reduced to 40 feet in compliance with the Zoning
Regulations, the height-to-street ratio would be 1:2.5, outside of the range of recommended height-to-
width ratios. The height of the proposed project steps down in the east towards Clarke Street. In
addition, the project is designed to reduce the visual height and mass of the buildings as seen from the
street. All of the proposed buildings fronting on the surrounding streets contain upper-story setbacks
thereby reducing their perceived height and preserving the pedestrian scale of the neighborhood.
Building 1 is primarily five stories tall but the two top floors of the building are set back from the street.
The corner feature of Building 1 at the intersection of Telegraph Avenue and 51% Street does not contain
an upper-story setback because it is important to incorporate a prominent corner feature ai the
intersection to visually anchor the intersection and to provide visual interest. The corner of the project
will be one of the signature buildings for the Temescal commercial district so the corner should be
prominent. The prominence of the corner feature is aided by the addifional height of the building at the
corner. Stepping back the top portion of the building at the corner would weaken the architectural
prominence and visual interest of the building. The top floor of Building 2 is set back from 51% Street
and the top floor of the Building 3 is set back from Clarke Street. The proposal further reduces the visual
height, mass, and scale of the buildings by incorporating significant facade articulation (projections and
recesses) and varied materials and textures.

In order to reduce the height of the project, the proposal would need to reduce the number of units,
reduce the size of the units (while maintaining the same number of units), or redistribute the units to
other areas of the site (while maintaining the same number of units). According to the applicant,
reducing the number of units would not allow the remaining number of units to cover the expense of
providing underground parking. In staff’s experience, providing underground parking is enormously
expensive. Therefore reducing the number of units would require above-ground parking which would
dramatically affect the appearance of the proposal because the parking would be more visible from the
street which would be inconsistent with Policy N3.10 of the General Plan (see above “General Plan
Analysis” section of this report) regarding parking visibility. Reducing the size of the units while
maintaining the same number of units would reduce the variety of unit sizes and types in the proposal
which would be inconsistent with Policy N6.1 of the General Plan (see above “General Plan Analysis”
section of this report) regarding unit sizes and types. Redistributing the units within the site to reduce the
building height while maintaining the same number of units would reduce the amount of open space in
the project thereby reducing solar access to individual units and reducing the livability of the
development. The height of the proposal is the result of complying with the policies of the General Plan
and providing a livable, attractive development. The General Plan designates Telegraph Avenue as a
Grow and Change area envisioning a significant change in the density of development along the corridor
which requires buildings taller than existing buildings. Staff believes that the height of the project is
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appropriate given the site’s location and the techniques utilized to reduce the visual height and mass of
the buildings.
Site Plan

The project is designed so that the proposed buildings line the perimeter of the site resulting in active
street frontages. A large common courtyard is located in the central portion of the site. The Zoning
Regulations require a front yard setback of 20 feet along Clarke Street. The proposal contains units
fronting on Clarke Street with front porches located approximately three feet from the front property line.
The applicant is seeking a variance to reduce the required front yard setback along Clarke Street. Staff
believes the variance is appropriate because it allows for front porches close to the sidewalk to activate
the street while maximizing the size of the interior courtyard. The Zoning Regulations require a
minimum separation between buildings on opposite sides of the courtyard in order to provide for
adequate light and area into the units. The courtyard width requirement is satisfied for the majority of
the proposed units but because the courtyard is triangular in shape reflecting the triangular shape of the
eastern portion of the site, the units at the ends of each building do not meet the minimum separation
requirement. The east end of Building 2 is separated from the south end of Building 3 by 10 feet where a
39-foot separation is required and the west end of Building 2 is separated from the south end of Building
4 by 16 feet where a 50-feet separation is required. Staff believes the variance for courtyard width is
appropriate given the unique shape of the site. If the western portion of the site was rectangular in shape,
the project would be able to meet the building separation requirement.

Traffic

As discussed above in the “Environmental Determination™ section of this report, a traffic impact analysis
was prepared for the project. The results of the analysis indicate that the anticipated traffic generated by
the project would be considered less than significant under state environmental law (CEQA). The
project is anticipated to generate approximately 778 net new daily vehicle trips, including 70 AM peak
hour trips and 90 PM peak hour trips. The Level of Service (LLOS) for each of the four intersections
studied would remain unchanged except for the intersection of Clarke Street and 51* Street where the
LOS is anticipated to drop from LOS D to LOS E. The potential itpact to the intersection of Clarke
Street and 51* Street, an unsignalized intersection, is considered less than significant under CEQA
because the project would not satisfy the Caltrans Peak Hour Volume Warrant for a new traffic signal
because the minimum required threshold volume for the Clarke Street approach to the intersection is 100
vehicles per hour and the peak hour volume of project is expected to be only 42 vehicles per hour.

Parking

The Zoning Regulations require a minimum of 93 off-street parking spaces to serve the residential units
in the development (the C-28 Zone in the western portion of the site requires one space per unit while the
R-35 and R-40 Zones in the eastern portion of the site require one and one-half spaces per unit). No off-
street parking is required for the proposed 2,990 square-foot commercial space because it is less than the
minimum 3,000 square-foot size threshold for commercial parking. The proposal includes 100 off-street
parking spaces in the underground garage. The seven parking spaces provided beyond the minimum
number required would be used by employees of the commercial space.

Rockridge Temescal Greenbelt Extension
To the north of the site lies the Rockridge Ternescal Greenbelt consisting of a path alongside Temescal

Creek. The Greenbelt terminates at FROG Park, located just north of the site at the intersection of Clarke
Street and Redondo Avenue. Some neighborhood residents are calling for the extension of the Greenbelt
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from FROG Park to the south through the project site connecting the Greenbelt to the intersection of
Telegraph Avenue and 51* Street. Staff believes extending a public walkway from FROG Park through
the site could potentially provide a tremendous community benefit by providing a neighborhood amenity
and improving pedestrian circulation in the area. However, staff does not believe the Planning
Commission has the legal authority to require public access across the site to serve this purpose. In order
for the City to require such a condition of approval, the City must demonstrate that the impact of the
project that the condition seeks to mitigate is directly related to the condition of approval, meaning there
must exist a “nexus,” or relationship, between the impact and the condition. Staff does not believe that a
nexus exists in this case because the condition of approval would require public access across the
property where no public access currently exists (the site is fenced private property). The proposal does
include a north-south path through the site, however, this pathway would remain private and access could
be restricted.

Temescal Creek Underground Culvert

After leaving FROG Park, Temescal Creek enters an underground culvert which traverses the site near
the corner of Telegraph Avenue and 51 Street. Some neighborhood residents are interested in removing
the culvert to open and restore Temescal Creek on the site. If the creek was restored to its natural state
with natural creek banks on each side, the width required to accommodate such a restoration would be
substantial in size, reaching far out into the public right-of-way of Telegraph Avenue and far into the
western portion of the site, rendering such a proposal infeasible. If the culvert was opened so that the
creek became visible from above but remained in an engineered channel, because of the size of the
culvert (10 feet wide), the creek would occupy almost the entire plaza area at the corner of Telegraph
Avenue and 51* Street. It is questionable if replacing the plaza with an open culvert would equal the
community benefit of the plaza since the creek would only be exposed for a short distance. In order to
acknowledge the presence of the creek underneath the site, staff is recommending a condition of approval
that requires that the design and improvement of the plaza located at the corner of Telegraph Avenue and
51* Street include an acknowledgement of the presence of the creek, such as a design feature that
represents the creek and an informational plaque concerning the creek (see Condition of Approval #20).

The existing culvert was originally constructed in 1892. Some maintenance work was performed on the
culvert in the 1980s. Because the project involves new construction and excavation for the underground
parking garage within approximately 10 feet of the culvert, extreme care must be taken to ensure that the
construction of the project does not affect the integrity of the culvert. Staff is recommending a condition
of approval that requires a statement from a licensed engineer certifying that the project is designed and

engineered in a manner that does not compromise the integrity of the culvert (see Condition of Approval
#23).
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CONCLUSION

Staff recommends approval of the proposal subject to the attached findings and conditions of approval.
Staff believes the project is consistent with the goals and policies of the General Plan. The proposal
would replace an existing underutilized site located along a major transit corridor with needed housing
opportunities and neighborhood-oriented commercial uses. Potential adverse impacts of the proposal on
the surrounding neighborhood would be limited and the project incorporates high-quality design.

RECOMMENDATIONS: 1. Affirm staff’s environmental determination.

2. Approve the Major Interim Conditional Use Permit, Major Variance,
Regular Design Review, and Minor Variances subject to the attached
findings and conditions.

Prepared by:
jl/\(" ﬂ/\ )
DARIN RANELLETTI
Planner IIT
Approved by:
/éz“‘*l %
GARY PATTON

Deputy Director of Planning and Zoning

Approved for forwarding to the
City Planning Commission:

/4*1/.87&& \@ﬁ)

CLAUDIA CAPPIO
Director of Development

ATTACHMENTS:

A. Project Drawings (Dated December 15, 2005)
B. Community Goals for Project (submitted by applicant)
C. Public Comments
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FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL

This proposal meets the required findings under Sections 17.134.050 (General Conditional Use Permit
Criteria), 17.136.070A (Residential Design Review Criteria), and 17.148.050 (Variance Findings) of the
Oakland Planning Code. The proposal also meets the required findings for an Interim Conditional Use
Permit as required by the Guidelines for Determining Project Conformity with the General Pan and Zoning
Regulations. Required findings are shown below in bold type; explanations as to why these findings can
be made are in normal type.

Section 17.134.050 — General Use Permit Criteria:

Subject: Increase in the residential density pursuant to the Neighborhood Center Mixed Use General Plan
Land Use Classification (western portion of the site)

A. That the location, size, design, and operating characteristics of the proposed development will
be compatible with and will not adversely affect the livability or appropriate development of
abutting properties and the surrounding neighborhood, with consideration to be given to
harmony in scale, bulk, coverage, and density; to the availability of civic facilities and utilities;
to harmful effect, if any, upon desirable neighborhood character; to the generation of traffic
and the capacity of surrounding streets; and to any other relevant impact of the development.

The proposal will be compatible with and will not adversely affect abutting properties and the
surrounding neighborhood. All of the proposed buildings contain ground-floor pedestrian-oriented
entries, architectural articulations and detailing, and upper-story setbacks to preserve the pedestrian
scale of the neighborhood. The use of multiple separate buildings, a mixture of materials, fagade
articulations, and upper-story setbacks of the proposal reduce the perceived visual bulk of the project.
Substantial exterior plazas and a generous interior courtyard limit the site coverage of the project to a
level consistent with the surrounding neighborhood. The proposed density will be greater than the
surrounding neighborhood but because it is arranged in a2 manner, through the use of separate
buildings and multiple unit types, upper-story setbacks, and genmerous plazas and open space, to
reduce the perceived density of the proposal, the project harmonizes with the surrounding
neighborheod.

Adequate civic facilities and utilities are available nearby to serve the site.

The proposal will not harm the character of the neighborhood. The character of the Temescal
commercial district consists of pedestrian-oriented buildings containing neighborhood-oriented
commercial uses. The proposal will preserve the pedestrian orientation of the area as described
above and contain neighborhood-oriented commercial space. The character of the nearby Temescal
residential neighborhood consists of predominantly single-family homes and smail multi-unit
apartment buildings. The portion of the project near the Temescal residential neighborhood is
designed to preserve the existing character of the residential neighborhood by utilizing building
forms and massing arrangements similar to the surrounding neighborhood.

According to a traffic analysis prepared for the project, traffic impacts of the development are
anticipated to be less than significant.

No other impacts are anticipated from the development.

FINDINGS
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B. That the location, design, and site planning of the proposed development will provide a
convenient and functional living, working, shopping, or civic environment, and will be as
attractive as the nature of the use and its location and setting warrant.

The proposal will provide for a convenient and functional living, working, shopping, and civic
environment. New living units will be located adjacent to Telegrph Avenue which provides public
transportation and commercial opportunities for the new residents. Due to its proximity to public
transit, the proposed commercial space will be highly accessible to employees and shoppers. The
proposed plaza at the intersection of Telegraph Avenue and 51 Street will support civic-oriented
social activity.

The proposal incorporates high-quality design, materials, and finishes providing an attractive
appearance to the community.

C. That the proposed development will enhance the successful operation of the surrounding area
in its basic community functions, or will provide an essential service to the community or
region.

The proposed residential units will provide needed housing opportunities and the proposed
commercial space and additional residents will contribute to the economic vitality of the Temescal
commercial district.

D. That the proposal conforms to all applicable design review criteria set forth in the design
review procedure at Section 17.136.070.

The proposal satisfies this Criterion (see responses below to criteria for Section 17.136.070A).

E. That the proposal conforms in all significant respects with the Qakland Comprehensive Plan
and with any other applicable plan or development control map which has been adopted by the
City Council.

The proposal conforms with the Oakland General Plan (formerly the Oakland Comprehensive Plan).
There is no other plan or development control map adopted by the City Council or the site.

The site contains two General Pan Land Use Designations. The western portion of the site towards
the corner of Telegraph Avenue and 51% Street is designated Neighborhood Center Mixed Use
(NCMU) by the General Plan. The maximum residential density allowed under the NCMU
designation is 125 units per gross acre. According to the General Plan, the intent and desired
character of the NCMU designation is the following:

The Neighborhood Center Mixed Use classification is intended to identify, create,
maintain and enhance mixed use neighborhood commercial centers. These centers
are typically characterized by smaller scale pedestrian-oriented, continuous street
frontage with a mix of retail, housing, office, active open space, eating and drinking
places, personal and business services, and smaller scale educational, cultural, or
entertainment uses. Future development within this classification should be
commercial or mixed uses that are pedesirian-oriented and serve nearby
neighborhoods, or urban residential with ground floor commercial. (Page 149)

FINDINGS
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The eastern portion of the site towards Clarke Street is designated Mixed Housing Type Residential
(MHTR) by the General Plan. The maximum residential density allowed under the MHTR
designation is 30 units per gross acre. According to the General Plan, the intent and desired
character of the MHTR designation is the following:

The Mixed Housing Type Residential classification is intended to create, maintain,
and enhance residential areas typically located near the City’s major arterials and
characterized by a mix of single family homes, townhouses, small multi-unit
buildings, and neighborhood businesses where appropriate. Future development
within this classification should be primarily residential in character, with live-work
types of developments, small commercial enterprises, schools, and other small scale,
compatible civic uses possible in appropriate locations. (Page 146)

Given the above General Plan designations for the site and the size of the site, the maximum nurnber
of residential units allowed on the site under the General Plan is 67 units, equal to the number of
units proposed in the project. The proposal includes a mixed-use residential and commercial
building (Building 1) located at the comer of Telegraph Avenue and 51% Street within the NCMU
General Plan designation. Building 1 would contain ground-floor neighborhood-oriented commercial
space with continuous street frontage as called for by the General Plan. The remaining buildings in
the development would be located within the MHTR General Plan designation. Buildings 2 and 3
along the perimeter of the site are designed with the character of single-family homes, townhouses,
and small multi-unit apartment buildings consistent with the desired character of the MHTR
designation.

Telegraph Avenue in the Temescal neighborhood is also designed as a “Grow and Change” area in
the General Plan. Areas designated Grow and Change are located primarily in Downtown Oakland
and along the City’s major arterials. According to the General Plan, Grow and Change areas should
“emphasize significant changes in density, activity, or use, which are consistent with the Land Use
Diagram, Transportation, and the Policy Framework and other Elements of the General Plan.” (Page
124) The proposal introduces a significant level of density into the neighborhood.

Below are additional policies in the General Plan which are applicable to the project. Following
each policy is a finding on the project’s consistency with the policy.

* Policy N1.1: Concentrating Commercial Development. Commercial development in the
neighborhoods should be concentrated in areas that are economically viable and provide
opportunities for smailer scale, neighborhood-oriented retail. |

Finding: The commercial space included in the project would be located on Telegraph
Avenue within the existing economically vibrant Temescal commercial district. The

proposed commercial space would be designed to accommodate neighborhood-serving
commercial uses.

e Policy N3.1: Facilitating Housing Construction. Facilitating the construction of housing
units should be considered a high priority for the City of Oakland.

Finding: The project provides for 67 new housing units, the maximum number of units
permitted under the General Plan.

FINDINGS
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e Policy N3.2: Encouraging Infill Development. In order to facilitate the construction of
needed housing units, infill development that is consistent with the General Plan should be
take place throughout the City of Oakland.

Finding: The project involves the reuse of an existing underutilized site located within the
existing urbanized area of the city.

e Policy N3.8: Required High-Quality Design. High-quality design standards should be
required of all new residential construction. Design requirements and permitting procedures
should be developed and implemented in a manner that is sensitive to the added costs of
those requirements and procedures.

Finding: The project involves high-quality design in that it employs high-quality materials,
finishes, and details. The project complies with the design review criteria of Section
17.134.050 of the Planning Code.

e Policy N3.9: Orienting Residential Development. Residential developments should be
encouraged to face the street and to orient their units to desirable sunlight and views, while
avoiding unreasonably blocking sunlight and views for neighboring buildings, respecting the
privacy needs of residents of the development and surrounding properties, providing for
sufficient conveniently located on-site open space, and avoiding undue noise exposure.

Finding: All the proposed buildings located along the street frontage of the site face the
street. The site layout, including the unit orientations and courtyard location, has been
designed to provide for adequate solar access to the new units. Due to the distance between
the proposed development and nearby homes, potential solar access impacts to nearby homes
located on Clarke Street would be considered limited. A shadow analysis conducted for the
project shows that the project would not block sunlight to nearby residential properties
located on Clarke Street except for sunlight to the front yard areas of nearby homes in the
late afternoon during Spring, Summer, and Fall (and in the early afternoon during Winter).
Due to the topography and location of the site, there are no views in the area which the new
units could take advantage of or which the proposal would block from nearby homes.

* Policy N3.10: Guiding the Development of Parking. Off-street parking for residential
buildings should be adequate in amount and conveniently located and laid out, but its visual
prominence should be minimized.

Finding: The amount of proposed off-street parking complies with the parking requirements
of the Zoning Regulations. Off-street parking would be located in a new underground
parking garage, located underneath the proposed building so that it is convenient to the new
units and screened from view from surrounding streets.

* Policy N6.1: Mixing Housing Types. The City will generally be supportive of a mix of
projects that provide a variety of housing types, unit sizes, and lot sizes which are available
to households with a range of incomes.

Finding: The project includes units ranging in size from studios to three-bedroom units in
different housing types (multi-unit apartments and townhouses).

FINDINGS
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o Policy N7.1: Ensuring Compatible Development. New residential development in Detached
Unit and Mixed Housing Type areas should be compatible with the density, scale, design,
and existing or desired character of surrounding development.

Finding: The eastern portion of the project located within the Mixed Housing Type
Residential designation is designed to reflect the density, scale, design, and character of the
existing nearby homes located along Clarke Street in that the proposed buildings in this area
will be articulated into smaller identifiable sub-volumes to appear like single-family homes
and will employ similar building forms as the existing nearby homes.

e Policy N8.2: Making Compatible Interfaces Between Densities. The height of development
in urban residential and other higher density residential areas should step down as it nears
lower density residential areas to minimize conflicts at the interface between the different
types of development.

Finding: The height of the development steps down from 63 feet at the corner of Telegraph
Avenue and 51% Street to buildings ranging in height from 36 to 41 feet in the eastern portion
of the site along Clarke Street.

¢ Policy N10.1: Identifying Neighborhood “Activity Centers.” Neighborhood Activity Centers
should become identifiable commercial, activity and communication centers for the

surrounding neighborhood. The physical design of neighborhood activity centers should
support social interaction and attract persons to the area. Some of the attributes that may
facilitate this interaction include plazas, pocket parks, outdoor seating on public and private
property, ample sidewalk width, street amenities such as trash cans and benches, and
attractive landscaping.

Finding: The proposal includes a plaza at the comer of Telegraph Avenue and 51% Street
which could be used for outdoor seating and social interaction to encourage community
activity.

Guidelines to Determine Project Conformity (Interim CUP for General Plan Density):

That the proposal is clearly appropriate in consideration of the characteristics of the proposal
and the surrounding area.

The proposal is clearly appropriate given the characteristics of the proposal and the surrounding area.
The site is located along a major arterial in an area designated as Grow and Change by the General
Plan. The additional density is appropriate for the site; the site is well-served by transit, will
contribute to the economic vitality of the Temescal commercial district, and is designed to minimize
visual impacts of the project.

That the proposal is clearly consistent with the intent and desired character of the relevant
Land Use Classification or Classifications of the General Plan and any associated policies.

The proposal is clearly consistent with the General Plan as discussed under Criterion E above.
That the proposal will clearly promote implementation of the General Plan.

The proposal will clearly implement the General Plan as discussed under Criterion E above,

FINDINGS
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Section 17.136.070A — Residential Design Review Criteria:

Subject: Design of the proposal

1. That the proposed design will create a building or set of buildings that are well related to the
surrounding area in their setting, scale, bulk, height, materials, and textures.

The proposed design will relate well to the surrounding area. The project is designed so that
proposed buildings front the surrounding streets to create an active pedestrian-oriented streetscape.
All of the proposed buildings contain ground-floor pedestrian-oriented entries, architectural
articulations and detailing, and upper-story setbacks to preserve the pedestrian scale of the
neighborhood. The use of multiple separate buildings, a mixture of materials, fagade articulations,
and upper-story setbacks of the proposal reduce the perceived visual bulk of the project. The height
of the project relates well to the surrounding area in that the height transitions from the commercial
corridor of Telegraph Avenue successfully by stepping down to the east towards the surrounding
residential neighborhood. The proposed upper-story setbacks also contribute to reducing the
perceived height of the proposed buildings. The height of the building at the corner of Telegraph
Avenue and 51* Street is appropriate given the immense width of Telegraph Avenue and 51 Street.
The project’s height will enhance the street definition of Telegraph Avenue and 51* Street and
increase pedestrian comfort by more successfully creating a sense of enclosure on the street. The
project incorporates a variety of materials and textures to further reduce the visual bulk of the
building. The proposed materials and textures are similar to those found in the surrounding
neighborhood.

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

The proposed design will preserve and enhance desirable neighborhood characteristics. The proposal
incorporates pedestrian-oriented elements as discussed under Criterion 1 (see above) in order to
preserve the pedestrian character of the neighborhood. The proposed off-street parking will not
impact the visual character of the neighborhood because parking will be located in an underground
parking garage thereby minimizing its visibility. The project’s height will enhance the street
definition of Telegraph Avenue and 51 Street and increase pedestrian comfort by more successfully
creating a sense of enclosure on the street. The proposed plaza at the corner of Telegraph Avenue
and 51" Street will contribute to the sense of community in the area by providing a social gathering
space and by recognizing the presence of Temescal Creek underneath the site.

3. That the proposed design will be sensitive to the topography and landscape.
Except for the presence of Temescal Creek running underneath the site, there are no significant
natural topographic or landscape features on the site. The project will be sensitive to the creek by
acknowledging its presence in the plaza at the corner of Telegraph Avenue and 51* Street and by

taking additional precautions to protect the integrity of the creek culvert during construction.

4. That, if situated on a hill, the design and massing of the proposed building relates to the grade
of the hill.

The site is not located on a hill.

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

The proposed design conforms in all respects to the Oakland General Plan (formerly the Oakland
Comprehensive Plan) as discussed under Criterion E of Section 17.134.050 (see above).

Section 17.148.050 — Variance Findings:

Subject: Major Variance to allow an increase in residential density pursuant to the Mixed Housing Type
Residential General Plan Land Use Classification (eastern portion of the site); and Minor Variances to allow
1) building height up to 65 feet where 40 feet is the maximum allowed and building height up to 59 feet
where 25 to 30 feet is the maximum allowed, 2) front yard setback of three feet where 20 feet is the
minimum required, and 3) courtyard between buildings measuring 10 feet where 39 feet is the minimum
required and 16 feet where 50 feet is the minimum required.

1. That strict compliance with the specified regulation would result in practical difficulty or
unnecessary hardship inconsistent with the purposes of the zoning regulations, due to unique
physical or topographic circumstances or conditions of design; or, as an alternative in the case
of a minor variance, that such strict compliance would preclude an effective design solution
improving livability, operational efficiency, or appearance.

Density: Strict compliance with the maximum density allowed by the Zoning Regulations would
result in practical difficulty due to unique circumstances. There are two General Plan Land Use
Classifications for the site. The western portion of the site is designated Neighborhood Center
Mixed Use. The eastern portion of the site is designated Mixed Housing Type Residential. Due to
its large size and location at the intersection of two major arterials, the more appropriate General
Plan designation for the entire site would be Neighborhood Center Mixed Use. Under the
Neighborhood Center Mixed Use designation, 2 Major Variance would not be required in order to
exceed the density limitations of the Zoning Regulations. Complying with the density limitations of
the Zoning Regulations would require a significant reduction in the number of units. With a
reduction in the number of units, the proposed underground parking garage would not be financially
feasible thereby requiring unsightly above-ground parking.

Building Height: Strict compliance with the maximum building height regulations would preclude an
effective design solution improving livability. In order to reduce the height of the project, the
proposal would need to reduce the number of units, reduce the size of the units (while maintaining
the same number of units), or redistribute the units to other areas of the site (while maintaining the
same number of units). Reducing the number of units would not allow the remaining number of units
to cover the expense of providing underground parking which would require above-ground parking.
Above-ground parking would dramatically affect the appearance of the proposal because the parking
would be more visible from the street which would be inconsistent with the policies of the General
Plan regarding parking visibility. Reducing the size of the units while maintaining the same number
of units would reduce the variety of unit sizes and types in the proposal which would be inconsistent
with the policies of the General Plan regarding unit sizes and types. Redistributing the units within
the site to reduce the building height while maintaining the same number of units would reduce the
amount of open space in the project thereby reducing solar access to individual units and reducing
the livability of the development.

FINDINGS
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Front Yard Setback: Strict compliance with the minimum front yard setback requirement for the
buildings located along Clarke Street would preclude an effective design solution improving
livability. Increasing the front yard setback would requiring reducing the size of the proposed units,
reducing the size of the interior courtyard, or eliminating the front porches, each of which would
impact the livability of the project.

Courtyard Width: Strict compliance with the minimum courtyard width regulation would result in a
hardship due to unique circumstances. The courtyard width requirement is satisfied on the majority
of the proposed units but because the courtyard is roughly triangular in shape reflecting the triangular
shape of the eastern portion of the site, some of the units at the ends of each building do not meet the
minimum separation requirement. Due to the triangular shape of the lot, units at the ends of
buildings are facing one another. If the western portion of the site was rectangular in shape, the
project would be able to meet the courtyard width requirement. Altering the proposal to comply with
the courtyard width requirement would adversely affect the appearance of the project by requiring
additional separation between the buildings which would result in visual “gaps” in the building
frontage along the street.

2. That strict compliance with the regulations would deprive the applicant of privileges enjoyed
by owners of similarly zoned property; or, as an alternative in the case of a minor variance,
that such strict compliance would preclude an effective design solution fulfilling the basic
intent of the applicable regulation.

Density: Strict compliance with the maximum density allowed by the Zoning Regulations would
deprive the applicant of privileges enjoyed by owners of similarly zoned property. Other similarly
zoned properties located similarly along major arterials are typically designated in a General Plan
land use classification other than Mixed Housing Type Residential where a Major Variances is not
required to exceed the density limitations of the Zoning Regulations.

Building Height: Strict compliance would preclude an effective design solution as discussed under
Finding 1 above.

Front Yard Setback: Strict compliance would preclude an effective design solution as discussed
under Finding 1 above.

Courtyard Width: Strict compliance would preclude an effective design solution as discussed under
Finding 1 above.

3. That the variance, if granted, will not adversely affect the character, livability, or appropriate
development of abutting properties or the surrounding area, and will not be detrimental to the
public welfare or contrary to adopted plans or development policy.

Density: The proposed building height will not adversely affect the surrounding area. The proposed
density will be greater than the surrounding neighborhood but because it is arranged in a manner,
through the use of separate buildings and multiple unit types, upper-story setbacks, and generous
plazas and open space, to reduce the perceived density of the proposal, the project harmonizes with
the surrounding neighborhood.

Building Height: The proposed building height will not adversely affect the surrounding area . The
height of the project relates well to the surrounding area in that the proposed height transitions from
the commercial corridor of Telegraph Avenue successfully by stepping down to the east towards the

FINDINGS
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surrounding residential neighborhood. The proposed upper-story setbacks also contribute to
reducing the perceived height of the proposed buildings. The height of the building at the corner of
Telegraph Avenue and 51* Street is appropriate given the immense width of Telegraph Avenue and
51* Street. The project’s height will enhance the street definition of Telegraph Avenue and 51*
Street and increase pedestrian comfort by more successfully creating a sense of enclosure on the
street.

Front Yard Setback: The proposed front yard setback will not adversely affect the surrounding area.
The front yard setback reduction is for the purpose of the proposed front entry porches along Clarke
Street. The porches are consistent with existing elements in the neighborhood and will enhance the
neighborhood by acting as transitional space between the public realm of the street and the private
realm of the dwelling unit. Residents will be able sit on the front porches thereby interacting with
passersby on the sidewalk to enhance the sense of community.

Courtyard Width: The proposed courtyard width will not adversely affect the surrounding area. The
intent of the courtyard width regulation is to provide for adequate light and air into the units on the
site which has no bearing on the surrounding area. Adequate separation will be maintained between
the buildings to provide light and air into the units and to provide a visual sense of separation
between the buildings as seen from the surrounding area.

4. That the variance will not constitute a grant of special privilege inconsistent with limitations
imposed on similarly zoned properties or inconsistent with the purposes of the zoning
regulations.

The variances will not constitute a grant of special privilege. Other similarly zoned properties under
similar circumstances have been, and will be in the future, given similar considerations.

5. For proposals involving one or two dwelling units on a lot: That the elements of the proposal
requiring the variance (e.g., elements such as buildings, walls, fences, driveways, garages and
carports, etc.) conform with the design review criteria set forth in the design review procedure
at Section 17.136.070.

The proposal does not involve one ot two dwelling units so this finding does not apply.

6. For proposals involving one or two dwelling units on a lot and not requiring design review or
site development and design review: That all elements of the proposal conform to the ''Special
Residential Design Review Checklist Standards and Discretionary Criteria" as adopted by the
City Planning Commission.

The proposal does not involve one or two dwelling units so this finding does not apply.

7. For proposals involving one or two residential dwelling units on a lot: That, if the variance
would relax a regulation governing maximum height, minimum yards, maximum lot coverage
or building length along side lot lines, the proposal also conforms with at least one of the
following criteria:

a. The proposal when viewed in its entirety will not adversely impact abutting residences to
the side, rear, or directly across the street with respect to solar access, view blockage and
privacy to a degree greater than that which would be possible if the residence were built
according to the applicable regulation and, for height variances, the proposal provides

FINDINGS



Oakland City Planning Commission January 18, 2006
Case File Number: CMDV05-469 Page 24

detailing, articulation or other design treatments that mitigate any bulk created by the
additional height; or

b. Over sixty (60) percent of the lots in the immediate vicinity are already developed and the
proposal does not exceed the corresponding as-built condition on these lots and, for height
variances, the proposal provides detailing, articulation or other design treatments that
mitigate any bulk created by the additional height. The immediate context shall consist of
the five closest lots on each side of the project site plus the ten closest lots on the opposite
side of the street (see illustration I-4b); however, the Director of City Planning may make
an alternative determination of immediate context based on specific site conditions. Such
determination shall be in writing and included as part of any decision on any variance.

The proposal dees not involve one or two dwelling units so this finding does not apply.

FINDINGS
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

This proposal is subject to the following conditions:

STANDARD GENERAL CONDITIONS:

1. Approved Use

a.

Ongoing

The project shall be constructed and operated in accordance with the authorized use as described
in this staff report and the plans submitted on December 15, 2005 and as amended by the
following conditions. Any additional uses or facilities other than those approved with this
permit, as described in the project description and approved plans, will require a separate
application and approval

2. Effective Date, Expiration, and Extensions

a.

Ongoing

This permit shall become effective upon satisfactory compliance with these conditions. This
permit shall expire in three years form the date of this approval, unless actual construction or
alteration, or actual commencement of the authorized activities in the case of a permit not
involving construction or alteration, has begun under necessary permits by this date. Upon
written request and payment of appropriate fees submitted no later than the expiration date, the
Zoning Administrator may grant a one-year extension of this date, with additional extensions
subject to approval by the City Planning Commission.

3. Scope of This Approval; Major and Minor Changes

a,

Ongoing

The project is approved pursuant to the Planning Code only and shall comply with all other
applicable codes, requirements, regulations, and guidelines imposed by other affected
departments, including but not limited to the Building Services Division and the Fire Marshal.
Minor changes to approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning
Administrator; major changes shall be subject to review and approval by the City Planning
Commission.

4. Modification of Conditions or Revocation

a.

Ongoing

The City Planning Commission reserves the right, after notice and public hearing, to alter
Conditions of Approval or revoke this conditional use permit if it is found that the approved use
or facility is violating any of the Conditions of Approval, any applicable codes, requirements,
regulation, guideline or causing a public nuisance.

5. Reproduction of Conditions on Building Plans

a.

Prior to issuance of a building permit

These conditions of approval shall be reproduced on page one of any plans submitted for a
building permit for this project.

6. Indemnification

a.

Ongoing

The applicant shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City of Oakland, its agents,
officers, and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding (including legal costs and
attorney’s fees) against the City of Oakland, its agents, officers or employees to attack, set aside,

CONDITIONS OF APPRO
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void or annul, an approval by the City of Oakland, the Office of Planning and Zoning Division,
Planning Commission, or City Council relating to this project. The City shall promptly notify the
applicant of any claim, action or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in such defense.
The City may elect, in its sole discretion, to participate in the defense of said claim, action, or
proceeding.

7. Waste Reduction and Recycling
a. Prior to issuance of a building or demolition permit
The applicant may be required to complete and submit a “Waste Reduction and Recycling Plan,”
and a plan to divert 50 percent of the solid waste generated by the operation of the project, to the
Public Works Agency for review and approval, pursuant to City of Oakland Ordinance No.
12253. Contact the City of Qakland Environmental Services Division of Public Works at (510)
238-7073 for information.

8. Recycling Space Aliocation Requirements
a. Prior to issuance of a building permit
The design, location and maintenance of recycling collection and storage areas must substantially
comply with the provision of the Oakland City Planning Commission “Guidelines for the
Development and Evaluation of Recycling Collection and Storage Areas”, Policy 100-28. A
minimum of two cubic feet of storage and coliection area shall be provided for each dwelling
unit and for each 1,000 square feet of commercial space.

9. Electrical Facilities
a. Prior to installation
All new electric and telephone facilities, fire alarm conduits, streetlight wiring, and similar
facilities shall be placed underground. Electric and telephone facilities shall be installed in
accordance with standard specifications of the servicing utilities. Street lighting and fire alarm
facilities shall be installed in accordance with the standard specifications of the Building
Services Division.

10, Improvements in the Public Right-of-Way
a. Prior to issuance of a building permit for work in the public right-of-way

The applicant shall submit Public Improvement Plans for adjacent public rights-of-way showing
all proposed improvements and compliance with Conditions of Approval and City requirements
including but not limited to curbs, gutters, sewer laterals, storm drains, street trees, paving
details, locations of transformers and other above ground utility structures, locations of facilities
required by the East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD), and accessibility improvements
compliant with applicable standards and any other improvements or requirements for the project
as provided for in this approval. Encroachment permits shall be obtained as necessary for any
applicable improvements. Review and confirmation of the street trees by the City’s Tree
Division is required as part of this condition. The Planning and Zoning Division and the Public
Works Agency will review and approve designs and specifications for the improvements.
Improvements shall be completed prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy.

STANDARD CONSTRUCTION CONDITIONS:

11. Construction Hours
a. During all construction activities
The project sponsor shall require construction contractors to limit standard construction activities
as required by the City Building Services Division. Such activities are generally limited to
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between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, with pile driving and/or other extreme
noise generating activities greater than 90 dBA limited to between 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.
Monday through Friday, with no extreme noise generating activity permitted between 12:30 p.m.
and 1:30 p.m. No construction activities shall be allowed on weekends until after the building is
enclosed, and then only within the interior of the building with the doors and windows closed,
without prior authorization of the Building Services Division, and no extreme noise generating
activities shall be allowed on weekends and holidays. Saturday construction activity prior to the
building being enclosed shall be evaluated on a case by case basis, with criteria including the
proximity of residential uses and a survey of resident’s preferences for whether Saturday activity
is acceptable if the overall duration of construction is shortened. No construction activity shall
take place on Sundays or Federal holidays.

12. Construction Management
a. Prior to issuance of a demolition or building permit

The project sponsor shall submit a construction management and staging plan to the Building

Services Division with the application for the building permit for the project for review and

approval. The plan shall include at least the following items and requirements:

e A set of comprehensive traffic control measures, including scheduling of major truck trips
and deliveries to avoid peak traffic hours, detour signs if required, lane closure procedures,
signs, cones for drivers, and designated construction access routes. In addition, the
information shall include a construction-staging plan for any right-of-way.

e DProvision for parking management and spaces for all construction workers to ensure that
construction workers do not park in on-street spaces.

¢ Notification procedures for adjacent property owners and public safety personnel (about 48
hours) regarding when major deliveries, detours and lane closures will occur.

¢ Provision for accommodation of pedestrian flow.

¢ Location of construction staging areas.

¢ Provisions for monitoring surface streets used for haul routes so that any damage to the street
paving and debris attributable to the haul trucks can be identified and corrected.

¢ A temporary construction fence to contain debris and material and to secure the site.

s Provisions for removal of trash generated by project construction activity. The applicant
shall ensure that debris and garbage is collected and removed from the site daily.

¢ At least one copy of the approved plans that include the Approval Letter and the Conditions
of approval for this project shall be available for review at the job at all times.

»  All work shall apply the “Best Management Practices™ (BMPs) for the construction industry,
including BMPs for dust, erosion, and sedimentation abatement per Chapter 15.04 of the
QOakland Municipal Code, as well as all specific construction-related conditions of approval
attached to this project.

Dust control measures as set forth in Condition #13, below.

+ Noise control measures as set forth in Conditions #15 and #16, below.

® A process for responding to, and tracking, complaints pertaining to construction activity,
including the identification of an on-site complaint manager. The manager shall determine
the cause of the complaints and shall take prompt action to correct the problem. The

Planning and Zoning Division shall be informed who the Manager is prior to the issuance of
a building pertnit.
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13. Dust Control Measures
a, During all construction activities

Dust control measures shall be instituted and maintained during construction to minimize air

quality impacts. The measures shall include:

e Watering all active construction areas at least twice daily, or as required to control dust;

¢  Water or cover stockpiles of debris, soils, sand, or other material that can be blown by the
wind;

* Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply non-toxic soil stabilizers on all unpaved roads,
parking areas, and staging areas at construction sites;

e Sweep daily (preferably with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas, and
staging areas at construction sites,

* Sweeping adjacent public rights of way (preferably with water sweepers) and streets daily if
visible soil material or debris is carried onto these areas.

¢ Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or require all trucks to maintain
at least two feet of freeboard;

* Hydroseed or apply non-toxic soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas;

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

* Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff onto public
roadways; and

* Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible.

14. Grading, Erosion and Drainage Plan.
a. Prior to issuance of grading permit and during construction.
The applicant shall submit for review and approval by the Building Services Division a Site
Grading, Drainage, and Erosion Control plan in conformance with City standards and “Best
Management Practices” (BMP) for use during construction.

* The plan shall indicate the methods, means, and design to conduct site stormwater run-off,
attenuate storm drainage flow, and minimize sedimentation and erosion during and after
construction activity (utilizing a combination of permeable surfaces, subsurface-drainage, silt
debris barriers, drainage retention systerns, and/or filtration swale landscaping). All graded
slopes or disturbed areas shall be temporarily protected from erosion by implementing
seeding, mulching and/or erosion control blankets/mats until permanent erosion control
measures are in place. No grading shall occur without a valid grading permit issued by the
Building Services Division or within the period of October 15 through April 15 uniess
specifically authorized in writing by the Building Services Division. The plan will be in effect
for a period of time sufficient to stabilize the construction site throughout all phases of
project development. Furthermore, storm drainage facilities shall be designed to meet
applicable regulations.

e In order to minimize potential water quality impacts to surface runoff during construction,
the proposed project will require standard erosion contro]l measures as part of the project
prior to issuance of grading or building permits. The applicant will be required to prepare a
construction period erosion control plan and submit the plan to the Building Services
Division for approval prior to issuance of a grading or building permit. The plan will be in
effect for a period of time sufficient to stabilize the construction site for all phases of the
project. These standard measures will address construction period erosion on the site by
wind or water.
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» Construction operations, especially grading operations, shall be confined as much as possible
to the dry season in order to avoid erosion of disturbed soils.

15. Construction Refated Noise Control
a. During all construction activities ‘
To reduce daytime noise impacts due to construction, to the maximum feasibie extent, the City
shall require the applicant to develop a site-specific noise reduction program, subject to city
review and approval, which includes the following measures:

¢ Signs shall be posted at the construction site that include permitted construction days and
hours, a day and evening contact number for the job site, and a day and evening contact
number for the City in the event of problems.

e Designate an on-site complaint and enforcement manager shall be posted to respond to and
track complaints.

e A preconstruction meeting shall be held with the job inspectors and the general
contractor/on-site project manager to confirm that noise mitigation and practices are
completed prior to the issuance of a building permit (including construction hours,
neighborhood notification, posted signs, etc.).

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

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

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

16. Pile Driving and other Extreme Noise Generators
a. During all construction activities

e To further mitigate other extreme noise generating construction impacts, a set of site-specific
noise attenuation measures shall be completed under the supervision of a qualified acoustical
consultant. This noise reduction plan shall be submitted for review and approval by the City
to ensure that maximum feasible noise attenuation is achieved. These attenuation measures
shall include as many of the following conirol strategies as feasible and shall be implemented
prior to any required pile-driving activities:

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

e 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), where feasible, in consideration of
geotechnical and structural requirements and conditions;
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e Utilize noise control blankets on the building structure as the building is erected to reduce
noise emission from the site;

e Evaluate the feasibility of noise control at the receivers by temporarily improving the noise
reduction capability of adjacent buildings; and

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

* A process with the following components shall be established for responding to and tracking
complaints pertaining to pile-driving construction noise:

e A procedure for notifying City Building Services Division staff and Oakland Police
Department;

e Alist of telephone numbers (during regular construction hours and off-hours);

e A plan for posting signs on-site pertaining to complaint procedures and who to notify in the
event of a problem;

e Designation of a construction complaint manager for the project; and

e Notification of neighbors within 300 feet of the project construction area at least 30 days in
advance of extreme noise generating activities.

17. Site Maintenance
a. During all construction activities
The applicant shall ensure that debris and garbage is collected and removed from the site daily.

18. Cultural Resources found during Site Work and Construction
a. Prior to issuance of any grading permits and throughout construction

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section 15064.5, if the
applicant discovers any previously unidentified cultural resources during any onsite or offsite
construction phase of the proposed project, the project applicant is required to cease work in the
immediate area until such time as a qualified archaeologist and the City of Oakland can assess
the significance of the find and make mitigation recommendations, if warranted. To achieve this
goal, the contractor shall instruct the construction personnel on the project as to the potential for
discovery of archeological, pre-historic, historic, cultural, or human remains. The contractor
shall ensure that all construction personnel understands the need for proper and timely reporting
of such finds, and the consequences of any failure to report them. Any recommendations of the
qualified archeologist shall be implemented prior to resumption of work in the affected area.

19, Special Instructor
a. Throughout construction
The project sponsor may be required o pay for on-call special inspector(s) as needed during
the times of most intense construction or as directed by the Building Official.
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SPECIFIC CONDITIONS (CASE NO. CMDV(5-469):

20. Landscape Plan

a. Information to be included on the plans submitted for a building permit
The project drawings submitted for a building permit shall include a detailed landscape plan for
review and approval by the Planning and Zoning Division. The landscaping plan shall include
proposed surface materials and design details for all common areas in the development. A
detailed planting schedule showing sizes, quantities, and names of plant species as well as the
proposed method(s) of irrigation is required. The design of the plaza located at the corner of
Telegraph Avenue and 51 Street shall acknowledge the presence of Temescal Creek under the
site. Examples of appropriate forms of acknowledgment include a design feature that represents
the creek and an informational plaque concerning the creek. Pursuant to Section 17.124.030 of
the Qakland Planning Code, one fifteen-galion street tree, as approved by the Public Works
Agency, Tree Division, shall be provided for every twenty-five (25) feet of street frontage or for
every twenty (20) feet of street frontage if a curbside planting strip exists. Fire and drought-
resistant species are encouraged. The landscape plan shall also show the proposed design,
height, and location of all proposed fencing and gates.

b. Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy
The applicant shall install all proposed landscape features indicated on the approved landscape
plan prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy, unless bonded pursuant to the provisions
of Section 17.124.50 of the Oakland Planning Code. The amount of such bond or cash deposit
shall equal the greater of $2,500 or the estimated cost of the required landscaping, based on a
licensed contractor’s bid.

¢. Ongoing
All installed planting shall be permanently maintained in a healthy condition.

21. Final Elevations
a. Information to be included on the plans submitted for a building permit
The final proposed building elevations shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning and
Zoning Division. All proposed exterior windows and doors shall be recessed a minimum of three
inches from the surrounding wall surface and/or incorporate window trim or a pronounced sill.
Detailed window section drawings are required.

22. Final Building Colors and Materials
a. Information to be included with the materials submitted for a building permit
The final proposed building colors and materials shall be submitted for review and approval by
the Planning and Zoning Division. The material proposed for the base of Building 1 shall be a
high-quality, durable material (e.g., stone, tile). Concrete or stucco is not allowed along the base
of Building 1 unless the applicant can demonstrate that the proposed material will provide for a
high level of quality and durability.

23. Temescal Creek Culvert
a. Information to be included with the materials submitied for a building permit
The applicant shall submit a statement from a licensed engineer certifying that the project is
designed and engineered in a manner that does not compromise the integrity of the Temescal
Creek culvert located on the site.

APPROVED BY: City Planning Commission: (date) (vote)
' City Council: (date) (vote)
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Oi) CITY or OAKLAND

250 FRAMNEK H., OGAWA PLAZA, SIHTE 2315 « OARNLAND, TMALITORERIA 946122032
Community and Economic Development Agency (5107 236-3947
Planning & Zoning Services Divisiun FAX (510) 238-0538

TOD {570) 238-3254

Fanuary 27, 2006

Roy Alper

5110 Telegraph Avenue, LLC
P.O. Box 3538

Dakland, CA 94609

RE: Case File No. CMDV05-469; 5110 Telegraph Avenue (APN 014-1226-009-02)
Dear Mr. Alper:

Your application as noted above was APPROVED at the City Planning Commission meeting of Japuary
18, 2006. The Commission’s action is indicated below. This action becomes final ten (10) days after the
date of the meeting unless an appeal to the City Council is filed.

() Granted in accordance with the plans submitted
(X ) Granted with required conditions (see attached) (Vote: 5 - 0)
() Denied

An Appeal to the City Council of this decision may be submitted within ten (10) calendar days (by 4:00
p.m.) of January 18, 2006. An appeal shall be on a form provided by the Planning and Zoning Division
of the Community and Economic Development Agency, and submitted to the same at 250 Frank H.
Ogawa Plaza, Suite 2114, Oakland, California, 94612, and to the attention of Darin Ranelletti, Planner
HI. The appeal shall state specifically wherein it is claimed there was error or abuse of discretion by the
Planning Commission or wherein its decision is not supported by substantial evidence and must include
payment of $682.77 in accordance with the City of Oakland Master Fee Schedule. The Planning and
Zoning Division shall forward a copy of appeals submitted to the City Council to the City Clerk for
scheduling. The appeal itself must raise each and every issue that is contested, along with all the
arguments and evidence in the record which supports the basis of the appeal; failure to do so may
preclude you from raising such issues during your appeal and/or in court.

A signed Notice of Exemption (NOE) is enclosed certifying that the project has been found to be exempt
from California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review. You may record the enclosed NOE and
Environmental Declaration at the Alameda County Clerk’s office at 1106 Madison Street, Oakland, CA
94612, at a cost of $25.00 made payable to the Alameda County Clerk. Please bring the original NOE
related documents and five copies to the Alameda County Clerk, and return one date stamped copy to the
Planning and Zoning Division, to the attention of Darin Ranelletti, Planner III. Although recordation of
the NOE is optional pursuant to Section 15062(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, recordation of the NOE
reduces the statute of limitations on legal challenges to your project, based on environmental issues, to 35
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days after the NOE is recorded with the County. In the absence of a recorded NOE, the statute of
limitations for legal challenges extends to 180 days.

If you have any questions, please contact the case planner, Darin Ranelletti, at (510) 238-3663 or
dranelletti@oaklandnet.com.

Very truly yours,

1 v v

GARY V.PATTON
Deputy Director of Planning and Zoning

Attachment: Conditions of Approval

Enclosures:  Notice of Exemption
Environmental Declaration



CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
Case No.: CMDV05-469

This proposal is subject to the following conditions (underlined language was added, by the City
Planning Commission at the hearing dated January 18, 2006):

STANDARD GENERAL CONDITIONS:

1. Approved Use

a.

Ongoing

The project shall be constructed and operated in accordance with the authorized use as described
in this staff report and the plans submitted on December 15, 2005 and as amended by the
following conditions. Any additional uses or facilities other than those approved with this
permit, as described in the project description and approved plans, will require a separate
application and approval

2. Effective Date, Expiration, and Extensions

a,

Ongoing

This permit shall become effective upon satisfactory compliance with these conditions. This
permit shall expire in three years form the date of this approval, unless actual construction or
alteration, or actual commencement of the authorized activities in the case of a permit not
involving comstruction or alteration, has begun under necessary permits by this date. Upon
written request and payment of appropriate fees submitted no later than the expiration date, the
Zoning Administrator may grant a one-year extension of this date, with additional extensions
subject to approval by the City Planning Commission.

3. Scope of This Approval; Major and Minor Changes

a.

Ongoing

The project is approved pursuant to the Planning Code only and shall comply with all other
applicable codes, requirements, regulations, and guidelines imposed by other affected
departments, including but not limited to the Building Services Division and the Fire Marshal.
Minor changes to approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning
Administrator; major changes shall be subject to review and approval by the City Planning
Comumission.

4. Modification of Conditions or Revocation

a.

Ongoing

The City Planning Commission reserves the right, after notice and public hearing, to alter
Conditions of Approval or revoke this conditional use permit if it is found that the approved use
or facility is violating any of the Conditions of Approval, any applicable codes, requirements,
regulation, guideline or causing a public nuisance.

5. Reproduction of Conditions on Building Plans

a.

Prior to issuance of a building permit
These conditions of approval shall be reproduced on page one of any plans submitted for a
building permit for this project.

6. Indemnification

a.

Ongoing

The applicant shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City of Qakland, its agents,
officers, and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding (including legal costs and
attorney’s fees) against the City of Oakiand, its agents, officers or employees to attack, set aside,
void or annul, an approval by the City of Oakland, the Office of Planning and Zoning Division,
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Planning Commission, or City Council relating to this project. The City shall promptly notify the
applicant of any claim, action or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in such defense.
The City may elect, in its sole discretion, to participate in the defense of said claim, action, or
proceeding.

7. Waste Reduction and Recycling
a. Prior to issuance of a building or demolition permit

The applicant may be required to complete and submit 2 “Waste Reduction and Recycling Plan,”
and a plan to divert 50 percent of the solid waste generated by the operation of the project, to the
Public Works Agency for review and approval, pursuant to City of Oakland Ordinance No.
12253. Contact the City of Oakland Environmental Services Division of Public Works at (510)
238-7073 for information.

8. Recycling Space Allocation Requirements

a,

Prior to issuance of a building permit

The design, location and maintenance of recycling collection and storage areas must substantially
comply with the provision of the Oakland City Planning Commission “Guidelines for the
Development and Evaluation of Recycling Collection and Storage Areas”, Policy 100-28. A
minimum of two cubic feet of storage and collection area shall be provided for each dwelling
unit and for each 1,000 square feet of commercial space.

9. Electrical Facilities
a. Priorto installation

All new electric and telephone facilities, fire alarm conduits, streetlight wiring, and similar
facilities shall be placed underground. Electric and telephone facilities shall be instafled in
accordance with standard specifications of the servicing utilities. Street lighting and fire alarm
facilities shall be installed in accordance with the standard specifications of the Building
Services Division.

10. Improvements in the Public Right-of-Way
a. Prior to issuance of a building permit for work in the public right-of-way

The applicant shall submit Public Improvement Plans for adjacent public rights-of-way showing
all proposed improvements and compliance with Conditions of Approval and City requirements
including but not limited to curbs, gutiers, sewer laterals, storm drains, street trees, paving
details, locations of transformers and other above ground utility structures, locations of facilities
required by the East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD), and accessibility improvements
compliant with applicable standards and any other improvements or requirements for the project
as provided for in this approval. Encroachment permits shall be obtained as necessary for any
applicable improvements. Review and confirmation of the street trees by the City’s Tree
Division is required as part of this condition. The Planning and Zoning Division and the Public
Works Agency will review and approve designs and specifications for the improvements.
Improvements shall be completed prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy.

STANDARD CONSTRUCTION CONDITIONS:

11. Construction Hours
a. During all construction activities

The project sponsor shall require construction contractors to limit standard construction activities
as required by the City Building Services Division. Such activities are generally limited to
between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, with pile driving and/or other extreme
noise generating activities greater than 90 dBA limited to between 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.
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Monday through Friday, with no extreme noise generating activity permitted between 12:30 p.m.
and 1:30 p.m. No construction activities shall be allowed on weekends until after the building is
enclosed, and then only within the interior of the building with the doors and windows closed,
without prior authorization of the Building Services Division, and no extreme noise generating
activities shall be allowed on weekends and holidays. Saturday construction activity prior to the
building being enclosed shall be evaluated on a case by case basis, with criteria including the
proximity of residential uses and a survey of resident’s preferences for whether Saturday activity
is acceptable if the overall duration of construction is shortened. No construction activity shall
take place on Sundays or Federal holidays.

12. Construction Management

a.

Prior to issuance of a demolition or building permit

The project sponsor shall submit a construction management and staging plan to the Building

Services Division with the application for the building permit for the project for review and

approval. The plan shall include at least the following items and requirements:

e A set of comprehensive traffic control measures, including scheduling of major truck trips
and deliveries to avoid peak traffic hours, detour signs if required, lane closure procedures,
signs, cones for drivers, and designated construction access routes. In addition, the
information shall include a construction-staging plan for any right-of-way:.

¢ Provision for parking management and spaces for all construction workers to ensure that
construction workers do not park in on-street spaces.

e Notification procedures for adjacent property owners and public safety personnel (about 48
hours) regarding when major deliveries, detours and lane closures will occur.

» Provision for accommodation of pedestrian flow.

s Location of construction staging areas.

e Provisions for monitoring surface streets used for haul routes so that any damage to the street
paving and debris attributable to the haul trucks can be identified and corrected.

» A temporary construction fence to contain debris and material and to secure the site.

e Provisions for removal of trash generated by project construction activity. The applicant
shall ensure that debris and garbage is collected and removed from the site daily.

s At least one copy of the approved plans that include the Approval Letter and the Conditions
of approval for this project shall be available for review at the job at all times.

»  All work shall apply the “Best Management Practices” (BMPs) for the construction industry,
including BMPs for dust, erosion, and sedimentation abatement per Chapter 15.04 of the
Oakland Municipal Code, as well as all specific construction-related conditions of approval
attached to this project.

¢ Dust control measures as set forth in Condition #13, below.

* Noise control measures as set forth in Conditions #15 and #16, below.

» A process for responding to, and tracking, complaints pertaining to construction act.vity,
including the identification of an on-site complaint manager. The manager shall determine
the cause of the complaints and shall take prompt action to correct the problem. The

Planning and Zoning Division shall be informed who the Manager is prior to the issuance of
a building permit.

13. Dust Control Measures
a. During all construction activities

Dust control measures shall be instituted and maintained during construction to minimize air
quality impacts. The measures shall include:

* Watering all active construction areas at least twice daily, or as required to control dust;
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL (Case No.: CMDV(05-469)

Water or cover stockpiles of debris, soils, sand, or other material that can be biown by the
wind,

Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply non-toxic soil stabilizers on all unpaved roads,
parking areas, and staging areas at construction sites;

Sweep daily (preferably with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas, and
staging areas at construction sites,

Sweeping adjacent public rights of way (preferably with water sweepers) and streets daily if
visible soil material or debris is carried onto these areas.

Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or require all trucks to maintain
at least two feet of freeboard:

Hydroseed or apply non-toxic soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas;

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

Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff onto public
roadways; and

Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible.

14. Grading, Erosion and Drainage Plan.
a. Prior to issuance of grading permit and during construction.
The applicant shall submit for review and approval by the Building Services Division a Site
Grading, Drainage, and Erosion Control plan in conformance with City standards and “Best
Management Practices” (BMP) for use during construction.

The plan shall indicate the methods, means, and design to conduct site stormwater run-off,
attenuate storm drainage flow, and minimize sedimentation and erosion during and after
construction activity (utilizing a combination of permeable surfaces, subsurface-drainage, silt
debris barriers, drainage retention systems, and/or filtration swale landscaping). All graded
slopes or disturbed areas shall be temporarily protected from erosion by implementing
seeding, mulching and/or erosion control blankets/mats until permanent erosion control
measures are in place. No grading shall occur without a valid grading permit issued by the
Building Services Division or within the period of October 15 through April 15 unless
specifically authorized in writing by the Building Services Division. The plan will be in effect
for a period of time sufficient to stabilize the construction site throughout all phases of
project development. Furthermore, storm drainage facilities shall be designed to meet
applicable regulations.

In order to minimize potential water quality impacts to surface runoff during construcrion,
the proposed project will require standard erosion control measures as part of the project
prior to issuance of grading or building permits. The applicant will be required to prepare a
construction period erosion control plan and submit the plan to the Building Services
Division for approval prior to issuance of a grading or building permit. The plan will be in
effect for a period of time sufficient to stabilize the construction site for all phases of the
project. These standard measures will address construction period erosion on the site by
wind or water.

Construction operations, especially grading operations, shall be confined as much as possible
to the dry season in order to avoid erosion of disturbed soils.

15. Construction Related Noise Controf
a. During all construction activities
To reduce daytime noise impacts due to construction, to the maximum feasible extent, the City
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL (Case No.: CMDV(5-469)

shall require the applicant to develop a site-specific noise reduction program, subject to city
review and approval, which includes the following measures:

Signs shall be posted at the construction site that include permitted construction days and
hours, a day and evening contact number for the job site, and a day and evening contact
number for the City in the event of problems.

Designate an on-site complaint and enforcement manager shall be posted to respond ta and
track complaints.

A preconstruction meeting shall be held with the job inspectors and the general
contractor/on-site project manager to confirm that noise mitigation and practices are
completed prior to the issuance of a building permit (including construction hours,
neighborhood notification, posted signs, etc.).

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

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

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

16. Pile Driving and other Extreme Noise Generators
a. During all construction activities

To further mitigate other extreme noise generating construction impacts, a set of site-specific
noise attenuation measures shall be compieted under the supervision of a qualified acoustical
consultant. This noise reduction plan shall be submitted for review and approval by the City
to ensure that maximum feasible noise attenuation is achieved. These attenuation measures
shall include as many of the following control strategies as feasible and shall be implemented
prior to any required pile-driving activities:

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

Implement “quiet” pile driving technology (such as pre-drilling of piles, the use of more than
one pile driver to shorten the tota] pile driving duration), where feasible, in consideration of
geotechnical and structural requirements and conditions;

Utilize noise control blankets on the building structure as the building is erected io reduce
noise emission from the site;

Evaluate the feasibility of noise control at the receivers by temporarily improving the noise
reduction capability of adjacent buildings; and

Monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by taking noise measurements.
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL (Case No.: CMDV05-469)

* A process with the following components shall be established for responding to and tracking
complaints pertaining to pile-driving construction noise:

» A procedure for notifying City Building Services Division staff and Qakland Police
Department;

s A list of telephone numbers (during regular construction hours and off-hours);

* A plan for posting signs on-site pertaining to complaint procedures and who to notify in the
event of a problem;

¢ Designation of a construction complaint manager for the project; and

¢ Notification of neighbors within 300 feet of the project construction area at least 30 days in
advance of extreme noise generating activities.

17. Site Maintenance
a. During all construction activities
The applicant shall ensure that debris and garbage is collected and removed from the site daily.

18. Cultural Resources found during Site Work and Construction
a. Prior to issuance of any grading permits and throughout construction

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section 15064.5, if the
applicant discovers any previously unidentified cultural resources during any onsite or offsite
construction phase of the proposed project, the project applicant is required to cease work in the
immediate area until such time as a qualified archaeologist and the City of Oakland can assess
the significance of the find and make mitigation recommendations, if warranted. To achieve this
goal, the contractor shall instruct the construction personnel on the project as to the potential for
discovery of archeological, pre-historic, historic, cultural, or human remains. The contractor
shall ensure that all construction personnel understands the need for proper and timely reporting
of such finds, and the consequences of any failure to report them. Any recommendations of the
qualified archeologist shall be implemented prior to resumption of work in the affected area.

19. Special Instructor
a. Throughout construction
The project sponsor may be required to pay for on-call special inspector(s) as needed during
the times of most intense construction or as directed by the Building Official.

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS (CASE NO. CMDV05-469):

20. Landscape Plan
a. Information to be included on the plans submitted for a building permit
The project drawings submitted for a building permit shall inciude a detailed fandscape plan for
review and approval by the Planning and Zoning Division. The landscaping plan shall include
proposed surface materials and design details for all common areas in the development. A
detailed planting schedule showing sizes, quantities, and names of plant species as well as the
proposed method(s) of irrigation is required. The design of the plaza located at the corner of
Telegraph Avenue and 51" Street shall acknowledge the presence of Temescal Creek under the
site. Examples of appropriate forms of acknowledgment include a design feature that represents
the creek and an informational plaque concerning the creek. Pursuant to Section 17.124.030 of
the Oakland Planning Code, one fifteen-gallon street tree, as approved by the Public Works
Agency, Tree Division, shall be provided for every twenty-five (25) feet of street frontage or for
every twenty (20) feet of street frontage if a curbside planting strip exists. Fire and drought-
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resistant species are encouraged. The landscape plan shall also show the proposed design,
height, and location of all proposed fencing and gates. Prior to the submittal of the landscape
plan to the Planning and Zoning Division, the applicant shall submit the proposed landscape plan
to the Friends of the Rockridge Temescal Greenbelt (*FROG”) for review.

b. Prior to Issuance of a certificate of occupancy
The applicant shall install all proposed landscape features indicated on the approved landscape
plan prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy, unless bonded pursuant to the provisions
of Section 17.124.50 of the Oakland Planning Code. The amount of such bond or cash deposit
shall equal the greater of $2,500 or the estimated cost of the required landscaping, based on a
licensed contractor’s bid.

¢. Ongoing
All installed planting shall be permanently maintained in a healthy condition.

21. Final Elevations
a. Information to be included on the plans submitted for a building permit
The final proposed building elevations shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning and
Zoning Division. All proposed exterior windows and doors shall be recessed a minimum of three
inches from the surrounding wall surface and/or incorporate window trim or a pronounced sill.
Detailed window section drawings are required. The final elevations shall include the revisions
to Building 1 (located at the corner of Telegraph Avenue and 51% Street), Building 3 (located
along Clarke Street), and Building 4 (located along the northwest boundary of the site) as

proposed by the applicant in the correspondence dated January 11, 2006,

22. Final Building Colors and Materials
a. Information to be included with the materials submitted for a building permit
The final proposed building colors and materials shall be submitted for review and approval by
the Planning and Zoning Division. The material proposed for the base of Building 1 shall be a
high-quality, durable material (e.g., stone, tile). Concrete or stucco is not allowed along the base
of Building 1 unless the applicant can demonstrate that the proposed material will provide for a
high level of quality and durability.

23. Temescal Creek Culvert
a. Information to be included with the materials submitted for a building permit
The applicant shall submit 2 statement from a licensed engineer cettifying that the project is
designed and engineered in a manner that does not compromise the integrity of the Temescal
Creek culvert located on the site.

24. Public Walkway
a. Ongoing (as explained below}

The project shall incorporate the public walkway along the northwest boundary of the site (i.e.,

the extension of the Rockridge Temescal Greenbelt)., as proposed by the applicant in the

correspondence dated January 11, 2006, subject to the following provisions:

1) The public walkway shall be deeded to the City. The applicant shall enter into an agreergent
with the City, to be reviewed and approved by the Director of Development, for the exchange
of the public walkway property for the City-owned property the City has already agreed to
sel] to the applicant.

2} The City shall grant a permanent right of use and access to the applicant as necessary to
allow the proposed parking garage. service facilities and utilities, and pedestrian access
underneath the public walkway.

3) The applicant shall enter into an agreement with the City, to be reviewed and approved by

the Director of Development, regarding the ongoing maintenance responsibilitiss for the
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public walkway. The maintenance agreement shall be recorded at the Alameda County

Recorder’s Office prior to the finaling of the building permit.
4) The project drawings submitted for the building permit shall include improvement details for

the public walkway to be reviewed and approved by the Planning and Zoning Division.

5) The public walkway shall be installed and improved in accordance with the approved plans
prior to the finaling of the building permit for the project.

6)_ Incorporation of the public walkway into the project may result in the need for variances to
the zoning requirements regarding the minimum number of off-street parking spaces and the
minimum interior side vard setback opposite living room windows. These variances, if
required, shall be reviewed and decided upon by the Director of Development in accordance
with Chapter 17.148 of the Qakland Planning Code. If a_variance is sought to reduce the
amount of off-street parking spaces to less than one parking space per residential unit, the
variance shall be reviewed and decided upon by the Planning Commission.

7} In the event that the project is approved with conditions requiring a modification to the
project beyond what is currently proposed by the applicant, the applicant has the option of
waiving compliance with this Condition (Condition #24).

8) In the event that the applicant and the City are unable to reach an agreement concerning the
exchange of the public walkway property for the City-owned property. the applicant shall
include the walkway in the project as proposed but shall not be required to deed it to the City

and shall be entitled to have care, custody, and control of the walkway remain with the owner
and/or homeowners association.

25, Compliance Plan

a.  Prior to issuance of a building permit
The applicant shall submit a compliance plan to the Community and Economic Developmerit
Agency, for review and approval by the Director of Development, for abating any existing ¢ode
violations and liens levied on the previous owner of the property. The compliance plan shall
include off-site improvements tc be installed in the surrounding neighborhood in place of paying
off existing liens. Off-site improvements may include improvements consistent with the
Telegraph Avenue Streetscape Project. The amount of off-site improvements required shall be at
least equal in cost to the amount of the liens.

b. _Prior to finaling the building permit
The applicant shall install the off-site improvements in accordance with the compliance plan
prior to the finaling of the building permit or shall submit a security deposit equal to the amount
of the cost to install the improvements. The applicant must obtain the necessary permits from the
Building Services Division and/or Public Works Apgency prior to the installation of the off-site

improvements.

25, Affordabie Units
a. _Ongoing
The City encourages the applicant to achieve the goal of making 25 percent of the proposed
dwelling units affordable to households earning up to 80 percent of the median income of
Alameda County.

APPROVED BY: City Planning Commission: __ | / | & [Qp (date) S O - (vote)
City Council: (date) (vote)
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City of Oakland

Community and Economic Development Agency
Zoning Division

250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 2114

Oakland, CA 94612

NOTICE OF EXEMPTION

TO:  Alameda County Clerk
1106 Madison Street
Oakland, CA 94612

Project Title: Civiq
Project Applicant: 5110 Telegraph Avenue, LLC

Project Location: 5110 Telegraph Avenue, Oakland, CA (APN 014-1226-009-02)

Project Description: Construction of a new mixed-use building containing 67 residential units and
2,990 sq. ft. of commercial space.

Exempt Status:

Statutory Exemptions Categorical Exemptions
{Article 18:Section 21080;15260} {Article 19:Section 21084;15300}
[ ] Ministerial { Sec.15268} [ 1 Existing Facilities {Sec.15301}
[ ] Feasibility/Planning Study {Sec.15262} { ] Replacement or Reconstruction {Sec.15302}
[ 1 Emergency Project {Sec.15269} [ ] Small Structures {Sec.15303}
[ 1 General Rule {Sec.15061(b)}(3)} [ ] Minor Alterations {Sec.15304}
[ ] Other: {Sec. } [ 1 Other {Sec. }
[X ] Infill Development {Sec. 15332}

Reasons why project is exempt: The project consists of in-fill development in an urbanized area.

Lead Agency: City of Oakland, Community and Economic Development Agency, Zoning Division, 250 Frank H. Ogawa
Plaza, Suite 2114, Oakland, CA 94612

Department/Contact Person: Darin Ranelletti Phone: (510) 238-3663
éﬁ_\, @é\ [~ > -cf
Signature (Gary Patton, Deputy Director of Planning and Zoning) Date:

Pursuant to Section 711.4(d} 1) of the Fish and Game Code, statutory and categorical exemptions are also exempt from
Department of Fish and Game filing fees.



*ENVIRONMENTAL DECLARATION
(CALIF. FISH AND GAME CODE SEC. 711.4)

: FOR COURT USE ONLY
NAME AND ADDRESS OF APPLICANT OR LEAD AGENCY

LEAD AGENCY:
COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC :
DEVELOPMENT AGENCY/PLANNING:
250 Frank H, Ogawa Plaza :
Room 2114
Qakland, CA 94612

APPLICANT: 5110 Telegraph Avenue

Contact: Roy Alper : FILING NO.

CLERK’S
CLASSIFICATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT: USE ONLY

L. NOTICE OF EXEMPTION/STATEMENT OF EXEMPTION PLU 117
x A -~ STATUTORILY OR CATEGORICALLY EXEMPT
$25.00 (Twenty-five Dollars) - CLERK’S FEE

[] B ~ DE MINIMUS IMPACT - CERTIFICATE OF FEE EXEMPTION REQUIRED PLU 117
$25.00 (Twenty-five Dollars) - CLERK’S FEE :

2. NOTICE OF DETERMINATION - FEE REQUIRED
1] A —~NEGATIVE DECL.ARATION PLU 116
$1,250.00 (Twelve Hundred Fifty Dollars)-
STATE FILING FEE
$25.00 (Twenty-five Dollars) - CLERK'S FEE

[1 B - ENVIRONMENT AL IMPACT REPORT PLU 115
$850.00 —(Eight Hundred Fifty Dollars) ~ STATE
FILING FEE
$25.00 (Twenty-five Dollars) - CLERK'S FEE

[ C -~ Certificate of Fee Exemption PLU 117
& De Minimis Impact Fee_
$25.00 (Twenty-five Dollars) - CLERK’S FEE

*THIS FORM MUST BE COMPLETED AND SUBMITTED WITH ALL ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS FILED WITH THE
ALAMEDA COUNTY CLERK’S OFFICE.

FIVE COPIES OF ALL NECESSARY DOCUMENTATION ARE REQUIRED FOR FILING PURPOSES.

APPLICABLE FEES MUST BE PAID AT THE TIME OF FILING AN ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT WITH THE.

ALAMEDA COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.
MAKE CHECK PAYABLE TO: ALAMEDA COUNTY CLERK



ATTACHMENT E

COMMUNITY BENEFITS AND
COST ANALYSIS
SUBMITTED BY APPLICANT
(Dated March 1, 2006)



CIVIQ
5110 Telegraph, LLC

timited fiallity company

P.O. Box 3538
Qakland, CA 94409
(STO) 550-7177

March 1, 2006

Mr. Darin Ranelletti

City of Qakland

Community & Economic Development Agency
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plz, Ste 2114

Oakland, CA 94612

Re: Civiq Project (5110 Telegraph)
Appeal of Planning Commission Approval

Dear Mr. Ranelletti:

Enclosed with this letter is a list of unique benefits that we believe are afforded to the
community by the Civig project at 5110 Telegraph Avenue in Oakland, which was approved by
the Planning Commission on January 18, 2006.

Also enclosed is “Comparison of Infrastructure Costs of Development Scenarios,” which
we believe, based on our development experience and first-hand knowledge of construction
costs, illustrates how development of this project without the requested approvals would
implicate the ability of the project to provide these community benefits.

Please ensure that this letter and its enclosures are included with your staff report to the
City Council on this matter.

Very truly yours,
0 TELEGRAPH, LLC

Patrick D. Zimski

Enclosures

013575.0001\771637.1



COMMUNITY BENEFITS OF “CIVIQ” PROJECT

5157 ST. & TELEGRAPH AVE.

WHAT PEOPLE HAVE ASKED

WHAT CIVIQ IS GIVING

Community participation

Over 20 meetings with community leaders and neighborhood groups since June 2005,
2 widely noticed public meetings {September and November), each attended by about
50 people. Full public disclosure. Many community ideas for improvement have been
incorporated into the project.

Mixed use project

67 residential units plus a vibrant retail space at the corner of 51% and Telegraph

Encourage diversity

Wide range of unit types: studios, | bedrooms, 2 bedrooms and 3 bedroom townhouses

Gathering place

2 new public plazas will be created

Recognize Temescal Creek in the design

The new plaza at 51 and Telegraph is being designed to recognize that Temescal Creek
flows below it and was enlarged after public input

High architectural quality

Excellent design with extensive articulation, quality materials, extensive landscaping

“Meet the street” design

All street level units will be accessible directly from the street,

Pedestrian and bicycle friendly

The garage will contain secure bicycle parking and the entire design of the project is
intended to encourage walking to nearby shops and transit.

Conform to zoning

The General Plan targets the site for “growth and change™ while the older zoning rules
would call for suburban style apartments on most of the site. The General Plan takes
precedence and the project complies with General Plan guidelines.

City CarShare

A Memorandum of Understanding has been executed with City CarShare to create space
for 2 CarShare vehicles at the site.

Walkway from FROG Park to 1% Strest

The layout of the project has been modified twice to create a direct walk from FROG
Park to 51 Street that will be compatible with FROG Park. The developers have
proposed to deed the greenbelt extension to the City in exchange for other City property
to be included in the project.

Affordable housing

Goal: 25% of the units affordable to people eaming less than 80% of median income

WHAT ELSE DOES CIVIQ DO?

WHAT CIVIQ IS GIVING

Environmental Responsibility

Will set a new standatd for sustainable development in muiti-family projects in the Bay
Area, with the highest contribution from solar thermal and electric sources (initial
engineering estimates exceed 70%). Will use sustainable or recycled materials where
applicabie; is pedestrian, bicycle and transit friendly to encourage less automobite use,

Underground parking

The project meets all City parking requirements and has placed all spaces underground
with ingress/egress designed carefully 10 minimize impacts,

Blight removal / commanity revitalization

The project will convert a long term eyesore - a fenced, vacant lot and an unattractive,
barbed-wire-encircled, surface parking lot - into an attractive, vibrant area amen ity.

Abundant landscaping

The entire perimeter along Clarke and 51% Streets will be extensively landscaped,
including twice as many trees as the City requires, and lit with pedestrian level lighting.

Reduced urban sprawl

The project fulfilis the overwhelming support of Alameda County voters to reduce urban
sprawl and increase density i the inner city. 75% of the voters in our neighborhood voted
for that measure, Every 4 units at the project can save an acre or more of rural land from
sprawl development.




COMPARISON OF INFRASTRUCTURE COSTS OF DEVELOPMENT SCENARIOS
51% Street and Telegraph Avenue

Attached is a comparison of infrastructure costs for three development scenarios at the northeast
corner of 51% Street and Telegraph Avenue. The costs included are the cost of land, design,
development, solar energy & sustainable materials and parking. These costs do not include any
of the costs of building the actual housing units themselves.

These infrastructure costs have to be spread across the number of units in the development.
They represent basic tiers of costs that have to be recovered in the sales price of units,
irrespective of the cost of construction of the units themselves and costs of financing and sales,
which vary widely depending on the number and type of units and sales prices of the units.

The scenarios are as follows:

1. The Civiq project as currently proposed (67 units)

2. A “by right” project with no conditional use permit or variances and with underground
parking (~25 units)

3. A “by right” project with no conditional use permit or variances and with surface parking
(~25 units)

The key attributes of each of the scenarios can be summarized as follows:
1. The Civiq project as currently proposed (67 units)

This scenario has the lowest cost/unit attributable to the basic costs and will create the
opportunity for the greatest diversity of home buyers due to the following factors:

A. The widest range of unit types: studios, 1 bedroom flats, 1 bedroom townhouses, 2
bedroom flats, 2 bedroom townhouses and 3 bedroom townhouses. -

B.  The widest range of unit prices; estimated from high $200,000s to mid-$700,000s.
C. Between 10 and 17 units are expected to be priced to be affordable to buyers below 80%
of area median income in conjunction with available first time homebuyers programs

offered by the City and State.

This scenario includes the creation of two new plazas (51* and Telegraph and 51% Strest east of
Telegraph) and an extension of the FROG Park greenbelt to 51 Street.

This scenario requires the variances for height and density that the Planning Commission
approved unanimously after a two hour public hearing on January 18, 2006.
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2, A “by right” project with no conditional use permit or variances and with
underground parking (~25 units)

This scenario would not require any conditional use permit or any vartances for either height cr
density. It would have the highest per unit infrastructure cost, about $142,000 more per unit than
the Civiq project as proposed. Because it would consist primarily of 2 and 3 bedroom
townhouses that would be priced consistent with the market in Temescal & Rockridge (mid-
$600,000s to mid-$800,000s), this cost difference could be absorbed in the higher prices. The
relatively uniform unit types would likely result in relatively hittle diversity of home buyers and
the pricing would not qualify for any affordable housing assistance. Most likely, the two plazas
~and FROG Park extension would be eliminated in order to meet the front, side and rear yard
requirements of existing zoning.

3. A “by right” project with no conditional use permit or variances and w1th surface
parking (~25 units)

This scenario would also not require any conditional use permit or any variances for either height
or density. It would have the second highest per unit infrastructure cost, about $102,000 more
per unit that the Civiq project as proposed. It would consist primarily of 2+ bedroom
townhouses with surface level parking taking the space that might otherwise be used for a third
bedroom. The units would be priced consistent with the market in Temescal & Rockridge (high-
$500,000s to high-$700,000s), so the cost difference could be absorbed in the higher prices. The
relatively uniform unit types would be expected to result in relatively little diversity of home
buyers and the pricing would not qualify for any affordable housing assistance. The plazas and
FROG Park extension would be eliminated by the space required for surface parking.

CONCLUSION

The Civiq project as proposed provides the best solution to the practical difficulties resulting
from the unique physical and topographic circumstances and design conditions of the site which
spans two General Plan designations and three zoning categories and which spans from one of
the busiest intersections in the City to a residential street. It allows for:

» the greatest diversity of unit types

« the widest range of housing prices

» the lowest infrastructure cost per unit of the three scenarios

» the most affordable housing

« the most neighborhood-friendly and pedestrian-oriented amenities

» the most extensive solar thermal and solar electric system in a multi-family project in
Oakland.

It is equally clear that strict compliance with the specified zoning regulations would resuit in a
project significantly incompatible with many policies of the General Plan.
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COMPARISON OF SCE
INFRASTRUCTURE

NARICS FOR ClviQ
COST PER UNIT

All cost and price information are estimates at the schematic design stage

Scenario 1 2 3
Civiq Project "By Right" Project "By Right” Proje:t
as Proposed No CUP or Varlances No CUP or Varlances
Underground Underground Surface
Parking Parking Parking
NumberofUnits _~ "~ [ 67 . 1"25 ....................... 25
Land Cost o)l ; S 3,100000{$ .. 310000018 ... 3,100,000
Design & Development Cost | S 250000005 .. 15000000% . . 1,500,000
Underground Parking Cost .| L 300000018 ... 2,000,000 ) e
Surface Parking in Garages SN SO 1. S 1,000,000
Solar Energy $ 2,000,000 % 900,000 1 % 800,000
Sub-Total Cost| § 10,600,000 | 7,500,000 | $ 6,500,000
Infrastructure Cost/Unit! $ 158,209 | $ 300,000 $ 260,000
Cast/Unit Compared to Civiq N/A| $ 141,791 | $ 101,791
Variances needed Unlikely plazas ] Units smaller
for height and density & FROG can be No space for plazas &
DESIGN IMPACTS: retained and meet FROG
yard requirements
of zoning.
UNIT TYPES:] Wide range: studios, Mostly 2-3 BR townhouses | Mostly 2+ BR townhouses
1BR, 2BR, 3 BR ‘
PRICING RANGE:| Wide range: from high- | . Mid-$600s to mid-$800s High-$500s to high-$700s
$200s to mid-$700s -
AFFORDABLE UNITS: 10-17 None None
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ATTACHMENT F

APPEAL LETTER
(Dated January 30, 2006,
and February 9, 2006)



CITY OF OAKLAND

N of OA;(
5 REQUEST FOR APPEAL OF DECISION TO
Commirily and PLANNING COMMISSION OR C1T1Y COUNCIL
Development Agency (REVISED 8/14/02)
PROJECT INFORMATION

Case No. of Appealed Project:  CMD VoS- Ub9
Project Address of Appealed Project:_5100- 5170 TELECR APP , U SD-Y1§ 5|3 ST. + &£107 CLARKE 5

APPELLANT INFORMATION:

Printed Name: JEFf- NORMAY Phone Number; (‘; 8> 6S3-7190
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An appeal is hereby submitted on:

0 AN ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION (TO THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION)
YOU MUST INDICATE ALL THAT APPLY:

Approving an application for an Administrative Project

Denying an application for an Administrative Project

Administrative Determination or Interpretation by the Zoning Administrator
Other (please specify)
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Pursuant to the Oakland Municipal and Planning Codes listed below:

Administrative Determination or Interpretation (OPC Sec. 17.132.020)
Determination of General Plan Conformity (OPC Sec. 17.01.080)
Design Review (OPC Sec. 17,136.080)

Small Project Design Review (OPC Sec. 17.136.130)

Minor Conditional Use Permit (OPC Sec. 17.134.060)

Minor Variance (OPC Sec. 17.148.060)

Tentative Parcel Map (OMC Section 16.304.100)

Certain Environmental Determinations (OPC Sec. 17.158.220)
Creek Protection Permit (OMC Sec. 13.16.450)

Creek Determination (OMC Sec. 13.16.460

Hearing Officer’s revocation/impose or amend conditions

(OPC Secs. 15.152.150 & 15.156.160)

Other (please specify)
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(Continued)

A DECISION OF THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION (TO THE CITY COUNCIL)

YOU MUST INDICATE ALL THAT APPLY:

Pursuant to the Oakland Municipal and Planning Codes listed below:
Major Conditional Use Permit (OPC Sec. 17.134.070)

Major Variance (OPC Sec. 17.148.070)

Design Review (OPC Sec. 17.136.090)

Tentative Map (OMC Sec. 16.32.090)

Planned Unit Development (OPC Sec. 17.140.070)

Environmental Impact Report Certification {OPC Sec. 17.158.220F)
Rezoning, Landmark Designation, Development Control Map, Law Change
(OPC Sec. 17.144.070)

Revocation/impose or amend conditions (OPC Sec. 17.152.160)
Revocation of Deemed Approved Status (OPC Sec. 17.156.170)

Other (please specify) mMAle@ (v TERIM condItronm 03€ PORMAT . MA LR VAR\ANLE:
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An appeal in accordance with the sections of the Oakland Municipal and Planning Codes listed above shall state ;g33y
specifically wherein it is claimed there was an error or abuse of discretion by the Zoning Administrator, other g¢ e
administrative decisionmaker or Commission (Advisory Agency) or wherein theit/its decision is not supported by $TATE
substantial evidence in the record, or in the case of Rezoning, Landmark Designation, Development Control Map, CE&A

or Law Change by the Commission, shall state specifically wherein it is claimed the Commission erred in its &‘:Loé'
decision. ’
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for Appeal Form, may preclude you from raising such issues during your appeal and/or in court.

The appeal is based on the following: (4ttach additional sheets as needed.)
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January 30, 2006

Mr. Darin Ranelletti

Community and Economic Development Agency
City of Oakland

250 Frank Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315

Oakland, CA 94612

Re: Case Number CMDV05-469

Dear Mr. Ranelletti,

This letter constitutes our appeal to the Oakland City Council of the Planning Commission’s deci-
sion on January 18, 2006 to approve the project at Telegraph and 51st St. (Case Number CMDIV05-
469). Attached is a check in the amount of $912.27, and included herewith is a copy of the petition,
with 500 signatures, calling for a reduction in height of the project.

In summary, we are challenging the following:

* Major Interim Conditional Use Permit

* Major Variance

* Regular Design Review

* Minor Variances to allow: 1) Building height up to 65 feet where 40 feet is the maximum aliowed
and building height up to 59 feet where 25 feet (30 feet with a pitched roof} is the maximum
allowed.

* Exemption, Section 15332 of the State CEQA Guidelines: in-fill development projects

Our appeal is based on the following:
General Plan Analysis

The Staff Report lists a number of General Plan Policies which are applicable to the project. There
are, however, other relevant General Plan policies which the Staff Report does not mention. At the
January 18, 2006 Planning Commission hearing where these countervailing General Plan policies
were presented by the members of the public, Planning Commissioners failed to acknowledge these
policies or give any indication that these policies were considered in their decision to approve the
project. Following are the specific General Plan policies that were either omitted or not fully sup-
ported in the Staff Report and the Planning Commissioners’ public comments.

1) Policy N7.1: Ensuring Compatible Development With respect to the Clarke and 51st Street sides
of the project, the Staff Report does not give the entire picture when it describes the project as
satisfying Policy N7.1 , which states that “New residential development in Detached Unit and
Mixed Housing Type areas should be compatible with the density, scale, design, and existing or
desired character of surrounding development.”

Buildings 2, 3 and 4 all are located in the area designated by the General Plan as “Mixed Housing
Type Residential.” Building 2 (49 ft. high), extends along the eastern half of the block of 51st Street;
Building 3 (37 ft. high) faces Clarke Street; and Building 4 (59 ft. high) extends through the middle

1)
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of the block along the Global Entertainment property line. The Staff Report states that Building 2, 3,
and 4 are compatible with homes on Clarke Street, but buildings 2 and 4 are significantly taller than
the 1- and 2-story single family homes are predominant on Clarke Street and throughout the neigh-
borhood. Only a few examples of 3- and 4-story mixed housing types can be found in the vicmnity.
Even the 4-story apartment building on Clarke Street and Claremont, which, as the tallest building
in the neighborhood already is notably out of scale, is a full story shorter than Building 4. Further-
more, contrary to the Staff Report, Buildings 2 and 4 are not “articulated into smaller identifiable
sub-volumes to appear like single-family homes.” And nowhere does the Staff Report indicate that
Building 4 presents onto Redondo, a residential street which tees into the project, as a massive, five-
story wall.

2) Policy N9.1: Recognizing Distinct Neighborhoods The General Plan recognizes the importance of
preserving the unique fabric of Oakland’s neighborhoods through its Policy N9.1, which states,

“The City should encourage and support the identification of distinct neighborhoods.” The related
Objective N9 directs the City to “support and enhance the distinct character of different areas of the
city.”

Among the factors that define Temescal’s commercial district—what differentiates it from,
Fruitvale, Montclair, or downtown—are the two- and three-story, commercial-over-residential
buildings; the mature Sycamores that line Telegraph; the beautifully maintained, historic block that
is immediately south of the project; the views of the hills and sky; and the diverse range of store-
front businesses and small cultural organizations up and down the Telegraph corridor. Telegraph
Avenue's human scale is a crucial part of what makes Temescal distinct, and a 65-foot building at
the intersection of 51st and Telegraph, however much it might be noteworthy in itself, would be a
significant break in the fabric of the neighborhood.

3) Policy N9.9: Preserving History and Community The General Plan also promotes the unicjue-
ness of neighborhoods through its Policy N9.9, which states, “Locations that create a sense of

history and community within the City should be identified and preserved where feasible.”

4) Objective N7 of the General Plan specifically warns that, “While mixed unit neighborhoods are
generally desirable, lack of attention to compatibility concerns has affected the character and stabil-
ity of some areas of the City.” The Staff Report specifically justifies the proposed 65-foot height of
Building 1 where it faces onto Telegraph by describing how “urban design principles place a high
level of importance on the relationship of building-height to street-width.... The optimum height-to-
width ratio is between 1:1 (where the height of the building equals the width of the street) and 1:2
(where the height of the building is one-half the height of the street width).” The Staff Report then
goes on to say that the 65-foot tower would have an acceptable ratio of 1:1.5, whereas the a 40-foot
height (which is the maximum allowed by the current C-28 Zoning along Telegraph) would pro-
duce a ratio of 1:2.5, making it “outside the range of recommended height-to-width ratios.”

First of all, on whose authority are these optimum ratios defined? Many examples of thriving
business districts can be found where these optimum ratios are not found. But even applying these
ratios, if the corner height were reduced to 50 feet (bringing it more in line with C-28 Zoning), it
would match exactly the standard optimum ratio of 1:2. The Staff Report, however, overlooked this
fact. One Planning Commissioner at the January 18, 2006 hearing justified the height of 65 feet by
stating that the 30-foot setback from the street of Building 1 at Telegraph Avenue effectively brought
the height-to-street-width ratio back to the 1:2 optimum. This reasoning, however, if consistently
applied to projects, would encourage every developer to add sidewalk widths as a way to justify
taller buildings.
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The Staff Report (and comments made by Planning Commissioners) also treat the 65-foot-high
corner element on Telegraph as if its only contextual relationship was to the width of the intersec-
tion. However, Policy N7.1: Ensuring Compatible Development, as mentioned above, as well as
good urban design practice, would require the building to also relate to the nearby fabric of the
Telegraph Avenue corridor. Both relationships should be reflected in the design.

Policy N11.3: Requiring Strict Compliance with Variance Criteria At the Planning Commission
hearing on January 18, 2006, and in letters to the Planning Commission and Staff, several commu-
nity members raised concerns about the precedent-setting potential of this project’s height and
density. At the Planning Commission hearing on January 18, 2006, at least two commissioners
stated that no precedent would be set, as each project is judged on its own merits. However, one
comimissioner stated, in effect, that higher density is coming to Oakland, and we’d better get used
to it. This sentiment, while perhaps expressing a reality, also suggested a bias that might express
itself in categorically favoring certain General Plan policies—such as ones that support maximum
density—over others.

However, the General Plan warns against this in its Policy N11.3: Requiring Strict Compliance
with Variance Criteria, which states “As variances are exceptions to the adopted regulations and
undermine those regulations when approved in large numbers, they should not be granted lightly
and without strict compliance with defined conditions, including...that the variance will not ad-
versely affect the surrounding area...

As already evidenced by the developer’s citing his recently completed 63-foot-high project a few
blocks away on 48th and Telegraph as precedent for his current project, there can be little doubt that
approval of height and density variances on this project would further establish a precedent for
incremental changes and increased height along Telegraph Avenue. Currently there are at least a
dozen sites in Temescal and lower Rockridge, along Telegraph, Claremont, and Broadway, that
developers are eyeing, including several that the applicant now owns and intends to develop. If
developers continue to push for maximum height on these sites, and the Planning Commission and
the Director of Planning continue to consistently grant both major and minor variances to allow
higher density and taller projects, before long, the entire distinctive, historic fabric of the Temescal
neighborhood will be overwhelmed.

Policy N3.8; Required High-Quality Design The Finding for this is not fully supported. Recently,
changes in the Building Code have allowed the type of building construction—5-story wood frame

over a concrete podium—that is being used in Buildings 1 and 4. This type of construction is not
standard in California, and it was only introduced in Oakland within the last few years. According
to some local architects and structural engineers, buildings of this type in Seattle and Portland have
begun to show problems in the upper stories due to wood shrinkage. The wood shrinks and warps,
tie-downs become loose, and the slop in the system produces cracking in the upper stories. The
result is a poor quality building. There is an additional concern that a major earthquake coulcl cause
significant damage to these types of buildings. One blighted building on Telegraph would be bad
enough; but a whole series of similarly constructed buildings could cause the entire neighborhood
to become blighted.

While the City has its Building Code to rely upon, it does not adequately address this new
construction method. Despite the growing popularity of five-over-one construction in such places
as San Diego, this remains an untested construction method, and it should be the policy of the City
to require each building of this type to be carefully reviewed individually. To ensure quality con-
struction and proper engineering, a peer review for Buildings 1 and 4 should be required.

@)
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Policy N4.2: Advocating for Affordable Housing states, “The City encourages local non-profit
organizations, affordable housing proponents, the business community, the real estate industry, and
other local policy makers to join efforts to advocate for the provision of affordable housing in
communities throughout the Bay Area region.” The developer has agreed to work toward the goal
of creating 25 percent affordable housing as part of the project; however, they are under no obliga-
tion to do so.

As local housing prices have escalated in recent years, the economic and ethnic diversity of those
able to afford living in Temescal has decreased. This trend adversely effects the long-standing
character of Temescal as an economically diverse neighborhood. The project’s residential units,
which range from studios to three bedrooms, will provide some diversity among the residents, but,
all the units will be offered at market rate, making it impossible for lower income individuals and
families to buy into the project. Greenbelt Alliance, perhaps better than anyone else, understands
the complex relationship between in-fill development and suburban sprawl. They know that build-
ing market-rate urban in-fill projects doesn’t stem the tide of sprawl development unless affordable
housing is provided in our cities.

Policy N4.2 should be embraced by this project by requiring the developer to designate a mean-
ingful specified percentage of units as affordable housing. In so doing, the Temescal neighborhood
will remain more affordable, and the city as a whole, as well as the Bay Area region, will be well
served.

CEQA Exemption

The staff report finds, under CEQA regulation, that this in-fill project is categorically exempt from
environmental review. However, as described in the General Plan Analysis section, above, the
project is 1ncons1stent mth several apphcable General Plan pohmes Therefore it does not mee t
criterion 3 = G = e ge g

Cahforma Env1ron1’nental Quahty Act (CEQA) pursuant to Sectlon 15332 of the State CEQA Guide-
lines (“In-Fill Development Projects”). For this reason, this project does not qualify for the in-fill
exemption.

As dlscussed below, the pm]ect aIso does not meet crlterlon dlApmoxdﬂIh&ptqscﬂm&Muo_t

1ality, of the California
Enwronmental Quahty Act (CEQA) pursuant to SEC’GOI\ 15332 of the State CEQA Guidelines (“In-
Fill Development Projects”). For this reason, this project does not qualify for the in-fill exemption.

Cumudative Impacts

CEQA regulations pertaining to categorical exemptions are “inapplicable when the cumulative
impact of successive projects of the same type in the same place, over time is significant.” (CEQA
Section 15300.2(b)).

1) The Traffic Study failed to include any analysis of potential cumulative traffic and air quality
impacts from other pending development projects nearby, such as the Kaiser Hospital expansion,

the MacArthur BART transit village, and the 4th bore/ Caldecott Tunnel project.

2) The project developers have completed, have under construction or are planning to buy land
parcels for the purpose of constructing mixed-use or residential only projects in the immediate
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neighborhood. These include:
* The Kingfish Pub on Claremont Avenue and adjacent buildings on Claremont, and the two
historic houses on Telegraph Avenue;
* The Smog Check Station at the gore of Telegraph and Claremont, adjacent to the Kingfish
property;
* Global Entertainment, adjacent to proposed development;
* The historic apartment buildings on the southeast corner of 48th and Telegraph, and the
adjacent vacant lot;
* The northwest corner of 48th Street and Shattuck Avenue (former Boys and Girls Club),
* The north side of 48th Street between Shattuck and freeway.
Some of these projects are literally within footsteps of the proposed development and the others all
are within four blocks of the heart of the neighborhood commercial shopping district that the
proposed project anchors. The cumulative effect of these projects will significantly impact the
environmental quality of the Temescal neighborhood.

3) Besides those mentioned above, there are other development proposals or opportunities in the
neighborhood that will further add to the cumulative impact on the surrounding Temescal neigh-
borhood. These include:

* Telegraph Avenue and 43rd Street, northeast corner;

* Telegraph Avenue and 55th Street, southeast corner;

* 42nd and Opal (Matilda Brown Home);

* Broadway between 45th and 49th Streets, west side;

* Broadway and 42nd Street, southwest corner.
In total, all of the above mentioned projects represent at least 1,000 new residential units and doz-
ens of new comimercial spaces that will be built in the neighborhood. What the proposed project
and these future projects have in common is that they will generate more vehicles that use the
intersection of 51st Street and Telegraph Avenue as the main road to enter and exit Highway 24 and
travel to a number of important destinations in North Oakland and Berkeley, such as the Rockridge
Shopping Center, College Avenue, Piedmont Avenue, Grand Lake/Lakeshore, and UC Berkeley, to
name just a few.

Traffic Impacts

CEQA Section 15332(d) states: “Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects
relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality.” Approval of this project, however, would
have a significant effect to traffic and air quality.

1) The Traffic Study makes no mention of the fact that Clarke Street is curved and at 25 feet wide,
curb to curb, undersized for safe two way traffic and parking. Even if Clarke Street were to become
a no-parking zone, it would still be hazardous, particularly in light of the anticipated and desired
increase in pedestrian use. The project intends to turn this small ancillary street into an entrance
and exit for an additional 100 vehicles with no attempt to improve any non-motorized or motorized
infrastructure, even though the Traffic Study reports that the Clarke Street and 51st Street intersec-
tion “currently operates at Level Of Service E during the PM. peak hour conditions.” Taken to-
gether, this also means that it will be the residents of the project themselves who are likely to be the
most impacted by the project.

In order to avoid this congestion, more traffic will travel along nearby Redondo, then Cavour,
before turning onto Claremont Avenue. This will significantly impact Cavour, which already
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handles the existing neighborhood traffic as well as traffic to and from the Department of Motor
Vehicles (DMV) situated on the north side of Cavour Street. In general, this project will put more
traffic on the neighborhood streets and in particular, on Miles and Shafter avenues: Miles Avenue
because it is the closest north-south residential street; and Shafter because it is the main north-south
residential artery, a little quicker to travel along, and the first street east of Miles Avenue. The
projected developmenis of the Kingfish Pub site (across Claremont) and the Global Entertainiment
site (adjacent to the project) will only add to the cumulative impact of this project on the already
stressed road system.

2) The term LOS is used in this project as the defining method of discussing transportation for
Traffic Study. The term, LOS, however, ignores key transportation modes in the community, specifi-
cally pedestrian and bicycle transportation, and yet the Traffic Study says that the project is antici-
pated to increase those modes of travel.

3) The Oakland Pedestrian Master Plan calls for improving intersections to entice more citizens to
walk. The failure of the Traffic Study to address the need to improve pedestrian safety at the Clarke
Street and 51st Street intersection is a serious oversight. Many pedestrians can be seen attempting to
cross the intersection from one side of 51st Street to the other to access the Redondo playground
and the video store. The increased need for pedestrian safety which the project creates makes it
imperative to improve the crossing at Clarke Street and 51st Street.

4) The project will provide 100 parking spaces. Of the 100 parking spaces, 67 spaces will be deeded
to the residential units at 1 space per unit. That leaves a remaining 33 parking spaces to accommo-
date the parking needs of additional cars owned by residents (assuming that many households will
have a second car and driver), and those driven by commercial tenants. There simply will not be
enough parking for everyone, and so the overflow parking will spill into the nearby residential
streets. This will cause additional traffic impacts as more drivers use side streets that were not
intended for such heavy use and slow down along Telegraph Avenue and 51st Street in their search
for a parking space.

Despite the convenience of the project to public transportation and the ability of project residents
to walk to nearby businesses in Temescal and Rockridge, there is no reason to assurne that project
residents will take advantage of these options. Even if they are inclined to walk or take public
transit for local errands, errands such as grocery shopping, that require transporting large, heavy
items, will put people in their cars.

5) The Traffic Study notes that there are 37 one-hour, on-street parking places adjacent to the project,
and that the project provides no off-street parking for the project’s retail customers. The Traffic
Study does not address the question of where these retail customers will park; nor does it survey
current on-street parking levels on Clarke Street and Claremont, which have long been used by
customers of businesses on Claremont. Meanwhile, increased street parking on 51st Street, along
which motor vehicles typically exceed the speed limit, will only exacerbate the traffic problems and
decrease pedestrian and bicycle safety on 51st Street.

6) The Traffic Study also fails to account for additional traffic and parking generated by the staff of
the project’s commercial establishment(s), residents’ visitors, and maintenance staff.

7) The accuracy of the Traffic Study’s rating of the Telegraph Avenue and Claremont Avenue inter-
section in the p.m. north bound direction as LOS C must be challenged. The segment of Telegraph
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Avenue between 51st Street and Claremont Avenue often backs up in the north bound direction at
commute and other hours because of the lack of coordination between the light signals and the
amount of motor vehicle traffic turning from 51st Street east bound and heading north on Telegraph
Avenue. As a result, it is not uncommon when traveling north to get stuck in the middle of 51st
Street and Telegraph Avenue intersection.

8) The Traffic Study rates the intersection of Telegraph Avenue and 51st Street at LOS D (a.m. peak)
and E (p.m. peak). This begs the question of how the City can categorically exempt from CEQA
review such a dangerous and “under-performing” intersection. To make an analogy, if this report
were your child’s school report card, as a parent you would make every effort to work with your
child to improve his or her grades, not ignore the report as too unimportant to give any attention.
The City of Oakland, by categorically exempting this project, glosses over a very important finding
which, at best, shows this to be a very difficult intersection to travel through and will, inevitably, at
its worst, be the scene of any number of traffic accidents, some of which will result in very serious
injury if not fatalities.

Here is at least one very likely scenario of the disaster that is waiting to happen. A driver travel-
ing north on Telegraph stuck in the middle of the intersection gets broadsided by a driver with the
right-of-way traveling west on 51st Street. (That driver may be speeding as he or she anticipates
getting on the freeway.) In addition to the injured drivers and their injured passengers will be the
unsuspecting pedestrians and bicyclists walking or cycling across the intersection. Regardless of
who the police cite for causing the accident, the City will undoubtedly be included in a lawsuit.
Why? Because the City is on notice through the DKS report that a dangerous situation exists and
not only failed to correct it but exacerbated the situation by incrementally approving additional
development (see discussion, above, on Cumulative Impacts) that over time brings hundreds of
additional cars per day to an already dangerous intersection.

9) During peak hours it will be quite difficult, if not impossible, to leave the project from Clarke
Street, turn right onto 51st Street, and cross two lanes of traffic on 51st Street in order to reach the
left turn lane to turn south onto Telegraph. There simply is not enough road on 51st Street to get
from Clarke Street to the left turn lanes.

10) With current traffic levels, west bound traffic on 51st Street occasionally backs up as far as Miles
Avenue, preventing drivers on Clarke Street and Miles from merging into traffic. This project will
cause this to happen more frequently and for longer periods.

11) Under the trip generation section, the Traffic Study compares the trip generation of the
Children’s Hospital parking lot to the substitution of the new housing facility. Any attempt tc do
this would produce an erroneous result, as the trip generation to the parking lot would be in the
counter commute direction of the typical peak flow. The parking lot, as used by Children’s Hospi-
tal, does not generate in-and-out trips at irregular intervals as would be the case for the project.

12) The Traffic Study relies on data of intersection turning movement volumes supplied by the City,
but the date of when this data was collected by the City is not referenced. Traffic congestion along
Telegraph at 51st Street and Claremont has dramatically increased during this past year alone. If the
data supplied by the City is more than six-months old, it is out of date, in which case new data must
be collected to provide accurate LOS ratings.
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Atr Quality Impacts
This project will adversely affect the air quality for a number of reasons:

1) Residents’ cars will be parked for several hours and then ”cold started.” A cold start from a car
puts more pollutants in the air than a “warm start.” There will be 67 residential cars cold starting
on, presumably, a daily basis. Additionally, commercial tenants will qualify as cold starters since,
again, presumably, they will be parked in their space for several hours before leaving to go home.

2) The traffic generated by this project throughout the neighborhood will lower the air quality as
commercial tenants and residents with a second car park on the surrounding streets and cold start
their cars.

3) There will be additional cumulative impacts to air quality from the additional vehicles that this
project will bring into the neighborhood. Drivers of these vehicles will circle around looking for
places to park since overflow from the project garage will tend to use up available on-street park-
ing. These vehicles will emit exhaust and other materials that diminish air quality.

Findings for Approval

We are challenging the approval of the General Conditional Use Permit under sections 17.134.050
for the following reasons:

1) The Staff Report’s Findings for Approval, Section 17.134.050 — General Use Permit Criteria, A is
not supported because the height and density of all four buildings WILL affect the livability of the

surrounding neighborhood, and have a harmful effect with respect to “harmony in scale, bulk
coverage and density,” as well as “upon the desirable neighborhood character.” Building 2 (49 ft.
high), Building 3 (37 ft. high), and Building 4 (59 ft. high) all are significantly taller than all nearby
residential buildings which are predominantly 1- and 2-story single family homes. Even the 4-story
apartment building on Clarke Street and Claremont, which, as the tallest building in the vicinity
already is notably out of scale with the neighborhood, is a full story shorter than the project’s
Building 4, which presents onto Redondo, a residential street which tees into the project, as a mas-
sive, five-story wall. In view of this, it is difficult to see how the Staff Report justifies its claim that
“The portion of the project near the Temescal residential neighborhood is designed to preserve the
existing character of the residential neighborhood by utilizing building forms and massing arrange-
ments similar to the surrounding neighborhood.”

The Staff Report states that “According to a traffic analysis prepared for the project, traffic im-
pacts of the development are anticipated to be less than significant. However, as described above,
the increased traffic and strain on the capacity of surrounding streets to support it, as well as the
increased vulnerability of pedestrians and bicyclists resulting from the project, will adversely affect
the livability of the immediate neighborhood. Just to repeat one example, Clarke Street, which the
Traffic Study fails to mention is only 25 feet from curb to curb, already is barely wide enough for
allow two cars to pass safely. The increased level of traffic and parking along Clarke Street by
visitors and retail customers of the project, along with increased traffic from the project itself, will
only further diminish the capacity of Clarke Street to handle the additional traffic and parking
safely.
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2) With respect to the Clarke and 51st Street sides of the project, the Staff Report does not give the
entire picture when it describes the project as satisfying Policy N7.1: Ensuring Compatible Develop-
ment, which states that “New residential development in Detached Unit and Mixed Housing Type
areas should be compatible with the density, scale, design, and existing or desired character of
surrounding development.” Buildings 2, 3 and 4 all are located in the area designated by the Gen-
eral Plan as “Mixed Housing Type Residential.” Building 2 (49 ft. high), extends along the eastern
half of the block of 51st Street; Building 3 (37 ft. high) faces Clarke Street; and Building 4 (59 ft. high)
extends through the middle of the block along the Global Entertainment property line. The Staff
Report states that Building 2, 3, and 4 are compatible with homes on Clarke Street, but buildings 2
and 4 are significantly taller than the 1- and 2-story single family homes that are predominant both
on Clarke Street and throughout the neighborhood. Only a few examples of 3- and 4-story mixed
housing types can be found in the vicinity. Even the 4-story apartment building on Clarke Street
and Claremont, which, as the tallest building in the neighborhood already is notably out of scale, is
a full story shorter than Building 4. Furthermore, contrary to the Staff Report, Buildings 2 and 4 are
not “articulated into smaller identifiable sub-volumes to appear like single-family homes.” And
nowhere does the Staff Report indicate that Building 4 presents onto Redondo, a residential street
which tees into the project, as a massive, five-story wall.

Under the Guidelines to Determine Project Conformity (Interim CUP for General Plan Density) the
Staff Report includes the finding, “That the proposal is clearly appropriate in consideration of the

characteristics of the proposal and the surrounding area.” This finding is not supported. While
specific design elements might attempt to “minimize visual impacts of the project,” as the Staff
Report states, the project as a whole, as mentioned above, is out of scale with the neighborhond.
Furthermore, the 65-foot end of Building 1 where it faces Telegraph makes no attempt to “minimize
its visual impact,” as the Staff Report claims; in fact its intent is just the opposite, to create a corner
that is “prominent.”

We are contesting the Staff Report’s explanations provided in Section 17.136.070A - Residential
Design Review for the following reasons:

1) 17.136.070A - Residential Design Review, Variance Finding 1 The set of buildings, contrary to
what is stated in the Staff Report, are NOT “well related to the surrounding area in their setting,

scale, bulk, height.” As mentioned, the overall height of the project is significantly higher than all of
the buildings in the immediate vicinity. The justification Staff gives for the 65 foot height of Build-
ing 1 on Telegraph is “the immense width of Telegraph Avenue and 51st Street. The project’s height
will enhance the street definition of Telegraph Avenue and 51st Street and increase pedestrian
comfort by more successfully creating a sense of enclosure on the street.” However, this is conjec-
ture. Given the significantly lower heights of the predominant architectural fabric on Telegraph,
pedestrians are just as likely to feel oppressed by the 65-foot-tall building rising up from the plaza
on Telegraph as comforted by it.

2) 17.136.070A - Residential Design Review, Variance Finding 2 The proposed design will in signifi-
cant ways work against preserving and enhancing desirable neighborhood characteristics. It is
arguable that the project’s height at Telegraph “will enhance the street definition of Telegraph
Avenue and 51st Street and increase pedestrian comfort by more successfully creating a sense of
enclosure on the street” when, in stark contrast to the significantly lower heights along Telegraph, it
is just as likely to overwhelm pedestrians.
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With respect to Section 17.148.050 — Variance Findings, we are challenging the approval of the Major

Variance and Minor Variances to allow 1) Building height up to 65 feet where 40 feet is the maxi-
mum allowed and building height up to 59 feet where 25 feet (so feet with a pitched roof) is the
maximum allowed for the following reasons:

1) Section 17.148.050, Variance Finding 1. Building Height is not fully supported. How can staff
assert with confidence that “Reducing the number of units would not allow the remaining number
of units to cover the expense of providing underground parking” unless Staff has examined a pro
forma for the project? At the very least, lowering or stepping back the 65-foot height of Building 1
on Telegraph would neither preclude an effective design solution that improves livability nor
necessarily result in any reduction of units. It might result in a reduction in size of two units, but
this would be far outweighed by the overall benefit to the community of preserving Telegraph’s
historic, human scale along Telegraph.

is not supported. While stepping down
Building 2 along 51st Street as it approaches Clarke Street makes good sense for the reasons stated
in the Staff Report, this in itself does not justify the overall excessive height of the building, which
does not relate optimally to the surrounding area. In addition, there is no factual justification for the
65-foot height of Building 1 on Telegraph. As mentioned above, while some may be comforted by a
sense of enclosure created by the 65-foot tall building, others will find it oppressive.

Public Participation

The Staff Report states that “Beginning in 2000, the community surrounding the project held a
series of meetings to develop a set of goals for development of the site,” However, this is not a full
and accurate description of the public participation relating to the site. In the late 1980s, the Upper
Telegraph Coalition formed to bring Telegraph Avenue, from 38th Street to the Berkeley border,
from what had been a hodgepodge of zoning classifications, into a single, C-28 designation. Among
the many objectives of this widespread community effort was to increase meet-the street, higher
density, residential-over commercial, mixed-use development. The many who were involved in the
effort were clear that the 40-foot height limit established by C-28 would significantly increase
density but to a level that complemented the existing fabric of the neighborhood and that the
existing infrastructure could support. In 1992, with the cooperation of the Planning Department, the
City Councilmember from District 1, Temescal Neighbors Together, and the Temescal Merchants
Association, C-28 was adopted for Telegraph Avenue, from 38th Street to the Berkeley border.

As mentioned in the Staff Report, in 2000 the community began what has been a five-year envi-
sioning process for the project site at Telegraph and 51st Street. Hundreds of Temescal and
Rockridge neighbors were involved in a process that resulted in a Community Values Statement
and a community design workshop that produced a set of drawings depicting three alternative
design concepts for the site. Both the Values Statement (item #7) and the designs specifically reflect
the community’s intention that any development on the site adhere to current zoning allowances—
including height limits—for C-28, R40, and R35.

Meanwhile, in 1998, the City adopted a new General Plan. The General Plan, which states
that Zoning Regulations are the most important tool in controlling land development activities”

(section bl Revise zoning regulations), requires the City “To establish and maintain zoning regula-

tions consistent with the General Plan...” This, however, has not been done, even though Policy

N11.1: Required Zoning Consistency states that “Consistency between the General Plan and Zoning

Regulations should be provided within a reasonable time period of adoption of the final elements.”
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The result is that there remain significant inconsistencies between the two planning documents, and
it is the Planning Commission that has the authority to resolve any discrepancies on a project-by-
project basis. The pattern of decisions made in recent years by the Planning Commission, however,
suggests a bias in favor of allowing maximum density projects as permitted by the General Flan,
even though the General Plan also clearly states that formulas deriving maximum project density
are not entitlements. In this vacuum, the extended effort by the North Oakland community to
define a unified approach to planning along Telegraph Avenue has been rendered null and void. Is
this the message that the City wants to send to Oakland's citizens about the value of their time and
energy spent on civic activities and improving their neighborhoods?

Key Issues and Impacts
Temescal Creek Culvert

As described in the Staff Report, the plaza proposed for the corner of Telegraph and 51st Street is
directly over an arched brick portion of the Temescal Creek culvert that dates back to 1892. Given
the age of the culvert, Staff included a Condition of Approval (#23, page 30 of the Staff Report) that,
“The applicant shall submit a statement from a licensed engineer certifying that the project is
designed and engineered in a manner that does not compromise the integrity of the Temescal Creek
culvert located on the site.” This statement should also provide 1) an assessment of safest possible
setbacks to allow for culvert failure, repair, replacement or removal, and 2) an estimation of when
the culvert will have to be accessed again. Documentation of the condition of the interior of the
brick archway before construction starts, and monitoring the arch during site disturbance, should
also be conducted.

Currently it is unclear who has jurisdiction over this section of the culvert. The County of
Alameda made repairs to the culvert in 1986, but the County has stated that they know of no ease-
ment that has been granted to them for the culvert. It currently is unclear who actually would be
responsible for future repairs or in the event of a collapsed culvert.

The reality is that someone is going to have to excavate down to the
culvert level at some point. The City will save itself liability and taxpayers’ money by planning for
that now:. First, responsibility for the culvert must be clarified and accepted before any permits are
issued for project. If any improvements are permitted above the culvert, it should be explicit in the
permits that property owners are liable for any site improvements above the culvert. For the pro-
posed project, in the case that the culvert fails, needs to be repaired, replaced or removed, private
plazas or landscaping would be replaced by the condominium association. The City may save later
litigation costs by ensuring now that the property owners are fully aware of their responsibilities.

Respectfully yours,

dé76£ Narmon

Jeff Norman

On behalf of the Telegraph/51st Gateway Coalition
477 Rich St., Oakland, CA 94609

(510) 653-7190
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RECEIVED

January 30, 2006 JAN 3 0 2006
: : of Oakland
Darin Ranelletti, Planner 111 Chy sc
’ & Zoning Division
Planning and Zoning Division Plauning L
250 Frank Ogawa Plaza
Oakland, CA 94612

Re: Case Number CMDV05-469
Dear Mr. Ranelletti,

Attached are copies of the petition, signed by 500 residents, merchants, and retail customers

of the greater Temescal and Rockridge neighborhoods, protesting the heights of the proposed
development at Telegraph and 51st St. These signatures were collected beginning in November,
2005.

This petition was initiated to inform the Temescal and Rockridge neighborhoods of the pro-
posed scale of the project at Telegraph and 51st St., and to provide a voice for those who had
concerns about the project as proposed but had not been part of the public input process.

We believe that those who have signed the petition represent the majority community opinion
that while increased density can benefit the neighborhood, new development should adhere to
the scale of the Temescal neighborhood in order to preserve its unique historic fabric.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

et

Jeff Norman

On behalf of the Telegraph/51st Gateway Coalition
477 Rich St., Oakland, CA 94609

(510) 653-7190



Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LL.C contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height

variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Qakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oaklangd neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R0 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height

variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R~40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height

variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height
variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height

variances on this project. -
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height

variances on this project.

Signature W 0 ?%M/M -

Name (print) //b[ Ve btae £ fp }'/qucf
Street Address A/ ?é S "?Tz‘/i LBT
Phone q_r) LO ~S 'I7—157 2 S

E-mail __MIKEKRATE) Acl . COM

Signature
Name (print) - / . 7:7

Street Address ?/Qé Sy 7{ 5} f
Phone g’ 8. ST G2

E-matl

Signature i k,&f/ 9] /< 77,[/2:7 )

Name (print) ( \r\ S

S L\)L (A @2

Street Address = Y f~ < "‘”‘ 9
Phone )y -tjl# 3320
E-mail -

Loy s
Signature ___, _]/2 _,;7 j?’ 1 S

. b

,fg; !/7 ,’

Name (print)_ 4 LJ. { 1’
~f N ,,. Lo

Street Address | { __,"J\ <7 . .
Phone
E-mail u*"v’l e hverl l v A \‘ u ULM

—
S ey

Signature _ s __¢

Name (print) Sf r;’//, h/, !'i Telo e

re
Street Address i /t [ L e 'ji_!_};%___,}j____._.,,,,,,,,,,,
ST \ N |
Phone - ";*-" B !i_;- : ,\ TN LS
E-mail

Signature_____© S

Name (print) '?C; O BARVEVAN] =i

Street Address_ i R{. S o = =r. SNy e
Phone Sle b - e

E-mail Rt v o Tulie o o5 Ay e lioe (o

Slgnature‘_mt\.f:x S e

\»k (443—\'\1\"'&\ \\\5\") ( 60 N
Street Address__ | & C'“‘fz:\b\"\' ™.

Phone__ N\ VT - Wb \=<

Email Y\, MC @S @\fb < (‘:*"\ 43\)\}\&\(5\1\ s S

__,,.4.--—"——“3
Signature 4}-\—““”_-” :

Name (print)

Name (prmt) f" ~~ Con Pl ST

Street Address 7/{() ¥ ?"ﬁ?"i&“ i:w’f_ (”??;’:’fﬁ

Phone Sres {){: .5 '/(j ’/7

Eemail ARG D&t e K‘Z’fﬁ”’F o

signature /i %l g w2 ,

Name (print)__£1./, Mras 1) e

Street Address_ </ /7 ¢ - b s 7”.? _\j_!i_.___ o

Phonejﬁ_" ¢ ) Sy~ A

E-mail _ o

Signature .{ e /( l/,:,,,r : B .
T -

Name (print){,,,, U TN 5. SRR I

Street Address tf 5 T N D ‘f' o _f/{" ) B

Phone ) f DA A \,

E-prail

Telegraph/51st Gateway Coalition « 477 Rich Streel, Cakland, CA 94609 + jnorman@californincom s (510} 653-7190



Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planmng Commission deny any request for hefg‘ht

variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LL.C contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this pro;ect we ask that the Planning Commission deny any requesi for height

variances on Vthis pm)ect
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the I\ &1 Glikr. ¥ Luw\
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland ———___

We the undersigned believe that the development planned foﬂdigfgh and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the hWﬂM@_ﬁby as much as 23 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby by maintains contmmty
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height

variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any requegt for height

variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/72 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height

variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Plannmg Commission deny any request for height
~ variances on this project.

Signature Q Oad Y\ G }@LM»\O Slgnaturﬂ W bei

Name (print) RO <@ YV\Q\R- l"\ I(\/\ 0 QP Name (print) @ﬂ[&/ é/é(fﬁ/’?/{/ -33'7(-)

Street AddressS (¢ 5 Y C.ound gg. - (Mg Street Address 515 2/ sx Lo
Phone q_é_iyﬂ 7{// — 570

Phone

E-mail ‘ E-mail

Signature M"ﬂ\-ﬂt—f Lm)ﬂ’} Signature >77ﬂ‘7' J{D

Name (prmt) /D CU"'\ N8 K_L) —\}Ql Name (print) /7%%/ /d HMAV
Street Address 15"\7: T3 Oixon Y Y {Jﬂu\wwi, P Street Addnesa.jz: 0- /j 7 4 -<17[ /
Phone ' Phor’@é/’./‘j ""%jé) ?0 7&

E-mail E-mail

.o 7
Sigt*.atur(—l.L Lo o { jps
PR Hu ,{ Ko
Name {grint} .7 W
Street Address Street Addressxﬁgg‘ll,'— 5";\;'/72& ‘

Phone :;_2‘(! LAy -3 L5 Phone &7 ¢ (- ¥ - 573

E-mail E-mail _ : 7

Signature |/ )Wﬁ;ﬂ/ AZ[ /W_ Signature / :
Name (print}_ ]jﬂ [’l 0 Zz,./ ,V /9 Z é (-— N 755"— Name (print) ¥ f P
Street Address cj/ / O g M A ]{_4\ 1’77 StrectAddressig:Ma*» 3:‘) '31"-—’ ’?/fKW

PhonEQLQZﬁ&?/?éy - Phone 5/0"‘/55/"“9‘/7 55

B-mail - E-mail _

Signature 3

Name (print)

#

Signature “““‘W L@({K/n_.-/_ o Signature / A_ié—- ( y"ﬁ”_‘_;"’/
Name (prmt)_j’ﬁM D&,gﬂ@ Name (prmt)jgﬁzfj %4/&5’

Street Address 3_‘?[5 141 L M Jﬁ _Lz‘{’_ig‘ Street Addfuas ‘c—-_j P / ﬁ\> / 7 C)A’r c,fw
Phone § C] - g a (l J«L‘{ (3 , Phone > / & e 5 ‘{( 7'4) i /
E-mail ()_'4!’_\’1’“_;!}_‘:1,‘ 77[2,‘6@ it, Q’L’\ XTCE, E’G m E-mail

Telegraph/ 5151 Gateway Coalition + 477 Rich Street, Gakland, CA 94609 « jnorman@californjacom « (510) 653-7190



Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LL.C contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planmng Comunission deny a.ny request for height
variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height

variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this pro]ect we ask that the Planmng Commission deny any reques for height

variances on thlS pro}ect

Signature %’K/d( /) 2

Name (print) lfng M »hﬁ/ g% /1
Street Address 57/ 2 /le 65 /ﬁ‘é
Phone

E-mail //I/!@VH’?&{S @4 /I .aef

Name (print) 7",;?{/ 1 g;{:’i’:«; (; el
Street Address S22 +H1ze by AvE
Phone )

Bmail_Friru§ foenin EPEVIE (€ - odu

P

] /f
Signature Rj V} -

Name (print) Foan BN LY
Street Address L‘Z \y‘-\ ‘;)\\‘:-.Q'C*Nn“ !'Vt
Phone 115 * Hon- 14

E-mail t\\'\u\ M,l (\\,_,.l\, - { us“,lh.,. Lo
Mo S u/,/\u Z/

Name (print)_ ﬁf[_ l{QLV’ s 70 f’)ﬂ }“gtﬁe(lﬂ
ﬁi{ﬂ‘? b et

Slgnature

Signature

Street Address 7

Phone

E-mail /\’ "/A L .

Signature _ ﬁ 4’ o

Name (print) ‘\00 Ev"T M0 Z— N _
Street Address S“’b q B CPRAD NA‘O@_ . A‘\j"—’"_‘ e
Phone B0 (THT - E¢ %0

E-ovall =~

Signature . /'/}/ﬁ@ \f r}\ 7\‘} i N J

Name (print) DO A Turne "
Street Address Z ‘-5;({ CO(O Nad'o ,-’\{ (j\dl
Phone g)c‘{df ? g 32

E-mail '?‘1‘ {\a'ig Q\Qy ael. com .

Signature

Name (print)

Street Address
Phone

E-muail

Signature

Name (print)

Street Address
Phone

Eomoadd

Signature

Name {print)

Street Address

Phone

E-mail

Signature

Name (print)

Street Address
Phone

E-mail
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for helght

variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street- -facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for hexght
variances on this project. :
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Telegraph/ 51st Gateway Coalition + 477 Rich Street, Oakland, CA 94609 + jnorman@california.com + (510) 6537190




Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height
variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Plamung Commission deny any request for height
variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height

variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the

Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height

variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on alt street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height
variances on this project.
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E-Mail Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the iong-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height

variances on this project.
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Telegraph/ 51st Gateway Coalition + 477 Rich Street, Oakland, CA 94609 « jnorman@california.com ¢ (510)653-7190



E-Mail Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North QOakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height
variances on this project.
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Telegraph/ 51st Gateway Coalition + 477 Rich Street, Oakland, CA 94609 + jnorman@california.com + (510)653-7190




Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintairs continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this pro]ect we ask that the Planrung Commission deny any request for height

variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for helght

variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/72 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly

reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Cormmssmn deny any request for height
variances on this project. '
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly

~ reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height
variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request. for height

variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this prOJect we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height
variances on this project. :
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this pro]ect we ask that the Planning Comrmssmn deny any request for height

variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North .
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height
variances on this project. - -
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project {(which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height

variances on this.proj
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Plannmg Commission deny any request for height

variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing

sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the

developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that if conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this pro]ect we ask that the Piannmg Comumission deny any request for height

variances on this pro]ect
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this pro;ect we ask that the Planmng Commission deny any request for height
varianceés on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height

variances on this project.

) ﬁ/——% :-;\

Signature (.‘A

Name (print) - L /A’ }’I,J‘ /‘;i'l[l -

Street Address___o0// ,f"‘/-f EROg) Ave~ / J’Vb“/
Phone ng 60/ 24 o) C
E-mail /M;;; «f-ﬁ%n‘t@/ Concartot=~

Signature

Name (print)____ GUR L CH
Street Address 44 9P TE’/@WH‘ AVE. HE
Phone S/p - &5-4"3592-

E-mail Pupr@ SBCLLD AL, NEr-

Signature Zﬁ W\/

Name (prmt)

Street Address L['KZ\ Cﬁ(M/ %‘54_«
Phone (LHG) glg’ 74‘06 <
linhohu ) hies) coms

ﬂ(i%

s.)QQl D ‘HQWLK _

Street Address ;Lil { A}—H}V‘K p_{f{ CQ
/01 Sée-34(3

wjefmm& iepret @ valieo-Conr

St Moo
D She JHoDeSey
\'6% . Zbﬂ\ﬁ Gathod
4B - 998

E-mait

Signature

Name (print) __

Phone

E-mail

Signature

Name (print)__

Street Addreqs .
Phone

E-mail

Signature / Qg_/l ﬁﬁﬂgé a Z

Name {print) / ond z‘,é/ﬁdﬁ

g6 477

T oy
Signature )4;

Name (print) )t,(-« gouw-hu
Street Address__ (oY tolhe U

Phone

Street Address

Phone

/o

E-mail

E-mail d‘“lw ’whl&«/g@ms'm COw—

Street Address ‘7 75 Léu;)/m 6{\

Phone

E-mail M&@M<L@JJ

hY

Signature ,L_rhu regl \\ < \T‘ s

.:/
Name (Pr]ﬂt\)_ﬂ‘ _D(hi;‘:_&i-_-t’__ 3L i 1 1,
' R I TS »
Street AddrESS ![ l'r t‘_}‘— .7 :.l’ (A __:):']( ) -
Phane v = 7y 5 0 L o
E-mail = ri5 cude e e o
g -
s
Signature ____ " { ,1/'/ L ‘, /Z

Name (print) ( " /z/ _Za(’ //1/17/
Street Address

Phone

E-maail



Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commlssmn deny any request for helght

variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height

variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height
variances on this project.-
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height

variances on this project
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakiand

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
QOakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height

variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 515t Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of t e surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overa(\[\h ight of this project,
variances on h'$ pr ]ejt:t
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development cf our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height

variances on thlS pro]ect
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all sireet-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height
variances on this project. ' ' '
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height

variances on this project.
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E-Mail Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height
~ variances on this project. '
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Phone 510.547.1720

E-mail linda@beatcom.com
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Name Doug Dove
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E-mail ddovel@yahoo.com

Name Susannah Wood

Street Address 9113 Manila Ave. Oakland 94618

Phone 510 654-8405
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Name Brenda and Mike Gaspar
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Name Mike Mooers e
Street Address__4905 Manila Ave. Oakland, 94609

Phone __ __ 510653-0115 o
B-rnai! miked mooers@yahoo.com

Telegraph f 51st Gateway Coalition ¢ 477 Rich Street, Oakland, CA 94609 + jnorman@california.com ¢ (510) 653-7190



E-Mail Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height

variances on this project.
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We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would

E-Mail Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North

Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing

sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the

developers to scale back the height of the project {(which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or

2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly

reduce the overall height of this projec
variances on this project.
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E-mail leepa2@yahoo.com

Teleoranh f51st Gatewav Coalition  + 477 Rich Street, Oakland, CA 94609 ¢ jnorman@california.com + (510)653-7190

t, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height

Name Akasha Madron

Street Address 0120 A Miles Ave.

Phone 655-8796

E-mail akamad2@gmail.com

Name Margaret Cahalan

Street Address 0366 Miles Avenue

Phone ~ Oakland, CA 94618

E-mail conl5366@aol.com

Name Carla Koop

Street Address__ 456 Alcatraz

Phone 653-3049 o _
E-mail ckoop@california.com

Name Gretchen Schneider -
Street Address _482-48th St. .
Phone 428-2988 -

E-mail gschneider@cca.edu .
Name. Ron Bishop o
Street Address 409 45th St. o
Phone 652-4667

F-mail RBishop747@ao].com



Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height

variances on this project.
/

Signature._ J Wwﬁdévw

Name(pnl}/k ‘?; 7 ' /‘/ ‘r!\ A
Street Address ‘f\ % Lo ‘/ iR v Ay

Phone

B-mail _ e " A el Cran
Signature f i‘-'u’t‘ Ay

Name (print) Jul\n Eastiviem

Street Address__- 7¢ Schoepev {4, U

Phone Pu -S4 i=FieH

Bmail __cghnan o ¢h€ e Thltnk T

[
A Ly
ik -

4
Signature i ,-/:E L"/'. BT S-

Name (peg_ >y 15 2y scngn
Street Address {111 £ <L § o
Phone_ 5 i~ UG-G ¢

-7 ~lxi¢4w A

E-mail “3 :,L\\.\_*:' N 20 O e L T S, n O

Signature a“n}/ )ﬁl«‘/-——'
_HLmEE_a_J:ééEL_%
Street Address_ 8 22.9  CL dpeelPonl” JUE
Phone L),l;g Q @ D S ‘?({

E-mail

Signature m

Name (pnnt‘;

Street Address. 229 Miracle Mﬁﬁﬁn&zﬁm
Phone (ﬁ")ﬂ Y- %%
E-mail

*!ﬁwwu?m‘l’i\t‘;n

Tedegraph/ 5

Name (print}

ol mde

Name (prmt)_Cl)Y’a‘D LATHR C)
Street Address_ Y T A ﬂAa“M-F
Phone Slo 76 [ 532 C\-

E-mail C\~€€S€% { V\'-%C @ [ﬂ OM~“I£ f
Sigrarre; ‘ L —
Name (print)l[ 5 ﬂ P“ : & ()S‘S (
Street Address t € ) SHAFTLR AVE .

Bmait L 281 e @ s S e d (.

Name (pnnt) £ 2 é@[ [/ 0

StreetAddresi/_{?q o HKFTELZ AL
Phone %‘7 O —4% 207?
Emaﬂmﬂ/&k( > AL

Signature ‘-)/[\“M/f N\ LZ(//NI‘/

/
Name (pr;gu\L \/X\[\{ \fM ﬁéw\d/
Street Address %/”/J/I/ £ ES'%M (ﬂ—f
Phone_> | & 6J[ 25]1[71
eomail “THe ITHNe 744 SUV 2 VI,

Name (pi t},
Street Address Sﬂpo 7 %
Phone | \ﬂ 7 @ ‘ﬁ OL f{;

E-mail

Eﬁ Sl fie.
ateway Coalthon Rich Street, Oakland, CA 94609 + porman@california.com « (510) 653-7190



Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height
variances on this project. ‘ '
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height

variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Cornmission deny any request for height

variances g1 this pro;ect Q
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height
variances on this project. ' '
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories}) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commlssmn deny any request for height
vartances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Corrumssmn deny any request for he1ght

variances on this pro;ect
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development plani.ed for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Cormmsmon deny any request for he1ght
variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height
variances on this project. ' '
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigried believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of thlS project, we ask that the Plannlng Commission deny any request for height

variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LL.C contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this pro]ect we ask that the Planmng Commission deny any request for height
variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height litnits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height

variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of cur North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limnits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly

reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commlss

variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height
variances on this project.
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Petition to Reduce the Proposed Height of the
Development at Telegraph and 51st Street, North Oakland

We the undersigned believe that the development planned for Telegraph and 51st Street as currently proposed
by The Telegraph and 5110 Telegraph LLC contains several serious zoning issues, which if approved, would
establish a precedent for future projects that would be detrimental to the long-range development of our North
Oakland neighborhood. The current plans propose heights that significantly exceed limits on all street-facing
sides of the project and in each of the C-28, R-35 and R-40 zones that comprise the site. We strongly urge the
developers to scale back the height of the project (which currently exceeds height limits by as much as 25 feet, or
2-1/2 stories) so that it conforms more closely to current zoning height limits and thereby maintains continuity
with the character of the surrounding business and residential district. If the developers do not significantly
reduce the overall height of this project, we ask that the Planning Commission deny any request for height
variances on this project. ' ' -
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February 9, 2006 HE@E"VED

Mr. Darin Raneletti

Community and Economic Development Agency FEB ~ 9 2006

City of Oakland

250 Frank Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315 City of Oakiand |
Oakland, CA 94612 Planning & Zoning Division

Re: Case Number CMDV05-469

Dear Mr. Ranelletti,

In support of our appeal of the City Planning Commission’s approval of the Civiq project at
Telegraph and 51st St., we are submitting the following documents:

(1) Pages 11 and 23 of the Traffic Impact Analysis (Final Report), dated December 15, 2005, prepared
for the City of Oakland by DKS Associates.

(2) A six-page document, dated April 28, 2004, of Turning Movement Counts provided by the City
of Oakland Traffic Engineering and Parking Division to DKS Associates, which performed the
traffic analysis for the project;

(3) Four pages of a memorandum, dated October 21, 2005, from Philip Ho of the City’s Transporta-
tion Services Division to Andrew Smith of the Planning and Zoning Division describing the scope
of study and traffic guidelines relating to the traffic analysis of the project as requested by the
Transportation Services Division;

(4) A one-page copy of an e-mail memorandum, dated December 23, 2005, from Mark Spencer of
DKS Associates to Bill Lambert of the Civiq development teamn, explaining why a more in-depth
traffic analysis requested by Traffic Engineering and Parking Division is not necessary.

(5) A one-page document listing the five requirements for development projects in Oakland to
qualify for the in-fill exemption under CEQA.

Explanation

As document (1), page 11 of the DKS Associates traffic study, states, “Intersection turning move-
ment volumes for the intersections of Telegraph Avenue & 51st Street and Telegraph Avenue &
Claremont Avenue-52nd Street were provided by the City of Oakland.” In other words, data for
these two key intersections were not gathered directly by DKS for their analysis. It is important to
note that nowhere in the DKS traffic study—or in document (4), the e-mail memorandum—does
DKS cite when the City-supplied turning movement data originally had been collected.

Document (2) shows that the turning movement counts provided by the City and incorporated
into DKS Associates report was gathered April 27 & 28, 2004, making the data a year-and-a-half old.
According to Henry Choi, Assistant Transportation Engineer with the Traffic Engineering & Parking

(1)
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Division, the Division considers turning movement counts provided by the City to a traffic
consultant to be out of date if data are more than six months old. In a telephone conversation. on
January 27, 2006, with Mark Spencer of DKS Associates, Mr. Spencer likewise explained to me that,
in accordance with Traffic Engineering and Parking Division’s expectation, it is the practice of DKS
Associates when performing a traffic study to update turning movement counts for intersections if
those provided by the City are more than six months old. In using out-of-date data (while provid-
ing no justification for doing so), IDKS Associates’ actual performance contradicted its stated policy
to use current data.

Document (3), the memorandum from Philip Ho of the City’s Transportation Services Division
(TSD) to Andrew Smith of the Planning and Zoning Division, lists (on page 1) sixteen nearby
intersections that the traffic analysis for the Civiq project should study. The analysis performed by
DKS evaluated only four of the intersections, and as mentioned above, the analysis of two of these
intersections was based on old data.

The memorandum (page 2, B) requests that the traffic analysis identify existing peak hour
ridership / peak hour load factors of nearby bus lines. The traffic study performed by DKS does not
include this information.

The memorandum (page 3, C) requests that the traffic analysis identify existing deficiency/
surplus of on-street parking, including the number and location of off-street parking spaces within
three blocks or 1,200 feet of the project. The traffic study performed by DKS omits this important
information.

The memorandum {page 3, D) requests that the traffic analysis identify existing special
pedestrian problems, if any. Despite the hazardous crosswalk conditions that currently confront
pedestrians crossing both Telegraph Ave. and 51st St., the traffic study performed by DKS does not
include any mention of this. As can be seen in document (1), page 23 of the DKS study, the study
states that, “No pedestrian crossing signals and crosswalks are provided at the unsignalized
intersections,” including at Clarke and 51st St., but fails to mention the current hazards to
pedestrians at that or any other nearby intersections.

The memorandum (page 3, D) requests that the traffic analysis identify “any other issues.”
Falling into this category would be the narrow, 25-foot, curb-to-curb width of Clarke St. and the
problem this already poses for two vehicles attempting to pass each other safely. The DKS report,
however, fails to mention this condition or exacerbated impacts on Clarke St. caused by the project.

The memorandum (page 3, B) requests that the traffic analysis provide baseline projections for
traffic volumes, transit ridership and parking demand in a (unspecified) forecast year, were there no
Civiq project. Both Mark Spencer of DKS Associates and Henry Choi of the Traffic Engineering &
Parking Division stated in personal conversations with me that traffic volumes along Telegraph
have been steadily rising, and yet the DKS traffic study does not include any projections. Nor does
the traffic study consider increased traffic volumes and resulting cumulative traffic impacts from
nearby pending projects such as the Kaiser Hospital expansion and MacArthur Transit Village.

The memorandum requests several other analyses, including (page 4) pedestrian flows/LOS for
critical crosswalks and emergency vehicle access. Once again, the traffic study omits this informa-
tion, which is a critical oversight given the current traffic hazards for pedestrians in crosswalks at
the intersection of Telegraph and 51st St., as well as Fire Station 8's location immediately across 51st
St. from the project.

Finally, the memorandum asks for proposed /suggested measures for mitigating adverse trans-
portation impacts of the project. The traffic study performed by DKS lists none.

It is significant that the DKS study omits these key elements which had been requested by the

2
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Transportation Services Division. However, it remains unknown to us exactly which elements of
the Transportation Services Division request Planning Staff actually requested DKS to include in
its study.

In Document (4), Mark Spencer of DKS Associates responds to a request by the City for an analysis
of additional intersections beyond the four that DKS had included in its initial draft of its traffic
study by stating that, “Project-generated traffic dissipates the further one travels from the site, and
thus the potential impacts decrease as well.” In a personal conversation with Darin Ranellett,, the
City Planner assigned to this project (which he inherited when his colleague, Andy Smith, left the
Planning and Zoning Division in early December), Mr. Ranelletti told me that the Traffic Division,
often as a matter of form, requests more information than is appropriate for smaller developments
such as the Civiq project and that this might have been why DKS Associates was not asked to do a
more comprehensive traffic analysis.

However, as Henry Choi of the Traffic Engineering & Parking Division (who was assigned this
project) described to me in person on February 3, 2006, the detailed traffic analysis was requested
on this project because a) the Traffic Division considers anything over 25 units to be a large project
(Civiq proposes 67 units); and b) Mr. Choi was fully aware of the congested conditions that
currently exist in the immediate vicinity of the Civiq project and that therefore an in-depth and
thorough traffic study was warranted. According to Mr. Choi, he never received from Planning
any explanation for why a more extensive study was not performed.

As can be seen in document (5), the fourth requirement to qualify for the in-fill exemption under
CEQA is “{d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic,
noise, air quality, or water quality.” The decision made by Planning Staff to grant this project an in-
fill exemption, and thereby exempting it from any kind of CEQA review, was based in part on the
DKS traffic study, which concluded that, “the proposed project would not result in any significant
transportation impacts at the study intersections.” However, given the serious omissions of the DKS
study and the out-of-date data it used to analyze two key intersections, the decision by Staff to
grant this project an in-fill exemption must be questioned. At the very least, the in-fill exemption
should be revoked until a thorough traffic analysis is done.

Respectfully yours,

Mﬂ/&m

Jeff Norman

On behalf of the Telegraph/51st Gateway Coalition
477 Rich St., Oakland, CA 94609

(510) 653-7190

copy: Councilmember Jane Brunner
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DKS Associates RECEIVED

TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS FEB - 9 2006
3.0 INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE METHODOLOGY | pianaing & Zouing Divisin

To evaluate vaffic conditions, as weil as provide a basis for comparison of conditions
before and afler projeci-generated vaffic is added to the street system, intersecion
Level of Service (LOS) analysis was evaluated at all four (4) study intefsections.
Vehicle tuming movement counts were recently conducted duiing a typical
weekday AM. and P.M. peak hour at the intersections of Clarke Street & Claremont
Avenue and Clarke Street % 519 Street. Intersection turning movement volumes 1o
the intersections of Telegraph Avenue & 5% Sueet and Telegraph Avenue &
Claremont Avenue-52nc Street were provided by the City of Oakland.

Per the City of Oakland requirements, traffic conditions for the study intersections
were evaluated using the methodologies provided in the 2000 Highway Capacity
Manual (HCM).

3.1 Level of Service {LOS) Definition

lhe LOS evaluation indicates the degree of congestion that occurs during peak
wavel periods and i the principal measure of roadway and intersection

performance. Level of Service can range from "A" representing free- ﬂow
conditions, 1o "F" representing extremely fong delays. LOS B and C signify stable

condlitions with acceptable delays. iF& s typlcaily considered acceptable for a
peak hour in urban areas. LOS £ is approaching capacity and LOS t represents
conditions at or above capacity.

Unsignalized Intersections

At unsignalized intersections each approach to the in te:rQ clion is evaluated
separately and assigned a LOS. The level of service is based on the delay at the
worst approach for two-way stop controfled intersections, To’r_ | delay is defined as
the total elapsed time from when a vehicle stops at the end of thC‘, queue untl the
vehicle departs from the stop line. This time mctud es the time required for the
vehicle 1o travel trom the last-in-queaue position o the firstin-queue position. Table 1
provides definitions of LOS for unsignalized intersections.

€
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[ @)
x

5110 Telegraph Avenue Development Project - FINAL TIA RE?

Necembear 157, 2005

11



DKS Assocxaz‘eﬁ,

TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS

5.6 Pedestrian Safety and Circulation

The expected moderate increase in vehicular traffic volumes at the study
intersection would not significantly impact the pedestrian movements. Also the
pedestriian movements within the roadway network of the project site would
continue to be accommodated by provided sidewalks {(existing along the project
frontage) and public ways within the project.

The signalized study intersections are equipped with pedestrian crossing signals and
crosswalks. No pedestrian crossing signals and crosswalks are provided at the
unsignalized intersections.

Internal circulation would be restricted to pedestrians only. Overall, the project
internal design appears acceptable and no adverse internal circulation impacts
related to the proposed project are anticipated.

5.7 Site Access and Internal Circulation

Project access and circulation were analyzed for the proposed project. The site
plan (Figure 2) indicates access from Clarke Street. This roadway would aliow for
two-way vehicular circulation. Vehicles traveling northbound on Clarke Street
would drive to the site and make a left-turn at the project entrance. Vehicles
traveling southbound on Clarke Street would drive to the site and make a right-turn
at the project entrance.

Parking for the proposed project would be provided on-site at an underground
parking garage via Clarke Street. The garage entrance will be gated and parking
would be restricted for residents and restaurant employees only. Visitor parking is
provided on-street along the project frontage and within the study area. Table 6
provides a summary of on-street parking available along the project frontage.

Additional on-street parking is provided on the south side of 51 Street, east side of
Clarke Street and along the north side of Claremont Avenue. Meter parking is
provided along Telegraph Avenue south of the project and along the west side
between 51% Street and Claremont Avenue - 520 Street. In addition, 2-hour public
parking is permitted at the "Walgreen's” site located on the southwest corner of
Telegraph Avenue & 51 Street.

Restaurant related activities such as delivery and waste removal would be located
at-grade, on the north-west side of the proposed project via Telegraph Avenue.
Residential related loading and waste disposal activities would be located adjacent
to the garage entrance.

5110 Telegraph Avenue Development Project - FINAL TiA REPORT 23
December 15, 2005



RECEIVED

FEB -9 2085 site Code : 0ODDDDDO

All Tratfic Data

CITY OF BERKELEY {916] 771-8700 Starc Date: 04/28/04
P Fax 7B5-2879 File I.L. : ORK?
‘(_ \ C“yofoakhnd Page L
Planning & Zoning Division
—— e,
TELEGRAPH AVE. 518T ST.
Southbound Westbound Northbound EBasthound
Start
Time Left Thru Rght Tot) Peds Left Thru Rght Totl Peds Left Thru Rght Totl Peds Lefr Thru Rght Totl Peds Total- Pedss
7:00am a 54 1 63 4] [ 19 18 103 5 16 1% s 100 0 21 s7 8 a6 4 361 g 352
7:15 13 67 2 B2 1 10 89 26 125 2 12 &6 B 86 2 51 71 12 134 7 438 1z 427
7:30 20 1L 3 44 0 iz 108 35 15L& 5 18 17 13 109 2 62 83 14 1b% 3 527 10 517
7:45 36 94 & 136 1 17 125 64 206 6 16 16 11 103 =] 6§ 120 19 214 [ 657 18 659
2 45 401 143 589 1B 63 294 41 398 9 200 340 83 633, 20 2004 49 1955

Hour Total 77 266 12 378

69 133 19 221 5 Tl 15 726

§:00am 25 1403 3 131 . 2 25 1h2 58 235 & 24 107 B 139 3

'8:15 29 141 4 174 2 Z1 185 B2 278 4 22 107 11 140 0 66 L57 24 247 15 860 21 839
8:30 43 138 5 188 1 26 183 ST 268 7 23 104 1z 139 1 €2 117 21 200 3 BOG 15 791
8:35 35 123 A 366, 1 30 163 64 287 4. 26 113 Q1 180 7 RO 308 9p 208 3 736 35781
Hour Tetal 132 503 20 657 & i02 693 241 1036 20 85 431 42 GE8 11 277 515- B4 B76 28 3223 a6 3137
Grand 209 791 32 1032 8 147 1084 384 1625 a8 158 725 B3 966 20 477 855 137 1469 4% 5207 115 50g2
X of Total 4.0 15.2 . 6% 2.8 21,0 T7.4% 3.0 13.9 1l.a% 9.2 16.4 2.,6% 2.2% 97 B%
Apprch % 20.0% 31.9% 18.59% 29.2%

% of Apprc 20.1 76.1 3.1% 8.8 65.8 23.1% 16,0 73.5 B8.4% 31.4 56.3 9.0%

Peak Hour Analysis By Entire Intersection for the Periocd: 07:00am to 08:45am on 04/28/04
M Brarc Peak Hr [P .. Volumes .........- .

B e Percentages ......... B
irection  Street Name Peak Hour Factor Left Thru Rght Peds fTotal TLeft ‘Thru Rght  Peds
Southbound TELEGRRPH AVE. 08:00am .88e 132. 505 20 ] &63 18.9 76.1 3.0 .9
Westbound  518T 8T. .93¢ 102 €93 241 20 1056 9.6 B5.6 22.1 1.8
Noxthbound .922 95 433 42 1l 579 16.4 74 .4 7.2 1.8
Eastbound .864 277 515 B4 29 ans 30.6 56.29 9.2 3.2



CITY OF BERKELEY
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Total
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All Traffic Data
1
{816} 771-8700

FPax 786-2879
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TELEGRAPH AVE.

20 505 132
Inbound 663
Outhound 949
Total 1612
905
808
1713
Inbound 579
Outbound 691
Total 1270
102 95
505
84
691
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Site Cod= : 00000000
Start Dace: 04/28/04
File I.D, : ORK7
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211 Traffic Data

Site Code : 00000000

CITY OF OAKLAND ,1916) 771-8700 l Start Date: 0&/27/704
(\\ Fax 7862879 File I.L. : DRKTEK
: Page 1
TELEGRAPH AVE. 518T =T,
Southbound Hesthound Northbound Eagthound
Starc
Time Left Thru Rght TotlBikes Left Thru Rght TotlBikes Left Thru Rght TotlBikes Left Thru Rght TotliBikes Tokal - Bikess
7:00am 0 4] b 0 O o 0 0 Q [\ 0 8 0 v} 1 0 o] o] 0 ] . 1 0
7:15 1} 0 4] [+ 3 c g a a 2 g a & o 2 H [#] 0 g 3 7 7 o]
7:30 0 0 0 0 § 4] 0 o] 0 0 0 0 0 o} 5 ] 0 4] o 1 1: 12 0
7:45 0 Ji) V] 0 5 0 0 s] o A} 0 D. 0 a 4 0 D 0 g 1 10 10 4]
Hpour Total 0 4 ] D 14 0 4] 0 i 2 ¢ o 0 o iz 0 0 0 0 2 an 30 ¥
8:00am o ] 0 0 3 \} 0 0 0 0 0 Q 0 0 2 0 b o] 0 2 7 7 o
6:15 0 0 o o 11 0 G ] [+] 4 ¥ 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 Q 3 22 20 o
8:130 o g 1] ¢ 4 \] 0 g L+ 2 a Q 4] 0 2 a Q a 4] 1 9 9 ]
B:45 (1] L 0. 4 0 4] 1+ "] '] 2 o 0 0 1] 5 1} 0 0 ] [+ 7 0
Hour Total © © o 0 18 & 0 o o 8 o o0 0 o 12 6 o o o s a3 a3 0
Grand 0 o a 2] 32 [} ¢} 4 0 10 ] 0 g V] 23 [ L 4 o ] 73 73 D
% of Total 0.0 0.0 O0.0% 0.0 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0 O0.0% 0.0 0.0 0.,0% 100.0% §.0%
Apprch ¥ 43.8% 13.7% 31.5% 11.0%
% of Apprc 0.0 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0 ¢O.0% 0.¢ 0.0 O0.0% 0.0 0.0 o0.0%
Peak Hour Analysis By Entire Intersection for the Period: 07:00am to 0B8:45am on 04/27/04
CD ] Start Peak Hr = _.... [ VOLUMEE +.-ivivnnc o annmcouna., Percentages ..........
- irection  Street Name Peak Hour Factor Left Thru Rght Bikes Total TLeft ~“Thru Rght: Bikes
Southbound TELEGRAPH AVE. " 07:308m .568 o 0 v 25 25 .e .0 .0 300.0
Westbound  51ST ST. .250 o ¢ 0 4 4 .0 .0 .0 100.0
Northbound .650 0 o L] 13 12 .0 . -3 100.0
Eastbound .583 0 D [+ 7 7 .0 .0 .2 100.0



All Traffic Data

S5ite Code : 00000000
CITY OF OAKLAND (9Le) 771-8700 Start Date: 04/27/04
(‘“-\ Fax 786-2879 File I.D : OAK7BK
. k Page : 2
TELEGRAFPH AVE.
25 0. v 0 0
0
o}
===Ew 4
0
Inbound 25
Outbound 0
Total 25 o
0
0 0
0
0
0
Inbound 7 Inbound 4
Outbound 0 Outbound 0 0
0 Total 7 Total 4
0
0 0 0
0
Y Inbound 13 518T ST.
: Outbound 0
7 Total 13 4
0 0 0 0 13
0
0
0

@,



All Traffic Data

Site Code : 00000000

CITY OF BERKELEY {g16) 771-8700 Start Date: 04/28/0q
Fax 786-28739 File I.Ii. : QORK7
,//’_\} Page D1
TELEGRAPH AVE. s1ST ST.
Southbound Westbound Northbound EBastbound
Start
Time Left Thru Rqht Totl Peds Left Thru Rght Totl Peds Left Thru Rght Tot] Peds Left Thru Rght Totl Peds Total- Peds=
11:00am 2B 124 10 162 8 15 83 44 142 4 24 121 24 169 2 66 105 24 195 i1 693 25 G4
11:15 39 111 13 183 4 20 105 33 164 3 31 1lB 24 173 5 a1 95 21 197 10 739 22 mn?
12:38 45 135 13 193 2 19 111 34 164 5 31 120 31 182 ] 71 109 29 209 15 779 31 748
i1:45 51 136 17 204 3 21 128 33 182 11 32 123 24 179 3 72 11D 32_ 214 12 a03 28 ‘179

Hour Total 163 526 53 742 i7 75 427 150 652 23 118 482 103 703 1% 290 419 106 815 48 3012 107 2912

12:00pm 46 138 14 198 ) 25 124 35 184 ° ¢ 25 3128 28 181 3 71 105 20 206 19 Bou 33 769
12:15 43 137 1 191 6 27 114 41 182 18 28 130 20 178 14 76 113 37 226 19 834 57 177
12:30 48 132 12 212 1 21 119 42 182 14 30 143 23 186 16 65 106 2B 199 15 837 48 789
12:45 57 160 S 226 4 24 134 58 216 15 24160 23 207 21 73 119 23 215 13 915 51 BB

Hour Total 194 587 45  B27 21 97 491 176 764 513 107 §B1 94 62 54 285 443 118 B46 64 3394 195 3193

Grand A57 1113 % 1569 a8 172 918 326 1415 79 225 1043 197 1465 73 575 BBE2 224 1661 112 6413 302 e112
¥ of Total 5.6 17.4 1.5% 2.7 14.3 5.1% 3.5 26.3 3.1% 9.0 13.4 3.5% 4.7% 95.33%
Apprch ¥ 26.1% 23.3% 24.0% 27.6%

% of Appre 22.2 69.3 6.2% 1r.5 61.4 22.B% i4.6 67.8 12.8% 32.4 48.6 12.6%

Peak Hour Analysis By Entire Intersection for the Period: 11:00am to 12:45pm on 04/28/04

Start Peak HT @~  ._..... veiase Volumes ....... isae eeean we-... Percentages ,.........
Qirectiun 8treet Name Feak Hour Factor Left Thru TRght Peds Total Left Thxu Rght Peds
Southbound TELEGRAPH AVE. , 12:00pm .922 i isq 587 4€ 21 ga8 2Z2.8 89.2 5.4 2.4
Wesathound 518T ST. .887 o7 451 176 56 820 11.8 E9.8 21.4 6.8
Northpound .895 107 561 94 54 Bl4& 13.1 68.7 1.5 6.6
Easthound .928 285 443 118 64 910 11.3 48.6 1z.?2 7.0
ST,




Al} Traffic Data

Site Code : 00000000

CITY OF BERKELEY (9168} 771-8700 Start Date: 04/28/04
Fax 7B6-2B879 File I.D. : DAK?
(f‘\‘) Page : 2
TELEGRAPH AVE.
21 46 587 194 285
561
176
===== 56
1022
Inbound 848
Outbound 1022

Total 1870 176
107
644 -~ 491
46
491
285
Inbound 210 Inbound B20
Outbound 644 Outbound 731 97
443 Total 1554 Total 1551
194
118 443 731
94
Inbound 816 518T 8T.
(:: N Outbound 802
64 Total 1618
o7 107 561 94 54
587
118
802




All Traffic Data

Sipe Code a000o000
CITY OF OAKLAND (916) 771-8700 Start Date: 04/27/04
Fax 7B&-2878 File I.D. OAK7BK
{/-\‘\ Page 1
i “;
TELEGRAFH AVE, 518T ST.
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start
Time Left Thru Rght TotlBikes Left Thru Rght TotlBikes Left Thru Rght TotlBikes Left Thru Rght TotlBikes Total- Bikess
11:00am 0 0 4} o 3 ¢ 0 Q Q 1 4 c o 4] 1 ] 0 0 4 1 & 6 a
11:15 4 0 0 0 5 Q o] o o] 1 V] 0 0 0 2 o] 0 0 n 0 B & bl
11:30 [ u] o 0 z 0 a V] 0 0 0 0 0 o] 4 Q 0 [ 0 2 a B [
11:45 o 0 0 1] 2 0 0 i+ 0 0 0 0 0 1] 4 0 g ] ki) 3 S 9 Q
Hour Total 0 ¢} [} 0 iz 0 a 0 0 2 0 0 o 0 11 0 1] 0 0 [ 31 31 o
i2:00pm 4 0 0 0 3 0 o 0 o 1 ¢ v] V] 0 5 v] o g a i ¢ J1o o
12:15 0 0 o 0 & 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 3 o a 0 0 1 12 12 0
12:30 0 o 0 0 4 0 o 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 o 1 1z 12 0
12:45 4} 0 0 0 2 0 a 1] Q 3 0 0 o 0 5 a 0 0 ] 1] i 10 [
Hour Total 0 o o} ] 15 -0 - ] 0 0 11 0 9 0 0 15 o o a o] 3 44 44 0
Grand 0 0 2] D 27 0 ol o 0 13 V] o 1] 1} 26 0 0 g 5 15 1]
%* of Total 0.0 0.0 §.0% 2.0 0.0 . 0% 0.0 D.0 D.0% 0.0 0.0 O0.0% 100.0% 0.8%
Apprch % 36.0% 17.3% 34.7% 12, 0%
%Y of Appre 0.0 C.0 D.O% g.0 0.0 .0% ¢.0 ©.0 0.0% ¢.C 0.0 0.0%
Peak Hour Analysie By Entire Intersection for the Period: 11:00am to 12:45pm on 04/27/04
! Staxt Peak Hr N TR 11 = Percentages ..........
r\ }irectim Street Name Peak Hour Facter Left Thru Rght Bikes Total Left Thru Rght Bikes
—Gouthbound TELEGRAFH AVE. 12:00pm 625 0 0 0 15 " 18 .0 .0 . 10D.0
Westbound  518T ST. .550 0 1 0 11 11 .G .0 .0 160.0
Northhound 150 0 0 0 15 15 .0 .0 .0 l00.0
Bastbound 750 1) g g 3 3 .0 .0 ¢ 100.0




All Traffic Data

ZITY OF QAKLAND {916) 77L-B700Q
Fax 7B6-2873

/‘"“\\

)

TELEGRAPH AVE.

15 0 D 0
Inbound 15
Outbound 0
Total 15
0
0 0
0
0
Inbound 3
Outbound 0
0 Total 3
0
Inbound 15
: Outbound 0
3 Total 15
0] 0 0
0
0
0

Site Code : 000QODDO

Start Date: 04/27/04

File 1.D. : QAK7BK
Page - 2
0
0
0
= 11
0
0
0
Inbound 11
Outbound 0 0
Total 11
0
0 0
]
518T ST.
0




All Traffic Data
Site Code : 00000000

CITY OF BERKELEY (916] 771-870C Start Date: 04/28/04
Fax 78G-287% File I.It. : OAK?

‘/’_‘\} Page i1

' TELEGRAPH AVE. 518T ST.
Southbound Westbound Northbound Bastbound

Start

Time Left Thru Rght Totl Peds Left Thru Rght Totl Peds Left Thru Rght Totl Peds Left Thru Rght Totl Peds Total. Peds=

4 :00pm 54 110 6 170 5 18 114 51 183 7 27 149 40 216 5 96 164 26 286 18 89 a6 855

4:15 52 104 7 163 5 20 123 43 186 11 26 153 31 210 7 121 184 26 331 14 92 37 B9

4:30 T3 126 15 209 3 22 134 48 204 5 31 152 26 209 11 119 195 27 341 22 1004 41 963

4:45 76 125 13 234 8 25 14§ 42 213 12 6 170 22 228 16 121 183 25 3289 13 1027 43 984

Hour Toral 255 4685 3& 756 22 B5 517 184 786 35 120 624 119 863 33 457 726 104 1287 67 3843 157 3652

5:00pm §5 142 137 218 3 21 157 50 228 -9 28 174 30 23z 7 129 194 24 47 16 1061 35 1026
5:18 63 146 11 220 2 22 145 44 211 ] 35 183 32 250 5 133 202 26 361 11 1073 31 1042
5:30 71 144 10 225 4 23 143 S7 223 5 41 178 24 244 5 124 216 22 362 a 1077 23 1054
5:45 63 148 13 224 2 22 141 53 216 b} 28 1173 27 234 5 137 187 18 342 13 1045 29 1016

Hour Total 262 580 45 4888 11 8@ 5B& 204 87B a2 i32 718 113 =60 26 523 753 90 1412 48 4255 ile 4138

Grand 517 1045 82 1644 33 173 1103 388 1564 67 252 1339 232 1823 5% 980 1525 184 2639 116 B105 275 7830
X of Total 6.4 12.9 1.0% 2.3 13.6 4.8% 3.1 16.5 2.9% 12’.1 1B.8 2.4% 3.4% 96.6%
Apprch % 20.7% 21.4% 23.2% 34.7%

¢ of Apprc 0.6 62.3 4.9% 10.0 63.7 22.4% 13.4 71.1 12.3% 34.8 5¢.2 6.9%

Peak Hour Analysis By Entire Intersection for the Period: 04:00pm to 05:45pm on 04/28/04

Start Peak Hr ..., c...... Volumes .......c.0u.. et .. Percentages ....... .
Oection Street Name ) Peak Hour Factor Left Thru Rght Peds Total Left  Thru Rght Peds
cuthbound TELEGRAPH AVE. 05:00pm -981 ' 262 580 46 131 899 25.1 64.5 5.1 1.2
Westbound 5187 ST. L8560 BB 586 204 32 910 9.8 64.3 22.4 3.5
Northbound .882 132 715 113 26 986 13.3 72.5 11.4 2.6
Bastbound .982 E23 793 a0 49 1461 35.7 54.6 6.1 3.3



All Traffie Data

Site Cede : 00DDOCODD

CITY CF BERKELEY (916) 771-8B700 Start Date: 04/2B/04
Fax 786-2879 File 1.D : CAK7
J""_‘\ Page ;2
TELEGRAPH AVE.
11 46 580 262 523
715
204
cmo== 32
1442
Inbound 8989
Outbound 1442
Total 2341 204
132
764 -586
46
586
523
Inbound 1461 Inbound 910
Outbound 764 Outbound 1174 88
799 Total 2225 Total 2084
262
90 759 1174
113
Inbound 986 518T ST.
( Outbound 758
\_/ 49 “Total 1744
88 132 715 113 26
580
90
758




All Traffic Dats

Sice Code goo000GEH
CITY OF CAKLAND (816) 771-8700 Start Dace: 04/27/0¢
Fax 788-2879 File I.D. OAK7BK
/’"‘\) Page 1
TELEGRAPH AVE. 518T ST.
Southbound Westbound Northbound Bastbound
Start
Time 1eft Thru Rght TotlBikes Left Thru Rght TotlBikes Left Thru Rght TotlBikes Left Thru Rght TotlBikes Total- Bikes=s
£ :00pm 0 a o 0 z o ) 0 0 0 o 0 0 o 1 0 0 o o o 3 3 o
4:15 o 0 0 0 5 o 0 0 a 4 ] 0 o} 0 3 ] 0 0 o a 15 15 0
4:30 0 0 0 0 [ 0 [V ] o 1 [+ o D 0 4q [+} 0 0 ] 0 11 1l 0
4:45 D 0 [} i} 7 0 0 0 o} a o 0 0 o G 0 o o 0 1 14 14 0
Hour Total ] [ Q 2 20 D D 0 D 5 4} o 4] 0 14 0 Q o 0 4 43 43 o]
5 : 30pm 0 0 0 4] 3 1] 0 o o 1] Q 1] 4] o 4 4] 0 4 o 2 .9 9 0
5:15 o] 0 o] [} 7 b] 0 i} 0 2 s} o] o o 6 ] 0 0 0 3 18 18 o
£:30 4] & 0 0 15 1] 0 Q 0 3 0 0 Q 1] 5 0 Q 0 0 a 2E 26 D
5:45 0 \] a t] 1¢ 0 1] a 0 3 1] o 1+ 0 7 O 0 0 '] 1] 20 20 1]
Hour Total ] ] 0 o 3k 4] 4] a 0 1 0 s} 0 ) a 22 0 ¢] 0 Q 5] 13 73 o
Grand [2} 0 o o S5 0 o o a 13 +] 4] a ¢ 36 ) o 1} 12 L1E 116 0
% of Total 0.0 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0 0.D% 0.0 0.0 ©0.0% 0.0 0.0 O0.0% 100.0% ©0.0%
apprch % 47.4% 11.2% 31.0% 10.3%
& of Rpprc 0.0 0.0 0.0% 0.¢ 0.0 D.0% 0.0 0.0 D0.0% 0.0 0,0 0.0%
Peak Hour Analysis By Entire Intersection for the Period: 04:00pm to 05:45pm on 04/27/04
Start Peak H = ............ . Volumes ......... e i siaerenana Percentages ..........
C }'ection Streetuuame Peak Hour Factor Left Thru Rght Bikes Total Left Thru Rght Bikes
Suthbound TELBGRAPH AVE. 05: 00pm .5B83 o o a "35 35 .0 0 .0 10D0.0
Westbound 51ST ST. .667 0 Qo o B 8 .0 o .0 100.0
Nerthbound .786 ] o] 0 22 22 .0 .0 .0 100.0
Eastbound 667 o} 0 4} 3 a8 .0 .0 .0 100.6




A1l Traffic Data

Sice Code : DEOCOORO

CITY OF OAHLAND {816} 771-B700 Start Date: 04/27/04
Fax 786-2873 Pile I.D : OARK?BK
(’_\\\ Page 2

TELEGRAPH AVE.

35 0 0 0 0]
0
0
S==m== 8
0
Inbound 35
Outbound 0
Total 35 0
0
0 0
0
- 0
.0y
Inbound 8 Inbound 8
Outbound 0 Outbhound 0 0
0 Total 8 Total 2]
e}
0 0 4]
0
Inbound 22 518T ST.
Outbound 0
Total 22
0 0 0 0 22
0
0
0




RECEIVEL

0CT 25 2005

~Public Works Agency
CITY PLANNING COMMISSION - Transportation Sewigesﬁi_\,}i/siqnj '
ZONING DIVISION S

Memorandum RECEIVED

To: Andrew Smith, CEDA FEB - 9 2006

From: Philio Ho City of Oaklapd
ces Ade Oluwasoge, Wladimir Wlassowsky, Gary Pattan %ﬂmﬁn
Date: October 21, 2005

Subject: Civig .
Scope of Study, Traffic Study Guidelines, and T3D Staff Cost

This mermorandum is in response to your request for information on scope of siudy, traffic
study guidelines, and TSD siaff cost for future study and design review of this project. The
information provided herein is based, in part, on the architectural plans we received.

Scope of Study
The following intersections should be analyzed as a part of a traffic study:

Telegraph Avenue / Shattuck Ave / 45" Street
Telegraph Avenue / 51% Street

Telegraph Avenue / 52™ Street - Claremont Ave
Telegraph Avenue / SR24 Eastbound On-Ramp
Teiegraph Avenue / SR24 Westbound Cfi-Ramp
Claremont Avenue / Clifton Street / SR24 Easthound Of-Ramp
Claremont Avenue [ Clark Street

Clark Street / 51 Street

Broadway / 51% Street - Pleasant Valley Avenue
10. Shattuck Avenue / 52 Strest

11. Dover Street / 52™ Street

12, Mariin Luther King Jr. Way / 52 Street

13, Market Street / 52™ Street

14, Market Street / 53" Street

15. Adeline Street/ 53 Sireet

18. San Pablo Avenue / 47" Streat

Co~NDT LN

Traffic Study Guidelines

A copy of the guidelines is attached.



CITY OF OAKLAND

GUIDELINES FOR TRANSPORTATION IMPACT STUDIES

1.

Project Description

A.

B.

E.

Location
Project Vicinity Map {Include nearest Bast-West and North-South freeways)

Square Footage or Density By Use (i.e., office, retail, residential, etc.);
staging/phasing, if any.

Site Plan Showin
1. Amnto, transit, pedestrian, service vehicle access
Parking factlities {number of spaces, dimensions, circulation pattern)

Truck loading areas (number of spaces, dimensions)

Sl A

Any proposed sidewalk/strest improvements including locations of bus stops

Description of parking and truck loading method of operations for the facilities

Existing Conditions (In the vicinify of the project)®

A,

Street System

1. Numbers of lanes and any transit’bike lanes on major strests {(map)
2. Traffic volumes on major streets and affected local streets.

3. Peak hour level of service at critical intersections
Transit System

1. Locations of lines (map), bus stops

b

General areas directly accessible to project via transit
Peak hour/midday frequency of service

3
4.  Peak hour ridership/peak hour load factors

*The area roughly within % mile radius of proposed project



Parking (Identify Fxisting Deficiency/Surplus)

Percent on-street spaces occupied

2.  Percent off-street spaces occupicd

3. Number and location of off-street parking spaces within three ilocks or
1,200 feet of project.

Miscellaneous

1. Bicyecle facilitics (routes, lanes), if any

2. Curbside truck loading zones on project block, if any

3. Special pedestrian facilities/problems, if any

4,  Any other issues

L Impact Analysis

A

Trip Making Characteristics of Project (vehicle & person}

1.

Z
3.
4

Daily/peak hour trip generation
Daily/peak hour trip assignment
Geographic distribution of trips
Mode split

Baseline Projections (with no projects)

1
1.

Trip generation of approved though, uncompleted projects and baseline

Growth
2,  Traffic volumes in forecast year
3. Transit ridership in forecast year
4. Parking demand in forecast year
Traffic fmpacts
1. Peak hour levels of service at critical signalized intersections
2. Critical corridor analysis inciuding ramp terminal capacities
3. Delay and signal warrant calculations & LOS at critical non-signalized

intersections



4.  Pedesiman flows/LOS for critical crosswalks and /or sidewalk arcas
5. Delay/changes at exiting RR crossings

6. Emergency vehicle access

b. Transit Impacts

Peak hour load factors on critical transit iines
2. General system ympacts

3. Lay-over areas for AC Transit buses

E. Parking Impacts

b |

1. Percent on-street and off-strest parking spaces occupied, deficiency/ surplus
of parking

F. Service Vehicle Impacts

-
.

Maneuvering/docking impacts

P

Curbside loading zone impacts

G. Traffic & Pedestrians Impact During Project Construction

1. Street/sidewalk closure

2. Circulation impact

3 Parking impact

4. Transit service impact
H. Policy lmplications

1. Consisiency of projects with city plans/policy
V. Alternatives

1. Traffic/transit/parking impacts of selected alternatives to proposed project
V. Mitigation Measures

1. Proposed/suggested measures for mitigating adverse transportation jmpacts
of projects. Levels of service and other appropriate paramsters to be

entimated, where apniication, for each mitigation measure



MEMORANDUM RECEIVED

TO: Bill Lambert

FROM: Mark Spencer, P.E. FEB - 9 2006
DATE: December 23, 2005

- . of Oakiand
SUBJECT: 5110 Telegraph Civiq Project phn“g‘ty& h .
Draft TIA Report- Response {0 Comumnents g & Zoning Division

P/ A No. 05187-000

DKS has prepared the following response with regards to the comment sreceived from the
City of Oakland via an e-mail dated December 23, 2005.

The 5110 Telegraph Civiq Project Traffic Study includes intersection level of service
analysis for the four intersections most likely to be impacted by the proposed project.
Intersection level of service analysis was performed based on recent intersection turning
movement counts, field observations and data provided by City of Oakland staff.

As concluded in the report, the proposed project would not result in a significant impact
at any of the study intersections. Project-generated traffic dissipates the further one
travels from the site, and thus the potential impacts decrease as well. Based on the
relatively low net number of new trips being generated, and the results of the intersection
Jevel of service analysis at the nearby intersections, additional impacts are not
anticipated at intersections further from the site.

DKS Associates

1000 Broadway

Suite 450

Oakland, CA 94607
(510) 763-2061

(510) 268-1739 fax
www.dksassociates.com

(forwarded on January 3, 2006 to Jeff Norman by Dharin Ranelletti, Planning & Zoning)




— ]
" RECEIVED
FEB -9 2006
15332. In-Fill Development Projects. mmh?‘fy;fzg:xfmm

Class 32 consists of projects characterized as in-fill development meeting the conditions
described in this section.

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable
general plan policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.

(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than five
acres substantially surrounded by urban uses.

(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species.

{d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, notse,
air quality, or water quality.

(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.

Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 21084, Public
Resources Code.

Discussion: This section is intended to promote infill development within urbanized areas. The
class consists of environmentally benign in-fill projects which are consistent with local general
plan and zoning requirements. "This class is not intended to be applied to projects which would
result in any significant traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality effects. Application of this
exemption, as all categoricat exemptions, is limited by the Factors described in section 15300.2.




ATTACHMENT G

EXCERPT FROM
HIGH DENSITY HOUSING
DESIGN GUIDELINES
(““Neighborhood Scale”)



3. Neighborhood Scale

BREAK UP WALLS AND BUILDING BULK INTO COMPONENTS

TO REFLECT SCALE OF ADJACENT DEVELOPMENT.

4 larger new building often appears out of
seale with its neighbors if not carefully
designed.

A large building which is of a different scale than

emaller structures in the immediate area can be softenad and
made more a part of the commnity by reducing its bulkiness
Lito smaller component parts.

This does not necessarily mean that the entire bui lding
should be broken down into sections that are more the size
of nearby buildings. The same objective might be achieved
by sensitive use of setbacks and variations in the building
plan and profile.



ATTACHMENT H

MEMORANDUM FROM TRAFFIC
CONSULTANT, DKS ASSOCIATES
(Dated March 1, 2006)



DKS Associates

TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS

1000 Broadway
Suite 450

MEMORANDUM
TO: Darin Ranelletti
FROM: Mark Spencer
DATE: March 1, 2006
SUBJECT: Response to Comments on Traffic Analysis - 05187-000

Civig Project

DKS has prepared the following response to comrments received in regard 1o the
proposed mixed-use development project located at 5110 Telegraoph Avenue.

A. Responses to Traffic Impact Arguments in Appeal Letter

Comment 2. The term LOS Is used in this project as the defining methocd of
discussing transportation for Traffic Study. The term, LOS, however, ignotes key
fransportation modes In the community, specifically pedestrian and bicycle
transportation, and yet the Traffic Study says that the project is anticipated to
increase those modes of travel.

Response: The term LOS, for the purposes of this project, was used to evaluate
fraffic conditions, as well as provide a basis for comparison of conditions betfore
and after project-generated traffic is added fo the street system. Infersection
LOS indicates the degree of congestion that occurs during peak travel period
and is the pfincipal measure of roadway and Infersection performance. For
reference purposes, LOS as defined in the Highway Capacity Manual is a guality
measure describing operating conditions within a fraffic stream, generally in
terms of such service measures as speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver,
fraffic interruptions, and comfort and convenience,

Ofher transportation issues such as bicycle and pedestrian activity were
analyzed separately (Section 2.4 and 5.6, respectively).

Comment 7. The accuracy of the Traffic Study’s rating of the Telegraph Avenue
and Claremont Avenue infersection in the p.m. northbound direction as LOS C
must be chailenged. The segment of Telegraph Avenue between 51t Street and
Claremont Avenue often backs in the north bound direction af commute and
other hours because of the lack of coordination between the light signals and
fhe amount of motor vehicle iraffic turning from 51t Street east bound and
heading north on Telegraph Avenue. As a result, it is not uncommon when
traveling north to get stuck in the middle of &1t Street and Telegraph Avenue
intersection.

Dakland, CA 94607

(510) 763-2061

{510) 268-1739 fax
www dksassociates.com



DKS Associates

TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS

Response: Based on the City of Oakland level of setrvice standards, an
acceptable operating level! of service (LOS) is defined as LOS D or better cit all
signalized intersections during peak hours, The intersection of Telegraph Avenue
and Claremont Avenue currently operates at LOS C and LO B during the A.M.
and P.M. peak hours, respectively. The infersection will confinue fo operate
under the same LOS during the project condifion. Intersections can have
periodic queues and siill operate at acceptable service levels.

In an e-mail from City of Qakland, the Alameda County Congestfion
Management Agency plans fo include signal upgrades at alf of the four study
infersections including equipment and signal fiming. All of these improvemsanis
are associated with the Smart Corridor-Telegraph Avenue Rapid Bus Project. No
date for scheduled improvements was provided.

Comment 9. During peak hours it will be quite difficult, if not impossible, to leave
the project from Clarke Street, turn right onto 61t Street, and cross two lanes of
traffic on 51¢t Street in order to reach the left turn lane fo turn south onto
Telegraph. There simply is not enough rood on 51 Street to get from Clarke
Street to the left-turn lanes.

Response: Approximately 12 vehicles (6 A.M. and 6 P.M.) vehicles are estimated
to trave! south on Clarke Street, furn right at 51st Street and travel southbound at
Telegraph Avenue during the peak hours, That Is, approximatfely 1 vehicle every
10-minutes.  For intersections that are approximately 525 feet apart, and given
the relatively low volume of project traffic, a problem is not anficipated in this
regard.

Comment 10. With current traffic levels, westbound traffic on 51t Street
occasiondlly backs up as far as Miles Avenue, preventing drivers on Clarke Sireet
and Miles from merging into traffic. This project will cause this to happen more
frequently and for longer periods.

Response: Signal upgrades are planned for the Infersection of Telegraph Avenue
and &1st Street. However, based on field observations, the westbound queue
normally dissipates within each cycle length, aflowing project fraffic fo merge
onto 5ist street.

it is important to note, that the estimated infersection LOS in the traffic report
represents a more conservative estimate since it does not ftake info account
potential trip reduction associated with existing land use, pass-by. linked, or non-
auto trips within the study area.

Comment 11. Under the trip generation section, the Traffic Study compares the
trip generation of the Children’s Hospital parking ot to the substitution of new
housing facility. Any attempt to do this would produce an erroneous result, as
the trip generation to the parking lot would be in the counter commute direction
of the typical peak flow. The parking lot, as used by Children’s hospital, does not

Civig Mixed-Use Project 2 March 1, 2006
Response to Comments



DKS Associates

TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS

generate in-and-out frips at iregular intervals as would be the case for the
project.

Response: The change in trip pattermns was considered, and the trip reduction
associated with Children’s Hospital was applied only for vehicles arriving during
the a.m. peak hour and departing during the p.m. peak hour,

Comment 12. The Traffic Study relies on data of intersection turning movement
volumes supplied by the City, but the date of when this data was collected by
the City is not referenced. Traffic congestion along Telegraph at 51 Sireet and
Claremont has dramatically increased during this past year alone. If the data
supplied by the City is more than six-months cld, it is out of date, in which case
new data must be collected to provide accurate LOS rating.

Response; Intersection turning movement counts were conducted by WILTEC
on Tuesday, September 13", 2005 for the intersections of Clarke Street/51+
Avenue and Clarke Street/Claremont Avenue., Counts were faken during the
a.m. (7:.00 a.m. - 9:00 a.m.) and p.m. (4:00-6:00 p.m.) peak periods.

The City of Oakland provided intersection turning movement volumes for the
intersection of Telegraph Avenue/Claremont Avenue and Telegroph
Avenue/51¢ Street. Both of these intersections are dated April 28, 2004. City staff
suggested DKS should confirm traffic data for accuracy. DKS performed
additional counfs at these focations to compare to data provided and found
that the City provided daota were 25% higher on average than current
conditions. Therefore, fo provide a more conservative analysis, DKS used
intersection turning movement volumes as provided by City of Oakland,

B. 51 & Broadway Cumulative Analysis

Per the request of City of Oakland staff to expand the study area for the Civig
project traffic analysis, DKS conducted additional intersection level of service
(LOS) analysis for the intersection of 81t Street & Broadway in Oakland.
Intersection data were provided by Fehr & Peers Associates' for the 2025 with
Project with Mitigations Condition based on their analysis for the Kaiser project.

The addition of peak hour vehicle trips generated by the proposed Civig project
would contribute approximately 0.19% of the fotal cumulative fraffic during the
AM. Peak Hour and 0.15% during the P.M. Pecak Hour. Based on the infersection
level of service analysis results (see Table 1), the addition of project generated
traffic would not change the Cumulafive Condition level of service at this
intersection during either peak hour. Average delay would Increase only slighily.

The results and conclusions of the Civig Traffic Report would not change os a
result of this additional analysis.

'Fehr and Peers Associates, Inc. Oakland Kaiser (1041-2116). February 17, 2006.

Civig Mixed-Use Project 3 March 1, 2006
Response to Comments
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TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS

AM. Pegk P.M, Peak
ction Scenarlo Average Average
Intersect © Conitrol LOS Conftrol LOS

Celay Delay

2025 w/Project, w/Mitigation 65.5 E 164.5 F

51st Street & Broadway 2025 w/P tw/ Miiat
w/Project w, gation
plus Proposed Project? 65.6 E 165.3 F

C. 574 48" Street

The City of Oakiand requested that DKS analyze the cumulative impacts of the
5110 Telegraph project by adding the impacts of projects in the vicinity which
consists solely of the development of 12 condominium units (currently under
construction) at 574 48th Street,

Response: The addition of cumulative traffic from the 12-condominium
development at 574 48th Street would add approximately 5 trips during the a.m.
peak hour and 6 trips during the p.m. peak hour, respectively. These low traffic
volumes are within the normal variation in peak hour traffic each day, and the
addition of cumulative-generated fraffic would not result in a level of servce
change at study infersections.

D. Caldecott Tunnel 4th Bore

The proposed 4th Bore of the Caldecott Tunnel is not approved and is not fully
funded, and thus it is speculative o include this potential project in the
cumulative analysis. Based on DKS's present understanding of the 4th Bore
Project, there is a reasonable likellhood that construction of the 4th Bore would
actually allow Highway 24 to accommodate additional traffic currently utilizing
parallel surface streets, thus having a potentially positive impact on the
roadways and Intersections affected by the 5110 Telegraph project.

Civig Mixed-Use Project 4 March 1, 2006
Response fo Comments



