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The Law Offices of Gloria D. Smith
~ 48 Roscmont Place
San Francisco, CA 94103
(415) 308-9124
gloria@gsmithlaw.com

June 1, 2010

Mr. Scott Miller

Zoning Manager

City of Oakland

250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza
Suite 3114

Qakland CA 94612

RE: Appeal of Approval of the Alta Bates Summit Medical Center, (Case Numbers ER09-
0001, PUD09-104,- DR09-105)

Dcar Mr. Miller:

We write on behall of the California Nurses Association/National Nurses Organizing
Committee (hercinafier “CNA”) 10-appeal thé Planning Commission’s recommendation‘that the,
City approve the Alta Bates Summiit Medical Center, Cainpus Scismic Upgrade and Master Plan
Project (“Project”). CNA appeals the Planning Cominissién’s recomménded adoption of the
CEQA [findings which included certification of ihe environmential impact report (“EIR”).
Spetifically and as-sliown below, the City failed to investigate, disclose, ahd mitipate thé
followiiig significant traffic congestion impacts:

o The EIR fiiled to fully mitigate safety and congestion impacts as-a result of changés to
Webster Street between the freeway ‘tarmip:and 30" Strect;

o TheEIR failed to provide proper-access for non-ambulatory or dambulatorily-impaired
patients and visitors; and,

s The FEIR contained last minute changes to miligate.significant traffic congestion impacts
for West Grand Avenuc at Brush Street which wére not subject to public review and
commecnl,

CNA provided written comments on the DEIR on February 3, 2010, and CNA has
attended most if not all of the City’s Project rclated workshops and hearings. The DEIR
comments were drafted with the assistance of three experts, Mr. Tom Brohard, Mr. Matt
Hagemann, and Dr. Petra Pless. CNA is one of California’s oldest nonprofit social welfare
institutions. Founded in 1903, ‘today CNA represents over 80,000 membeis throughout-the
country. CNA has'represented its members on nursing and public health issucs before
municipal, county, and state bodies for over 100 years. CNA members provide professional care
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for paticnts in medical facilities in Alameda County and the City ‘of Oakland. CNA’s appeal is
madc in its representative capacity of CNA members and theii families who currently reside in
the City of Oakland and Alameda County, on behalf of its members and their families throughou
California, and on behall of health care consumers generally who are directly alfected in their
health and genceral wellare by the availabilil_y of, access to, and guality and safety of healih carc
Services.

CNA members and their families have a direct and substantial interést in assuring that
scarce heilth care resources are devoted to the provision of safe and quality care to all pcrsons,
and that new health care facilities are developed, constructed and operated in a manner that will
serve the public health priority of universal access and a single standard of safe and quality care.

In addition, like the public-at lafge, GNA menibers are.concerned about sustainable.land.
use and.development in the City. Similarly; ENA menibers live in the communities that suffer
the impacts of environmentally detrimental and poorly planied projeéts. ll-conceived
deveidpment, in turn, may jeopardize human health and safety. This is parti€ularly tfue hiere
because nuimérous ENA members live near the Project site and will be negatively impacted by
the Project’s incréased traffic, CNA therefore has a strong.interest.in enforcing environmental
laws such as CEQA to profect its membeis: '

L .Ar-gyumenl
An EIR's purpose is'to inform the public and its responsible officials of the

envirénimeidita} conscqucices of their decisions before they are made. In this way, an EIR
“protects not only the eiivirohnient but also informed self-government:™' To fulfill this function,

the discussion of impacts in an EIR must be detailed, comiplete, and. “reflect a good faith-cffort at

full disclosure.” An adequaie EIR must coitain ficts and analysis, not Just an agency’s.
conclusions.> CEQA requires an E[R to disclose all potential direct and mdlrect}., sl‘gnlf'cant
environmental impacts of a prOJcct If the City fails to fulfill any of thesé réequircmeits, itmust
révisé the EIR and recirculate. it for ‘public review and comment.

1. The EIR Failed to Fully Mitigate Safety Tmpacts as a Result of Changes
to Webster Street Between the Freeway Ramp and 30" Street

Numerous members of thie public raised concerns regarding the Project’s impacts on
Websier Street betwéén the freewiy and 30™ Street. According to the EIR, “the Project will

' Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisois (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 564.
2 CEQA Guidelines § 15151; San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Cénter v. County of Stanislaus (1994) 27
C.ll App.dth 713, 721-722.

Su, Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors; supra, 52 Cal3d at 568.

Pub Resources Code § 21 100¢d). (b)(1); CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2(a).

2
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increase auto and bike traffic on Webster Strect between the freeway ramp and 30" Street. ..
Because Webster Street will be a bike boulevard, auto traffic and bike traffic will share the same
space.” As a result, impacts would be sigriiﬁcant.6 The only measure the EIR required was a
“sharrow™ marking on the pavement. With that, the City reduced the finding of a significant
impact 1o a finding of insignificance.” Given the saféty and congestion concerns, thembets of
the public offered the following feasible mitigation measures to ensure safety on Webster Streel
for cyclists and pedestrians, all of which the City rejected:

I. Speed limit signage under the ficeway;
2. Stop signs at 36th and/or 37™;

3. Traffic calming measures;

4. Signage to direct traffic (o other routes;

5. Well marked stop signs at the end: of the freeway-off ramp for both motorists crossing
Webster and those turning right onto Websler;

6. Lighted pedestrian walkway to the Mosswood Park entraiice;
7. Signage d)ircclin_g traffic south on Webster; away from residential arcas; and,

8. Requiring the hospital to direct staff and patients-to approach the campus from Telegraph
or Broadway rather than Webster, and/or to take-the 27th Streel exit from Highway 980
rathiér thah thé fafrow and alréady danggrous Broadway Auto'Row/Webster exii from
Highway 580:°

The City réjected these meéasures on grounds that there-are no CEQA thresholds for the
above mcasures. First, CEQA daes nat require threskiolds of significance fdr every
environmental impact _prior to implementing mitigation: Sécond, the “no thresholds” argunient is
a red-herring. Whether or not a significance threshold exists or is mét'or unmgt does riot
ul'limalcly absolve the City from seriously considering the public’s. feasible measures to ensuré
safety on Webster Street.” The City should regard the considered experience of the Project’s
neighbors to mitigate safety and traffic impacts on Webster Street and revise the EIR to include.
full analyscs of the feasibility of the aboveé mcasures.

* DEIR a1 4.3-92.
& I’d.‘
DEIR at4,3-02,,
® Publi¢ recommendations at FEIR pp. 6-22, 67, 70, 73, 75, 77. 78, 80, 86, 88. 90, 97.
® See Proiect the Historic Amador Waterwvays v. Amador-Water Agency ("004) l 16 Cal. App. 4™ 1099,

5



file:///Vater/yays

2. The EIR Failed to Provide Proper Access for Non-Ambulatory or
Ambulatorily-lmpaired Patieiits and Visitors

The, Project will entail closing off the campus to vehicular traffic creating pedestrian
corridors with-a perimeter ring for traffic.'® CNA is not disputing this concept; however, the
dcsién does not provide sufficient access to the physically impaired. Currently, the hospital
allows access for private vehicles to drop off and pick up patients, but'the new Project will
climinate this uccess in futore phases. Instead, non-ambulatory patients will have to rely on just
three locations for private-vehicle drop offs for a 21-acre site." This is not sufficient because
once inside the perimeter, access to any given point would frequently require following a
circuitous and mcandering course due to Project design and site density. In addition, the site’s
varicd topography will result in buildings, parking structures and surface parking'all being at
different levels posing further hurdles to patients with ambulatory challenges.'? The EIR did not
analyze the sigrificance of this potential impact, thus il is incumberi on the City to conduct this
analysis now to fesolve-any atcess issues for those patients and, visitors with ambulatory
challenges.

The City must not certify the EIR until it has ensured improved access for non-
ambuilatory patients and visitors in all phases of the Project. Despite the FEIR’s assertion
otherwise, this pOSE:SAa"potcnlially.signiﬁcnm, unmitigated impact givén that thie Project i§ a
hospital.

3. The EIR Contained Last Minute Changes to Mitigaté the Significant
Traffic. Congestion Impacts for West Grand Avenue at Brush Street
Which Were Not Subject to Public Review and Comment

According to the FEIR, the Project will cause significant and unniitigated congestion
impacts-on the West Grand Avenue at Brush Stréet intérsection froin Project commencement
through at'lcast 2035." The DEIR’s detailed mitigation meastres éntailed closing the north leg
of Brush Street, installing a westbound turn lane from West Grand, prohibiting p‘édemrian traftic
across West Grand to southbound Brush Street and adding signal operations at peak times,
among other lhings.N The DEIR estimated that implementation of these measures would result
in the intersection operating at acceptable levels during peak travel times during mornings and
cvenings. '’

" DEIR a1'3:28.
HFRIR at 6:59.

"2 FEIR a1.6-54.

P FEIR a13-7 10 313, 3-24,.25,
" DEIR at 4.3-51.

1,




However, the FEIR reversed course and eliminated the DEIR’S specific measures on
grounds they presented unacceptable secondary impacts.'® Instead, the FEIR went back to
squarc-one-and simply required the applicant to start all over again with a traffic study 1o
“delerminc the most feasible design to implement, which improves intersection operations and
minimizcs polential secondary impacts ... which may include measures not speécified herein,
or even d@n alternative to signalization of the intersection, but which result from the detailed
study.”'” The FEIR impermissibly eliminated mitigation measures TRANS 2, TRANS 4,
TRANS 6 AND TRANS 8, without providing the public with an opportunity 1o cvaluate the
conclusion of a future §tudy and any mitigation measures or-aliernatives which may result.

The City’s approach violated CEQA. The Cily canriot take a finding that.a Project
impact is significant and unavoidable from present.until at least the year 2035 and then fail to,
providé any mitigation whatsocver-in the EIR. An EIR must be “i compilation of all relevant
data it a single formal report . . .which would facilitate both public input and the decision
making p_roc':css.“'8 Indéed, “whatever is required to be considered in an EIR must be in the
reportitself.”"” Tlhie failiFe to provide any feasibic'mitigation or-alternatives for the public to
review-is a.clecar viglation of law. Worse; the Planhin'g"_’(fbmmi'ss'ion recommended approval and
the adoption of a statement of overriding considerations absent any aSsurance the prdbiem~would
¢ver be resdlved. Therefore, the City cannot simply order the applicani to go back to study and
then fix thc problem without additional CEQA review: Deferring resolution of a significant
impact violates CEQA’s disclosure requirements. The _pubfi"c can only participate-in:a
meaningful way when members afe‘reé;idnding- to information in a drd_ﬁ EIR:®

Most significantly, CEQA requires that an EIR’$ mitigation measurcs be “fully-
enforceable through permit conditions, agreéments of othet meisures” 16 ensure that the.
mmganon measures are actually implemented. *"“This mcans: the City’s enforcement mechanism
is also subject to CEQA review. The CEQA requirements of full disclosure and specificity
guaiantee that the mitigation measures will be implemented as a condition of the project, and not
merely adopted and then neglected or c!is’r(:'g.arded.2'2 Here the City has failed to even require any
concrete mitigation for West Graind and Brush Street say nothing to mandating fully enforceable
measurcs. To pass legal muster, all of the final mitigation measures must disclosed and shown to
be fully enforceable-in the EIR.

"“ FEIR m 3-8.
" Id emphasis added.

8 Russian Hill Improvement Association v, Board of Permit Appeals (1973) 44 Cal.App.3d 158, 168.
" Stz Joaquin Raptor/Wildiife Resources Center v.County of Stanishus( 1994) 27.Cal. App.4th 713,
727)
* Mowmain Lion Coalition v. Fish and Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043, 1052 (deferring a critical issuc
until the final! stage impermissibly insulates an agency ﬁom pubhc review),
' Federation of Hillside cind Canyon Ass'i, 83 Cal. App. 4th a1.1261.
2. citing CEQA § 21002.1(b) (EIR lacked substantial evidence showing transportation plan would ever be
impleniénicd).)
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Finally, a primary function of the City’s EIR was to allow the public and outside agencies
to comment and propose mitigation and/or alternatives in response to those sct out in the DEIR.
All of the relevant analyscs must be in the DEIR because no such right ¢xists at the final EIR
stage where we now [ind oursclves.” The FEIR failed to even explain the public process it
waould employ once the applicant completes the additional studies and proposcs new allernatives
or mitigation. The relicf heré is a supplemental EIR once all of the additional work is done,
recirculated fot public and responsible agency review.

I1. Conclusion
Bascd on the foregoing, CNA-respectfully reguests that the City withdraw the FEIR until

full zdrid proper CEQA -analysis is complete which includes al) feasible measures and/or
altéfnativés to-mitigate-the above-described impacts.

Sincerely,

‘Gloria D. Sthith

G‘_DS
Attachmenls

2 Mountain Lion Coalition 214 Cal. App.3d-at 1052,
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Project Name:
Location:

Proposal:

Applicant:

Phone:
Owner:
Case File Number:

Planning Permits
Required:

General Plan:
Zoning;
Historic Status:

Environmental

Determination:

City Council District:
Date Filed:
Recommendation:

Finality of Decision:

Alta Bates Summit Medical Center- Summit Campus Seismic Upgrade and Master
Plan

20.4-acre campus generally between Telegraph and Webster, and between 30th Street
and 34th Street

The ABSMC Seismic Upgrade and Master Plan Project (Project) is intended to comply
with state seismic safety requirements of SB 1953, as well as to provide a long-term
vision for the campus in order to meet hospital and community needs. Phase 1 of th'e
project includes demolition of Bechtel Hall and five other small buildings, and
construction of a new 230,000 sq. fi. (1 t-story) acute care hospital, plus a new 1 067-
space (7-level) parking garage and a new temporary surface parking lot at the corner of
Hawthorne/Elm. Phase 1 construction is expected to begin in 2010 and continue through
2015. Future phases include longer-term 1mprovements including a new Medical Offi ce
Building on Summit Street (potentially included in "Phase 1), a Samuel Mcmtt
University expansion building at Hawthome/Elm, and potential closure of a portion of
Summit Street between 30th Street and Hawthorne Avenue as a new campus plaza.

Alta Bates Summit Medical Health
Shahrokh Sayadi, Project Director

415-203-6345
Alta Bates Summit Medical Center, a Sutter Health affiliate
ER 09-0001, PUD 09- 1'04 DR (9-105

Center, an affiliate of Sutter

Planned Unit Development (Preliminary Development Plan for Master Plan, Fma]

" Development Plan for Phase [); Design Review for Phase 1; Conditional Use Permit for

demolition of existing rooming units (Bechtel Hall), minor variance for off- street
parking requirement shortfall

Institutional
S-1: Medical Center
The project as currently proposed would not adversely affect any historic resources.

A Notice of Preparation of a Draft EIR was distributed on March 13, 2009, The Notice
of Availability of the Draft EIR was distributed on December 18, and the Draft EIR was
published and made available to the public on December 21, 2009. The Draft EIR’s 45-
day public comment period ended on February 3, 2010. The Responses to Comments,
Final EIR was made available on May 7, 2010,

3

January 16, 2009

Certify the EIR and approve Planning permits listed above
Appealable to the City Council within 10 days

For Further Contact: Scott Gregory, contract planner to the City at 510-535-6690, or by email at
Information: sgrepory(@lamphier-gregory.com
SUMMARY

The purpose of this May 19, 2010 Planning Commission hearing is to receive comments from the
public and the Commission on the merits of the proposed Alta Bated Summit Medical Center
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(ABSMC) Summit Campus Seismic Upgrade and Master Plan Project (Project) and on the adequacy
of its EIR, and to consider the following actions pertaining to the project:

1. Adoption of the CEQA findings for the Project, which include certification of the EIR,
rejection of alternatives as infeasible, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations;

2. Approval of the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan and Greenhouse Gas
- Reduction Plan for the ABSMC, in compliance with City of Oakland Standard Condition of
Approval TRANS-1 and EIR Mitigation Measure AIR-8;

3. Approval of the Planned Unit Development permit, including approval of the Preliminary
Development Plan for the entire campus, and the Final Development Plan (including Design
Review) for Phase 1 improvements;

4, Approval of a minor variance to the City-s off-street parking requirements for buildout of the
Project ; and to

5. Approval of a Conditional Use Permit for the demolition of Bechtel Hall, a building
containing currently vacant rooming units.

As more fully described and explained in the following sections of this staff report, staff recommends
that the Planning Commission certify the EIR and approve the Project subject to the conditions,
requirements, and findings contained in or attached to this staff report.

BACKGROUND

On January 16, 2009 ABSMC initiated a project application and request for environmental review of
their proposed Project. The Project is intended to comply with state seismic safety requirements of SB
1953, as well as to provide a long-term vision for the campus in order to meet hospital and
community needs. Since then, the City of Qakland has held the following public hearings on this
project:

+ February 18, 2009 - Planning Commission EIR Scoping Session to solicit public, Commission
and Responsible Agency comments on information and analysis to be contained in the EIR

s April 19, 2009 - Design Review Committee hearing to provide an early opportunity to review
conceptual designs for the project and to solicit comments on those preliminary designs

« January 20, 2010 — Planning Commission hearing to take comments on the adequacy of the
Draft EIR

o February 8, 2010 - Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board (LPAB) hearing to address
comments on the DEIR specifically pertaining to the adequacy of the analysis of cultural
resources

+ February 24, 2010 - Design Review Committee hearing to review proposed design changes and
to make a recommendation to the Planning Commission regarding Design Review approval for
the Phase 1 design
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In addition, the applicant has held several informal community information meetings on January 28th,
March 16" and April 16™ of 2009.

Several project documents are posted on the City’s Major Project website, including the EIR. These
documents can be found at the following link:

http://'www.oaklandnet.com/government/ceda/revised/planningzoning/MajorProjectsSection/AltaBate
sSummitMedicalCenter.huml

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
ABSMC Campué

The existing ABSMC campus is located in the Central Qakland planning sub-area, south of I-580.
The approximately 20-acre campus is bounded between Telegraph Avenue and Webster Street, and
between 30" Street and 34" Street. The campus currently contains approximately 1.4 million square
feet of medical-related building space including the 337-bed acute care hospital within the existing
Merritt Pavilion. The project site consists of 25 separate parcels all currently owned by ABSMC, a
Sutter Health affiliate,

Project Components

The proposed Project is designed to bring the acute care patient facilities at the Alta Bates Summit
campus into compliance with current state law (SB 1953), which imposes seismic requirements on all
acute care facilities throughout the state. Pursuant to SB 1953 criteria, the existing Merritt Pavilion
does not meet future state-mandated earthquake-resistant standards for hospitals. A primary objective
of the proposed project is to replace the acute care patient facilities within the existing Merritt
Pavilion with a new Patient Care Pavilion. So long as construction is commenced by January 1, 2011,
construction of the new acute care facilities must be completed prior to January 1, 2015. The Master
Plan is also designed to provide a long-term cohesive vision for the ABSMC campus to ensure that it
continues to meet both hospital and community needs well into the future.

Phase 1

Phase 1 of the Master Plan includes near-term projects to be completed by year 2015. These near-
term improvements include demolition of six existing buildings to provide for construction of the
following.

« A new ll-story approximately 230,000-square-foot Patient Care Pavilion (hospital) with 309
acute care beds is proposed to be constructed on the north side of Hawthome Avenue adjacent
and connected to the existing Merritt Pavilion. The new Patient Care Pavilion would replace the
acute care patient facilities within the Merritt Pavilion. The Patient Care Pavilion building
would consist of two major components, a patient care tower and a basement/rooftop central
utility plant.

+ The vacated space within the Merritt Pavilion would eventually be backfilled with non-acute
care, medical-related uses.
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« The Emergency Department would be relocated to a more central location within the Merritt
Pavilion, in closer proximity to the new Patient Care Pavilion.

« A new seven-level, 1067-space, 392,800-square-foot parking garage would be constructed
along the southern side of Hawthorne Avenue near Elm Street.

« A new temporary surface parking lot, also to be used for construction staging, would be
provided on the north side of Hawthorne Avenue at Elm Street.

« Two new emergency generators would be installed at the rear (westerly edge) of the existing
Merritt parking garage to serve the new Patient Care Pavilion.

+ On-site circulation improvements (vehicle, pedestrian and bicycle) would be constructed to
provide access to these new facilities.

The proposed Phase 1 Site Plan is presented in Figure 1.
Future Phases

Future phases of the Summit Campus Master Plan are presented in Figure 2. The proposed Future
Phases include demolition of existing buildings at 3023 and 3043 Summit Street (which are currently
used as administrative office space), to make room for construction of the following.

+ A new one-story, 32,000-square-foot fitness center would be located at the top of the Phase |
parking structure for use by ABSMC employees and Samuel Merritt University employees and
students.

« A new potentially eight-story, 175,000-square-foot medical office building (MOB) would be
constructed on the west side of Summit Street.

« A new four-story, 72,500-square-foot building for use by Samuel Merritt University would be
constructed on the site of the temporary surface parking lot developed in Phase 1, near
Hawthome Avenue / Elm Street.

+ A 1-block section of Summit Street from 30 Street to Hawthorne Avenue would potentially be
closed to through traffic to create a new, internal pedestrian plaza space for the campus.

Future phase construction activity on the site could occur after Phase 1 and any time prior to 2035,
ABSMC has also requested the flexibility to construct the new medical office building along Summit
Street concurrent with Phase 1, should circumstances warrant, and this scenario was fully analyzed in
the EIR.

Required Permits and Approvals
In addition to certification of the EIR, the following discretionary actions and approvals are

anticipated in order to approve the Project:

« Planning Commission approval of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) permit pursuant to
Planning Code Chapter 17.142, including a Preliminary Development Plan (PDP) for entirety
of the Master Plan and a Final Development Plan (FDP) for Phase 1

+ Planning Commission approval of Design Review for Phase 1, pursuant to Planning Code
Chapter 17.136.120
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« Planning Commission approval of a Conditional Use Permit for demolition of rooming units
within existing Bechtel Hall at 370 Hawthorne Avenue, pursuant to Planning Code Chapter
17.134

» Planning Commission approval of a minor variance from the City’s off-street parking
requirements pursuant to Planning Code Chapter 17.116.

The Project will also require a number of administrative staff approvals and/or subsequent
discretionary actions before it can be fully constructed. These subsequent or administrative actions
include approval of parcel map(s) to combine existing lots for access, as well as City demoiition,
building, grading and tree removal permits for new construction.

The State of California Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development (OSHPD) has
jurisdictional responsibility for enforcement of all building standards related to construction of acute
care health facilities (i.e., the new Patient Care Pavilion) and would issue all building and occupancy
permits for these facilities to ensure compliance with the regulations mandated by SB 1953.

PLANNING CONTEXT

The existing Alta Bates Summit Medical Center campus is located in the Central Qakland planning
sub-area, south of 1-580 in an area known as “Pill Hill”. The approximately 20-acre campus is
bounded between Telegraph Avenue and Webster Street, and between 30™ Street and 34™ Street. The
campus currently contains approximately 1.4 million square feet of medical-related building space,
including the 345-bed acute care hospital within the existing Merritt Pavilion.

General Plan

The City General Plan - Land Use and
Transportation Element (LUTE) designates
the entire ABSMC campus as Institutional.
The Institutional designation is intended to
create, maintain and preserve arcas
appropriate for education facilities, cultural
and institutional uses, health services and
medical uses. The Project’s proposed land
uses are consistent with this Institutional land
use designation. No  General Plan
amendments are required,

WIABSMC Campus
K
& ‘J""l\

The Project EIR {(Chapter 4.1: Land Use
Plans and Policies) includes an assessment of
the Project’s consistency with General Plan
policies. This assessment concludes that the
Project would be consistent with the various
LUTE policies that support the continued
existence and expansion of the ABSMC Summit campus. The upgrading and replacement of
facilities within the campus would improve visual quality and safety on the campus and they would
allow for expansion of medical services to City residents and workers by intensifying existing uses on
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the site, rather than expanding off-site. The Project is consistent with LUTE policies regarding the
location, retention and support of institutional land uses.

Zoning

The current zoning of the ABSMC campus is S-1;: Medical Center. This zoning is intended to create,
preserve and enhance areas devoted primarily to medical facilities and auxiliary uses, and is typically
appropriate for compact areas around large hospitals. The Project’s proposed land uses (the Patient
Care Pavilion and associated parking garage, medical office space and the Samuel Merritt University
expansion space) are all allowed uses within the S-1: Medical Center zoning district.

Regulations

There are no maximum height requirements in the S-1 zone except in cases where the property is

adjacent to a residential zone (Code Chapter 17.74.140). The height of the Patient Care Pavilion (the -

tallest of the proposed new buildings) is 11 stories or 185 feet above ground level. There are no
proposed structures adjacent to a residential zoning district, although there are residents across Elm
Street.

In the S-1 District the maximum floor area ratio (FAR) of any facility shall be 4.0, except that this
ratio may be exceeded by ten percent on any corner lot and may also be exceeded by ten percent on
any lot which faces or abuts a public park at least as wide as the lot (Code Chapter 17.74.130). The
proposed Phase 1 improvements would have an FAR of 1.75 and buildout of the Master Plan would
result in a campus-wide FAR of 1.97, well below the permitted 4.0 FAR in the S-1 district.

Within the S-1 zone front and rear yards depths of 10 feet are required, and side yards of 10 feet are
required on side streets (Code Chapter 17.74.150). Yard requirements may be waived, however,
pursuant to Planned Unit Development regulations (Code Chapter 17.142.100). All yard setback
requirements would be met under the proposed Project.

Broadway/Valdez Specific Plan Area

The Broadway/Valdez Specific Plan area is defined as the portion of Broadway between West Grand
Avenue and Highway 580 including the cross-arterials of 27" and Valdez. This area is currently
characterized by a large number of multi-acre surface parking lots used for auto sales. These
properties represent significant redevelopment opportunities. This area is anticipated to undergo a
significant land use transition over the next decade as the City develops and begins to implement the
Broadway/Valdez Specific Plan. The Specific Plan process is underway and is anticipated to provide
planning policy direction for future development, potentially including approximately 1 million
square feet of new retail uses along Broadway, 27" Street and Valdez Street, with as many as 1,700
residential units and possible office development. Additional goals of the Specific Plan include
improvement of the physical appearance of the streetscape; creation of a safe, pedestrian oriented
business environment; and provisions for adequate vehicular access and parking. The Specific Plan is
anticipated to include strategies for capitalizing on the unique position of the Broadway corridor to
downtown, the Kaiser Permanente and Alta Bates Summit medical facilities, the primary AC Transit
bus corridors, and the close proximity to two BART stations.
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The ABSMC campus is located outside of, but immediately northwest of the Broadway/Valdez
Specific Plan area. The EIR and review of the Project fully considered the Specific Plan. For
example, the EIR assumed cumulative development as envisioned under the Specific Plan when
analyzing traffic impacts, visual and aesthetic impacts. Other than pedestrian and vehicular
improvements as proposed under the project at Hawthorne and Webster, and the possibility of a
coordinated shuttle system which is part of the Project’s TDM plan, there do not appear to be any
other direct relationships between the ABSMC campus and the Specific Plan. ABSMC officials,
however, have expressed a willingness to work with the City as progress on the Specific Plan
continues.

Other Surrounding Uses

The ABSMC is surrounded by a number of medical offices and medical-related commercial facilities
that are associated with or located conveniently near the Medical Center, but that are not part of
ABSMC. There are very few residences located in the immediate vicinity of the campus, but there is a
short block of residences (both single family and multi-family) that are located along the westerly
side of Elm Street.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a Draft Environmental Impact Report
{Draft EIR) was prepared for the Project. The Draft EIR was released for public review on December
21, 2009 beginning a 45-day public comment period. The public comment period ended on February
3, 2010. The Planning Commission held a public hearing on January 20" to take comments on the
adequacy of the Draft EIR; the LPAB also held a hearing on February 8, 2010.

After all written and oral comments were received a Response to Comments document was prepared.
Together, the Draft EIR and the Response to Comments document (including any changed made to
the text of the Draft EIR) constitute the Final EIR,

The Final EIR was made available for public review on May 7, 2010, twelve days prior to the
hearing. The Notice of Availabitity/Notice of Release of the Final EIR was distributed to those state
and local agencies who commented on the Draft EIR, posted on the project web site, and mailed and
e-mailed to numerous individuals who have requested to specifically be notified of official City
actions on the project and/or commented on the Draft EIR. Copies of the Draft and Final EIR were
also distributed to those state and local agencies who commented on the Draft EIR, City officials
including the Planning Commission, and made available for public review at the Oakland Main
Library (124 14= Street), at the office of the Community and Economic Development Agency (250
Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315), and the on City’s website, as referenced above. Pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines, responses to public agency comments have been published and made available to
all commenting agencies at least 10 days prior to this hearing. The Planning Commission has had an
opportunity to review all comments and responses thereto prior to consideration of certification of the
EIR and prior to taking any action on the proposed project.

Significant Environmental Effects

The EIR comprehensively assesses the full range of potential environmental impacts of the Project at
a detailed, Project-specific level. Other than the impacts discussed below, all of the environmental
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effects of the Project can be reduced to less than significant levels through implementation of the
City’s Standard Conditions of Approval (SCA) and/or mitigation measures recommended in the EIR
(see Attachment A; SCAMMRP). The proposed Project will result in significant and unavocidable
impacts associated with the environmental topics discussed below. In order to approve the proposed
Project, the City would have to adopt Statements of Overriding Consideration for these significant
unavoidable impacts, finding that the benefits of the Project outweigh any significant unavoidable
impacts (see Attachment B: CEQA Findings).

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions

The City of QOakland relies on the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) CEQA
Thresholds and Guidelines for guidance in evaluating air quality impacts of development projects,
determining whether an impact is significant, and mitigating significant air quality impacts. The
BAAQMD’s current CEQA Guidelines were last updated in 1999.' Throughout 2009 the BAAQMD
has been working to update their thresholds, and in December of 2009 the BAAQMD issued its most
recent draft update to its CEQA Guidelines and Thresholds of Significance, just before publication of
the Draft EIR.? Just before publication of the Final EIR, the BAQMD released a revised version of its
CEQA Guidelines and Thresholds, but such revisions do not materially change the analysis or
conclusions in the Final EIR, or the GHG Reduction Plan.} Although these Draft CEQA Thresholds
and Guidelines are not yet approved as of the writing of this report, it is anticipated they will be
adopted in the near future. Thus, in the interests of being conservative and providing as much
information as possible, the EIR includes a comparative review against these newly proposed (but not
yet adopted} thresholds.

« Short-term construction emissions; Activitics associated with demolition, site preparation, and
construction of Phase 1 concurrent with the Medical Office Building would generate short-term
emissions of criteria pollutants (NOx), suspended inhalable particulate matier and equipment
exhaust emissions. This impact is considered significant and unavoidable if proposed
BAAQMD Thresholds are adopted. City Standard Conditions of Approval (SCA)
(construction-period best management practices) are imposed to reduce these emissions, but the
impacts cannot be reduced to a less than significant level.

' BAAQMD, “Assessing the Air Quality Impacts of Projects and Plans™, 1999

2 BAAQMD, CEQA Guidelines Update - Thresholds of Significance, December 9, 2009 — preceded by proposed CEQA
Thresholds of Significance of November 9, 2009; Revised Draft CEQA Threshold Options and Justification Report of
October 2009; and Draft CEQA Threshold Options Report of April 2009

3 On May 3, 2010, when the City was finalizing the ABSMC Responses to Comments/Final EIR document and the GHG
Reduction Plan for publication, BAAQMD released revisions to its December 2009 Draft Guidelines/Thresholds. The May
2010 Draft Guidelines/Thresholds still represent the only quantitative thresholds formally proposed by a regulatory agency
with jurisdiction over the Project, and are proposed for formal adoption on June 2, 2010, The revisions include few
differences compared to the December 2009 version used to prepare the Air Quality and GHG emissions inventory and
analysis presented in the EIR. The best management approaches and available information used to prepare the Air Quality
analysis and the GHG Reduction Plan are consistent with the May 2010 revisions. In fact, the prepared analysis is based on
customized energy usage values (specifically for the PCP), and site specific modeling for toxic air contaminants {TAC) and
PM2.5, resulting in a more refined and GHG emission analysis than could result with the Districts new model
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« Long-term emission of criteria air pollutants: The proposed project would result in a
considerable contribution to cumulative air quality impacts due to the emission of criteria
pollutants (i.e., NQ,,) from vehicles and stationary sources if Phase 1 is built concurrently with
the Medical Office Building. This impact is considered significant and unavoidable if proposed
BAAQMD Thresholds are adopted. City SCA {a TDM Plan to reduce vehicle emissions, which
has now been prepared, is included in the Final EIR and summarized below) are imposed to
reduce these emissions, but the impacts cannot be reduced to a less than significant level.

GHG emissions: Construction and operation of the project would result in a cumulatively
considerable increase in GHG emissions. The project would also conflict with an applicable plan,
policy or regulation of an appropriate regulatory agency adopted for the purpose of reducing
greenhouse gas emissions. This impact is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable if
proposed BAAQMD Thresholds are adopted. The Draft EIR recommended mitigation to include
preparation of a GHG Reduction Plan, which has now been prepared, included in the Final EIR and
summarized below, but as explained below, it is conservatively assumed to be a significant
unavoidable impact. While the measures in the GHG Reduction Plan could reduce the cumulative
GHG emissions associated with the project, the actual reduction would depend on the combination
and extent of the measures employed and the effectiveness of carbon off-sets to actually reduce GHG
emissions. Therefore, the extent of potential reduction cannot be known at this time and as a result,
the residual impact of the proposed project’s cumulative contribution to GHG emissions (based on
adoption of the proposed BAAQMD thresholds) is conservatively considered to be significant and
unavoidable,

Traffic Impacts

Mitigation measures are identified that are capable of reducing traffic impacts associated with
implementation of Phase 1 improvements to less than significant, with the following exception:

» Phase 1 traffic impacts: Significant and unavoidable traffic impacts would occur at the
intersection of West Grand Avenue / Brush Street under Existing + Project and 2015 scenarios.
This intersection is complicated due to its immediate adjacency with the West Grand/San Pablo
intersection and other factors. After further review by City and consulting traffic engineers, the
specific mitigation measure in the Draft EIR was determined to have the potential for secondary
impacts which are not acceptable to the City. Therefore, the proposed mitigation measure
(TRANS-2) has been revised to require signalization of the intersection providing actuated
operation and signal communication with the existing signal interconnect on West Grand
Avenue, and making other necessary City-approved associated improvements. The project
sponsor shall work with the City to perform a detailed intersection/signalization engineering
design study to determine the most feasible design to implement, which can improves
intersection operations and minimize any potential secondary impacts. Such a design may
include measures not yet specified, or even an alternative to signalization of the intersection.
The project sponsor shall be required to fund, prepare and install the approved plans and
improvements. This impact is considered to be significant and unavoidable because the
intersection is complicated and the specific improvements to be implemented must be finalized
after a detailed intersection/signalization engineering design study is performed and a preferred,
detailed design selected by the City.
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All other significant and unavoidable intersection operation impacts identified in the EIR occur only
under Future Phase buildout scenarios. No feasible mitigation measures are available that reduce the
following significant 2035 Buildout impacts to less than significant levels.

» Buildout traffic impacts: Buildout of the proposed project would add traffic that, when-

combined with other cumulative traffic projected to occur by year 2035, would either
significantly degrade the levels of service, significantly increase the average intersection
vehicle delay, or add a significant number of vehicle trips to an intersection which would meet
warrants for a traffic signat at the following intersections:

1. Telegraph Avenue/Grand Avenue (EIR Intersection #7)

Telegraph Avenue/27th Street (EIR Intersection #8)

Telegraph Avenue/MacArthur Boulevard (EIR Intersection #13)
Broadway/West MacArthur Boulevard (EIR Intersection #34)
Harrison Street/29th Street (EIR Intersection #39)*

Piedmont Avenue/West MacArthur Boulevard (EIR Intersection #43)
West Grand Avenue/Brush Street (EIR Intersection #44)*

West Grand Avenue/San Pablo Avenue (EIR Intersection #435)*

27th Street/Northgate Avenue/I-980 On-Ramp (EIR Intersection #6)#
10. Oakland Avenue/Perry Place/I-580 Off-Ramp (EIR Intersection #41)#

e A A T B

Although mitigation measures are recommended in the EIR (including signalization or signal
optimization) to reduce these traffic impacts, these mitigation measures are not able to reduce
impacts to a less than significant level. No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for
those intersections indicated with an “*” in the list above, and it is not certain that the EIR’s
recommended mitigation measures could be implemented at those intersections indicated with
an “#” in the list above because the City of Qakland could not implement improvements at
these locations without the prior approval of Caltrans. The balance of the intersections has
recommended mitigation measures which would reduce impacts to less than significant levels.

Responses to DEIR Comments / Key Issues

City staff received comments on the Draft EIR from several public agencies and a number of private
individuals. Additional oral comments were provided at the Planning Commission hearing on January
20, 2010 and the LPAB hearing on February 8, 2010. Responses to all of the comments provided by
these agencies and individuals are provided in the Final EIR document, including certain revisions
and changes to text in the Draft EIR. None of these changes to the Draft EIR involve a new
significant environmental impact, a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact, or
a feasible mitigation measure or alternative considerably different from that presented in the Draft
EIR. Recirculation of the Draft EIR is not warranted.

Among the issues raised in Commission and public comments on the Draft EIR were concerns related
to:
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« developing an effective transportation demand management program for the project to reduce
traffic and air quality impacts;

« ‘closing the gap’ between projected greenhouse gas emissions and the BAAQMD's draft
thresholds for these emissions;

« the protection of historic resource (the building at 418 30™ Street); and

« potential traffic effects related to on-going planning efforts for the Harrison - Oakland Avenue
Corridor.

Responses to these comments and concerns are fully addressed in the Final EIR and summarized
below.

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan

The Draft EIR identified a standard City of Oakland Condition of Approval that requires preparation
of a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program for the project. At the February Planning
Commission hearing on the Draft EIR, the Commission indicated their desire for staff and the
applicants to work together to develop a TDM Plan capable of substantially reducing the number of
vehicle trips to the ABSMC campus, thereby reducing impacts associated with traffic, air quality,
greenhouse gas emissions and parking shortfalls. City staff, ABSMC and consultants at ESA, Fehr &
Peers and Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates have worked during the time since publication of
the Draft EIR to develop this TDM Plan for the Project The resulting TDM Plan for the ABSMC is
included in the Final EIR and summarized below.

ABSMC conducted a baseline employee transportation survey in December 2009. Of the 3,170
surveys distributed, 614 responses were collected. Based on this survey, the current employee mode
split is approximately 79.5% of all employees drive alone and 21.1% of all employees take advantage
of alternative modes of travel - primarily BART, the ABSMC shuttle system and carpools.

The TDM program sets forth a short-term goal through construction and operation of Phase 1 of
reducing single-occupancy vehicle (SOV) trips by 10% from the current baseline mode split. A 10%
reduction in the SOV rate would result in approximately 214 vehicles removed from the campus, or a
total of 428 inbound and outbound daily trips plus a reduction of an estimated 52 off-campus trips
made during the day (i.e., meetings, lunch, errands}. These trip reductions would serve to reduce but
not fully mitigate the projected Phase | impacts on traffic and circulation, air quality and greenhouse
gas emissions. In order to achieve the 10% goal, the following TDM actions are required under the
Plan:

s  potential expansion of the existing BART Shuttle program,

+ full-time experienced TDM coordinator,

» commuter tax incentives to be used for transit-related expenses,

« improved transit facilities as indicated in the EIR,

» exploring a coordinated shuttle program with nearby hospitals,

« planning efforts with the Broadway/Valdez Specific Plan for coordinated shuttle service,

« showers and changing facilities included in all new buildings,
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» establishing a telecommute policy and program,

» preferential carpool parking,

+ increasing the number and location of bicycle racks and lockers,

» expansion of the current vanpool program if demand exists,

« continued and expanded :\'alet parking,

« implementation of a Guaranteed Ride Home Program,

+ development and staffing of an on-site transit information center,

« signage identifying the locations of bicycle parking, vehicular parking, and shuttle stops, and

» expansion of the TDM outreach and marketing program.

In the long-term, pursuant to operation of Future Phases and through buildout, the goal of the TDM
Plan is to reduce single-occupancy vehicle (SOV) trips by 20% from the current baseline mode split.
A 20% reduction in the current SOV rate would result in the drive alone mode share being reduced
from 79.5% to 63.5%, removing 522 vehicles from the campus or a total of 1,175 daily vehicle trips.
These trip reductions would serve to reduce, but not fully mitigate, the project buildout impacts on
traffic and circulation, air quality and greenhouse gas emissions. In order to reduce the SOV rate
attributable to buildout by 20% less than the current baseline mode split, the following additional
TDM strategies are recommended in addition to continuation and expansion of the Phase 1 strategies
listed above:

+ further expansion of the BART shuttle service to serve the facilities constructed in Future
Phases,

+ evaluating and then increasing employee parking prices as needed to achieve the trip reduction
goals - the current $35 monthly parking fee will likely have to be increased significantly in
order to have an impact on the SOV rate,

Nelsen\Nygaard believes that this TDM Program is capable of reducing the baseline SOV rate by
20%. However, if ABSMC cannot achieve the 10% decrease in SOV rate attributable to Phase 1
and/or the 20% decrease in SOV rate attributable to buildout, ABSMC shall prepare a report for City
review and approval which proposes additional TDM measures to achieve the TDM goals. Such
measures may include increasing the transit subsidies provided to employees and/or participating in a
car-sharing program.

Implementation of the mandatory TDM measures shall be ensured through preparation of an Annual
TDM Report that summarizes the TDM program over the preceding year, intended upcoming
changes, and compliance with the conditions of this program. The reports shall be submitted to an
independent reviewer of the City’s choosing to be paid for by ABSMC.

Creenhouse Gas Reduction Plan

The EIR recommends a mitigation measure (MM AIR-8) that would require preparation and
implementation of a Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan. At the February Planning Commission hearing
on the Draft EIR, the Commission indicated their desire for staff and the applicants to work together
to develop a plan capable of substantially reducing the difference between estimated greenhouse gas
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emissions of the project and established thresholds. City staff, ABSMC and the EIR consultants at
ESA have worked to develop this Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan for the project during the time
since publication of the Draft EIR. The resulting Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions Reduction Plan
is included in the Final EIR and summarized below. It includes a refinement of the estimated baseline
emissions inventory for the Project, an assessment of potential GHG emissions reduction measures,
and a recommended GHG Reduction Plan mitigation program. The goal of the GHG Reduction Plan
is to increase energy efficiency and reduce GHG emissions from the proposed project to the greatest
extent feasible in an effort to meet the applicable significance threshold as adopted by the BAAQMD
(i.e., currently 1,100 MT CQOse per year, or 4.6 MT COse per year per service population, based on
the Draft BAAQMD Thresholds).

(GHG Emission Estimates

A refined and detailed GHG emissions inventory has been estimated for the Project. The refined
GHG emissions inventory provides emissions data for all sources identified by the BAAQMD. The
refined inventory indicates that the project could, under a “business-as-usual” approach with no
*consideration of energy efficiency or vehicle reductions, result in emissions of as much as 3,900 MT
COse per year at Phase 1, and as much as 10,150 MT COse per year at buildout.

However, the project as proposed by ABSMC already incorporates numerous energy efficiencies and
transit opportunities. ABSMC has adopted numerous elements of the Green Guide for Health Care (a
comprehensive document that identifies available building techniques and an accreditation system

specific to health care facilities borrowed by agreement from the LEED rating system) to be '

implemented in the design of its health care facilities. These GGHC elements are summarized in the
October 2009 Green Guide for Healthcare and Sustainability Practices (GGHCSP) as presented by
ABSMC to the Planning Commission at the February hearing on the Draft EIR (see Attachment C).
The annual GHG emissions generated from Phase 1 of the Project (which includes substantial design
features related to energy use and transit) are estimated at approximately 2,830 MT CO,e per year
with the majority of annual emissions resulting from vehicle use and electrical demand. The annual
GHG emissions generated from buildout of the project are estimated at approximately 8,840 MT
CO,e per year.

Phase 1 Project Buildout
(MT/vear) {(MT/year)
Unadjusted, “business-as-usual” projected emissions 3,927 10,157
Efficiency ratio (Tons/service population) N/A 23.7
Project as proposed (with energy efficiencies and TDM) 2,831 8,843
(24% reduction) (23% reduction)
Efficiency ratio (Tons/service population) N/A 206
Draft BQQAMD Threshold 1,100 1,100
Efficiency ratio (Tons/service population) N/A 4.6
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As these numbers show, emission reduction measures already incorporated into the project as
proposed by ABSMC reduce total operational emissions by 24% in Phase 1, and by 23% at buildout
as compared to a business-as-usual approach. That a 24% reduction from expected *“business-as-
usual” emissions - as achieved by the project as proposed — cannot reduce emissions to a level that
would even approximate the threshold levels indicates several issues:

« The GHG emission thresholds from the Draft BAAQMD Guidelines are ‘very low. For
example, any hospital over 39,000 square feet would exceed the draft screening threshold for
GHG emissions,

« The proposed project is quite large (a 230,000 square-foot hospital, a 175,000 square-foot
medical office building and a 72,500 square-foot building for use by Samuel Merritt
University), has unique energy demands associated with necessary medical functions, and
provides services to a large population base that needs to travel to the facility for these services.
Even with substantial reductions in vehicle trips resulting from the TDM program and
implementation of aggressive energy efficiencies as proposed in the project’s design, such a
large facility cannot attain the “bright-line” threshold of 1,100 MT COje per year of GHG
emissions.

» Even the efficiency-based threshold of 4.6 MT CO,e per year per service population (which is
intended to recognize large but highly energy-efficient projects) dees not appear to scale in a
manner whereby an energy efficient hospital/medical campus can meet the threshold.

Additional GHG Reductions and Offsets

With the goal of increasing energy efficiency and reducing GHG emissions such that the project
might meet the draft significance threshold of the BAAQMD, the GHG Emissions Reduction Plan
presents and quantifies a comprehensive set of additional GHG reduction measures available for the
project to implement to further reduce GHG emissions. These measures are considered *“additional”
because they are beyond those factored into the project’s refined baseline GHG emissions. To identify
these additional measures, multiple sources were consulted including the State of California’s Climate
Change Scoping Plan, the State Attorney General’s web site, the California Air Pollution Control
Officer Association’s (CAPCOA) white paper on CEQA and Climate Change, the Green Guide for
Health Care (version 2.2), Sutter Health’s Green Guide for Healthcare and Sustainability Practices,
Reference Guides on Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) published by the US
Green Building Council, and BAAQMD’s Draft CEQA Air Quality Guidelines.

As concluded in the GHG Reduction Plan, implementation of various combinations of these
identified additional measures could further reduce the project’s GHG emissions. However, if a
reasonable range of additional measures identified in the GHG Reduction Plan as being quantifiable
and feasible were implemented, the total GHG emissions for the project would only be reduced by
approximately 568 MT CO:e (a reduction of approximately 7 percent). Therefore, all of the identified
feasible GHG reduction measures, if applied only to the project, could not meet the draft significance
thresholds of the BAAQMD. Only by considering other off-site options for GHG emission
reductions, other off-set measures or off-set purchases can the residual operational GHG emissions
from the project be reduced/off-set to a level that is less than or equivalent to the Draft BAAQMD
thresholds.
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Recommended GHG Reduction Plan Mitigation Program

The recommendations of the GHG Reduction Plan would require ABSMC to prepare and submit to
the City for review and approval a refined GHG emissions inventory and a draft GHG Reduction Plan
Mitigation Program prior to operation of the first phase of the project, and every two years thereafter.
The Plan is meant to be flexible and provide ABSMC a menu of options to explore and select in order
to meet the targeted, performance based reduction goals. The draft Mitigation Program is to specify
and quantify (in order of priority) the following:

« GHG reduction measures identified in, but not limited to those included in the GHG Reduction
Plan that are capable of reducing the project’s operational emissions to the greatest extent
feasible:

» Additional GHG reduction measures that are to be implemented elsewhere within the ABSMC
campus (i.e., not as part of the project) and/or elsewhere within the City of Oakland, the Air
District or the state to off-set the project’s operational emissions. To the extent reasonable and
feasible, the reduction measures incorporated into the project or implemented elsewhere shall
be capable of reducing the equivalent of 7 percent of the emissions from that phase of the
project that exceeds the significance threshold;

» Potentially establish a one-time fee (e.g., an escrow account or endowment fund) to off-set the
costs associated with implementation of certain City-wide GHG reduction strategies as may be
identified in the City of Qakland’s Climate Action Plan. The amount of off-set “credits”
achieved under this fund are to be determined once such a fund has been offered or proposed,
and then

« Quantify the annual residual operational GHG emissions from that project phase, if any.
ABSMC would then implement off-set purchases to reduce the residual emissions to less than
the applicable CEQA significance threshold. The preference for off-set purchases shall first be
for offsets that can be achieved within the City of Oakland, then for off-sets that can be
achieved within the Air District, the state, and finally for offsets achieved elsewhere. The cost
of off-set purchases shall be based on current market value at the time purchased, and shall be
of a quantity as to achieve 100% emissions reduction compared to the applicable CEQA
threshold.

While the measures in the GHG Reduction Plan could reduce the cumulative GHG emissions
associated with the project, the actual reduction would depend on the combination and extent of the
measures employed and the effectiveness of carbon off-sets to actually reduce GHG emissions.
“Therefore, the extent of potential reduction can not be known at this time and as a result, the residual

4 As stated in the GHG Reduction Plan, ““There is recognized uncertainty in the current state of carbon markets {including
the availability and pricing of offsets) in the U.S. With a federal climate bill languishing in the Senate and emerging political
challenges to AB 32, it is difficult at best to characterize supply and demand in yet-to-be-created carbon market, and even
more difficult to predict the price of emissions allocations or offsets. A national cap and trade system, where buyers and
sellers determine a market price for allocations and offsets, is still a possibility at the national level, and has a strong
likelihood of developing in California {through AB 32) and other Western states (through the Western Climate Initiative).
Currently in California, buyers purchase offsets either to reduce their carbon footprint voluntarily, or as a “pre-compliance”
strategy with the hope that they can use them in a future cap-and-trade system. Prices have remained relatively low over the
past year or two due to the sluggish economy and the policy uncertainty. They are certain to rise significantly if and when

federal, regional, and/or state cap-and-trade becomes a reality.”’
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impact of the proposed project’s cumulative contribution to GHG emissions (based on adoption of the
proposed BAAQMD thresholds) is conservatively considered to be significant and unavoidable.

Historic Resource

The DEIR stated that the property at 418 30™ Street would be demolished and replaced with other
structures as part of the future phases of the proposed project. The DEIR presumptively considered
this property a historical resource for CEQA purposes because it was determined eligible for local
listing by the City. The City has since determined that this building warrants preservation as a
Heritage Property, and is considered a CEQA historical resource. Demolition of this property would |
have resulted in a significant impact to historical resources because it would have materially altered
those characteristics that justify its eligibility for listing as a historical resource.

However, since publication and distribution of the DEIR, ABSMC has redesigned their proposed new
Future Phase Medical Office Building to avoid demolition of the building at 418 30th Street. This
scenario was analyzed in the Alternatives chapter of the DEIR (pages 5-32 through 5-34). In order to
avoid demolition of the property at 418 30th Street and yet maintain the same square footage as the
proposed project, ABSCM has reduced the footprint of the MOB, but increase the building height up
to eight stories from five stories. The Project Applicant would not change any portion of the property
at 418 30th Street, and thus there would be less than significant impacts to cultural resources.

Harrison — Oakland Avenue Study

The Harrison-Oakland Avenue Study’ contemplates fundamental shifts in travel patterns by
converting one-directional traffic flow on Harrison Street and QOakland Avenue north of [-580 to 2-
way traffic flow, and by reducing travel lane capacity on these sireets south of 1-580, along with
numerous other changes and improvements to bicycle and pedestrian facilities along these corridors.

Numerous comments were received suggesting that the Harrison-Oakland Avenue Study was not
addressed or was overlooked in the traffic analysis for the project. These comments are partially
correct in that the Harrison-Oakland Avenue Study was not considered part of the planned
transportation network for the EIR traffic analysis, consistent with City practice, because the
Harrison-QOakland Avenue couplet design has not undergone environmental review, has not been
approved by the City, is not funded and did not have final designs at the time of publication of the
Draft EIR. Consistent with City practice, the study was therefore not assumed as part of the planned
transportation network and was not assumed in the analysis. However, the preparers of the EIR were
fully aware of the Study and did provide general information about it, and other similarly situated
studies, in Appendix B5 of the Draft EIR.

In response to public comments on this issue, the City has examined, in more detail, the potential
effects of the ABSMC project on a street network that would include the Harrison-Oakland Avenue

* ‘The Study was funded, in part, from a grant from CALTRANS, applied for by the Transportation Services Division, and
managed by the Planning Department Planning, and is viewed as essentially a feasibility study for proposed improvements.
As the Study indicates, additional studies would need to be done, such as diversion studies to see whether the proposed two-
way conversion and other changes would result in a significant impact, and if significant/less-than-significant impacts were
identified, an EIR or Negative Declaration, respectively, would need to be prepared.
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couplet design. The conclusions of this analysis are that the ABSMC project would contribute less
than 20 peak hour vehicles to the Harrison Street and Oakland Avenue corridors, representing less
than 1% of the local traffic using these corridors. This level of change is negligible compared to the
overall change in traffic patterns which the Harrison-Oakland Avenue couplet design is based. Traffic
generated by the ABSMC project would not significantly change the characterization of traffic
operations by year 2035 as presented in the Harrison-Oakland Avenue Study and the ABSMC project
would not be required to implement any of the study’s recommended improvements.

Staff Analysis/Conclusion

Staff’s opinion is that the EIR has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and is adequate to support
the approval of the Project as detailed in the CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding
Considerations (see Attachment B} and summarized below:

1) Project and cumulative impacts were identified and City SCA and Mitigation measures and
revisions to the project have been identified in the EIR that are capable of reducing a majority
of potential environmental impacts to a level of less than significant.

2) A Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
("SCA/MMRP") has been prepared to ensure that the mitigation measures and revisions to
the project identified in the EIR are implemented (see attached SCA/MMRP, Attachment A).

3) Although certain impacts of the project remain significant and unavoidable despite all
reasonable and feasible mitigation measures, the alternatives discussed in the EIR that may
reduce the significance of these impacts are infeasible, due to economic, social,
environmental, technological, legal or other considerations.

4) The benefits of the project outweigh the remaining significant adverse impacts, and justify -
approval of the Project as proposed).

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

The purpose of the City’s Planned Unit Development permit process (Planning Code Section 17.140)
is to “encourage the appropriate development of tracts of land sufficiently large to allow
comprehensive planning, and to provide flexibility in the application of certain regulations in a
manner consistent with the general purposes of the zoning regulations, thereby promoting a
harmonious variety of uses, the economy of shared services and facilities, compatibility with
surrounding areas, and the creation of attractive, healthful, efficient, and stable environments for
living, shopping, or working.” Any integrated development which is primarily designed for or
occupied by commercial activities, which is located in any commercial zone and located on 60,000
square feet or more of land area, and which is developed under unified control in accordance with a
comprehensive plan is permitted upon the granting of a planned unit development permit (Planning
Code Section 17.142.030). One of the benefits of a Planed Unit Development permit is that it
provides for phasing a large scale development plan over time, provided that the developer begins
construction within one year after the approval, and proceeds according to a staged development plan
to completion. Other large, integrated developments are permitted without such a permit, but they are
subject to all regulations applicable in the zone in which they are located, and do not otherwise
include any provisions for phasing.
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Because of the comprehensive planning nature of the ABSMC Master Plan and its proposed phasing
plan, staff determined that the appropriate venue for considering the ABSMC application was through
the Planned Unit Development permit process.

Application for Planned Unit Development permits are to include a Preliminary Development Plan
(PDP) of the entire development showing at a conceptual level the scale, character, and relationship
of proposed buildings, streets, and open spaces. Within 1 year after the approval of a PDP, the
applicant is required to file a Final Development Plan (FDP) for the first phase of the development.
The FDP must conform in all major respects with the approved PDP, but shall be sufficiently detailed
to indicate fully the ultimate operation and appearance of the development.

ABSMC Preliminary Development Plan — Campus

The Preliminary Development Plan for the ABSMC campus (see Attachment D) has changed little
since first proposed in January of 2009 and as presented to the Design Review Committee in April of
2009.

The primary objective of the development plan is to bring the acute care patient facilities at the Alta
Bates Summit campus, specifically within the Merritt Pavilion, into compliance with the seismic
requirements of current state law (SB 1953). Some of the acute care functions within the Merritt
Pavilion (including radiology, surgery and intensive care) are located in space that already complies
with the new seismic safety standards, but most of the patient care beds and some of the other acute
care functions occupy space that will be considered non-compliant under the new seismic safety
standards. To create the greatest efficiency between the hospital functions to remain with Merritt
Pavilion and the new patient care beds that are necessary, ABSMC plans to construct the new
portions of the hospital immediately adjacent to and interconnected with the existing Merritt Pavilion.
To create this new space, the existing 6-story Samuel Merritt College building (Bechtel Hall) is
proposed to be demolished and cleared to accommodate a new patient care tower.

The development plan is also designed to provide a long-term cohesive vision for the ABSMC
campus to ensure that it continues to meet both hospital and community needs well into the future.
These additional needs include additional parking space, the potential for new medical office space,
and the expansion of the on-campus facilities for the Samuel Merritt University.

Since most of the ABSMC campus is fully built-out and there are limited sites available for new
construction, these additional needs are proposed to be accommodated within those portions of the
campus that currently contain older, less functional building space and/or surface parking lots:

+ Two smaller buildings on Hawthome Avenue at the southwest corner of Elm Street are
proposed to be demolished and approximately 240 surface parking spaces are to be removed to
clear a site for construction of the new, approximately 1,090 parking space garage. The long-
term vision for the garage anticipates construction of a new health and fitness center for use by
ABSMC employees and staff at the top of this garage.

. Two smaller buildings along Sutter Street near the corner of 30™ Street are proposed to be
demolished and several surface parking spaces are to be removed to clear a site for construction
of a new medical office building, potentially housing a new cancer care facility.
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+ Two smaller buildings on Hawthome Avenue at the southeast corner of Elm Street are
proposed to be demolished to clear a site for construction of new, on-campus facilities for the
Samuel Merritt University.

The other improvements anticipated under the Preliminary Development Plan include campus-wide
circulation improvements intended to enhance vehicular and pedestrian access to existing and
proposed new facilities, and landscape plans to improve the aesthetics and provide open space relief
throughout the campus. Pedestrian access improvements include an ADA-accessible path of travel
from Telegraph Avenue to the new Patient Care Pavilion (which is currently only accessible via a
steep and narrow sidewalk along Hawthorne Avenue) relying on an elevator within the proposed new
parking garage to gain the necessary elevation. The new parking garage is generously set back off of
Hawthome Avenue to accommodate this pedestrian path within a wide landscaped buffer area.

The Preliminary Development Plan also anticipates the potential closure of a l-block section of
Summit Street from 30" Street to Hawthorne Avenue to through traffic, turning this space into a
pedestrian plaza instead. This new plaza space would be centrally located and designed for patients,
staff and the public and would be the primary path of pedestrian circulation between the new Patient
Care Pavilion, Providence Pavilion, Peralta Pavilion, the new garage and Samuel Merritt University.
The plaza would also accommodate small group gatherings, lunch time rest areas and opportunities
for casual meetings.

Although the Preliminary Development Plan shows the potential for closure of this portion of Summit
Street and the traffic impacts associated with this closure were analyzed in the EIR, any future plans
for closure of this street as a public through way would be required to be accompanied by a thorough
analysis of the legal issues of a public street closure and a detailed study demonstrating how |
continued access (including emergency access and potential bus routing) would be maintained.
Approval of the PDP does not constitute an approval of the closure of Summit Street prior to these
and other issues being fully considered and approved pursuant to a FDP for a future phase and
potentially other necessary approvals,

PDP Revisions

One substantial revision that has been made to the Preliminary Development Plan since its inception
is the design and footprint of the medical office building (MOB) proposed in future phases along
Summit Street. The original proposal called for the existing building at 418 30" Street to be
demolished to accommodate the new MOB. However, the EIR concluded that this building warrants
preservation as a Heritage Property and is considered a CEQA historical resource. As a result,
ABSMC has redesigned the MOB to avoid demolition of the building at 418 30th Street by reducing
this building’s footprint but increasing the building height from five stories up to eight stories, thereby
retaining the same potential square footage and program potential for this building. No new
environmental effects were identified associated with this change.

Final Development Plan — Phase 1
The Final Development Plan for Phase 1 of the ABSMC is also very similar o the origin

development plan proposed in January of 2009. The FDP for Phase 1 includes near-term projects to
be completed by year 2015, including the following:
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» detailed development plans for the new 11i-story approximately 230,000-square-foot Patient
Care Pavilion (hospital) with 309-acute care beds is proposed to be constructed on the north
side of Hawthome Avenue adjacent and connected to the existing Merritt Pavilion;

« backfilling of the vacated space within the Merritt Pavilion with non-acute care, medical-
related uses;

« relocation of the Emergency Department to a more central location within the Merritt Pavilion
and in closer proximity to the new Patient Care Pavilion;

» detailed plans for construction of a new seven-level, 1067-space, 392,800-square-foot parking
garage to be constructed along the southern side of Hawthorne Avenue near Elm Street;

e plans for a new temporary surface parkiﬁg lot also to be used for construction staging during
Phase 1 to be located on the north side of Hawthorne Avenue at Elm Street;

» installation of 2 new emergency generators at the rear {westerly edge) of the existing Merritt
parking garage to serve the new Patient Care Pavilion; and

+ design plans for on-site circulation improvements (vehicle, pedestrian and bicycle).

Patient Care Pavilion

The new Patient Care Pavilion is intended to accommodate all of the acute care hospital functions that
need to be relocated due to seismic compliance requirements from the existing Merritt Pavilion into
new 1 1-story tower structure of approximately 230,000 square feet in size. Although this is more than
double the area that the relocated acute care functions currently occupy, ABSMC representatives
indicate that the additional space will allow for newer modemn technology as well as a switch from
older and smaller 2-bed patient rooms to larger 1-bed patient rooms. The new tower is designed as a
separate structure, but connected to the existing Merritt Pavilion with corridors and bridges that
integrate with the facilities and clinical services that are to remain. A centralized elevator lobby
connects to all of the departments, and the taller tower design minimizes horizontal circulation
through the hospital. The ground floor of the new tower is designed as the main lobby to the entire
Merritt Pavilion hospital, with a new entry off of Hawthorne Avenue just north of Webster Street.

The proposed new tower is a modern building and its design is intended as representative of a
modern, transparent, and technologically advanced healthcare environment. The Hawthorne fagade is
rounded, with patient care rooms lining the exterior wall. Most of that exterior wall is large window
space providing patient rooms with views of downtown, the Bay and/or the Oakland hills, and
maximizing internal use of natural daylight.

The internal structural elements which protect the building against earthquakes also allow the skin of
the building to be relatively light and free. As a result, a major portion of the building shell and main
entrance is comprised of a large glass wall with horizontal steel bands that reduce solar gain while
defining the building’s scale. The selected exterior glazing is very energy efficient, reducing energy
consumption and glare as well as providing more than adequate light penetration.

Parking Garage

The new approximately 1,090 parking space garage will be 6 stories high along the northerly fagade
nearest to Telegraph, but will only be seen as 4 stories tall from Summit Street due to an existing
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steep grade change. Access to the garage will be from three driveway locations off of Hawthorne/Elm
Street, off Elm just north of Summit, and off Summit Street through the exiting Providence parking
garage. The designs for the garage reflect its fundamental functionality as an open-air concrete
structure screened by trellis walls and vines,

Landscape and Open Space

The key objectives of the landscape design for the ABSMC campus are to:

» improve pedestrian accessibility throughout the campus by addressing steep grades that exist
within the site,

« enhance site sustainability by utilizing native plant species and plants that have low water
requirements;

« create a new heart to the campus that will assist in way-finding, provide identity, and form a
healing environment; and

s provide safe 24 hour access for pedestrians from the garage to the hospital.

ABSMC believes that landscape design plays an integral role in delivering state of the art health care
for its community. The significant new green space created along Hawthorne Avenue leading up to
the central plaza was designed to promote a healing environment for patients and to achieve
numerous sustainability goals with native planting and efficient irrigation systems

Accessible pedestrian connections, particularly between the new garage and the new Patient Care
Pavilion also make numerous other site improvements (such as making the existing elevated garden at
Hawthorne Avenue and Summit Street) more accessible, new landscape corridor along Hawthorne
and new landscape entry to the proposed garage from Telegraph Avenue.

FDP Revisions in Response to Design Review Comments

The Design Review Committee (DRC) first reviewed the conceptual plans for the Phase 1 FDP in
April of 2009. At that April 2009 meeting the DRC had very limited comments on the proposed

design of the Patient Care Tower, but did express some concemns and issues related to the parking |

garage. ABSMC responded to these concerns with certain changes and revisions to the plans, which
were then recently presented back to the DRC in January of 2010. These changes include the
following:

» Under the original proposal, the exterior materials on the north and east fagades of the building
(those portions of the new building most visible from [-580) were not of the same quality and
aesthetic design as the facades which face interally into the campus. ABSMC has made
changes to these building facades to change these materials from the previously proposed
stucco to metal sheeting similar to that applied to the intemally facing facades, making the
overall design more cohesive and consistent.

s The original design plans for the parking garage had little articulation or architectural
movement and was instead was regular and box-like in it overall massing. Under the current
design the northwest comer of the garage (which is most visible from Telegraph Avenue
Hawthorne Avenue) has been “notched-out™ on the upper floors by stepping back the corner by
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one structural parking bay per floor, resulting a bit more articulation and movement but still
retaining it generally functionality of design.

The original circulation plan for the new Patient Care Pavilion included a driveway exit that
would intersect at Hawthorne Avenue at a point askew from the existing Summit Street
intersection, requiring a realignment of a portion of existing Summit Street. Due to several
complications with this design, ABSMC now proposes to extend the driveway exit further west
such that it intersects at a 90 degree angle with Hawthorme Avenue in direct alignment with the
existing Summit Street/Hawthorme Avenue intersection, to be reconfigured as a 4-way stop
allowing full movement out of the driveway. Because this driveway alignment would be
required to cross over a portion of the underground Samuel Merritt Theater building, the
driveway is proposed to be constructed as an at-grade “bridge”, spanning across the
underground building so that loads are not placed on the theater building’s structural elements.

These design changes were presented to the DRC in February of 2010. At that meeting, the DRC
voted 2 — 0 (with one absent) to forward the proposed design (as amended) to the full Planning
Commission for consideration of approval. This vote was supplemented with the additional
suggestion by staff that ABSMC hold additional meetings to further discuss certain design changes to
improve the aesthetics particularly of the parking garage. These meetings were held and further
design changes have been incorporated, including;

In an effort to break up the horizontal massing of the parking garage fagade as seen primarily
from Telegraph Avenue and Hawthome Street, the exterior materials of the garage have been
supplemented with a number of colored and perforated metal screens which irregularly
checker-board across the fagade. These screens serve to visually break up the long horizontal
spans of parking decks and provide greater variety and visual interest.

The view of the parking garage from Telegraph Avenue will be screened with construction of a
densely landscaped parking lot entry from Telegraph Avenue. The entry will include a

landscaped median and tall tree species which will serve to shield views of the garage from -

vantage points along Telegraph.

The architectural design of future phase development of the Samuel Merritt University
expansion building at the corner of Hawthormne/Elm will be conditioned upon a maximum
setback intended to bring the fagade of this future building to the street edge and to include
some type of architectural feature (such as a bell tower or monument tower) to mark this
location as a gateway entrance into the campus. These design conditions (see Attachment E:
Conditions of Approval) are intended to off-set or compliment the wide landscape buffer on the
opposite side of Hawthome along the parking garage, which although perhaps appropriate as an
internal campus aesthetic, is distinctly different from the more regular urban street edge
character of the surrounding neighborhood.

An additional condition of approval (see Attachment E) shall be added requiring the landscape
improvements proposed to be implemented within the public right-of-way along Hawthorne in
front of the new Patient Care Pavilion and the garage to be carried down the full length of
Hawthorne Street to Telegraph Avenue.

Staff Recommendations

Staff believes that the proposed Preliminary Development Plan for the ABSMC campus and the Final
Development Plan for Phase 1 improvements, with the additional changes and conditions of approval




Oakland City Planning Commission May 19, 2010

Case File Number ER 09-0001, PUD 09-104, DR 09-105 ) Page 23

as described above (see Attachment E), conform to all of the conditions imposed under Sections
17.142.060 and 17.140.030 of the Planning Code as well as to the planned unit development
regulations of Chapter 17.142 (see Attachment F: Project Approval Findings).

= The location, design, size, and uses are consistent with the Oakland General Plan and zoning
ordinance;

» The development 1s well integrated with its surroundings;

» Traffic generated by the development can be accommodated safely and generally without
causing substantial new congestion on major streets and will avoid traversing other local
streets;

» The new facilities will be adequately served by existing public facilities and services;

» The design will result in an attractive, healthful, efficient and stable environment for living,
shopping, or working, the beneficial effects of which environment could not otherwise be
achieved under the zoning regulations;

+ The development will be well integrated into its setting, will not require excessive earth moving
or destroy desirable natural features, will not be visually obtrusive and will harmonize with
surrounding areas and facilities, will not substantially harm major views for surrounding
residents, and will provide sufficient buffering in the form of spatial separation, vegetation,
topographic features.

OFF STREET PARKING - MINOR VARIANCE REQUEST

The current total available parking supply on the ABSMC campus is 2,729 parking spaces. Of the
total number of parking spaces 1,523 spaces are owned by ABSMC, 189 spaces are leased by
ABSMC, 477 spaces are located in the West Garage (which is owned by the City of Oakland and
operated by ABSMC), and 540 spaces are located on the street. Of this total, 1,712 current spaces
would be considered off-street spaces. This calculation does not include the City-owned West Garage
on 30% Street, which contains 477 parking spaces. The West Garage is not included in the
calculations for Code-required off-street parking supply because the City, as the owner of the West
(arage, has not executed an agreement with ABSMC guaranteeing that the garage will be maintained
for use by ABSMC, nor is there any permanent reservation for the use of that garage by ABSMC
activities. Given existing uses within the current campus, the Code requirement for off-street parking
would be for 1,898 spaces compared to the supply of 1,712 spaces, or a 186-space current deficit.

Based on Planning Code parking requirements (Planning Code Chapter 17.116), Phase 1 would
require an additional 298 new off-street parking spaces. Phase 1 improvements include a new 1,067-
space parking garage and a new surface lot of 69 parking spaces. As some parking will be lost with
the demolition of a number of buildings, Phase 1 will result in a net increase of 814 new off-street
spaces, well exceeding the Code requirements for Phase 1 (by 516 spaces) and more than off-setting
the current deficit, leaving a surplus of 330 off-street spaces. No off-street parking variance is
required for Phase 1 implementation. -

Based on Planning Code parking requirements the future phases will require an additional 579 off-
street parking spaces. However, the project is not proposing to construct any additional off-street
parking as part of future phase development. Furthermore, there will be a loss of 109 off-street
parking spaces to accommodate future phase buildings. Combined with the 298 off-street spaces
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required under Phase 1 the project has a total Code requirement of 877 off-street parking spaces at
project build-out. The project only proposes to provide a net increase of 705 new off-street spaces at
buildout (an increase of 814 off-street spaces under Phase 1, less 109 off-street spaces removed under
future phases), resulting in a Code required parking shortfall of 172 spaces. Added to the current
Code deficit of 186 spaces, the campus will have a total deficit of 358 off-street spaces at buildout
compared to Planning Code requirements. Thus, ABSMC has applied for a minor parking variance
for the shortfall of 358 off-street parking spaces.

Staff Recommendation

Section 17.142.010 of the Planned Unit Development regulations provide flexibility in the application
of certain regulations (including off-street parking requirements) in a manner consistent with the
general purposes of the zoning regulations, thereby promoting a harmonious variety of uses, the
economy of shared services and facilities, compatibility with surrounding areas, and the creation of
attractive, healthful, efficient, and stable environments for living, shopping, or working. Although
staff is reluctant to recommend such a large variance from the Planning Code requirements for off-
street parking, there are several reasons why such a variance should be granted (see Attachment F:
Project Approval Findings):

+ In general, the supply of available parking is one of the key factors in considering whether to
drive or take alternative forms of transportation. A large and easily accessible supply of parking

tends to promote single occupancy vehicle driving, whereas expensive or less available parking .

supply tends to lower driving rates. In keeping with the City’s Transit First policies, staff’s
objective is to keep the overall parking supply limited in an effort to reduce driving, but not so
limited as to create a parking problem on campus that may spill over into the adjoining
neighborhood.

» Asdiscussed above under Transportation Demand Management, the goal of the TDM Plan is to
reduce single-occupancy vehicle (SOV) trips in the long-term by 20% from the current baseline
mode split. A 20% reduction in the current SOV rate would result in the removal of 522
vehicles from the campus. A reduction in 522 vehicles on campus during the day would result
in a commensurate reduction in the demand of approximately 580 peak mid-day parking
spaces. Given the identified deficit of 358 parking spaces at buildout as compared to Code
requirements, if the TDM Plan succeeds in achieving a 20% reduction in the current SOV rate
it would fully compensate for the campus-wide off-street parking deficit under the Planning
Code. As indicated in the Environmental Review portion of this staff report, Nelson\Nygaard
(the primary TDM consultants) believes that the TDM Program established for the campus is
capable of reducing the baseline SOV rate by 20%, and monitoring of that goal will occur
through an annual reporting program.

« Although the West Garage is not considered eligible under the Planning Code as creditable

against off-street parking requirements (it is currently owned by the City with no formal

agreement guaranteeing its permanent use for the Medical Center), it is possible that this
parking garage will continue to be used primarily by ABSMC staff, visitors and patients
regardless of its present or future ownership. The garage contains 477 parking spaces that are
conveniently located immediately adjacent to the campus and that may not be convenient
enough to serve any significant parking demand that may be generated by future development
along the Broadway/Valdez corridor,
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+ The EIR evaluated a number of project alternatives that would be capable of increasing the total
parking supply at buildout by adding more parking to the future phase construction. While not
currently proposed, future phases of the project could be conditioned upon demonstrated proof
that the TDM Plan is working adequately enough to off-set parking demand, and if not then
additional parking would be required as part of the consideration of Final Development Plans
for future phases. A draft of this condition is included in Attachment E.

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR THE DEMOLITION OF BECHTEL HALL

Bechtel Hall includes approximately 80 dormitory units which were used by students of Samuel
Merritt University. The university ceased offering dorm rooms at Bechtel Hall for student use at the
end of the 2008-2009 academic year. This decision was based on a number of factors, including the
anticipated demolition of Bechtel Hall as part of the project.

Pursuant to the City’s Planning Code Section 17.09.040, the dormitories in Bechtel Hall are
considered rooming units and part of the City’s housing stock. A Conditional Use Permit (Planning
Code Chapter 17.134) is required for demolition of Bechtel Hall because of these rooming units. No
tenant assistance programs would be required as part of the Conditional Use Permit because
institutional living arrangements, such as Bechtel Hall, are excluded from these requirements
(Chapter 17.10.110).

Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends approval of the CUP for demolition of Bechtel Hall (see Attachment F: Project
Approval Findings). Although demolition of these rooming units would result in the displacement of
upwards of 100 students (assuming that the rooming units would again be made available by the
University}, displacement of 100 students would result in a less than 1% decrease in the current
vacant housing supply and less than a half of 1% decrease to Oakland’s entire rental housing.

OVERALL RECOMMENDATIONS:

Staff recommends that the Planning Commuassion take the following actions to certify the EIR and
approve the Project:

1. Adopt the CEQA findings for the Project, which include certification of the EIR, rejection of
alternatives as infeasible, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations;

2. Approve the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan and Greenhouse Gas
Reduction Plan for the ABSMC, in compliance with City of Qakland Standard Conditions of
Approval TRANS-1 and EIR Mitigation Measure AIR-8;

3. Approve the Planned Unit Development permit, including approval of the Preliminary
Development Plan for the entire campus, and the Final Development Plan (including Design
Review) for Phase 1 improvements;

4. Approve a variance to the City’s off-street parking requirements for buildout of the Project;
and to
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5. Approve a Conditional Use Permit for the demolition of Bechtel Hall.

All of the above actions are subject to the conditions, requirements, and findings contained and
attached to this staff report:

Prepared by:

Scold Gregory

Scott Gregory, Contract Planner

Approved for forwarding to the City Planning Commission;

ERIC ANGSTADT
Deputy Community and Economic Development Agency Director
Environmental Review Officer
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Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(SCA/MMRP)
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Conditions of Approval

Findings for Project Approval
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