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RECOMMENDATION

Conduct a Public Hearing on the appeal of CRADL and Citizens4QOakland, pursuant, in part, to
Oakland Planning Code Section 17.130.050 and California Environmental Quality Act
Guidelines Section 15185, and upon conclusion consider adopting a resolution denying the
appeal and upholding the City Planning Commission’s certification of an Environmental Impact
Report and approval of a mixed-use project, consisting of 115 senior housing units and 3,446
square feet of retail space, at 4311-4317 MacArthur Boulevard.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

AMG & Associates (Applicant) proposes to redevelop the vacant, contaminated site at 4311-
4317 MacArthur Boulevard with a 5-story mixed-use project, including 115 units of senior
housing, 3,446 square feet of ground-floor commercial space, and 65 parking spaces (Project).
The 0.93-acre Project site is triangular-shaped and is bounded by High Street to the north, the
Interstate 580 Freeway to the west, and MacArthur Boulevard to the southeast. The Project site
is identified as a “Housing Opportunity Site” in the City Council approved 2010 Housing
Element of the General Plan. .

On July 17, 2013 the Planning Commission approved (by a vote of 3 to 1) the requested planning
permits for the Project, which include Design Review, Major Conditional Use Permits to allow
increased density for senior housing, a reduction in parking for senior housing, and ground-level
parking and loading areas; and Minor Variances for increased height. The Plaiming Commission
also certified an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project (see Attachment B, Planning
Commission Staff Report).

Commercial and Retail Attraction and Development for the Laurel (CRADL) and
Citizens4QOakland (Appellants) appealed the Planning Commission’s decision to certify the EIR
and to approve the Project on July 29, 2013 (see Attachment A). The Appellants essentially

[tem:
City Council
November 19, 2013



Deanna J. Santana, City Administrator
Subject: High and Mac Arthur Mixed-Use Project Appeal

Date: October 28, 2013 ) Page 2

maintain that the Planning Commission erred and/or abused its discretion in granting the Project
approvals because the Project does not meet the certain required Planning Code criteria, and also
certified the EIR in violation of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The issues/arguments raised by the Appellant are summarized below in the Analysis portion of
this report along with staff s response to each argument. In sum, staff believes Appellants have
not demonstrated that the Planning Commission erred or abused its discretion, or that its
decision is not supported by substantial evidence. Therefore, for the reasons stated in this report,
and elsewhere in the record, including the attached July 17, 2013 Planning Commission staff
report (Attachment B) and in the EIR, staff recommends that the City Council adopt the attached
Resolution denying the appeal and upholding the Planning Commission’s certification of the EIR
and approval of the Project.

OUTCOME

Approval of this appeal would uphold the Planning Commission’s certification of the EIR and
approval of the Project and the Applicant would be free to proceed with other steps necessary to
begin implementation of the Project.

BACKGROUND

Another project for this site was previously approved on February 20, 2008 by the Planning
Commission (by a vote of 4-0) and was also appealed to the City Council. Subsequently, the
Applicant withdrew his application, which invalidated all land use approvals, rendering the
appeal moot,

In March 2010, the applicant submitted a new application for piaming-related approvals. The
new application includes a slightly revised Project description with an increase in the amount of
ground-floor commercial space from 3,124 to 3,446 square feet, and an increase in the number of
parking spaces provided from 64 to 65. This new application also includes minor revisions to
the ground floor plan related to parking and bicycle parking, a change in the site plan to remove
the optional shuitle turn-out on High Street, and more architectural detail provided on the
building elevations. The Project elevations are essentially the same as the project that was
previously approved.

CEQA

A focused Draft EIR (or DEIR) for the Project was pubhshed on October 26, 2012. The DEIR
conducted a site-specific, detailed analysis for the Project including: aesthetic resources, air
quality and greenhouse gases, hazards and hazardous materials, transportation and circulation,
and noise and vibration. The DEIR was made available for a 45-day public review period that
ended on December 10, 2012. A public hearing on the DEIR was held before the Planning
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Commission on December 5, 2012. All the comments received during the comment penod were
addressed in the FEIR which was published on June 28, 2013.

Aside from conducting a site-specific, detailed analysis for the Project as summarized above, the
High and MacArthur Project DEIR also separately and independently relied upon and tiered off
the analysis included in the 2010 certified Housing Element EIR and the 1998 certified Land Use
and Transportation Element EIR, as provided for in CEQA. And, as such, the Project also
qualifies for CEQA streamlining pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21083.3 and CEQA
Guidelines section 15183 (Projects consistent with Community Plans, General Plans and Zoning)
and/or Public Resources Code sections 21094.5 and 21094.5.5 and CEQA Guidelines section
15183.3 (Streamlining For Infill Development), for the reasons detailed in the EIR and CEQA
findings adopted by the Planning Commission (se¢ Attachment B, Planning Commission Staff
Report, CEQA Findings Attachment C).

The CEQA analysis concluded there were no significant and unavoidable impacts; indeed, all

impacts could be reduced to less than significant levels through the City’s Standard Conditions
of Approval.

On July 17, 2013, the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on the Project, closed.
the hearing, certified the EIR and approved the Project. A Notice of Determination was filed on
July 18, 2013.

ANALYSIS

Below are the primary issues presented by the Appellants in their appeal and staff’s response to
each issue, in the order (and numbering) presented in the Appeal.

Ttems A-I (Backeround)

Appellants Issues: Appellants provide background and make various allegations/assertions --
including those relating to the site, previous project, ownership issues, funding and disputes
amongst numerous parties -- as to why the property has not been developed for commercial uses.

Staff Response: These issues are not directly relevant to the appeal. The above issues merely
recount the Appellant’s perception of the history and economics of the Project, much of it based
upon speculation. Staff notes that the property has been vacant for years, even before any
litigation, and that many other sites with similar challenges have been developed around the City
within that time period. Even if these allegations are true, however, these issues do not directly
address the planning and CEQA-related issues before the City Council - that is, has the Planning
Commission erred or abused its discretion, or is its decision not supported by substantial
evidence. The issue is not whether commercial development may be the “highest and best” use
of the site, as Appellants maintain, but rather whether the Project meets the required Planning
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and CEQA findings. Hevre, the Planning Commission determined the required findings were met
and approved the Project and substantial evidence supported the decision.

Item J (The Project is Undesirable and a Poor Substitute for Retail Use)

1.

Appellants Issues: The Project does not meet the Conditional Use Permit criteria because
it presents poor living conditions for seniors.

Staff response: The Planning Commission found the Project meets the Conditional Use
Permit (CUP) criteria from Sections 17.134.050, 17.48.100, 17.106.060, and
17.116.110A of the Planning Code for compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood
given the context of the site and the nature of the proposed uses (see pages 13-14, and 17-
20 of the July 17, 2013 Planning Commission Report, Attachment B). The Commission
found the Project as designed and with implementation of the Standard Conditions of
Approval (SCA) will be attractive, safe, and pleasant for senior residents. The traffic
study prepared as part of the EIR determined that the signal crossings are adequately
timed for seniors to cross. A Site-specific health risk assessment was conducted for the
Project, which concluded there would be less than significant air quality impacts on the
residents even without incorporation of air filters in the building (which are also required
per SCA AIR-2). In addition, there is extensive bus service to the site, and the conditions
of approval include provision of shuttle service as a potential strategy to include in the
Transportation Demand Program required by SCA TRANS-1. The site will be
remediated under the regulatory authority and according to the clean-up standards of the
Regional Water Quality Control Board. In short, Appellants merely seek to substitute
their own personal views as to what may be a “desirable” location for senior housing for
that of the Planning Commission, but substantial evidence supports the Planning
Commission’s decision.

Appellants Issues: The area 1s zoned commercial and the General Plan supports
commercial as the primary use but the project is primarily residential.

Staff response: The Appellants contends that the Project is not consistent with the
General Plan Neighborhood Center Mixed Use classification. However, the density of
the Project is well within that allowed by the General Plan classification without any
density bonus. Furthermore, according to the General Plan, “future development within
this classification should be commercial or mixed uses that are pedestrian-oriented and
serve nearby neighborhoods, or urban residential with ground-floor commercial.” In
addition, *“vertical integration of uses, including residential units above street-level
commercial space, is encouraged.” As a mixed-use and urban residential project, the
residential and ground-floor commercial uses included in the Project are clearly
consistent with these goals. Furthermore, as stated in the July 17™ Planning Commission
staff report and the DEIR, the Project is consistent with several General Plan policies
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including: Objective N.3 Encourage the construction, conservation, and enhancement of
housing resources in order to meet the current and future needs of the Oakland
community; Policy N3.I Facilitating Housing Construction; Policy N3.2 Encouraging
Infill Development;.and Policy V3.9 Orienting Residential Development. The applicable
C-30 District Thouroughfare Commercial Zone and C-31 Special Retail Commercial
Zone zoning classifications for the site also permit both residential and commercial uses
outright. However, the C-30 and C-31 zoning classifications do not allow the density and
height of the Project without conditional use permits and minor variances. Although the
Neighborhood Center Mixed Use classification states that “‘these centers are typically
characterized by small scale pedestrian-oriented, continuous street frontage with a mix of
retail, housing, office, active open space, eating and drinking places, personal and
business services, and smaller scale educational, cultural, or entertainment uses” it does
not mandate that these are requirements.

Moreover, the Project site is identified as an Opportunity Site in the City Council adopted
2010 Housing Element of the General Plan and the Project’s density is consistent with
that contained in the Housing Element and the Housing Element EIR. Additionally, the
Project is located on the MacArthur Boulevard corridor, which is identified as a “‘grow
and change” area in the General Plan. Such areas are where the General Plan secks to
encourage further growth and development, often at higher densities than currently exist
as the plan attempts to focus the bulk of residential development to our major transit
corridors.

Also, this argument is not supported by the text of the C-31 regulations or by the zoning
regulations definition of “Mixed Use” because there is no regulation that requires the
commercial space to be a certain size. Here, the Project provides 3,446 square feet of
commercial space.

Planning Code Section 17.09.040 defines “Mixed use develépment” as ‘‘...an integrated
development containing residential, commercial, and/or industrial activities and adhering
to a comprehensive plan and located on a single tract of land, or on two or more tracts of
land which may be separated only by a street or other right-of-way, or which may be
contained in a single building.” Given that this definition would allow comprehensively
planned vet distinct elements to be located across lot lines or Rights of Way from one
another, this project clearly meets the Mixed Use definition found in the zoning
regulations. As for the C-31 zone, this is a relatively restrictive zone as far as
commercial zones are in the City of Oakland, but does not contain minimum numeric
requirements for the size of commercial spaces. It contains restrictions on what sort of
commercial uses can occupy the ground floor, requires a CUP for all food sales and
requires Design Review for new construction and alternations. Like most commercial
zones it also permits residential uses outright and at fairly high densities. This Project
fully conforms to the C-31 zone with the placement of commercial uses on the ground
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floor and residential uses above. While some opponents are disappointed with the size of
the commercial spaces on the ground floor, there is no regulation that requires the
commercial space to be a certain size and thus there 1s no violation of the zoning
regulations.

Moreover, this site is on the edge of the C-31 district and begins a transition out of the
Laurel district to the Mills College area. It is not in itself a prime pedestrian retail
location as the roadbed of MacArthur Boulevard becomes difficult to navigate and there
is no reasonable street parking fronting that section of the property (this 1s where the site
approaches the underpass for 1-580). Therefore, staff views this as a relatively poor place
for commercial development and the site has been vacant for years, due in part to its lack
of connectivity to the Laurel shopping district. Thus, the amount of commercial space
proposed here is reasonable. '

Accordingly, substantial evidence supports the Planning Commission’s determination
that the Project is consistent with the general plan and zoning.

3. Appellants Issues: The Project does not comply with the General Plan test for granting
variances, the general plan controls over the Planning Code and it requires strict
compliance with the Major variance criteria, similar to the state standards.

i. Appellants Issue: General Plan contains the correct variance test

Staff response: Essentially, Appellants contend that OQakland’s General Plan has
eliminated minor variances and only major variances are permitted to be granted.
Staff disagrees. First, this novel interpretation is contrary to the manner in which
the Planning Staff, Planning Commission and City Council have interpreted the
LUTE and Oakland Planning Code for the last fifteen (15) years. Adoption of
Appellants theory would mean that minor variances can no longer be granted;
indeed, all minor variances granted since the adoption of the LUTE in 1998
(which number in the hundreds, if not thousands) are improper, including those
granted by the City Council on appeal.

Second, the Planning Code has undergone extensive updates, the most recent
substantive update being in 2011. Third, there is no express conflict between the
Planning Code and General Plan because the General Plan does not expressly do
away with minor variances. Rather, the General plan merely states that variances
should be carefully considered and gives examples of the major variance criteria
that need to be adhered to in certain situations. Appellants argue that this
implicitly does away with minor variances. However, in order to eliminate a
long-standing provision of the Planning Code (in existence since at least 1965),
there must be explicit statements that eliminate the minor variance provisions of
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ii.

the Planning Code. Appellants have not submitted any evidence that the City
expressly intended to (and did) eliminate minor variances.

Moreover, as a separate and independent basis from the above Appellants did not
raise this issue before the Planning Commission, but rather raised this issue for
the first time in their appeal. As a result, as detailed in the next section ofithe
report, this issue is therefore not properly before the City Council.

Appellants Issues: The Applicant has not and cammot meet the variance test ofithe
California appellate courts, including (1) there must be special circumstances
applicable to the property; and (2) by reason of which the strict application ofithe
zoning ordinance would deprive such property of privileges enjoyed by other
property in the vicinity other identical zoning classification; and (3) any variance
granted shall be subject to such conditions as will assure that the adjustment is not
a grant ofispecial privileges inconsistent with the limitations upon other properties
in the vicinity and zone in which the property is located.

Staff response: As acknowledged by the Appellants, charter cities like Oakland
are permitted to adopt their own variance criteria. Here, the City Council has
adopted specific variance findings, including those for minor variances, which are
contained in the Oakland Planning Code. Therefore, general state law variance
requirements are not applicable in Oakland. The Planning Commission
determined that the Project meets the applicable variance criteria contained in the
Qakland Planning Code (see summary below and detailed discussion in section

~ J.3.1ii below for how the variance criteria are met). Moreover, as a separate and

independent basis from the above Appellants did not raise this issue before the
Planning Commission, but rather raised this issue for the first time in their appeal.
As a result, as detailed in the next section ofithe report, this issue is therefore not
properly before the City Council.

Variances are granted on a case-by-case basis, and granting variances for this
Project does not change the existing zoning in the surrounding area that any
subsequent developers are subject to for their properties. Nor does granting the
variances here mandate that the City grant a variance to another property in the
Laurel District. Any future land use application for a variance would be subject
to the planning process outlined in the Planning Code, including notice,
opportunity to comment on the proposal, possible public hearings before the
Planning Commission, appropriate CEQA review and adoption ofi findings,
supported by substantial evidence.

As explained in the Planning Commission StaffiReport, and summarized below,
the granting of a vaniance height variance is warranted here — and will not set a
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il

precedent -- because (1) the Project is consistent with the allowable density, floor
area ratio, uses, and policies of the General Plan; (2) of the site’s unique location

" - being at the edge of the Laurel District, immediately adjacent to a freeway

(necessitating a certain design to minimize receiving freeway noise and air
pollution) and at the intersection of two major transit corridors; (3) its awkward
triangular shape; (4) the site is separated from any residential uses by the 580
Freeway and the height of the Project will not negatively impact residences in the
adjacent lower density residential zones; (5) the Project entails senior housing and
is therefore eligible for an increase in density and an increase in density for this
site can only be accomplished with the approval of height variances to achieve the
desired number of units in order for the Project to be economically feasible; and
(6) occupies an entire block, thus further isolating it from other contiguous lots (as
it is bound on all sides by roadways).

Appellants Issues: The staff report does not provide evidence supporting the
granting of the variances.
’ 0
Appellants Issues: Criteria 1 — The zoning for the C-30 and C-31 districts
precludes the approved height.

Staff response: As discussed elsewhere in this report (especially in
section J.3.ii above) and in the Planning Commission Report (see pages
15-16 of Attachment B) additional height is appropriate in these
circumstances because strict comphance with the height regulations
would (a) resuh in practical difficulty and unnecessary hardship due to the
unique physical and topographical circumstances of the site; and/or (b)
preclude an effective design solution that would improve livability and
operational efficiency. The zoning regulations allow the proposed uses
and allow density bonuses for senior housing with a conditional use
permit. In order to achieve the additional density, especially given the
limitations of the property in regard to shape and proximity to the freeway,
the building can only feasibly be constructed on certain portions of the
property, and in a certain layout to provide buildable area and open space
that is shielded (from noise and air pollution) from the freeway. The
applicant has demonstrated that the senior housing project is not
financially feasible with a lower height, which results in a reduced density.
Thus, both the findings for a major and minor height variance can be met
here, although only a minor variance is required.

Appellants Issues: Criteria 2 - Compliance with the height limit would
not deprive the Applicant of privileges enjoyed by other owners in the C-
30 and C-31 zoning districts.
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Staff response: As discussed elsewhere in this report (especially in
sections J.3.ii and J.3.in above) and in the Planning Commission Report

1 (see page 16 of Attachment B), additional height is appropriate in these
circumstances because strict compliance with the height reguiations would
(a) deprive the applicant of privileges enjoyed by owners of similarly
zoned property; and/or (b) preclude an effective design solution fulfilling
the basic intent of the applicable regulation. As discussed under Criteria 4
below, height variances have been granted to similarly zoned properties
and thus denying the requested variance would deprive the owner of
privileges enjoyed by others. Moreover, the site is awkwardly shaped and
is bounded by the freeway and two major arterial streets. Again, density
bonuses are allowed for senior housing, and in order to accommedate the
additional density given the limitations of the property, it is appropriate to
allow additional height to accommodate senior housing in this location.
The provision of housing, especially senior housing, is an important goal
of the City’s general plan and one of the basic purposes/ intent of the
Planning Code. The applicant has demonstrated that the senior housing
project is not financially feasible with a lower height, which resuits in a
reduced density. Thus, both the findings for a major and minor height
variance can be met here, although only a minor variance is required.

Appellants Issues: Criteria 3 — The height of the Project will adversely
affect the character and the surrounding area.

Staff response: As discussed elsewhere in this report (especially in
section J.1 above relating to the CUP criteria) and in the Planning
Commission Report (see pages 16-17 of Attachment B), the height of the
Project will not adversely affect the character of abutting property or the
surrounding area. There are no abutting properties to the Project site, and
the increased building height is uniikely to negatively affect the character
of the surrounding area because it includes a variety of building heights
and the area is considered as a “grow and change” area in the General
Plan. Such areas often entail development at higher than existing densities
in order to focus development in areas that can best accommodate it, such
as this site which is bounded by a freeway and two major arterial streets,
and is served extensively by mass transit. Figures IV.A-4a-IVA-7b from
the DEIR show the existing and simulated views of the Project. Views of
the Project from the freeway for motorists will be partial and fleeting, and
there will be no substantial impacts to any scenic vistas. Views of the -
Project from MacArthur Boulevard will replace a vacant site with a
building that is taller than the buildings in the immediate vicinity, but the
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building has been designed to enhance the visual character of the area and
the site is appropriate for additional height. Thus, the granting of the
variance will not adversely affect the area.

Appellants Issues: Criteria 4 — The height variance constitutes a special
privilege inconsistent with the limitations on the rest of the area.

Staff response: As discussed elsewhere in this report (especially in
sections J.3.1i and J.3.iii above) and in the Planning Commission Report
(see page 17 of Attachment B) the additional height does not constitute a
grant of special privilege inconsistent with limitations imposed on
similarly zoned property or inconsistent with the purposes of the zoning
regulations.

Height variances have been granted for recent mixed-use projects in the
Temescal neighborhood to allow them the increased density that the
General Plan allows over the applicable zoning. The applicable zoning for
these projects was the C-28 Commercial Shopping District Zone, which is
very similar to the C-30 and C-31 zones because it is also a commercial
zone that allows a similar variety of residential, civic, and commercial
activities, the same residential density, and the same height as the C-31
zone. A 22 ft. height variance was granted for the project at 4801
Telegraph (CMDV02174) that included 25 residential units and 848
square feet of ground-floor commercial space. A 17 ft. height variance
was granted for the project at 5110 Telegraph Avenue (CMDV05469) that
included 68 units and 2,990 sq. ft. of ground-floor commercial space. At
5132 Telegraph Avenue, (CMDV07064) a 20 ft. height variance was
granted for the project that included 102 units and 7,700 sq. ft. of ground-
floor commercial space. In addition, the Lincoln Court project at 2400
MacArthur Boulevard (CDV04156) was granted a 3 ft. height variance for
82 units of senior housing in the C-31 zone.

The density of the Project is allowed by the General Plan and allowed by
the zoning regulations with a conditional use permit for senior housing
projects. This site has unique factors that must be taken into
consideration, as indicated above and elsewhere in this Report and the July
19, 2013 Planning Commission Staff Report, and the City has taken
similar factors into consideration for other properties that have received
height variances in order to allow them to take advantage of increased
density when it is allowed. '
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As stated previously in sections J.311 and J.3.1ii., density bonuses are
allowed for senior housing, and in order to accommodate the additional
density given the constraints of the site, it is appropriate to allow
additional height. The provision of housing, especially senior housing, 18
an important goal of the City’s general plan and one of the basic purposes/
intent of the Planning Code, which is directly advanced by the granting of
the height variance. The applicant has demonstrated that the senior
housing project is not financially feasible with a lower height, which
results in a reduced density.

Appellants Issues: Criteria 5 — The Project is inconsistent with the Design
Review Guidelines.

Staff response: Although this criteria was inadvertently left out of the
variance findings in the Planning Commission staff report, it was
thoroughly addressed in the Design Review Section and Residential
Facilities Design Review findings (see Planning Commission Staff Report,
Attachment B at pages 7 and 14-15) and such analysis also applies to the
vartance findings. The Project is consistent with the criteria as it would
greatly enhance the existing blighted vacant lot and bring beneficial
change to the surrounding neighborhood. Furthermore, although it will be
larger than most buildings in the surrounding area, the General Plan calls
for this to be a “grow and change” area, and this site is separated by any
other properties by a freeway and two major arterial streets.

Appellants Issues: Criteria 6 — The Project does not conform with all of
the applicable guidelines and the General Plan.

Staff response: Although this criteria was also left out of the variance
findings in the Planning Commission staff report, it was thoroughly
addressed in the discussion of the General Plan Designation and the
conditional use permit findings (see Planning Commission Staff Report,
Attachment B at pages 4 and 14} and such analysis also applies to the
variance findings. In addition, as discussed in Section J.2. of this Report,
the Project 1s consistent with the density and uses allowed in the
Neighborhood Center Mixed Use designation of the General Plan, and is
also consistent with several policies in the Land Use and Transportation
Element of the General Plan, as well as the Housing Element of the
General Plan which identifies the Project site as a housing opportunity
site.
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In sum, substantial evidence supports the Platming Commission’s
determination that the Project meets the variance criteria.

Item K (The Project violates CEQA and the EIR should not have been certified)

1.

Appellants Issues: The FEIR doesn’t meet the “independent judgment and analysis test”
due to the Quiet Title lawsuit filed by AMG against the City.

Staff response: In making the CEQA findings, the Planning Commission specifically
found and determined that they were, exercising their independent judgment in reviewing
and certifying the EIR. Appellants have not cited, nor could they, any legal authority for
the proposition that a lawsuit filed against a city by a party precludes the city from
considering whether an EIR for a project, sponsored by the plaintiff in that lawsuit, meets
the applicable CEQA requirements. Nor can Appellants provide any authority as to what
other governmental entity should consider certification of the EIR, or the underlying land
use permits for the project, in such a situation. Moreover, Appellants did not raise this
issue before the Planning Commission, but only in its appeal to the City Council, after the -
Planning Commission decided the matter. Thus, as discussed in the next section of this
report, this issue is therefore not properly -before the City Council. In addifion, neither
planning staff nor the members of the Planning Commission were even aware of the
lawsuits regarding the property until the Appellant raised the issue in their appeal. The
Planning Commissioners are not a party in the lawsuits and made their own independent
judgment on the Project, irrespective of the litigation over the property. In any event, the
lawsuit against the City has been dismissed. In sum, substantial evidence supports the
Planning Commission’s exercise of its independent judgment in reviewing and certifying
the EIR.

Appellants Issues: The Project is inconsistent with the General Plan and zoning
requirements.

Staff response: As discussed previously in this report and as detailed in the Planning
Commission Report, the Project is consistent with the General Plan and zoning
requirements subject to the requested Conditional Use Permits and Variances for:
increased density for senior housing, a reduction in parking for senior housing, allowance
of ground-level parking and loading areas, and increased height. The EIR identified the
need for the variances and adequately analyzed the land use impacts of the Project,
including an evaluation of the aesthetic impacts. Appellants merely disagree with the
conclusions of the EIR, but substantial evidence supports the Planning Commission
decision to certify the EIR. Even if Appellants are correct in that there may be some
inconsistencies with the general plan, as stated in the FEIR (page 10), such policy
conflicts do not necessarily result in CEQA impacts and the fact that a particular project
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does not meet all general plan policies, does not inherently result in a CEQA significant
impact.

3. Appellants Issues: There is no evidence that anyone will comply with the mitigations.

Staff response: Appellants assertions are wholly speculative. Every project is required to
comply with conditions of approval and/or mitigation measures from the Standard
Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(SCAMMRP), per Section 17.130.070 of the Planning Code, which includes performance
standards that are required to be met. Failure to comply with the SCAMMRP may result
in revocation of the land use permits or other enforcement actions being taken, per
Project Condition of Approval No. 5. Moreover, the Regional Water Quality Control
Board, the lead agency for the site’s remediation, can issue abatement and clean-up
orders, independent of any City Project approvals (or lack thereof). In sum, the City
cannot deny certification of the EIR and/or deny project approvals because project
opponents speculate that there may be future noncompliance with conditions of approval.

4, Appellants Issues: The FEIR failed to respond to comments.

Staff response: The FEIR responded, as appropriate, to all comments on the DEIR,
including those made on the previously approved 2008 project (that is not currently
before the City). However, comments submitted on the previous 2008 project were either
already addressed in the DEIR, had been supérseded by a more recent technical
evaluation, were only applicable to the previously approved project, were not related to
the adequacy of the EIR, or had no relevance to the Project or its environmental review,
and such was noted in the FEIR. No further responses were required. In short, all
comments on the previous 2008 project could not have addressed the environmental
analysis that was conducted four years later in the 2012 DEIR. Substanfial evidence
supports the Planning Commission’s determination that the FEIR adequately responded
to comments, '

1. Appellants Issues: The total reliance on standard conditions of approval from a
2010 Housing Element EIR was legally impermissible. '

A. Appellants Issues: While courts encourage cities to avoid duplicative
EIRS, they do not encourage using earlier EIRs to avoid adequately
cvaluating the project-specific environmental impacts and mitigating
them.

Staff response: As discussed in detail in the DEIR, FEIR and the
Planning Commission Staff Report (both the main body and the separate
CEQA Findings section), although the Project DEIR fiered off the 2010
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Housing Element EIR and the 1998 LUTE EIR, it also included its own
detailed, site specific analysis of the Project for all relevant and
applicable environmental topics, including without limitation traffic,
noise, air quality, aesthetics, and hazardous materials. That is, the
Planning Commission found that while it could rely on the previous
Housing Element and LUTE EIRs, it could separately and independently
rely on the detailed, site-specific analysis undertaken for the Project. Not
only were Standard Conditions of Approval imposed on the Project, but
project-specific recommended measures as well as project specific
conditions of approval were also imposed; all of which are legally

. enforceable obligations. Thus, substantial evidence supports the EIR

adequately analyzed and mitigated (through standard conditions of
approval) impacts.

Appellants Issues: The statutory partial exemption does not apply
because:

(D) There are impacts peculiar to the Project or to the site
2) The policies cited by the EIR are very general and do not address
the specific Project impacts.

- (3) The impacts identified by CRADL’s expert include potentially

significant off-site and on-site impacts that were not addressed in
the 2010 Housing Element Update EIR.

4 Significant impacts identified in the Project EIR have a more
severe adverse impact than discussed in the 2010 Housing Element
EIR. ’

Staff response: The statutory exemptions do apply to the Project because
the Project would not result in any project-specific significant impacts that
ar¢ peculiar to the Project or its site, nor more severe impacts, than those
impacts identified in the Housing Element and LUTE EIRs. Appellants
comments on the adequacy of these issues were completely addressed in
the FEIR (see Approach to Environmental Analysis on pages 2-9 of the
FEIR and response to comment B1-4 on pages 81- 82 of the FEIR) and
Appellants have not submitted any further new comments on the responses
contained in the FEIR. Moreover, as discussed throughout this report and
in the EIR itself, a thorough and comprehensive site-specific
environmental assessment was conducted for the Project.

Appellants Issues: 'fhe City overlooked its legal obligation to provide a
MMREP for the Project.
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Staff response: The Initial Study prepared for the Project merely
identified “potentially” significant impacts that may require further study
in an EIR, which was done, and no significant impacts requiring
mitigation measures were idenfified. The 46-page Standard Conditions of
Approval/Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (SCAMMRP)
adopted by the Planning Commission, and imposed as Project Condidons
of Approval (via condition of approval No. 18), satisfy the legal
requirement for a Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program. The
Project’s SCAMMREP includes all the specific development standards.that
will mitigate the Project’s environmental impacts to less than significant
levels. The City Council approved the use of the SCAs in November 2008
and found they will reduce impacts to less than significant levels and the
Planning Commission found likewise in this specific instance. As the
standard conditions of approval (SCA) reduce all the potential
environmental impacts of the Project to a less-than-significant level,
additional mitigation measures were not required. Moreover, the adopted
SCAs are the functional equivalent of mitigation measures and are legally
enforceable. A detailed response to Appellants’ DEIR comments was
prepared in the FEIR, which adequately addressed all issues raised in the
appeal (see the response to comment B1-3 on pages 80-81 and pages 5-6
of FEIR) and Appellants have not submitted any further comments on the
responses. In sum, the City satisfied its legal obligations with respect to
adoption of the MMRP.

IL. Appellants Issues: The EIR’s use of tiering did not relieve the City of the
requirement to mifigate the significant impacts of the Project.

A.

Appellants Issues: The City could not tier off the 2010 EIR without also
analyzing, and mifigadng, Project specific impacts.

Staff response: As previously discussed, in addition to tiering off the
Housing Element and LUTE EIRs, the Project DEIR also includes project-
specific analysis of Hazardous Materials, Aesthetics, Air Quality, and
Traffic. Implementation of the SCAMMRP will mifigate all potenfial
environmental impacts in these areas to a less-than-significant level. The
SCA, adopted by the City Council in 2008, are the functional equivalent of
mitigation measures and are legally enforceable as such. In sum,
substanfial evidence supports the Planning Commission’s determination
that the EIR is adequate and the SCAs will reduce impacts to less than
significant levels. Specific environmental topic areas are discussed below.
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Appellants Issues: Aesthetics was not adequately addressed in the Project
EIR.

Staff response: The DEIR undertook a complete and thorough review and
analysis of the aesthetic impacts of the Project, including an evaluation of
the potential loss of Scenic Highway Designation (see DEIR at pages 75-
107). This review by the CEQA consultants included touring the Project
site and surrounding area, taking before/after visual simulations of the
Project site and surrounding area, communicating with appropriate
Caltrans ofticials relating to the Scenic Highway Designation and
reviewing the previous project’s planning case tile. Based upon this
substantial evidence, the DEIR concluded that although the project would
alter the views from the freeway, the qualities that contribute to the scenic
character would remain with implementation of the Project. The existing
trees immediately adjacent to the freeway would be maintained, distant
views of the hills for motorists would remain visible, and the existing
billboard on the site would be removed. According to communications
with the Caltrans Scenic Highway Coordinator for District 4, in which this
project is located, the Project would not damage the Scenic Highway
designation of the freeway. A detailed response to Appellants’ DEIR
comments was prepared in the FEIR, which adequately addressed all
issues raised in the appeal (see response to comment B1-7 on pages 83-84
of the FEIR) and Appellants have not submitted any further comments on
the responses contained in the FEIR. In sum, substantial evidence
supports the Planning Commission’s determination that the aesthetic
impacts were adequately addressed and impacts reduced to less than
signiticant levels with the City’s standard conditions of approval. Thus,
there would be no loss of Scenic Highway Designation.

Appelldnts Issues: Hazardous materials were not adequately addressed in
the Project EIR.

Staff response: The DEIR undertook a complete and thorough review and
analysis of the hazardous materials impacts of the Project, including
having the CEQA consultant review previous Phase I and Phase II studies
prepared for the Project site (including characterization of the on-site and
off-site hazardous materials), reviewing project tiles and communicating
with various regulatory agencies, all of which were fully disclosed and
discussed in the DEIR (see DEIR at pages 147-170). Contrary to
Appellants’ contentions, there is no legal mandate to provide a new Phase
IT site assessment as part of an EIR (such has already been previously
performed and is also required to be updated prior to remediation), nor to
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have the site remediated prior to project approval. Appellants comments
on the adequacy of the evaluation were completely addressed in the FEIR
{(see response to comment BI-8 on pages 85-87 of the FEIR) and
Appellants have not submitted any further comments on the responses
contained in the FEIR, Moreover, Appellants admitted that issues
relating to the site and its location, such as air quality impacts from the
nearby freeway and hazardous materials, are not CEQA issues since the
Project is not causing the impacts, but rather these are impacts of the
environment on the Project.

As stated on pages 168-169 of the DEIR, implementation of SCAs HAZ-1
to HAZ-6 would meet requirements to characterize and/or clean up the
Project site to protect human health and the environment, as required by
the regulatory agencies. The City’s SCA, approved by the City Council in
2008, are best management practices that are designed to and will reduce
impacts to less than signiticant levels. Both the contamination and
potential remediation activities are common and not peculiar.

The Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) is the lead agency
charged with overseeing site clean-up and has performance based
standards that must be adhered to, depending, in part, on the future land
use of the site. The RWQCB indicated to the City that the City’s SCAs
are adequate and that the RWQCB will be overseeing all site
investigations and clean-up activities, including approval of a remediation
plan prior to issuance of any City building-related permits (see FEIR at
page 86).

Contrary to Appellants’ assertions, there was no improper deferral of
mitigation because in the EIR there was analysis and disclosure of the
contamination; clean-up options were discussed; there is an overall
strategy for mitigating the impacts, through the City’s SCA and the
regulatory authority of the RWQCB, which includes performance
standards and enforcement; the City is committed to mitigating the
impacts and it does not make sense for the City to impose its own site-
specitic clean-up requirements when there is another agency in charge of
the clean-up.

* In sum, substantial evidence sﬁpports the Planning Commission’s

determination that hazardous materials were adequately addressed, that
there will be less than significant impacts with the City’s standard
conditions of approval, and there is not improper deferral of the mitigation
measure.
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Appellants Issues: Air quality impacts on the senior residents of the
Project were not adequately addressed in the Project EIR.

Staff response: Appellants admit that the air quality impacts from the
freeway (and other sources) on the senior residents are not legally required
to be studied under CEQA (because they are potential effects of the
existing environment on the project and not project generated impacts).
Here, however, such freeway and other source generated air quality
impacts were nevertheless comprehensively analyzed in a detailed, site
specific heath risk assessment (HRA) included in the DEIR and further
clarified in the FEIR. The site-specific HRA concluded there would be
less than significant air quality impacts on the residents even without
incorporation of air filters in the building (which are also required per
SCA AIR-2). Appellants comments on the adequacy of the HRA were
completely addressed in the FEIR and Appellants have not submitted any
further comments on the responses contained in the FEIR. Thus, the
appeal merely restates the comments on the DEIR without addressing the
responses contained in the FEIR. In sum, substantial evidence supports
the Planning Commission’s determination that air quality issues were
adequately addressed and that there will be less than significant air quality
impacts, including those generated by the freeway and other sources on
the residents, with imposition of the City’s standard conditions of
approval. ’

Appellants Issues: Traffic was not adequately addressed in the Project
EIR. .

Staff response: The DEIR undertook a thorough and detailed Project-
specific traffic analysis, including evaluafing safety impacts and
evaluafion of crossing times for seniors, conducted by a qualified traffic
engineering firm (see DEIR pages 171-212). The FEIR adequately
responded to the traffic-related comments submitted on the DEIR, none of
which were submitted by a traffic engineer, and Appellants have not
submitted any further comments on the responses contained in the FEIR,
The DEIR also considered the previous comments submitted in 2008 on a
different traffic analysis. The Planning Commission adopted SCAMMRP
includes three recommended traffic improvements (to further reduce the
already less than significant impacts) related to provision of shuttle
service, operation of the loading zone, and access to the garage (see
response to comment B-10 on pages 89-90 of the FEIR). Thus, substantial
evidence supports the conclusions that there will be less than significant
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traftic impacts with imposition of the City’s standard conditions of
approval.

118 Appellants Issues: The Project description i1s inadequate and misleading,.

A.

Appellants Issues: The EIR Project description does not match either the
original project application or the Initial Study.

Staff response: According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, the
project description does not need to provide any detail beyond that needed
for evaluation and review of the environmental impacts. The total number
of housing units (115 units) evaluated is consistent between the Initial
Study, the DEIR and what was eventually approved by the Planning
Commission. As noted in the FEIR (Response to Comment B-11 on page
90). “The number of affordable and market-rate housing units is not
required for the evaluation of environmental impacts under CEQA, and a-
variation would not change the evaluation and conclusions in the Draft
EIR.” In other words, the same environmental impacts occur with
affordable as market-rate housing. Moreover, the applicant has not
requested, and the City has not provided, any density bonus for affordable
housing; the only bonuses provided are for senior housing and those are
provided for either market rate or affordable units. Thus, the project
description is legally adequate.

Appellants Issues: If the Project is primarily market-rate, the Initial Study
overlooked conflicts with zoning.

Staff response: The same planning entitlements are required by the
Project whether it is comprised entirely of market-rate units, entirely of
affordable units (as long as no special density bonus for affordability is
requested, as is the case here), or a combination of both. The City does
not regulate the affordability of a project and the Project was not approved
based on affordability. As previously stated, the Applicant did not ask for,
and was not granted, any concessions for the Project based on -
affordability. As indicated above, substantial evidence supports the
Planning Commission’s approval of the Project’s land use permits and
thus there are no conflicts with zoning as granting of variances are fully

" consistent with zoning,

Iv. Appellants Issues: The lead agency must recirculate the DEIR.
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Staff response: The Planning Commission found and determined that none of
the new information, correcfions or clarifications to the DEIR identified in the
FEIR constitute “significant” new information pursuant to Section 15088.5 of the
CEQA Guidehnes (see Attachment B, Planning Commission Report, CEQA
Findings Attachment C at pages 3-4 and FEIR at pages 10-11). Thus,
recirculation of the DEIR is not legally required. .

V. Appellants Issues: The EIR violates CEQA due to incomplete analysis of
environmental impacts and insufticient mitigations to address potential
environmental impacts.

Staff response: The Planning Commission certitied the EIR, adopted CEQA
findings and the SCAMMREP, finding the EIR complied with CEQA, the FEIR™ -
adequately addresses all the comments received on the DEIR and that
implementation of the SCAMMRP will mifigate the potential environmental
impacts of the project to less than significant levels. Substantial evidence
supports the Planning Commission actions.

CERTAIN ISSUES ARE NOT PROPERLY BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL

. As a separate and independent basis from the Analysis discussion above, certain arguments,
issues and/or evidence (hereafter Issues) raised in the Appeal are not properly before the City
Council since they were not specifically raised (a) during the seventeen (17) day public comment
period on the Project, up to and including the July 17, 2013 City Planning Commission
hearing/decision on the Project; and/or (b) during the Draft EIR’s 45-day public comment period
and related to the current Project.

Appellants had actual and constructive notice of the requirements to raise any and all Issues
during the aforementioned periods, if they wanted to raise such Issues on appeal and/or in court
(and thus limiting any appeal to such previously presented Issues), because such is clearly stated
in the various notices/agendas for the Project, the City’s Appeal Form (which has not been
revised since May 2011), as well the City’s July 22, 2013 decision letter on the Project.

Moreover, the requirement to present any and all Issues during the aforementioned periods, and
thus limiting any appeal to such previously presented Issues, are stated in various provisions of
the Oakland Planning Code, including without limitation secfions 17.130.050 (Presentation of

written and documentary evidence); 17.134.040A1 (Procedure for Consideration of Major CUP
at the Planning Commission hearing); and 17.134.070 (Appeal to City Council for Major CUP).

As a further separate and independent basis from the Analysis discussion, certain Issues raised
during the Draft EIR’s 45-day public comment period are also not properly before the City
Council because they written and submitted for an earlier (2008) project, not the current Project.
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Thus, Issues that were not raised on the adequacy of the current Project’s Draft EIR but rather on
the earlier project are by detinition unrelated to the current Project’s Draft EIR since they were
prepared years prior to the release of the current Project’s Draft EIR.

In addition, this is not a hearing on the Project under Public Resources Code section 21177(a),
but rather a hearing on the appeal under CEQA Guidelines section 15185, Also, the public
hearing on the appeal is not a de novo hearing -- in accordance with the Oakland Plaming Code
and the decision in Mashoon v. City of Oakland (Appeal No. A077608; tiled December 9, 1997;
First Appellate District, Division Five); rather, it is limited only to the Issues properly presented
to the City Council, as stated above.

Although the City Council is not legally obligated to consider the Issues not properly before it as
outiined above, it has nevertheless considered them — without waiving any of its rights to object

to the late/improper submittal of the Issues -- as detailed in Analysis section above.

PUBLIC OUTREACH/INTEREST

The Project has been contentious in the neighborhood since its original inception. The
previously approved Project was subject to two Design Review Committee (DRC) meetings, two
community meetings, and three Planning Commission meetings, as well as multiple meetings
with individual DRC members regarding design issues.

The current Project has entailed a community meeting that was very sparsely attended and three
Planning Commission hearings. All of the public hearings were noticed per City requirements.

COORDINATION

City Council member Libby Schaaf attempted to mediate the appeal between the two parties but
such efforts were rgjected. The Oftice of the City Attorney has reviewed the agenda related
materials and approved the accompanying resolution for Form & Legality. This report has been
reviewed by the Budget Oftice.

COST SUMMARY/IMPLICATIONS

1. COST OF PROJECT: This Project is funded by a private developer and does not request
or require public funds and has no direct tiscal impact on the City of Oakland. The
Applicant has not submitted a request for City subsidies.

2. FISCAL IMPACT: If constructed, the Project would provide a positive tiscal impact via
increased property taxes, utility user taxes, sales taxes, and business license taxes, while
at the same time increasing the level of municipal services that must be provided to the
residents and tenants.
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SUSTAINABLE OPPORTUNITIES

Economic: The Project is anticipated to cost approximately $17,000,000 and would contribute
both direct and indirect economic benetits to the City. It would generate approximately 200,000
man hours of temporary construction work, and would create approximately 10 new full-time
permanent jobs.

Environmental: The Project would provide intill development in close proximity to mass transit
and would remediate a vacant site that is contaminated with hazardous materials. The CEQA
analysis for the Project found that it would not result in a signiticant impact on the environment
with implementation of the City’s standard conditions of approval.

Social Equity: The Project would provide additional much needed housing opportunities for
seniors, consistent with the City Council adopted 2010 Housing Element.

Action Requested of the City Council

Adopt a resolution denying the appeal and upholding the decision of the Planning Commission to
certify the EIR and approve the Project

Alternative Recommendations

The City Council has the option of taking one of the following alternative actions instead of the
recommended action above:

1. Uphold the appeal and reverse the decision of the Planning Commission thereby denying
the Project. This option would require the City Council to continue the item to a future
hearing so that staff could prepare and the City Council has an opportunity to review the
proposed tindings and resolution for denial.

2. Uphold the decision of the Planning Commission, but impose additional and/or revised
conditions on the Project and/or modify the Project, solely related to the appellate issues.
Depending on the revisions, this option may also require the City Council to continue the
item to a future hearing so that staff could prepare and the City Council has an
opportunity to review the proposed revisions.

3. Continue the item to a future meeting for further information or claritication, solely
related to the appellate issues.

4. Refer the matter back to the Planning Commission for further consideration on specific
issues/concemns of the City Council, solely related to the appellate issues. Under this
option, the item would be forwarded back to the City Council for decision.
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For questions regarding this report, please contact Lynn Warner, Planner III, at (510) 238-6983.

Respectfully submitted,

A
Z A\ For
RACHEL FLYNN %
Director, Department 6t Planning and Building

Reviewed by:

Scott Miller, Zoning Manager

Prepared by:
Lynn Warner, Planner III
Planning Department

Attachments:

A. July 29, 2013 Appeal
B. July 17, 2013 Planning Commission Staff Report with Attachments

NOTE:

The EIR (consisting ofithe Draft and Final (Response to Comments Document)) has been
separately provided to the City Council and is also available at the Planning Department located
at 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315, Oakland, CA 94612 and on the City’s
websiteathttp.// www2.caklandnet.com/Government/o/PBN/QurServices/Application/DOWD009
158.
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YOU MUST INDICATE ALL THAT APPLY:

Approving an application on an Administrative Decision

Denying an application for an Administrative Decision

Administrative Determination or Interpretation by the Zoning Administrator
Other (please specify)
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Please identify the specific Adminstrative Decision/Determination Upon Which Your Appeal is
Based Pursuant to the Qakland Municipal and Planning Codes listed below:

O Administrative Determination or Interpretation (OPC Sec. 17.132.020)
O Determination of General Plan Conformity (OPC Sec. 17.01.080)
O Design Review (OPC Sec. 17.136.080)
O Small Project Design Review {(OPC Sec. 17.136.130)
O Minor Conditional Use Permit (OPC Sec. 17.134.060)
O Minor Variance (OPC Sec. 17.148.060)
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Major Conditional Use Permit (OPC Sec. 17.134.070)

Major Variance (OPC Sec. 17.148.070)

Design Review (OPC Sec. 17.136.090)

Tentative Map (OMC Sec. 16.32.090)

Planned Unit Development {OPC Sec. 17.140.070)

Environmental Impact Report Certification (OPC Sec. 17.158.220F)
Rezoning, Landmark Designation, Development Control Map, Law Change
(OPC Sec. 17.144.070)
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FOR ANY APPEAL: An appeal in accordance with the sections of the Oakland Municipal and Planning Codes
listed above shall state specifically wherein it is claimed there was an error or abuse of discretion by the Zoning
Administrator, other administrative decisionmaker or Commission (Advisory Agency) or wherein their/its decision
is not supported by substantial evidence in the record, or in the case of Rezoning, Landmark Designation,
Development Control Map, or Law Change by the Commission, shall state specifically wherein it is claimed the
Commission erred in its decision.

You must raise each and every issue you wish to appeal on this Appeal Form (or attached additional sheets). Failure to
raise each and every issue you wish to challenge/appeal on this Appeal Form (or attached additional sheets), and
provide supporting documentation along with this Appeal Form, may preclude you from raising such issues during
your appeal and/or in court. However, the appeal will be limited to issues and/or evidence presented to the
decision-maker prior to the close of the public hearing/comment period on the matter. '
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Form, however, the appeal will be limited evidence presented to the decision-maker prior to the close of the public
hearing/comment period on the matter.
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LAW OFFICES
VENERUSO & MONCHARSH
DONNA M. VENERUSO (d.°09) 5707 REDWOOD RD., STE 10
LEILA H. MONCHARSH OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA 94619
TELEPHONIE (510) 482-0390
EACSIMILE (510) 482-0391

July 29, 2013

City Council

City of Oakland

City Hall

1 Frank Ogawa Plaza
QOakland, CA 94612

RE: Appeal from Approval of Project No. CMDV10-312; ER10-0001AMG &
Associates; 4311-4317 MacArthur Blvd.

Dear Council Members:

This appeal is filed on behalf of my clients, Commercial & Retail Attraction &
Development for the Laurel (CRADL) and Citizens4Qakland. CRADL is an organization of
merchants in the Laure] District who oppose the above project. Citizens4Oakland is an
organization of concerned residents of QOakland who oppose the project.

The proposed project has always been based on two assumptions: 1. That the three
parcels forming a large empty lot as the project site, located on the corner of High Street and
MacArthur Boulevard, has been empty for years because nobody wants to buy it and install
retail uses, and 2. a large senior housing project with 115 unhs will bring further retail uses to
the Laurel commercial district because the seniors will shop there, causing other businesses to
flock there in droves, and the city will make money. There are no studies that'show senior
housing vitalizes retail uses. The three parcels have been empty because the property has been
tied up in litigation for years, as shown below.

A. Background Facts — Uses Prior to Alex Hahn Purchasing the Three Parcels

Historically, the property was used for retail purposes and for a PG&E station. The
retail past uses included a grocery store, a gas station, and a tire store. After a fire, the three
parcels were purchased by Alex Hahn, a well know and politically connected property
owner/developer in Oakland. The property was cleared and the toxic substances from the
PG&E station were removed. Mr. Hahn did not cooperate with the county agency that required
- removal of old gas tanks and to this day, the tanks are still located on the site and appear to be
leaking,

B. Alex Hahn and Alexis M. Gevorgian (AMG) Enter into Sales Contract
In July 2005, Mr. Hahn formed Hahn & Kang Equity (Hahn), which sold the property

to Alexis M. Gevorgian, under the name AMG & Associates. Mr. Gevorgilan is a Southern
California developer. The first purchase price was $3.5 million (later reduced to $2,537,500 in
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an addendum, dated October 11, 2009).! In 2006, they contacted then Council member Jean
Quan with their plan to develop the property with senior affordable housing. Council member
Quan became a strong supporter for the project as it would add to other senior housing projects
she had advanced, from public funding, at Lincoln Court and Altenheim. However, the Laurel
District merchants and residents opposed such a large project in the Laurel commercial district.
The project has almost no retail, violates height restrictions, is inconsistent with the
surrounding commercial area, and does nothing to advance the commercial interests of the
merchants, who have invested their life savings in the district.

C. City Attempts to Approve the Project with No EIR

An attempt was made by the city to have the project approved without any
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), despite that the property was on the Cortese listasa
contaminated site and under state law, an EIR was required. After the project was approved by
an earlier planning commission around 2008, CRADL, Citizens4Oakland, and various
individuals clients appealed the project approvals to the city council. The application was
withdrawn and the city later required the applicant to obtain an EIR. During the ensuing years,
a number of events occurred.

D. AMG and Hahn Failed to Pay Property Taxes or Clean Up the Contaminated
Property and Borrowed Money for the EIR

An issue developed between AMG and Hahn because someone had to pay for the
clean-up of the property and the now required EIR. AMG borrowed $100,000 from Pacific
Properties to pay for the EIR, but that still left other costs such as property taxes that were
accruing and unpaid by either Hahn or by AMG. The negotiations between AMG and Hahn
continued until December 2009 when the last addendum to the purchase agreement was signed
by them.” Part of their agreement was that AMG would pay the now very overdue property
taxes as a “loan” with a deed of trust and the borrower was Hahn. AMG paid the property taxes
and subsequently foreclosed on the property for unpaid property taxes of approximately
$260,000.

Needless to say, the investors that constituted Hahn and Kang Equity were displeased at
having contributed to the purchase price of $2,537,500, only to lose both the property and
receive no funds from AMG for its true value, which certainly would have been more than the
$260,000 AMG paid for the taxes! Further, Hahn and Kang Equity were family members of
Alex Hahn and they had entrusted him with the role of managing partner.

' Attached to Cross-Complaint, filed on June 25, 2013, Exhibit B.
2 See Attachment 4, an exhibit to the Cross-Complaint, attached here as Exhibit B.
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E. Litigation Over Embezzled Money and Illegal Foreclosure Began

With title to the property in hand, due to the foreclosure, and loan proceeds from
Pacific, AMG obtained an EIR. At the same time that the EIR was in progress, the less-than-
thrilled family members who invested in the property sued AMG, Alex Hahn and his son,
Charles Hahn on August 21, 2012 in Alameda Superior Court. The complaint basically alleges
that Alex and his son, who were managing the Hahn partnership embezzled money from it,
effectively embezzling from their own family members they were using as co-investors. The
family member investors also accused AMG of basically stealing the property by paying
property taxes, but no other money for the property. They requested that the court void the
foreclosure and return the property back to the Hahn partnership.’

F. Hahn Hired Clinton Killian, Who Filed A Cross-Complaint Against the Hahn
Family Investors and AMG

In June 2013, Alex Hahn personally and on behalf of Hahn & Kang Equity hired
attorney Clinton Killian, a former Oakland Planning Commissioner, and he filed a cross-
complaint against AMG and the family investors who had sued Alex Hahn and his son. That
lawsuit contains a cause of action against AMG for breach of contract because AMG never
paid the purchase price for the property, under the purchase agreement, and the investors want
their money.

G. AMG Sues the City of Oakland, a Real Estate Company and Hahn

Then, on March 28, 2013, AMG, now with the name “AMG Investment and
Development” sued the City of Oakland and Hahn. There, AMG seeks an order from the court
declaring AMG the owner of the property. Mr. Gevorgian signed the verification attached to
the lawsuit.’ In an email from AMG’s attorney to the Oakland city attorney, it became apparent
that Mr. Gevorgian wanted something done about liens, held by Oakland, on the property. The
city attorney responded the same day, “Are these properties set to be sold?®

Subsequently, the Alameda Superior Court, realizing that all three of these matters,
described above, are related, ordered them all into one courtroom. On July 9, 2013, AMG’s
attorney filed an objection to the court’s order, in an attempt to separate the issues. The cases
have remained all in the same courtroom.’

* Complaint RG 12644534, filed August 21, 2012, attached as Exhibit A.
* Cross Complaint, attached as Exhibit B.

* Complaint RG13673502, filed March 28, 2013, attached as Exhibit C.
® Email, dated April 23, 2013, attached as Exhibit D.

. " Objection, RG13673502, filed July 9, 2013, attached as Exhibit E.
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H. During the Recent Planning Commission Hearing, Mr. Gevorkian Denied Any
Knowledge of A Lawsuit and Suggested the Community’s Attorney Invented it

In my letter for the planning commission hearing on July 17, 2013, 1 included that there
was a problem with the title to the property and ongoing litigation about it. Commissioner
Weinstein, who voted to approve the project, first asked Mr. Gevorgian about my claim that
there was pending litigation about the property. Here was Mr. Gevorgian’s answer:

With respect to the Hahn issue, I have no idea what she is talking about. I have

not been served with any complaint. I have legal title to the property. I have

provided the legal title evidence to the city. Um, and I could certainly provide it.

can also tell you that I have not been served with any lawsuit. Um, I mean, ifithere

is any. I don’t even want to get into that, cause it’s just (shrugging and waving his
_ hands around) — it’s just factually mcorrect.®

I. The Project Requires Substantial Public Funding

The project is now before your Council for approval, which also entails at least a tacit
agreement that the city, through redevelopment funds, a “loan” that never gets paid back, or from
other public sources, will provide money towards its completion. During the Planning
Commission hearing, Mr. Gevorgian would not commit whether the project would be for some, a
lot, or no affordable housing because he needed to find out how much in federal tax credits he
could obtain, While he did not mention anything about redevelopment or city funding, there is
always a contribution that needs to be filled by the local agency.

AMG provided a pro forma that demonstrates that Mr. Gevorgian needs over $2.0 million
for the developer fee, coincidentally about the same amount of money owed to the Hahn
investors. AMG has already started applying for funding. -

Not a dime of public money should go towards this project, let alone to Mr. Gevorgian
and the Hahns for their legal problems, stemming from stealing from one another and from their
co-investors.

J. The Project Continues to Be Undesirable and A Poor Substitute for Retail Use
As shown above, the delay in getting the three parcels back into retail use was related to

litigation, not due to the absence of any retail buyer. While it 1s unlikely that another buyer
would pay over $2.5 million for the property in today’s commercial real estate market, that fact

® Transcription of July 17, 2013 planning commission hearing, attached as Exhibit F.
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is related to the overall economy and not to either the three parcels or the Laurel District. The
current project before your Council violates the zoning code and CEQA.

1. The Project Does Not Meet CUP Criteria

This project has never met the conditional use permit criteria because it presents poor
living conditions for seniors. There is no place for them to walk for maintaining good health
because the project is located on an “island” surrounded by Highway 580, High St., and
MacArthur Blvd., all busy roadways. The EIR admits that the seniors are “sensitive receptors” and
should not be located next to these three major throughfares. The solution was to seal them into
their living quarters with air conditioning units, but that is not a great alternative.

When the project was before the city in 2007 or 2008, it had a shuttle service component
that AMG would pay for. The seniors cannot walk across several lanes of traffic to access basic
services. This time, there is no commitment to fund a shuttle service for the seniors, nor is there
any identified funding for one. Nor is there any schedule in the conditions for when the shuttle
will be available to the seniors

Also in 2008, when the project was last before your Council, there was a viable grocery
store in the Laure] District within walking distance of the project, albeit one that was
struggling. It was sold and the current grocery store replacement is a Maxx store with very
little goods and choices. The next nearest grocery store is very small and expensive (Farmer
Joe’s) and is at the end of the Laurel District, which is too far for seniors to access other than
by car or shuttle service. The next closest grocery store to the project site is about five miles
away.

2. The Area is Zoned Commercial, the General Plan Supports
Commercial as the Primary Use, But the Project is Primarily
Residential

The staff report cut off the definition in the General Plan of Neighborhood Center
Mixed Use — it continues and states that “These centers are typically characterized by smaller
scale pedestrian oriented , continuous street frontage with a mix of retail, housing, office,
active open space, eating and drinking places, personal and business services, and smaller scale
educational, cultural, or entertainment uses.”

There is nothing in the General Plan language quoted in the staff report or the language
above supporting huge residential complexes over a tiny bit of token retail in the
Neighborhood Center Mixed Use areas of Qakland; the plan requires that “Future development

? Page 149 of the LUTE
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within this classification should be commercial or mixed uses that are pedestrian-oriented and
serve nearby neighborhoods, or urban residential with ground floor commercial.” [Emphasis
added.] Ground floor parking with 65 parking spaces, only five of which are designated for
retail and the rest for residential is completely inconsistent with the requirement for ground
floor commercial.'®

This project further makes a mockery of the General Plan requirement for ground floor
commercial by designating only 3,446 square feet of ground floor commercial compared with the
entire project’s 40,879 square feet of which 37,755 square feet are for residential use.!" Without
a use permit and keeping the three lots separate as originally they were, the three lots would have
accommodated up to a total of 21,000 square feet of retail on the ground floor. With a use
permit and assuming three lots joined into one lot, the developer could have exceeded 7,000
square feet.'” It is obvious that the proposed retail is no more than an attempt to avoid the
Zoning ordinance and the General Plan dictates so as to stuff five levels of 114 units of
residential and 65 parking spaces where they are not allowed. The developer’s original plans had
NO retail accentuating their real intent of just putting a huge residential complex where it doesn’t
belong. The later added “token” retail was their inept attempt to circumvent the General Plan
and the zoning regulations.

Without citing to any controlling policies in the staff report and simply quoting general
language about encouraging housing, the City overlooked the applicable policies referenced on
Page 149 of the General Plan LUTE, specifically regarding Neighborhood Center Mixed Use.
Included Under Housing Production, Conservation and Enhancement is policy No. 3.2 requiring
that the infill development be “consistent with the General Plan;” This project is not as shown
above and because it also violates the General Plan’s variance restrictions as shown below.

Policy N3.11 requires that the City “aggressively enforce the requirements of the City’s
Housing Code and other applicable regulations on housing of all types.” Presumably, this would
include the Planning Code with its height restrictions. Policy N 11.1 requires consistency
between the General Plan and zoning regulations which, under this policy, should be completed
“within a reasonable period of adoption of the final elements...” A period of eight years with no
consistency violates the General Plan. Most significantly Policy N11.3 requires applicafion of a
stringent test before the City can grant variances. |

3. The project does not comply with the General Plan test for granting
variances and the General Plan supercedes Zoning under Oakland’s
ordinances. ’

" Page 149 under “Desired Character and Uses.”
" Page 2, last paragraph and page 8 under Parking section - - staff report.
2 planning Code §17.48.080
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It is unclear exactly what test the Planning Commission used when making its findings as
to the requested variances. It appears that the City has joined together two very different tests in
each of the paragraphs relating to the variance test creating ambiguity as to what test the
Planning Commission was expected to use. However, the test that the Planning Commission
should use is contained in the General Plan which overrides any other test.

i. The correct legal test for granting the variance is contained in Oakland’s
General Plan. '

Prior to this project coming before the Planning Commission, we have noticed a number of
projects in which the City has been using a minor variance test contained in Oakland Planning Code 7
§§ 17.148.010 et seq. When challenged on other projects, the City Attorney claimed that use of the
Oakland minor variance test under these municipal planning code sections is allowable since
Oakland is a charter city and immune from Government Code § 65906 dictating when variances of.
any kind can be granted. The City Attorey has overlooked several legal provisions including those
contained in Oakland’s own General Plan and Planning Code.

While it is true that charter cities enjoy “home rule” under some circumstances, Oakland has
adopted the state standards regarding grants of variances through its own ordinances. Under
Government Code § 65803, a charter city can adopt by charter or by ordinance provisions of a state
regulation that otherwise would not apply to a charter city. Here, Oakland’s ordinance directs that
the General Plan prevails over its Planning Code: ‘

17.01.030 Conformity with General Plan required.

Except as otherwise provided by Section 17.01.040, no activities or facilities shall be
established, substituted, expanded, constructed, altered, moved, painted, maintained, or
otherwise changed, and no lot lines shall be created or changed, except in conformity with
the Oakland General Plan. To the extent that there is an express conflict between the
Oakland General Plan and the Zoning Regulations, this requirement shall supersede the
requirement for conformity with the Zoning Regulations stipulated in Section 17.07.060
(formerly Section 17.02.060).

(Ord. 12054 § 2 (part), 1998)

17.01.050 General Plan prevails over Planning Code and Subdivision
Regulations.

Until the Planning Code is updated, land use designations, zoning controls and subdivision
controls specified by the Planning Code and Subdivision Regulations shall apply, except
where such action would expressly conflict with the Oakland General Plan. Where an
express conflict does arise, the General Plan policies and land use designations shall apply.
An “express conflict” shall be deemed to be any situation where a proposal clearly
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conforms with the General Plan but is not permitted by the Zoning and/or Subdivision
Regulations, or where a proposal clearly does not conform with the General Plan but is
permitted or conditionally permitted by the Zoning and/or Subdivision Regulations. The
provisions of Sections 17.01.060 through 17.01.080 shall be used to determine whether an
express conflict exists and the provisions of Sections 17.01.100 through 17.01.120, as
applicable, shall then be followed.

(Ord. 12054 § 2 (part), 1998)

These two ordinances prevent construction ofia project that does not conform with the
General Plan. As a result, these two ordinances cited above are still in effect and dictate that the
General Plan provisions prevail over the Planning Code. The General Plan, in turn, uses the same
variance test as contained in Government Code 65906. On page 114 of the Oakland Land Use and
Transportation Element (LUTE) of the General Plan, the test adopted by Oakland for granting
variances states in relevant part:

Policy N11.3 Requiring Strict Compliance with Variance Criteria.

As variances are exceptions to the adopted regulations and undermine those regulations
when approved in large numbers, they should not be granted lightly and without strict
compliance with defined conditions, including evidence that hardship will be caused by
unique physical or topographic constraints and the owner will be deprived privileges
enjoyed by similar properties, as well as the fact that the variance will not adversely affect
the surrounding area nor will it grant special privilege to the property....

Since Oakland has, by ordinance, determined that the General Plan prevails whenever there
is a conflict between the General Plan and the Planning Code and since the General Plan variance
criteria is different from the Planning Code minor variance language, two conclusions are
appropriate: 1. The General Plan prevails over the Planning Code and therefore, the variance test in
the General Plan is the one the City should be using as to ALL variances and 2, Oakland has
adopted the state standard for granting variances which in all partlculars is the same as Oakland’s
General Plan.

Furthermore, the minor variance language in the Zoning Ordinance adopts major portions of
Government Code § 65906. Even with the weakened language under the Oakland code, the
developer is still required to show that “3. the variance, “if granted, will not adversely affect the
character, livability, or appropriate development of abutting properties or the surrounding area,
and will not be detrimental to the public welfare or contrary to adopted plans or development
policy and; 4. That the variance will not constitute a grant of special privilege inconsistent with
limitations imposed on similarly zoned properties or inconsistent with the purposes of the zoning
regulations.” [Emphasis added.] (Oakland Planning Code § 17.148.050 A.
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Not only has the developer failed to produce any evidence of why he cannot build his
project without height variances, he also has failed to demonstrate that he is not receiving
“special privilege” if the City grants the variances.

ii. The developer has not and cannot meet the variance test.

California appellate courts have distilled the variance test down to the following
elements:

(1) there must be special circumstances applicable to the property; (2) by reason of
which the strict application of the zoning ordinance would deprive such property of
privileges enjoyed by other property in the vicinity under identical zoning
classificafion; and (3) any variance granted shall be subject to such conditions as will
assure that the adjustment is not a grant of special privileges inconsistent with the
limitations upon other properties in the vicinity and zone in which the property is
located. Miller v. Board of Supervisors (1981) 122 Cal. App. 3d 539, 544.

In this instance there is absolutely no evidence supporting findings covering the first two
elements. There are no buildings over three floors or 30 to 40 feet in height within the vicinity of
the proposed project let alone within the same zone. Therefore, there are no “privileges enjoyed

" by other property in the vicinity under identical zoning classification” even remotely similar to the
privileges sought by the developer of the proposed project. If the City grants the height vanances,
it will amount to a grant of special privilege to this developer that is not provided to similar
property owners in the area of the project.

There is nothing about the property where the proposed project is located that would cause
the developer to be unable to enjoy the same zoning rights as other owners in the Laurel
commercial district without receiving height variances. The City’s argument that the lots “push
the building up” due to a slope defies the laws of gravity. The height is measured on all structures
from the dirt up; the dirt doesn’t “push up” the height. The issue here is what special
circumstances exist such that this developer cannot construct a project within the zoning height
limit and therefore is unable to enjoy the same privileges as other nearby properties in the
same zone? Given that there are no properties in the same zone or vicinity exceeding the zoning
height limit, the developer cannot meet this element of the test.

The City Council should appreciate that granting this height variance has two long term
effects on the greater Laurel district: 1. It sets precedence for the next application down the road
where a developer wants to violate zoning limitations. This developer will be able to argue that
there is another property enjoying privileges that the new applicant should also be able to enjoy;
and 2. Granting these variances destroys the existing small-scale nature of the Laurel commercial
area, especially since the project site is located right at the gateway which divides the retail from
the freeway and Mills College.
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That is why the court vigorously reviews the grant of variances. The courts intend to
prevent the City from engaging in quasi-rezoning through grants of variances. Moreover:

...courts must meaningfully review grants of variances in order to protect the interests
of those who hold rights in property nearby the parcel for which a variance is sought. A
zoning scheme, after all, is similar in some respects to a contract; each party forgoes
rights to use its land as it wishes in return for the assurance that the use of neighboring
property will be similarly restricted, the rationale being that such mutual restriction can
enhance total community welfare. [Citations.] If the interest of these parties in
preventing unjustified variance awards for neighboring land is not sufficiently
protected, the consequence will be subversion of the critical reciprocity upon which
zoning regulation rests. [Cites omitted.] Stolman v. City of Los Angeles (2003) 114
Cal. App. 4™ 916, 923.

It is highly deleterious to the Laurel district commercial and residential neighborhood to
allow one developer to have such a huge impact on the nearby area.

iii. The Staff Report Does Not Provide Evidence Supporting the Grant of the
Yariances

As the planner notes on pages 5 and 6 of her staff report, the proposed project is located in
the C-30 and C31 zones allowing projects of no more than 45 feet in height by today’s zoning.
The older zoning that the city is applying to the project would further restrict the height to no
more than 40 feet in the C-30 and 35 feet in the C-31 zones. The proposed project is between 47
and 60 feet tall. According to Plan A.10, the project is 65 feet tall at its highest point. Although
the planner states that the project is an “average” of 54 feet, this is still considerably over the
zoning height limit. Because of the height of the proposed project, it requires two variances,
besides the conditional use permit.

At the time the city considered the variance criteria for the former project, it was listed as
an affordable housing project. One of the reasons for granting the variances was that the city was
relaxing its zoning standards to accommodate the affordable housing. However, the application
for the current project is for market rate housing and does not enjoy the same relaxation of zoning
rules for affordable housing as a market rate project. As of this writing, the applicant suddenly
applied for government subsidized funding last week and it is now unclear what the status is of the
project. The staff report and the EIR do not indicate how many of the 86 units are for affordable
housing, if any. The current staff report is not relying upon any affordable housing relaxation of
zoning rules to support the variance findings.

1. Oakland’s Variances Require Specific Findings that The City Cannot Make
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While the staff report lists the variances as minor, they still must comply with the legal
standards for granting them. Under our local planning code, to grant the variances, the city must
make findings for each element. The city cannot legally make findings supporting criteria 1, 2, 3,
4,5, and 6.

Criteria 1 — The zoning for the C-30 and C-31 does not preclude the project design;
It precludes the height

The city interpreted this criteria to mean that it could look at the topography of the land
and determine that if it was not an ordinary rectangular lot, then a variance could be granted.
However, the variance that the staff is recommending has nothing to do with the layout of the land
in relation to the design of the project. The variance is granting a height exception, not a setback
or other type of exception.

Contrary to the staff assertion on page 15 that the property is “unfeasible to build on,” it
has been built on in the past as a tire store, a PG&E substation, and as gas station. The size of the
lot, alone, allows it to be built on. There is no evidence that it cannot be utilized for a building and
therefore, this argument provides no evidence substantiating the grant of the height variance.
Similarly, the statement on page 16 that the footprint of the building “tends to force the building
upwards” is nonsensical and without any evidentiary support.

The staff report interprets the criteria as meaning that if there is a zoning regulation, such
as an open space requirement, the city can grant a height variance to accommodate it. This is also
a far reach beyond the written words in the variance criteria. The court will, in that instance, apply
its own interpretation under a de novo standard. (Stolman v. City of Los Angeles (2003) 114
Cal.App.4th 916, 928 and Hall-Villareal v. City of Fresno (2011) 196 Cal. App 4th 24, 29.) The
words are that “strict compliance would preclude an effective design solution,” not that the
applicant may have difficulty figuring out how to reduce the size of its project to comply with
another zoning regulation. '

For the same reason, as above, the test is not whether the variance would “result in an
effective design solution improving the livability, appearance and operational efficiency.” (Staff
report, p. 16.) it is whether strict compliance would “preclude an effective design solution.”
There is no evidence supporting that it would.

The reference on page 16 to the handling of the setbacks next to the R-50 zone by
basically “reversing them” from the front of the property to the back of it, facing the fieeway, also
does nothing to meet this criteria. Nor is there any showing that the switching of the setbacks has
anything to do with the need for a height increase.
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Criteria 2 — Compliance with the Zoning Height Limit Would Not Deprive the
Applicant of Privileges Enjoyed by Other Owners in the C-30 and C-31 Area of the
Project

Courts have interepreted this type of criteria as meaning that the city cannot grant a
variance if other property owners in the vicinity do not also share that right. The interpretation of
variances has been summarized as follows:

(1) there must be special circumstances applicable to the property; (2) by reason
of which the strict application of the zoning ordinance would deprive such
property of privileges enjoyed by other property in the vicinity under identical
zoning classification; and (3) any variance granted shall be subject to such
conditions as will assure that the adjustment is not a grant of special privileges
inconsistent with the limitations upon other properties in the vicinity and zone in
which the property is located. Miller v. Board of Supervisors (1981) 122 Cal.
App. 3d 539, 544.

In this instance there is absolutely no evidence supporting findings covering the first this
element. There are no buildings in the C-30 or C-31 commercial district and within the vicinity of
the proposed project that exceed the zoning height restriction, let alone by over twenty feet.
Therefore, there are no “privileges enjoyed by other property in the vicinity under identical zoning
classification” even remotely similar to the privileges sought by the developer of the proposed
project. Nor is there any mention in the staff report of any other building in the entire area of the
C-30and C-31 district surrounding the project site that is as tall or even remotely in the same
height range as the proposed project. Instead, there is only a conclusory statement, unsupported by
evidence, that the City of Oakland has granted “similar variances™ for other similar situations.

As described above, the court may interpret this criteria language, under the de nove
standard. Stoliman, supra. The obvious purpose of the height restriction 1s to prevent property
owners from creating many different building heights in a given zone. The rationale offered in the
staff report that there are no residences nearby that would be affected by the height is untrue. The
photos previously submitted from the former project application and re-submitted by the
community show that the height of buildings around the proposed project is considerably lower
than the height of the proposed project. The proposed project, at 20 feet over the height limit for
the zone is going to be much taller and more visible than either the surrounding houses or the
Laurel commercial district.

Criteria 3 — The Height of the Proposed Project Will Adversely Affect the Character
and the Surrounding Area
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Figures V. A-d4a —IV. A-7b in the DEIR demonstrate that the height of the proposed
project will tower over its surroundings. The staff report focuses on the benefits of the project to
seniors and states that it will provide “some affordable housing” without quantifying it. However,
that is not the purpose of the criteria. It is requiring an analysis of how the height of this building
will impact its surroundings and affect the character of the area, which consists of low level
houses and shops. :

Criteria 4 — The Height Variance Constitutes A Special Privilege Inconsistent With
the Limitations on the Rest of the Area

If the City grants the height variance, it will amount to a grant of special privilege to this
developer that is not provided to similar property owners in the area of the project.

The Planning Commission failed to appreciate that granting this height variance has two
long term effects on the community: 1. It sets precedence for the next application down the road
where a developer wants to exceed the zoning height restriction. This developer will be able to
argue that there is another property enjoying privileges that the new applicant should also be able
to enjoy; and 2. Granting this variance destroys the surrounding area that consists of small, low
height cornmercial properties near residences. By allowing a project between 15 and 20 feet over
the zoning height limit in this neighborhood, the Planning Commission is completely changing the
the nature of the area from a small commercial street to an area consistent with much higher
density. That is why the court vigorously reviews the grant of variances, as explained above.
(Stolman v. City of Los Angeles (2003) 114 Cal. App. 4" 916, 923.)

The staff interpretation of this criteria section is that it relates to the topography of the
proposed project site area. It reasons that since it has granted height variances in other situations
with unusually shaped lots, it can meet this finding here. However, that interpretation is not
supported by the wording of the criteria or by the appellate court’s interpretation of it. Nor is it
relevant to the Laurel District where the proposed project is located. That somewhere in
QOakland, the city granted variances with this absurd explanation (and no doubt, no court review)
does not mean it should be used in the Laurel District, where the heights of the existing
structures are uniformly much lower than the proposed project. '

Criteria 5 — The Project Is Inconsistent with Design Review Guidelines

The staff report admits that the proposed project was in Design Review hearings on
several occasions. What the report does not acknowledge is the reason for it. The proposed project
violates several of the design criteria under Planning code section 17.136.050. Criteria 1
specifically discusses the relationship of height with the surrounding area and endeavors to have
buildings relate well with one another. As shown above, the proposed project does not relate in
height, bulk or mass with anything around it.
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The staff report may be relying on section 17.136.070A for its design analysis and
applying it to the variance test. However, the analysis above would still be the same as this code
section 1$ very similar to the one analyzed above.

Criteria 2 requires that the proposed project will be of a quality and character that
“harmonizes with” and serves to protect the value of, private and public investments in the area.
The area is commercial, not residential, and the property is capable of accommodating retail uses.
By tuming this substantial lot into a residential, huge building, and taking away its use for retail
purposes, the project is diminishing the retail investment of its neighbors in the Laurel district.

Criteria 3 requires that the project be consistent with the General Plan and with design
guideline criteria. It is not. Specifically it is not consistent with the setback requirements of design
review to maximize light and air. It also is inconsistent with the Scenic Highways Element of the
Oakland General Plan. '

The staff report does not address this criteria.

Criteria 6 — The Proposed Project Does not Conform With All of the Applicable
Guidelines, General Plan, etc.

C-31 has a height limit of 35 feet under the prior zoning, which the city is applying to this
project, according to the staff report. The proposed project is nearly twice the allowable height
limit. Additionally, when there are increases in allowable height, the additional floors need to
be set back 10 feet each rise. The highest point for the project is the corner which is totally in
the C-31 zone. Yet, there are no setbacks at the sidewalk, and above three stories the walls are
still at the sidewalk level, not stepped back 10 feet.

The proposed project does not conform with the General Plan Scenic Highways
Element, and with its prohibition against liberal use of variances. There is no discussion in the
staff report regarding this criteria. Furthermore, this is one of the ways in which the project
violates CEQA.

K. The Proposed Project Violates CEQA and It Was An Abuse of Discretion for
the Planning Commission to Certify the EIR

1. The FEIR Does not Meet The “Independent Judgment and Analysis Test” Due
to the Lawsuit

Guideline § 15090, subd. (a) requires that the FEIR reflect the lead agency’s
“independent judgment and analysis.” With a lawsuit by the developer pending against it since
March 2013, the city had a conflict of interest and should have: 1. Revealed that it was being
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sued by AMG and the nature of the lawsuit; and 2. Requested that another agency become the
lead agency. The FEIR could not have been the result of totally independent judgment on the
city’s part as required by the CEQA.

2. The Project Is Inconsistent With the General Plan and Zoning Requiremenfs

The Plaming Commission should not have granted the height variances, as described
above. Instead, they could have granted the entitlements without the variances, leaving AMG
with a project that conformed with the zoning height restrictions. Instead, and without any
support in the EIR, the Plaiming Commission granted the variances. They abused their
discretion by not requiring an EIR that analyzed the inconsistency between the variances they
. were granting and the General Plan and zoning code. Furthermore, the EIR does not analyze
the aesthetic impact of approving the project with the current height as it may impact the rest of
the Laurel District, given that the rest of it is so much lower in height. Nor does it analyze the
precedent setting impact on the Laurel of having a project that is so large. It does demonstrate -
in photos, however, just how deleterious it would be to have a precedent set that the proposed
project height is allowable for the Laurel District. The City should order a supplemental EIR
on the inconsistency:

The Pocket Protectors contend that substantial evidence exists to support a fair
argument for potential significant effects on the environment as to City land use
policies and regulations (including City development standards) and aesthetic
impacts. We agree with The Pocket Protectors. For reasons that follow, we
conclude the trial court erred in ruling that the issues tendered by The Pocket
Protectors were immune from environmental review in an EIR.

The CEQA Initial Study Checklist, used to determine whether a project may have
significant environmental impacts, includes the question whether a project may
“[cjonflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation . . . adopted for
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.” (Guidelines,
Appen. G, § IX, subd. (b).)

(Pocket Protectors v. City of Sacramento (2005) 124 Cal.App.4th 903, 929.
3. ThereIs No Evidence That Anyone Will Be Complying With the Mitigations

Apparently for political reasons, the city chose to label the mitigations in the MMRP as
“standard conditions of approval.” Whatever the city chooses to call them, they are mitigations
and under CEQA the city must enforce them. For example, the clean-up requirements cannot
just be ignored by the city. Thus far, neither AMG nor Hahn have chosen to comply with many
requests by the county agency for the tanks to be removed and testing. They have not complied
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with any of them. Given that the ownership of the property is in limbo, there is no evidence
that anyone will be responsible for the expense of the mitigations or even that someone will be
cooperating with the responsible agency for the pollution clean-up.

The city is relying on PRC § 21083.3, which specifically states that to rely upon this
section, the city must “undertake or require the undertaking of any feasible mitigation measures
specified in the prior environmental impact report or, if not, then the provisions of this section
have no application to that effect. The lead agency shall make a finding, at a public hearing, as to
whether those mitigafion measures will be undertaken.” (PRC §§ 21083.3 (¢} and 21081.6, subd.
(a)(1), and Guideline § 15283 (e} (1 and 2).)

Furthermore, in considering whether the mitigations are sufficient, the city should have
considered the former history of the developer and the Hahns in refusing all attempts at
cleaning up the site:

Because an EIR cannot be meaningfully considered in a vacuum devoid of reality,
a project proponent's prior environmental record is properly a subject of close
consideration in determining the sufficiency of the proponent's promises in an
EIR. Consideration, however, must also be given to measures the proponent
proposes to take in the future, notjust to the measures it took or failed to take in
the past. In balancing a proponent's prior shortcomings and its promises for future
action, a court should consider relevant factors including: the length, number, and
severity of prior environmental errors and the harm caused; whether the errors
were intentional, negligent, or unavoidable; whether the proponent's
environmental record has improved or declined; whether he has attempted in good
faith to correct prior problems; and whether the proposed activity will be
regulated and monitored by a public entity.

(Laurel Heights Improvement Association of San Francisco v. Regents of the University of
California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 420.

Here, Hahn and AMG have a long history, that is well documented in their own lawsuit
materials, of just ignoring the county’s attempts to get the testing and clean-up completed.
Instead, they are in a fight with one another, and the city, over who even owns the property. W

Moreover, the MMRP does not require a Phase 2 study, despite the reports of Petra
Pless. It leaves that decision up to another agency down the road, after the entitlements have
already been granted.

4. The FEIR Failed to Respond to Comments
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The City appears to misunderstand the signiticance of the documents that relate to the
same project, with minor changes, and the present document. ALL of the documents for this
project are part of the administrative record, not just the ones that accompany the current iteration
of the same project, PRC § 21167, subd. (e) mandates that the administrative record include all
documents associated with the project approved by the city, including documents associated with
“not only the final version of the project approved by the public agency, but also prior versions of
the project constituting substantially the same overall activity.” (Mejia v. City of Los Angeles
(2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 322, 334.)

As part of its appeal, Appellants intend to rely on ALL documents, audio and
videotapes of hearings, the EIR, the documents supporting and opposing the EIR, and any
other document that was submitted or generated by the city for this project. The documents
that Appellants rely on include ALL of the documents that are dated from the first
application for this project through to the last day the city has jurisdiction. It is
unreasonable to expect, and Appellants will not, attach all of these documents to this appeal
letter and appeal form.

Because so many of the comments submitted during the earlier iteration of the project
were relevant to the DEIR, they were submitted again as comments to the EIR. The preparer was
not at liberty to refuse to respond to the comments that were gemane to the environmental issues.
(Guideline § 15088.)

Additionally, Appellants raise the following objections to the EIR:

I. THE TOTAL RELIANCE ON STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
FROM A 2010 HOUSING ELEMENT UPDATE EIR WAS LEGALLY
IMPERMISSIBLE UNDER THE CIRCUMSTANCES OF THIS PROJECT

A. While Courts Encourage Cities to Avoid Duplicative EIRs, They Do Not
Encourage Using Earlier EIRs to Avoid Adequately Evaluating Project-Specific
Environmental Impacts and Mitigating Them

The draft EIR for the AMG project relied on tiering, described in Public Resources Code
§§ 21903, 21094 and on a statutory partial exemption under PRC § 21083.3. None of these
sections allow the city to jump from a very general EIR for a housing element General Plan
update to using standard conditions of approval (SCAs) as mitigations for the proposed project.
Courts encourage tiering from General Plan EIRs, only to the extent that the project specific EIR
does not repeat the same information and analysis contained in the General Plan EIR.
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“CEQA directs agencies to ‘tier’ EIR’s whenever feasible, in part to streamline
regulatory procedures and eliminate repetitive discussions of the same issues in successive
EIR’s. (PRC § 21093; Las Virgenes Homeowners Federation, Inc. v. County of Los Angeles
(1986) 177 Cal.App.3d 300, 307.) PRC § 21068.5 defines ‘tiering’ as the ‘coverage of general -
matters and environmental effects in an [EIR] prepared for a policy, plan, program or ordinance
followed by narrower or site-specific [EIR’s] which incorporate by reference the discussion in
any prior [EIR] and which concentrate on the environmental effects which (a) are capable of
being mitigated, or (b) were not analyzed as significant effects on the environment in the prior
[EIR].’ (See CEQA Guidelines § 15153, italics added.)

For example, an EIR for a General Plan normally will discuss topics, such as the impact
on traffic congestion from increasing construction throughout a city during the next 10 years.
The analysis might cover which intersections can be expected to become more congested and
provide mitigations designed to address that congestion. If later on a project applicant seeks to
construct, say, a hotel that might add to the congestion of
nearby intersections, already discussed in the General Plan EIR, the city can rely on, (1.e., “fier”
off) that General Plan EIR for mitigations or SCAs to address the increased congestion. The city
does not have to require a new EIR that would repeat the same analysis and mitigations for the
project impact of adding congestion to a nearby intersection.

If the hotel project, however, potentially created traffic hazards due to the configuration
of the exits from the proposed hotel, that impact would be “project-specific’” and not covered by
the General Plan discussion of general congestion at an intersection near the hotel. In that event,
the city should require an EIR to analyze the impacts to traffic caused by the exits and
mitigations to prevent traffic hazards. If the hotel project potentially contributed to congestion at
nearby intersections and potentially created traffic hazards due to the configuration of its exits,
the city would do both in a project-specific EIR - tier off the General Plan EIR in addressing the
increased congestion and analyze the project-specific impact due to the configuration of the
exits. The EIR for the hotel would not have to include a repetition of the analysis, contained in
the General Plan EIR, regarding traffic congestion at nearby intersections.

A sfatutory partial exemption from CEQA review can also avoid repetitive EIRs.
However, the proposed project here does not qualify for the partial exemption claimed by the
city.

B. The Statutory Partial Exemption Does Not Apply

Guideline § 15183 applies to “various special circumstances [where] CEQA offers partial
or conditional exemptions which operate much like ‘piggy-backing.” [This] partial exemption
applies to a residential development project that is consistent with a general plan for which an
EIR has been certified.” (Gentry v. City of Murrieta (1995) 38 Cal. App.4th 1359, 1374.)
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This Guideline requires the city to limit its environmental examinafion to impacts that:
(1) Are peculiar to the project or the parcel on which the project would be located,

(2) Were not analyzed as significant effects in a prior EIR on the zoning action,
general plan or community plan with which the project is consistent,

(3) Are potentially significant off-site impacts and cumulative impacts which
were not discussed in the prior EIR prepared for the general plan, community plan
or zoning acfion, or

(4) Are previously identified significant effects which, as a result of substantial
new information which was not known at the time the [General Pla] EIR was
certified, are determined to have a more severe adverse impact than discussed in
the prior EIR.

Under all four tests, the statutory exemption does not apply.

(1) There are Impact‘s Peculiar to the Proposed Project or the Parcel Upon
Which it Would Exist

The General Plan housing element EIR that was certified by the city in 2010 will not
apply to the proposed project if CRADL presents a fair argument that there is a “reasonably
foreseeable project-specific significant change in the environment that is peculiar to the [project]
or its site.” (Wal-Mart Stores, Inc . v. City of Turlock (2006) 138 Cal.App.4th 273, 288.)
“Peculiar” is defined as “a physical change in the environment [that] belongs exclusively or
especially” to the project or its site. (/d. at pg. 294.) The effects of the environmental change
peculiar to the project can occur directly or indirectly, but they must be reasonably foreseeable
and not speculative. (/d at p. 288.)

Here, CRADL’s expert environmentalist, Dr. Pless, has opined that there are reasonably
foreseeable impacts from the hazardous materials that have not been cleaned from the site. She
also opined that the SCAs offered by the city are nothing more than “canned” generalizations,
having nothing to do with mitigating those impacts., During the first round of hearings regarding
the identical project, CRADL’s other experts also wrote about impacts, specific to the project
that were not discussed in the EIR for the housing element update. We have resubmitted those
eXpert reports.

(2) The Policies Cited by the EIR are Very General and Do Not Address the
Specific Project impacts.
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Staff apparently is relying on Guideline § 15183 (f), which states in part:

An effect of a project on the environment shall not be considered peculiar to the
project or the parcel for the purposes of this section if uniformly applied
development policies or standards have been previously adopted by the city or
county with a finding that the development policies or standards will substantially
mitigate that environmental effect when applied to future projects, unless
substantial new information shows that the policies or standards will not
substantially mitigate the environmental effect. The finding shall be based on
substantial evidence which need not include an EIR . . .

There are three reasons why this subsection (f) does not apply: First, there is substantial
new information from CRADL’s expert environmentalist and its other experts that these policies
and SCAs do not mitigate the impacts that they found related to the project and its site.

Second, almost all of the policies and SCAs are so general as to be basically irrelevant to
the proposed project or its impacts. Third, and very significantly, the city has failed to identify
any specific mitigations based on its references and incorporate them into an MMRP. We will
discuss post this important failing.

(3) The Impacts Identified by CRADL’s Experts Include Potentially
Significant Off-site Impacts and On-site Impacts that Were Not
Addressed in the 2010 Housing Element Update EIR

It is not sufficient for the 2010 EIR to just list pending or possible projects and then
announce that anything the 2010 EIR concludes can then be applied to the instant project. There
are no indications that the expert reports that were extant for the instant project, from either the
developer or from the community were even reviewed and discussed in the 2010 housing
element update EIR. -

“4) Signiﬁcani Impacts Identified Here Have a More Severe Adverse
Impact than Discussed in the 2010 EIR

At the time of the 2010 EIR, nobody realized, and the 2010 EIR does not menfion, that
the property owners and developers were completely non-compliant with the governmental
agencies charged with supervising the cleanup of the site. Nor is there any mention in the 2010
EIR as to what, exactly needs to be done to identify the source of the pollution at the project site.
The 2010 EIR simply states that the city’s policy is to remove leaking gas tanks! That 1s
insufficient to meet CEQA’s informational requirements for the public and decision makers.
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C. The City Overlooked Its Legal Obligation to Provide a MMRP for the
Proposed Project

The city acknowledged in its Initial Study that there were substantial environmental
impacts. Instead of identifying specitic, feasible mitigations, the city essentially threw into the
project EIR a bunch of policies and SCAs. The EIR overlooks the informational function of
CEQA, which requires the city to specitically identily the potential mitigations and impose them
through a Mitigations Monitoring Reporting Program,

PRC § 21083.3, relied upon by the city to avoid obtaining a complete EIR, specifically
states that to rely upon this section, the city must “undertake or require the undertaking of any
feasible mitigation measures specitied in the prior environmental impact report or, if not, then
the provisions of this section have no application to that effect. The lead agency shall make a
tinding, at a public hearing, as to whether those mitigation measures will be undertaken.” (PRC
§§ 21083.3 (¢) and 21081.6, subd. (2)(1), and Guideline § 15283 (e) (1 and 2).)

As the planner assigned to the AMG project pointed out, gleefully, “There are no
mitigations in this EIR!” .

II. THE EIR’S USE OF “TIERING” DID NOT RELIEVE THE CITY OF THE
REQUIREMENT TO MITIGATE THE SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF THE
PROJECT.

A. The City Could Not Teir Off the 2010 EIR Without Also Analyzing And
Mitigating Project Specific Impacts '

As the California Supreme Court explained:

Tiering is properly used to-defer analysis of environmental impacts and mitigation
measures to later phases when the impacts or mitigation measures are not
determined by the tirst-tier approval decision but are specific to the later phases,
For example, to evaluate or formulate mitigation for “site specific effects such as
aesthetics or parking” (id., § 15152) it may be impractical when an entire
large project is tirst approved; under some circumstances analysis of such impacts
might be deferred to a later tier EIR.

(Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412, 431.)
The city chose to tier from its EIR prepared for its 2010 Housing Element Update.

Admittedly, that EIR did not discuss Hazardous Materials or Aesthetics (including the scenic
highway designation) and as to those two issues, the EIR for the AMG project should not tier and
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rely on the 2010 EIR. (See, EIR, p. 60, first paragraph.) There was no opportunity for public
comment for the 2010 EIR regarding Hazardous Material or Aesthetics, one of CEQA’s
requirements. A city cannot legally just produce an EIR for a General Plan, decide not to include
two topics based on its initial study, and then later use that EIR as a basis for avoiding analyzing
and mitigating impacts as to those two topics.

The city seeks to tier off its 2010 EIR as to air quality and traffic. The EIR misleads the
reader, however, by the statement that “. . . the Housing Element EIR provided CEQA clearance
for new residential projects that are consistent with the Housing Element and EIR, such as the
proposed project.” (EIR, p. 60.) The Housing Element EIR did no such thing. It only allowed, at
most, the city to limit its EIR analysis to Aesthetics and Hazardous Materials since those impacts
were NOT covered in the 2010 EIR. As to these two issues, the city was required to mitigate any
significant impacts to the environment. As to Air Quality and Traffic, the city was still required
to either incorporate the mitigations from the 2010 EIR or analyze and mifigate the mitigations in
the current EIR. PRC §21094 states, in part:

(a) (1) If a prior environmental impact report has been prepared and certified for a
... |general] plan, the lead agency for a later project that meets the requirements
of this section shall examine significant effects of the later project upon the
environment by using a tiered environmental impact report, except that the report
on the later project is not required to examine those effects that the lead agency
determines were either of the following:

(A) Mitigated or avoided pursuant to paragraph (1) of subdivision (a) of Section
21081 as a result of the prior environmental impact report.

(B) Examined at a sufficient level of detail in the prior environmental impact
report to enable those effects to be mitigated or avoided by site-specific revisions,
the imposition of conditions, or by other means in connection with the approval of
the later project.

PRC § 21081(a) (1) states:

Pursuant to the policy stated in Secfions 21002 and 21002.1, no public agency
shall approve or carry out a project for which an environmental impact report has
been certified which identifies one or more significant effects on the environment
that would occur if the project is approved or carried out unless both of the
following occur:

(a) The public agency makes one or more of the following findings with respect to
each significant effect:
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(1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project
which mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment.

(2) Those changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of
another public agency and have been, or can and should be, adopted by that other
agency.,

(3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations,
including considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identitied
in the environmental impact report.

Instead, the city merely copied boilerplate SCAs from the 2010 EIR for the Housing
Element update into the current EIR. To the extent that SCAs are being used as mitigations, they
need to be identified and enforced as such.

Furthermore, the city overlooked the signiticance of the Initial Studies for the 2010 EIR
and the current draft EIR. “Section 21094 states the procedure to be followed for tiered EIRs.
Subdivision (a) provides in pertinent part: Where a prior [EIR] has been prepared and certified
for a program [or] plan, ... the lead agency for a later project that meets the requirements ofithis
section shall examine significant effects ofithe later project upon the environment by using a
tiered [EIR], except that the report on the later project need not examine those effects which the
lead agency determines were... examined at a sufficient level of detail in the prior [EIR]....
Subdivision (¢) provides: ‘For purposes of compliance with this section, an initial study shall be
prepared to assist the lead agency in making the determinations required by this section. The
initial study shall analyze whether the later project may cause significant effects on the

environment that were not examined in the prior [EIR].” (Sierra Club v. County of Sonoma
(1992) 6 Cal.App.4th 1307, 1318-1319.)

In other words, the city first had to analyze in its Initial Study for the AMG project
whether it poses significant impacts on the environment that were not evaluated in the 2010 EIR
(i.e, Hazardous Materials and Traftic). Then, it had to apply the mitigations listed in the 2010
EIR to the AMG project through mitigation measures, changes to the project, or conditions of:
approval as to the topics that allegedly did cover project impacts (i.e., Air Quality and Traftic).
As to Aesthetics and Hazardous Materials, which were NOT covered in the 2010 Housing
Element EIR, and which the Initial Study for the project listed as potentially significant, the EIR
had to analyze those impacts, independent of the 2010 EIR for the Housing Element.

Instead, the AMG EIR mentions a bunch of SCAs for all four topics. These SCAs do
nothing to mitigate the substantial impacts described in the AMG project’s Initial Study and in
many cases, are not even relevant to reducing those impacts.
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B. Aesthetics

The 2010 EIR did not discuss scenic highways and instead referred the reader to the
Initial Study for that EIR, which stated there would need to be an independent CEQA review for
each project near the freeway. The Initial Study for the Housing Element Update also referenced
the many extant general plan policies designed to preserve the highway 580 scenic corridor.
(See, 2010 EIR, pg. 3.1-5, and 2010 Initial Study pp. 26-29.)

The current Initial Study acknowledges that the AMG project will likely have a
substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, substantially damage scenic resources including a
state designated scenic highway, and substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings. It concludes that:

The project site is located immediately adjacent to 1-580, which is a State
designated Scenic Highway from the 1-980/CA-24 interchange in Oakland to the
Oakland/San Leandro border; it is also designated as a Scenic Highway in the
_Scenic Highways Element of the General Plan. 1-580 has won several awards for
landscaping in this section of Oakland and is known for its spectacular views of
the San Francisco Bay, San Francisco, and Oakland. The site is visible from I-
580, and construction of the proposed five-story structure may impact these
publicly-accessible views, The proposed project may result in a potenfially
significant impact to scenic vistas. This topic will be fully analyzed in the EIR.

Development on the project site would result in changes to the visual character
and quality of the site and its surroundings. The proposed building height is taller
than most buildings in the area and the community has raised concerns regarding

* the building height. The proposed project’s potential impacts to visual character
will be analyzed in the EIR. (Initial Study for AMG Project, pp.11-13.)

The proposed project EIR contains photos showing what the scenic vista looks like now
and what it will look like after the project is constructed. Sure enough, the building’s height and
mass is right in the scenic viewshed from the freeway to the hills, There is no other building even
remotely close to the height of this one in that viewshed or anywhere near it. We next expect to
read how this EIR plans to mitigate the impact to the scenic highway designation and the vista
that it is blocking. Instead, the EIR goes off into a ditch by improperly relying on the 2010
Housing Element EIR and stating:

However, the Housing Element Initial Study determined that compliance with
existing General Plan policies, Municipal Code standards, and Standard
Conditions of Approval would ensure that potential impacts to aesthetic resources
would be less than significant. The Initial Study also concluded that impacts to the
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aesthetic resources would be less than significant because each specific
development project would be reviewed individually. No significant aesthetic
impacts were identified and no mitigation measures were required.

In fact, the Initial Study explained that development under the Housing Element would
not damage the scenic highway designation IF the city required “Compliance with the LUTE
policies, OSCAR Element policies, and Scenic Highway Element policies, and Chapter 15.52 of
the Municipal Code [which] would reduce scenic view and vista impacts to less than
significant.” The Initial Study set forth the exact requirements for avoiding damage to the vistas,
one of which was to not build in the viewshed to begin with. (The 2010 EIR did not analyze
aesthetics, based on the Initial Study findings (2010 EIR, p. S-6.).)

The 2010 Inifial Study goes on to specifically discuss the scenic highway designation and
adds that there needs to be CEQA review of each development. It mentions two specific general
plan policies in the general plan that are directed at the 580 freeway. They provide that visual
intrusions within the scenic corridor should be removed, converted, buffered, or screened from
the motorist’s view, Also, “New construction within the scenic corridor should demonstrate
architectural merit and a harmonious relationship with the surrounding landscape.” (See, 2010
Initial Study, pp. 26-29.)

Instead of informing the decision makers and public about the very important policies
that are listed in the Housing Element Initial Study, on pages 86-89, the EIR drowns the reader
under a ton of irrelevant policies including items such as reducing the costs of development, the
development of parking, street tree selection, design of street signs, and public art requirements.
Then, instead of proposing mitigations for a project that is obviously in the viewshed where it
does not belong, the EIR recommends standard conditions of approval for landscaping without
any requirement that the landscaping even buffer the motorists” view of the building.

There 1s no discussion in the EIR regarding the project’s inconsistency with the
controlling policies listed in the Housing Element [nifial Study. Instead, the EIR ridiculously
concludes that it does not matter whether the project blocks views to the hillsides because people
all drive so fast on the freeway, nobody will notice the intrusion into the viewshed anyway. (EIR,
p. 96-97.)

Further on page 97, there is a claim by the planner, based on a hearsay discussion with a
CalTrans employee, that the freeway would not receive the scenic highway designation today, if
the city applied for it. The implication appears to be speculative that the designation has
somehow gone away, so why bother following the General Plan policies to preserve it?! This
statement in the EIR does not conform with CEQA’s requirement for accuracy. “Argument,
speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence that is clearly inaccurate or-
erroneous, or evidence that is not credible, shall not constitute substantial evidence. Substantial
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evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion
support{ed] by facts.”" (Guidelines, § 15064, subd. (f) (5).)

When the project was considered previously in 2008, the community submitted to the city
a great deal of information about the scenic highway designation, including a letter from the
CalTrans Scenic Highway Coordinator, Mr. Walker. In 2007, he commented on the status of the
Highway 580 scenic designation and warned that while this project, alone, would not cost the
city this important designation, it was a nail in the coftin, given its height and mass. He
explained that the designation was “fragile” given the circumstances of Oakland’s lack of
protection for it.

Also submitted were documents demonstrating Oakland’s historical commitment to
preserving the scenic highway designation and the city’s reasons. Today, the reasons for
preserving the viewshed and the scenic highway designation include the state prohibitions
against heavy trucks on 580, prohibitions against overhead utilities without a CPUC exception,
and prohibitions against all outdoor advertising visible from the freeway. There is also a
CalTrans website that describes why cities value the designation. The documents included a
history of the 580 designation, including how h benefited the city. The designation is still intact -
today and there is no documentation or reason to believe or even suspect that CalTrans is about
to remove it. Nor is there any reason stated in the EIR to think that the city would not tight de-
designating the freeway.

The EIR preparer should have reviewed the prior document submission. (These
documents are being re-submitted to the city by the community.) Further, if the planner believed
that the designation had been removed or was about to be removed, then the EIR should have
discussed the environmental impacts to aesthetics from its removal, including the potential for
heavy trucks returning to 580, overhead utilities, and proliferation of billboards.

C. Hazardous Materials

This topic also was not covered in the 2010 EIR because the Initial Study found that the
SCAs would reduce the above list of impacts to below a level of signiticance. (2010 EIR, p. S-6.)
On page 113-114 of the Initial Study for the 2010 Housing Element Update, the author said that
the presence of a site on the Cortese List does not preclude development, but does require
adequate CEQA review to make sure that the hazardous materials do not present a danger to the
public. Also, there is a discussion about the importance of obtaining Phase II evaluations when
there is evidence after Phase I that hazardous waste may exist at the site.

The Initial Study for the AMG project concluded that the proposed project presented a
significant hazard to the public or the environment due to disposal of hazardous materials,
emitting hazardous emissions or acutely hazardous materials, and was located on the Cortese List
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of hazardous waste sites. As to the leaking underground gas tanks, the Initial Study concluded:
“The project site was previously used by PG&E as a service yard and for an auto repair shop; as
a result, it is included on the

California Environmental Protection Agency’s list of leaking underground storage

tank sites. An analysis of potential hazard and hazardous materials impacts and

relevant mitigation measures will be included in the EIR.” (Initial Study for AMG project, pp.
34-36.)

The EIR incorporates SCAs from the 2010 Housing Element Initial Study, but
overlooked the Initial Study’s comment about the need for analysis on a “project-by-project
basis.” Just listing a bit of history about the site is not sufficient for that analysis. It also
overlooked the discussion in the 2010 Initial Study about obtaining Phase II results when
analyzing the proper way to remedy the hazardous waste site.

In her letter, Dr. Pless, an environmental expert, emphasized the need for the city to
obtain Phase II results and for the EIR to discuss those results. The EIR should also provide a
mitigation plan before the tinal EIR is certified. Instead, the EIR defers the analysis of where the
gas is leaking from, what contaminants still remain on the site, and the clean—up mitigations to a
future, unknown date,

It is improper for the EIR to defer to another agency or someone in the future to figure
out where the leaking tanks are located and what should be done about the hazardous plume that
they are creating below the project site. Many of the SCAs are nothing more than promises that a
city employee or another agency will look at something before the project is built out. None of
these efforts to get around the informational requirements can legally succeed. In Sundstrom v.
County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal. App.3d 296, the First Distrlct Court of Appeal rejected
putting off CEQA review to another day:

By deferring environmental assessment to a future date, the conditions run
counter to that policy of CEQA which requires environmental review at the
earliest feasible stage in the planning process. . .[T]he Supreme Court approved
the principle that the environmental impact should be assessed as early as possible
in government planning. Environmental problems should be considered at a point
in the planning process where genuine flexibility remains. A study conducted
after approval of a project will inevitably have a diminished influence on decision
making. Even if the study is subject to administrative approval, it is analogous to
the sort of post hoc rationalization of agency actions that has been repeatedly
condemned in decisions construing CEQA. [Cites.]

(Id atp.307.)
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Similarly, CEQA does not allow deferral of analysis and mitigation, even when the city is
relying on a prior General Plan EIR. “[Tjiering is not a device for deferring the identification of
significant environmental impacts. . . While it might be argued that not building a portion of the
project is the ultimate mitigation, it must be borne in mind that the EIR must address the project
and assumes the project will be buih. (Vineyard 40 Cal.4th 412, 429.) “Tiering.does not excuse
the lead agency from adequately analyzing reasonably foreseeable significant environmental
impacts of the project and does not justify deferring such analysis to a later tier EIR or negative
declaration.” {Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15152, subd. (b).)

Dr. Pless provided examples of EIRs where cities obtained sufficient information,
following Phase II, so that the decision makers could decide whether to grant permits after the
EIRs informed them as to the exact nature of the hazardous waste and a plan for remedying it.
The EIR for the proposed project does not even indicate whether the site can be adequately
cleaned or whether it can be cleaned to residential standards. These are important considerations
for the decision makers before they grant permits for the project.

The EIR also does not discuss the feasibility of using conditions of approval for this
project given: 1. The developer’s and former owners’ long history of non-compliance with
governmental agencies legally charged with testing and cleaning the site of hazardous material;
and 2. The problem with the ownership status of the property. The community has previously
submitted volumes of records from agencies attempting to get cooperation from the prior owners
and their developer without success, They are now resubmitting those documents with a copy of
the recent lawsuit in which there is a request of the court to set aside the current deeds, which
now have AMG as the owner of the property. If that occurs, there is no reason to believe that the
former owners will agree, or follow, any of these proposed SCAs. There is no reason to think
AMG will follow them either, given the number of years that there has been no compliance.

D. Air Quality
The 2010 EIR for the Housing Element did analyze Air Quality and concluded:

While not legally required by CEQA, the DEIR, in each relevant chapter,
also addresses significant unavoidable impacts at the project-level; that is, impacts
which might result from specific housing development projects, such as:

Transportation: identified roadway segments impacts, previously identified
impacted intersections, at-grade railroad crossings impacts, and identified State
Highway impacts; and .

Air Quality: gaseous Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) and odor impacts.
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Although certain future housing projects would be required to perform additional
studies and must follow the feasible recommendations resulting from such
studies, no further CEQA review would be required for above identified project-
level impacts, as such impacts have already been identified as significant [and]
unavoidable.

Despite the finding in the 2010 of significant and unavoidable air quality impacts for
housing development between 2007 and 2014, the city chose to obtain a project level EIR
analysis of air quality impacts. The construction impacts on air quality fall within CEQA.
However, the placement of seniors, who are sensitive receptors, next to the freeway and two
major arterials (i.e., next to the air pollution from gasoline emissions) does not legally fall within
CEQA, according to current case law. Regardless, the EIR’s analysis of air quality 1s chock full
of errors, according to the analysis of its data by Dr. Pless. In her letter, she painstakingly goes
through the data and the modeling that was performed, demonstrating those errors.

A major public controversy regarding the proposed project has consistently been the
callousness of placing seniors next to three major sources of air pollution from the 580 freeway
on one side of the triangular shaped project site, and next to High St. and MacArthur Blvd. on
the other two sides. All three of these roadways carry very high levels of traffic. The project
proponent has responded with an equally callous suggestion that he will install filtration devices
and air conditioning units. Thus, the solution has been to hermetically seal the seniors inside the
building, since the minute they open any windows, they will be exposed to admittedly high
levels of air pollutants.

Dr. Ankunding, an anesthesiologist, and citizens with experience caring for elderly
people wrote comment letters, during the last review of this project, explaining that seniors are
much more sensitive and at risk for pneumonia and other ailments if placed in an environment
with excessive air pollution. Many citizens excoriated the city for even considering placing
seniors within 65 feet of the freeway. The community is again submitting these same documents
in response to the project EIR. '

The EIR attempted to downplay the significance of the air quality impacts on the senior
tenants. The EIR cannot manipulate the data for the purpose of “selling” the decision makers on
the project. Having done so, it has put the entire EIR in question as to its validity. Under very
similar circumstances, the First District Court of Appeal soundly rejected such tactics in another
air quality case;

Much information of vital interest to the decision makers and to the public
pertaining to toxic air contamination was simply omitted. In other instances, the
information provided was either incomplete or misleading
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... These violations of CEQA consfitute an abuse of discrefion. The Port must
meaningfully attempt to quantify the amount of mobile-source emissions that
would be emitted from normal operations conducted as part of the ADP, and
whether these emissions will result in any significant health impacts. If so, the
EIR must discuss what mitigation measures are necessary to ensure the project's
conformance with all applicable laws, ordinances, standards, and regulations
related to public health protection.

(Berkeley KeepJets Over The Bay Comm. v. Board of Port Comrs. (2001) 91 Cal. App.4th 1344,
1371.) '

E. Traffic

The 2010 EIR for the Housing Element Update considered traffic impacts from generally
increasing housing in Oakland from 2007 to 2014. However, it did not address project-specific
traffic impacts. The EIR for the proposed project has failed to discuss the environmental impacts -
that were raised by Traffic Engineer Brohard and residents during prior consideration of the
proposed project in 2008. The community is resubmitting those documents,

For example, the EIR failed to consider the Initial Study item: Will the project
substantially increase traffic hazards due to motor vehicles, bicycles, or pedestrians due to a
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)? The LOS of F for the intersection of High and MacArthur is indicative that it carries
a great deal of traffic. Traffic Engineer Brohard explained that since the seniors would generally
not have cars, they would need to cross this major intersection to access groceries and other
necessities. The signal lights needed to be timed to allow seniors with walking assists to get
across the very wide crosswalks safely and without causing traffic accidents from changing
lights preceding their safely making their way through the crosswalks.

The mifigation proposed by the developer was that there would be a shuttle service, paid
for by the developer, to shuttle the seniors safely across the street and to shopping. The issue
then betame how many times a day the shuttle would run — the community sought four times a
day and the planner would only recommend two times per day. In the current EIR, there is no
discussion of the shuttle or the safety issue. Instead, it contains Qakland’s standard boilerplate
provision for a traffic design management plan that considers topics, completely unrelated to
seniors such as a bicycle management plan to reduce daily traffic congestion, valet parking
services to avoid over-crowding the parking lot, etc.

Another problem discussed in 2008 was that the traffic study contained misinformation
regarding the usefulness of a turn-in-one-direction, only sign. These signs had been tried in the
Laurel District and failed. Further, there was misinformation in the traffic study, which assumed
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people would turn out of the proposed project and head towards Mills College, when in fact, they
head the other direction towards the freeway or the Laurel District. Similarly, there was mistaken
information about the route used by drivers to divert around crowded 580 when the traffic backs

up.’3 All of these errors were brought to the city’s attention in correspondence by the community
and the documents will be resubmitted. The EIR failed to address any of these traffic issues.

III. THE PROJECT DESCRIPTION IS INADEQUATE AND MISLEADING.

A. The EIR Project Description Does not Match Either the Original Project
Application or the Initial Study

From the very first page, the EIR contradicts the Initial Study project description witha
brand new description. We are told that the project “would include construction of a five-story
building containing 115 market-rate and affordable, one-bedroom, senior apartments . . .”
Conspicuously absent is any breakdown as to how many of the units will be reserved for
affordable housing and how many for market-rate housing. This vague description continues
throughout the EIR. For example, on page 7, we are told that the project seeks to provide four
“key elements,” one of which is providing market-rate and affordable senior housing, again with
no breakdown of the number of units. On pages 61-62, and 244, we are again informed that the
project objectives include providing market-rate and affordable senior housing.

The original, identical project specifically offered 115 units of affordable senior housing
while the current project application specifies that the project is for 110 units of housing with a
rental amount in the “range from 525 - 750.” (It appears that this is the rental cost rather than the
square footage, since page 7 lists the square foot as “approximately 540 square feet. See, page 2
of the document entitled “Request for Environmental Review” attached to the current project
application.)

The zoning analysis would be very different for senior market-rate housing than for
senior affordable housing. As best explained by Planner Merkamp in 2008, the state requires
cities to provide affordable housing and therefore, cities tend to relax the zoning code
requirements to accommodate it:

Finally, the project will develop 115 units of affordable senior housing. The State
of California has enacted tough measures to essentially force jurisdictions to grant
waivers to zoning standards for projects that provide affordable housing. . . The

General Plan identifies the provision of such housing as a critical goal to fulfill on

" The traffic discussion about the traffic congestion on 580 belies the EIR claim that people drive too fast to notice
the proposed project, blocking the view to the hills and jeopardizing the scenic highway designation.
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a local and regional basis and staff believes such benefits help justify a relaxation
of the above zoning standards. (Staff report, February 20, 2008.)

B. If the Project is Primarily Market-Rate, the Initial Study Overlooked
Conflicts with Zoning

The Initial Study stated that there was a less than significant impact from conflicts
between the proposed project and the zoning or land use policies. (Appendices, pp. 44-47.) One
of the bases for that conclusion was that “The Land Use Element encourages the construction of
affordable senjor housing to meet a critical need in both the City of Qakland and the region for
providing affordable residences for senior citizens.” The Initial Study cited to several policies
encouraging increased housing development generally. However, there is no discussion in the
Initial Study or the EIR of the conflict between the zoning limitations for the project site and the
need for variances to get around height.and density restrictions. If the project is market-rate, then
the variances not only conflict with existing land use policy and zoning, but also present the
potential for setting a precedence such that other property developers of market rate housing can
also obtain similar variances. '

The problem started with an inadequate project description in the EIR, the Initial Study,
or both. The project description must be accurate, stable and consistent throughout the EIR
process. “An accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine quo non of an informative
and legally sufficient EIR.” (County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal. App.3d 185,
193; Christward Ministry v. County of San Diego (1993) 13 Cal.App.4th 31, 45, CEQA
Guidelines § 15124 (d).) '

IV. THE LEAD AGENCY MUST RECIRCULATE THE DEIR

Dr. Pless correctly stated in her comment letter that after the errors are corrected and the
EIR provides mitigation measures, the lead agency must recirculate and re-notice the DEIR.
Public Resources Code §21092.1 provides:

When significant new information is added to an environmental impact report
after notice has been given pursuant to Section 21092 and.consultation has
occurred pursuant to Sections 21104 and 21153, but prior to certification, the
public agency shall give notice again pursuant to Section 21092, and consult
again pursuant to Secfions 21104 and 21153 before certifying the environmental

impact report.

This code section applies when there is significant new informafion that is developed
during the period of time after the DEIR is released and before certification of a final EIR.
(Laurel Heights Improvement Assocation of San Francisco v. Regents of the University of
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California (1993) 6 Cal.3d 1112, 1130.) Recirculation is required because the public needs an
opportunity to vet the new information and to comment on it. The decision makers need an
opportunity to consider those comments.

For example, if the lead agency simply includes in the tinal EIR the hazardous testing
results and corrections for the interpretation errors, discovered by Dr. Pless,there would be no
opportunity for the public to vet and comment on the testing results and offered corrections
before the planning commission certified the EIR. The public would also be precluded from
vetting and commenting on any mitigations resulting from the Phase II testing. That process
would violate the very informational purpose of CEQA. (/bid. at p. 1129-1130.)

V. THE EIR VIOLATES CEQA

The "heart” of CEQA is the provision requiring preparation of an environmental impact
report (EIR). (No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal. 3d 68, 84.) The objective of the
EIR 1s to compel government at all levels to make decisions with environmental consequences in
mind. (Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Com. (1975) 13 Cal.3d 263, 283.) The EIR has been
described as "an environmental 'alarm bell' whose purpose it is to alert the public and its
responsible ofticials to environmental changes before they have reached ecological points of no
return.” (County of Inyo v. Yorty (1973) 32 Cal.App.3d 795, 810.) It is an abuse of discretion for
a city to grant a permit for a proposed project when the environmental impacts have not been
analyzed in an EIR.

A prejudicial abuse of discretion occurs "if the failure to include relevant information [in
the EIR] precludes informed decisionmaking and informed public participation, thereby
thwarting the statutory goals of the EIR process." (San Joaguin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v.
County of Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal.App.4th 713, 722.

The resort to irrelevant and inapplicable SCAs, the misleading analysis of air quality
data, the failure to apply the mitigations necessary to protect the scenic highway viewshed, and
the erroneous project description individually, and together, preclude informed decisionmaking.
The EIR should be redrafted and recirculated with an adequate comment period.

Thank you for considering our comments.
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cc: Clients

Very truly yours,

Sy 7 héé

Leila H. Moncharsh, J.D., M.U.P.
Veneruso & Moncharsh
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BRIAN H. SONG, ESQ. #188662
BRIANSONG@LAWYERSONG.COM
LAW OFFICE OF BRIAN H. SONG
2700 AUGUSTINE DRIVE, SUITE 198
SANTA CLARA, CA 95054

TEL: (408)748-3308;

FAX: (408)748-3309

FILED

ALAMEDA COUNT

AUG 2 1 2012
File No. 1101 CLERK OF FTHE SUPERIOR ¢
Attorney for Young'S. Hahn, Edward Kang, Won S. Hahn, L bpplont

James Kang, and Sang Duk Hahn

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALlFORIjllA
ALAMEDA COUNTY, UNLIMITED JURISDICTION

YOUNG S. HAHN, EDWARD KANG, WON
S. HAHN, IAMES KANG, and SANG DUK
HAHN,

RG12644534

COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES FOR
BREACH OF FIDUCIARY DUTY,
EMBEZZLEMENT, BREACH OF WRITTEN
CONTRACT, CANGELLATIONOF
INSTRUMENT DISSOLUTION OF
PARTNERSHIP; ACCOUNTING;
PARTITION OF REAL PROPERTY (CCP
§§872.210, 872.230); AND COMMON
COUNT

CASE NO.:

Plaintiffs
VS,

ALEX K. HAHN, an individual; CHARLES
HAHN, an individual; JUNG HYUN CHO, an
individual; HAHN DEVELOPMENT LLC, a
California limited liability company, AMG &
ASSOCIATES LLC, a California limited
liability company, and DOES 1- 20 and all
persons unknown claiming any interest in the
property, inclusive,

Defendants
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Plaintiffs allege:

ALLEGATIONS COMMON TO ALL CAUSES OF ACTION

1. The real properties that are t
sought (hereinafter collectively, the “Real Pr
and 'High Street, Oakland CA 94619 and

Complaint. Assignment of this action to unl

he subject of this action and on which partition ig
operty”) are located at 4311 -4317 MacArthur Blvd,
more particulafly described m Exhibit 1 to thig

mited jurisdiction is proper because Plaintiffs seek,

reliefs including damages in excess of $25,000 on its claims. The subjeét Real Property is

located in Alameda County, with the APNs
1227, and 030-1982-123 (“Plot 123”), and

Therefore, venue in Alameda County, Califo

of 030-1982-121 (“Plot 1217), 030-1982-122 (“Plo
majority of all parties reside in Alameda County.

mia is proper. !

2. Plaintiffsj Young S. Hahn (“YS Hahn”), Won S. Hahn (“W§ Hahn™), Sang Duk

Hahn (“SD Hahn), James Kang (“JA Kan

time herein mentioned were, competent adult

o} and Edward Kang (“ED Kang”) are, and at all

s residing either in Alameda or Santa Clara County.

3. Defendant Hahn Development LLC (“HDL”} is, and at all timfés mentioned herein

was, a Califoria limited liability company,
M, Oakland, CA 94612.
4. Defendants Alex K. Hahn (“Al

whose registered address is 80 Grand Avenue, Suite

K. Hahn”), Jung Hyun Cho (“JH_: Cho”), and Charles

Hahn (“CH Hahn™) are, and at all time herein mentioned were, competent adults residing in

Alameda County.

5. On February 27, 2004, HDL,

AK Hahn, YS Hahn, WS Hahlg, ED Kang, and CH

Hahn formed Hahn & Kang Equity I, L.P. (“HKLP”) by filing the Certificate of Limited

Partnership, LP-1, with the Secretary of Sta

te and by entering into the Hahn & Kang Equity I,

L.P. Limited Partnership Agreement. Shortly thereafter, in June, 2004, thelLimited Partnership

Agreement was amended to add SD Hahn, JA Kang, and JH Cho as additio;nal limited partners,

The true and correct copy of the amended partnership agreement (the “Partnership Agreement”)

is attached hereto as Exhibit 1 and made part

herein.

of and incorporated by reference as if set forth fully
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6. Pursuant to the Partnership Agreement, HDL was named as the general partner oi
HKLP, having the management power of the affairs of HKLP subject to cértain conditions and
exceptions. In fact, HDL served as the general partner of HKLP from tﬁe time of the initiall
formation and at all times herein mentioned, unless otherwise explicidy state)ld.

7. A'll the other parties, both Plaintiffs and Defendants,‘ wereé limited partners of]
HKLP. They contribut.ed their holdings in the subject Real Property and: cash,- even after the
formation was completed. Thus, as of September 1 2007, the limited partnhers held proportional
partnership interests in HKLP as follows: Defendant AK Hahn, 9.62%;.: Plaintiff YS Hahn,
8.91%; Plaintiff WS Hahﬁ, 9.23%; Plaintiff SD Hahn, 11.86%; Plaintiff- JA Kang, 9.04%;
Defendant JH Cho, 8.70%; Plaintiff ED |Kang, 24.84%; and Defendant CH Hahn, 2.81%,
General partner, HDL held {5%. «

8. HKLP was formed io develop the subject Real Property. T;he principal place oi
business of HKLP was Qakland, Alameda County. HKLP formulated ai number of plans to|
develop the vacant lot, that is, the subject Real Property actively throij;gh 2007; hovvever,I
following the passing of Mr. Allan Hahn, the late son of AK Hahn, HKLP has been inactive,
saddled with failed development plans and missed opportunities, mismaelagement, hazardous

substances on and under the subject Real Property.

9. HDL truthfully disclosed and updated the financial affairs 01:;“ HKLP. Since earty
2007, HDL stopped altogether to update and report to Plaintiffs in regard t'jo the changes in anyj]
proportional ownership, despite the fact that Plaintiffs contributed additionai funds. Furthermore]
Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereon allege that even before it“stopped any reports]

Defendants had been embezzling funds belonging to HKLP in at least two ways, causing HKLP,

. A
to fail to properly adjust the capital accounts of each limited partner. AS such, Plaintiffs are
ignorant of the true partnership interests that each own as of the time of this complaint and
Plaintiffs will amend the actual pro rata ownership percentage following a full accounting of the

funds of HKLP that Defendant HDL and AK Hahn misused.
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10.  Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereon allege that f)efendants HDL and
AK Hahn had embezzled HKLP’s income for personal use. Plaintiffs base this allegation on the
following fact: HKLP rented a small portion ofi the subject Real Property to a third party, who
used the plot to erect a roadside sign at all times since the formation of HKLP. When Plaintiffs
did not receive any financial statements and information from Defendants, HDL and AK Hahn
since 2007, Plaintiffs repeatedly requested bank account statements and ﬁna:pcial data and finally
received a limited amount of bank statements and other financial data only 1n August, 2009.

1. Plaintiff ED Kang then reviewed the data and found that HKLP did not even have
a separate bank account since 2007 and the accounting of HDL's income.s‘howed several items
of substantial amounts of funds were missing. Plaintiff ED Kang made this ;iiscovery in or about
August, 2009.

12.  Shortly thereafter, Defendant CH Hahn also admitted that Defendant AK Hahn
“owes” monies to HKLP, though CH Hahn disputed that the amount was more than $50,000,
Plaintiffiis informed and believes and thereon alleges that the actual amount that Defendant AK|
Hahn owes to HKLP is in excess ofi $188,300. Plaintiffs base this allegat.;ion on the following
aiscovery after having reviewed the copies ofi bank statements and some ﬁnancial information|
given from HDL: funds of $61,600 transferred to AK Hahn as “loans™; missing rental receipts
from the third party advertiser in the amount of $31,200 (8650 per mointh for 48 months}]
missing funds of $60,500 borrowed from a third party without any records ojﬁexpenditures; and 4
check cashed in the amount ofi$35,000 from HKLP’s bank account to AK Hahn. The foregoing
discoveries were made in or about September, 2009. {l

13.  HDL failed to cause HKLP to pay the property tax tiime and again; thug
repeatedly,costing late penalties for unpaid taxes and risking tax sales. Pl"aintiffs are informed
and believes and thereon allege that the property tax bills for the Plot 121 w:er_e either paid late o
unpaid for 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009, and 2010, that the property tax bills for the Plot 122
were either paid late or unpaid for 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, and 2011, and that the

property tax bills for the Plot 123 were either paid late or unpaid for 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009
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2010, and 2011. The late payments and non payment resulted in recording 01; tax lien)
culminating to the State of California’s filing of Notice of State 'Fax Lien, in the amount of
$2,058.22 recorded on November 5, 2008 (instrument number 2008323563) and the State’s
filings of two Notices of Power to Sell Tax-Defaulted Property both filed on August 21, 2009 in
the amounts of $33,838.82 and $56,233.70.

14.  Furthennore, HDL knowingly repeatedly failed to address the issue of thé
presence of toxic and harardous substances found on the subject Real Property, failing to cause
HKLP to develop and execute a plan to abate the problem or at least work .with the government
agencies to address the problem, even when HDL repeatedly received notices from government
agencies. Thus, the City of Oakland repatedly filed abatement actions :against HDL and/ox
HKLP, resulting in multiple recordings of priority liens and special assess%qents against and on

the subject Real Property. :

15. As a result, on December 21, 2005, a Priority Lien and Special Assessment in the
amount of $6, 005 plus interest was recorded (the instrument number of 2005542294) on July 9,
2007, a another special lien and special assessment in the amount of $30 458.40 plus interest
(instrument number of 2007252003); on July 12, 2007, in the amount of $19,755.2O plus interest
(2007257595); on ISeptember 2, 2008, in the amount of $2,902 plus intereét (2008266376); and
on January 20, 2009, in the amount of $2,597.00 plus interest (200901 9377).

16.  Furthermore, Plaintiffs are informed and believe and theréon allege that HDL
caused HKLP to execute two trust deeds apparently securing two loans from AMG & Associates,
LLC, a third party, in the amounts of $65,000 and $200,000 on or about June 2, 2006 and on of
about March 1, 2010, respectively (the “AMG Trust Deeds”). Plaintiff$ base the foregoing]
allegation on the recorded instrument‘s of 2006247707 and 2010107461, res;j)ectively.

17. However, Plaintiffs have been unable to determine where FiKLP used and spent
the loans from AMG, reviewing the financial documents and bank stateiments that Plaintiffs
obtained in 2009. Defendants AK Hahn and HDL have not yet come forth \gvith any explanationg

as to where the funds were used for, : :
S
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18. Fed up with years’ mismanagement, no explanations as to the suspicious
transactions and disappeared monies, and also facing multitude of problems coupled' with no
apparent action plans by HDL and AK Hahn, on March 23, 2012, Plaintiff iconsented to remove;
HDL and AK Hahn from the office of general partner of HKLP satisfyinlg the required votes
among the limited partners. On March 28, 2012, Plaintiff further consent:;d to aﬁpoint TriBay
Mortgage Group, a California coiporation to the then-vacated office of general parmer' of HKLP.

19.  Plaintiffs then promptly notified HDL and HKLP of the said removal and
appointment, and further requested HDL and HKLP to execute and deliver the necessary
instruments (California Secretary of State Forms LP-2 and LP-101) so j;hat Plaintiffs would
respond to the multitude of problems on behalf of HKLP.

20.  However, HDL and HKLP refused .to acknowledg;a the removal and insisted on
staying in the office of general partner, refusing to execute and deliver LP-2 and LP-101. Faced
with the stiff refusal and the practical difficulties, Plaintiffs then retrac‘ted the resolution to
appoint Tri-Bay Mortgage Group to the office of general partner; instead, Plaintiffs resolved to
treat the consent to remove HDL and HKLP from the office of general part!ner as one to dissolve

HKLP.
FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION

Breach of Fiduciary Duty

{(Against HDL and AK Hahn)
21.  Plaintiffs re-allege énd re-incorporate the allegations in Pai;agraph i through 20

by reference as if set forth herein below. ‘
22. HDL is, and was at all times herein mentioned, the general Igarmer of HKLP. AK]
Hahn is the sole managing member of HDL, which was an alter ego of AK Hahn, erasing any
distinction between HDL and AK Hahn by his own conducts. Thus, HDLEEand AK Hahn jointly]
and severally owed the fiduciary duties to Plaintiffs and HKLP.

23.  Plaintiffs are, and were at all times herein mentioned, limited partners of HKLP.

1
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24.  HDL owed fiduciary duty to Plaintiffs and HKLP to manage the affairs ofi HKLP

and its properties, ihcluding the subject Real Property in the best interests of Plaintiffs and HKLP

25, HDL breached the fiduciary duty by the reason of the aforémentioned wrongful

conducits.

26.  As a proximate result of HDL’s breach, Plaintiffs suffered '"éeneral damages not

less than $1,000,000 to be proven at trial

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION

Embezzlement

(Against HDL and AK Hahn)
27. Plaintiffs rc-allege and re-incorporate the allegations in Parag.raph 1 through 20
by reference as if set forth herein below.
28. HDL and AK Hahn misappropriated and embezzled funds bfgelonging té HKLP in
the amount not less than $188,640 to be proven at trial. .

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION

Breach of Written Contract

(Against HDL and AK Hahn)

29.  Plaintiffs re-allegé and re-incorporate the allegations in Paragraph 1 through 20

by reference as if set forth herein below. '
530. Plaintiffs performed all ofitheir duties and obligations proviflied in the Partnership
Agreement except those that are excused or prevented from performance bx Defendants.

-

31.  Asa proximate result of Defendants breaches, Plaintiffs suff:éred damages not less

than $1:000,000, an amount to be proven at trial.

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION

Cancellation of Instrument \

(Against AMG & Associates, LLC and HDL)
32.  Plaintiffs re-allege and re-incorporate the allegations in Paragraph 1 though 19 by,

reference as if set forth herein below.
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33.  The Partnership Agreement prohibited HDL and AK Hahn' from hypothecating

the assets of HKLP to secure loans, unless first approved by the limited ‘partners holding thel

majority interests among the limited partners. Plaintiffs holding more than sixty percent of the

interests of the limited partners never received any request from either HDL, or AK Hahn for the’

execution and issuance of As such, HDL and AK Hahn did not have the quthorities to executg
and deliver the AMG Trust Deeds. ‘

34.  Under the terms of the AMG Trust Deeds, AMG may for(;e foreclosure of thg
subject Real Property upon the occurrence of certain events beyond the cont:rol of Plaintiffs; thug
if left standing, the AMG Trust Deeds will cause serious injury to Plaintiffs.i

35.  The AMG Trust Deeds are valid on its face. ‘

36,  The AMG Trust Deeds are void as they were executed and cielivered by one who
had no such authorities. Furthermore, Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereon allege that
AMG has not actually loaned the monies to HKLP. Plaintiffs base the for;:going beliefs on the
fact that Plaintiffs have not seen any traces or evidences of 'the‘ loan deposited into HKLP’s bank
accounts or reflected onto the financial statements of HKLP.

37. By this Complaint, Plaintiffs notify AMG of Plaintiffs inten;t to cancel the AMG

Trust Deeds and offer to restore everything of value Plaintiff received, if anything.

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION

Dissolution of Partnership ¢

(Against HDL and AK Hahn)
38.  Plaintiffs re-allege and re-incorporate the allegﬁtions in Paragraph | through 20
by reference as if set forth herein below. '
39.  Plaintiffs have performed all conditions, covenants, and prc}mises required to be
performed by them in accordance with the terms and conditions of the j\mended Partnership
Agreement, except to the extent that the performance was excused.

40.  Because of Defendants HDL’s and AK Hahn’s wrongful conduct, as alleged

above, Plaintiffs seek the immediate and total dissolution of HKLP between Plaintiffs and

=
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Defendants effective as of March 23, 2012. Furthermore, Plaintiffs are entiiled to dissolution of]
HKLP by court decree pursuant to Subdivisions (A) and (C) of Corpo:r'ation Code Section
16801(5). | | o

41, Plaintiffs are also entitled to dissolution of f—lKLP pursuant:to the provisions of
the Amended Partnership Agreement, i.e., Plaintiffs’ written consent to remove ‘HDL from the

office of general partner,'because it effectively dissolved HKI.P when HDL refused to consent

and when Partnership rescinded the appointment of Tri-Bay Mortgage to :the office of general,

partner.
SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION
Accounting
(Against HDL and AK Hahn) b
42.  Plaintiffs re-allege and re-incorporate the allegations in Par:agraph | through 20,
and 39 through 41

43.  Defendants HDL and AK Hahn are in possession of the partniership books, assets)
and accounts. The amount of partnership assets and liabilities is unknown to Plaintiffs and
cannot be ascertained without ‘an accounting of profits and losses that occurred .during th'e
operation of the partnersﬁip business. . ',
44.  Plaintiff has demanded an accounting, but HDL and AK Hahn have failed and

refused, and continue to refuse to settle accounts and divide partnership assets Plaintiffs.

SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION

Partition
(Against HDL, AK Hahn, CH Hahn, and JH Cho) -
45.  Plaintiffs re-allege and re-incorporate the allegations in Pa;‘aéraph I though 44 by,
reference as if set forth herein below. | ,

46.  Following Plaintiffs’ vote on the March 23, 2012, HKLP was effectively

dissolved and Plaintiffs and Defendants are co-owners of the subject Real Property. As such|
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‘that makes ownership of such interest uncertain, as alleged in this complaint:

Plaintiffs and Defendants HDL, AK Hahn, CH Hahn, and JH Cho own an .undivided 63.88 and
36.12 percent interest, respectively, asjoint tenants in the fee title to the subject Real Property.

47.  Plaintiff does not know the true names of: persons who have;or claim interests in
the subject Real Property on which partition is sought, and whose interests are described as
follows. Such persons are named in following paragraph as defendants “all persons unknown
claiming any interest in the property,” or on discovery will be named m this complaint by
amending and served under previous paragraph as a fictitious “Doe”™ defendant.

48.  Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereon allege that there are persong
unknown who have or claim interests in the Property on which partition is sought. Plaintiffs join
such persons as defendants “all persons unknown claiming any interest in the property,” whoj
shall be served by publication. Such defendants include persons who have o:r claim an interest in

the property by reason of transfer of a particular interest or contingency or otherwise in a manner

49.  Plaintiffs are informed and believes and thereon allege that the interests of record
or actually known to Plaintif.fs that other.persons have, or claim, in the subject Real Property that
Plaintiff reasonably believe will be materially affected by this partition action are the interests of
Defendants HDL, AK Hahn, CH Hahn, and JH Cho.

50.  The estate on which partition is sought is the estate constituting the fee title to the
subject Real Property described in Paragraph |. r

EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION

Common Count

(Against HDL and AK Hahn)
31.  Plaintiffs re-allege and re-incorporate the allegations in Paragraph | though 50 by
reference as if set forth herein below.
52. By means of the various wrongful transactions herein"_'abov?e referred to,
Defendants became indebted to Plaintiffs in an amount ascertainable from the books and

accounts of HKLP, which sums remain unpaid in an amount according to proof, but at least the

-10-
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sum of $188,640, with interest, for money and other consideration had and received by

Defendants, but that was intended for the use and benefit of Plaintiffs. ’

53.  The sums alleged herein above remain due and owing to Plaintiffs, although|
demand for payment of the sums has been made, and there remains now. due and owing and
unpaid from Defendants, a substantial amount, which exceeds the sum of $188,640, the total
amount to be proved at trial.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray for the following reliefs:
PRAYER FOR RELIEF '

1. A judgment partitioning by division the fee in the subject Rez;ﬂ Property described

in Paragraphs |, Exhibit 1;

2. A judgment against Defendants and their respective successors in interest for thei
respective shares of sums reasonably spent by Plaintiffs in maintaining;" and .preserving the
subject Real Property in an amount according to proof, with interest at the legal rate from the
date of each expenditure which judgment shall be secured by an equitable iien on the respectivel
interests of Defendants HDL, AK Hahn, CH Hahn and JH Ch¢ and their reslpectivy SucCessors in
interest in the subject Real Property or salé proceeds; *

" 3. An award of attorney fees spent for the common benefit of all owners;

4. A judgment against Defendants and their respective successo:.rs in interest for their
respective shares of the expense of the tit'le report in an amount according to proof, with interest
at the legal rate from the date of each expencllture which judgment shall be secured by an|
equitable lien on the respectlve interests of Defendants HDL, AK Hahn, CH Hahn and JH Cho
and their respective successors in interest in the subject Real Property or sale proceeds;

5. A judgment declaring that both AMG Trust Deeds be void;

6. A judgment and decree ordering Defendants to re- conve'y the interest in thg
subject Real Property described in both AMG Trust Deeds to Plaintiffs to the extent of the salcl

instruments affecting the rights and interests of Plaintiffs in the subject Real Property;

60EE-8L(80F) - XV 180EC-8pL(R0P) AL
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7. A judgment and decree ordering Defendants to cancel the AMG Trust Deeds and

deliver them to Plaintiffs or deliver the instruments to the clerk of this court for cancelation;

8. A judgment that if Defendants fail to obey the orders of the court under Prayers 6

and 7, above, that the court award Plaintiffs damages'in the sum of $1,000 per day, plus interest

f

at the legal rate from the date judgment is entered;

9. A judgment granting an exemplary damage;

i0. A general damage in the amount of $188,640 or more according to proof;,

it.  Prejudgment interest;

i2. For cost of suii; and

i3.  For such other and further relief as the court deems proper. !
/
/
/ .
/ '

Dated: August 11,2012

(s

Brian H. Song, Esq. (SBN 188662)

Attorney for Edward Kang, Young S. Hahn, James

Kang, Won S. Hahn, and Sang:Duk Hahn
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PARCEL 1

LOT 5 AND A PORTION OF LOTS 6, 7, 8, 9 AND 10, BLOCK 8", MAP OF MELROSE ACRES FILED
NOVEMBER 4, 1920, IN MAP BOOK 6, PAGE 46, ALAMEDA COUNTY RECORDS, DESCRIBED AS
FOLLOWS:
BEGINNING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE SOUTHWESTERN LINE OF MAC ARTHUR
BOULEVARD, FORMERLY HOPKINS STHEET, WITH THE SOUTHEASTERN LINE OF HIGH STREET,
AS SAID STREETS ARE SHOWN ON SAID MAP; RUNNING THENCE ALON6 SAIC LINE OF HIGH
STREET, SOUTH 58° 04’ 37" WEST, S5.63 FEET TO THE SOUTHWESTERN LINE OF SAIOC LOT 5;
THENCE ALONG THE LAST NAMED LINE, SOUTH 36° 13’ 53" EAST, 199.95 FEET TO THE
SOUTHEASTERN LINE OF LOT 4; THENCE ALONG THE SOUTHEASTERN LINE OF LOT 4, SOLITH
58° 04’ 37" WEST, 23.76 FEET TO A POINT ON THE O(TERIOR BOUNDARY LINE OF PARCEL 1
AS DESCRIBED IN DEED TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DATED JULY 15, 1961 AND RECORDED
SEPTEMBER 19, 1961, ON REEL 411 OF OFFICIAL RECCRDS OP ALAMEDA COUNTY, IMAGE 925
(SERIES AS/115253); THENCE ALONG THE EXTERIOR BOUNDARY OF SAID STATE OF:
CALIFORNIA PARCEL OF LAND (A5/115253), THE FOUR FOLLOWING COURSES AND
DISTANCES: SOUTH 58° 29' 50" EAST, 204.81 FEET; NORTH 25° 13' 00" WEST, 175.21 FEET,
ON THE ARC OF A TANGENT CURVE TO THE LEFT WITH A RADIUS OF 364,00 FEET, A
DISTANCE OF 80.00 FEET; AND NORTH 49" 14’ 07" EAST, 2.70 FEET TO SAID LINE OF MAC
ARTHUR BOULEVARD THENCE ALONG THE LAST MENTIONED LINE, NORTH 40° 45’ §3° WEST,

129.84 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.
APN: 030-1982-121 and 030-1962-122
PARCEL 2:

A PORTION OF LOTS 3 AND 4 IN BLOCK B, AS SHOWN ON THAT MAP ENTITLED, "MELROSE
ACRES OAKLAND, ALAMEQA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA" FILED NOVEMBER 4, 1920, IN LIBER 6 OF
MAPS, PAGE 46, IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF ALAMEDA COUNTY,"
COMMENCING AT A PCINT ON THE SOUTHEASTERLY LINE OF SAIO LOT 4, DISTANT THEREON
NORTH 57° 02° 22" EAST (SAID BEARING BEING NORTH 589 04' 37" EAST ACCORDING TO THE
CALIFORNIA COORDINATE SYSTEM, 2ONE III), 16,88 FEET FROM THE MOST SOUTHERLY
CORNER OF SAID LOT 4; THENCE NORTH 55° 32’ 05" WEST (SAID BEARING BEING NORTH 58¢
29' 50" WEST ACCORDING TO THE CALIFORNIA COORDINATE SYSTEM, ZONE III), 100.72
FEET; THENCE NORTH 51° 27’ 39" WEST (SAID BEARING BEING NORTH 50° 25' 24" WEST
ACCORDING TO THE CALIFORNIA COORDINATE SYSTEM, ZONE 1U), 104,13 FEET TO THE
SOUTHWESTERLY LINE OF SAID LOT 3; THENCE ALONG LAST SAID LINE, NORTH 37° 16’ 0B"
WEST (SAID BEARING BEING NORTH 35° 13' 53" WEST ACCORDING TO THE CALIFORNIA -
COORDINATE SYSTEM, ZONE Ul), 10.59 FEET TO THE SOUTHEASTERLY LINE OF HIGH STREET
{90.00 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG LAST SAID LINE, NORTH 57° 02 22~ EAST (SAIO BEARING
BEING NORTH 58° 04’ 37" EAST ACCORDING TO THE CALIFORNIA COORDINATE SYSTEM,
ZONE TH), 67.63 FEET TO THE NORTHEASTERLY LINE OF SAIO LOT 4; THENCE ALONG LAST
SAID LINE, SOUTH 37° 16’ 05" EAST (SAID BEARING BEING SOLITH 36° 13' 53" EAST
ACCORDING TO THE CALIFORNIA COORDINATE SYSTEM, ZONE II), 199,95 FEET TO THE

"MOST EASTERLY CORNER OF SAIO LOT 4; THENCE ALONG THE SOUTHEASTERLY LINE OF SAID

LOT 4, SOUTH 57¢ 02’ 22" WEST (SAID BEARING BEING SOUTH 58¢ 04’ 37" WEST ACCORDING
TO CAUFORNIA COORDINATE SYSTEM, ZONE III), 23,78 FEET TO THE POINT OF
COMMENCEMENT,

APN: 030-1982-123
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Michael J. McLaughlin, Esq., (SBN 277814)

Clinton O. Killian, Esq., (SBN 116501) FII

Fried & Williams LLP ALAMED A%].?UNTY
480 9th Street .

Oakland, CA 94607 .

(510) 625-0100 | UN 25 2013
Attorneys for Defendants Alex Hahn, Geredesiiatine g AR

Hahn Development LLC and Cross—Complamants T

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ALAMEDA
UNLIMITED CIVIL JURISDICTION

) CASE NO: RG12644534

) CROSS COMPLAINT FOR BREACH OF
o - ) FIDUCIARY DUTY AND BREACH OF
Plaintiffs, } CONTRACT

V..

Young S.-Hahn, Edward Kang, Won S. Hahn,
James Kang, and Sang Duk Hahn,

ALEX K. HAHN, an individual;

CHARLES HAHN, an individual;

HAHN DEVELOPMENT LLC, a Califomia .
limited liability company;

AMG & ASSOCIATES LLC, a Califomia
limited liability company; and

DOES 1-20 and all persons unknown claiming
any interest in the property, inclusive,

Defendants.

Alex K. Hahn;
Hahn & Kang Equity I Limited Partnership

Cross<Plaintififs
V.

e Nt e e aer et T Nt Yat et Nnt M e amet et et Nt o et et et et

Young S. Hahn, Won S. Hahn, Edward Kang,
Sang Duk Hahn, and AMG & Associates LLC

).
Cross-Defendants)
)

3
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For their complaint against Cross-Defendants Young S. Hahn, Won S. Hahn, Edward
Kang, Sang Duk Hahn, and AMG & Associates LLC, Cross-Plaintiffs Alex K. Hahn and Hahn

& Kang Equity I Limited Partnership allege as follows:

PARTIES .
1.  Cross-Plaintiff Alex K. Hahn (“Alex Hahn”) is, and at all relevant times has been, a
competent adult residing in Alameda County, Califomia.
2. Cross-Plaintiff Hahn & Kang Equity I Limited Partnership is a California Lunited
Partnership doing busiaess in Alameda County. Alex Hahn is the managing partner ofi H{ihn &
Kang Equity I and represents their interest in this action.
3.  Cross-Defendant Young S. Hahn (a’k/a and hereinafter, “Phillip Hahn”) is, and at all
relevant times has been, a competent adult residing in Alameda County, Califomia.
4,  Cross-Defendant Won S. Hahn (a/k/a and hereinafter, “Jeff Hahn”) is, and at all relevant
times has been, a competent adult residing in Alameda County, Califomia.
5.  Cross-Defendant Edward Kang is, and at all relevant times has been, a competent adult
residing in Santa Clara County, Caiifomia.
6. Upor} information and belief, Cross-Defendant James Kang is, and at all relevant times has
been, a competent adult residing in Alameda County, Califomia.
7.  Cross-Defendant Sang Duk Hahn is, and at all times has been, a competent adult residing in
Contra Costa Coﬁnty, Califomia.
8. Cross-Defendant AMG & Associates LLC (“AMG Associates™) is, and at all relevant times
has been, a Califomnia limited liability company whose registered address is 16633 Ventura

Boulevard, Suite 1014, Encino, Califomia 91436.

Cross Complaint for Breach of Fiduciary Duty and Breach of Contract - 2
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9. Oninformation and belief, DOES 1-20, inclusive, and each of them, are in some manner

liable to Cross-Plaintiff Alex Hahn, Alex Hahn is imaware of the tme names, capacities, or

bases for liability of DOES 1-20, inclusive, aqd therefore sues said parties by their fictitious
names. Cross-Plaintiff Alex Hahn will amend this Cross Complaint to allege said parties’ true
names, capacities, and bases for liability when the same has been ascertained. During all
relevant tines set forth herein, Cross Plaintif'f Alex Hahn is informed and believes, and based
upon such information and beiief alleges, that Phillip Hahn, Jeff Hahn, Edwa;d Kang, Sang Duk
Hahn were and are agents, servants, employees, partners, and/or joint venturers of one another,
and in doing the things alleged herein, were and are acting within the course and scope of such |

agencies and with the permission and consent of each other.

JURISDICTION & VENUE

10. Venue is proper in Alameda County pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure § 395, as the
obligations giving rise to Cross-Plaintiff Alex Hahn’s causes of action against Cross-Defendants
were entered into, and were to be performed, in Alameda County.

ALLEGATIONS COMMON TO ALL CAUSES OF ACTION

11. Cross-Plaintiff Alex Hahn and Cross-Defendants Philhp Hahn, Jeff Hahn, and Edward -
Kang are partners in the Hahn & Kang Limited Partnership, a Califomia limited partnership.

12. Pursuant to the terms of the Ha;hn & Kang Lunited Partnership Agreement, Hahn
Development LI;C, a California limited liability company, was designated as the general partner
of the Hahn & Kang Limited Partnership. Also pursuant to the terms of the Hahn & Kang
Limited Partnership A greement the business purpose of the Hahn & Kang Lixﬁited Partnership

was “concerned primarily, if not exclusively, with the acquisition, ownership, development,-

Cross Complaint for Breach of Fiduciary Duty and Breach of Contract - 3
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operation and disposition of a vacant lot located at 4311-4333 MacArthur Blvd., Oakland

Alameda County” (the “Property™).

13.  On or about August 15, '2005', AMG & Associates entered into a Purchése Agreement by
which it agreed to purchase the Property ﬁ‘OI‘II Hahn & Kang Limited Partnership for $3.5 million|
dollars, Attached hereto as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of the Purchase Agreement.

14. Between August 15, 2005, and October 11, 2009, the parties to the Purchase Agreerhent
agreed to several addendums, Attached hereto as Exhibit B are tme and correct copies of
Addendum Nos. 1-4 to the Purchase Agreement. - The terms of the purchase and sale of the
Property were modified by the various Addendum, including the purchase price, which was
changed to approximately $2.5 million.

15. In addition, the County of Alameda liened the property for unpaid property taxes. Alex
Hahn sent requests on behalf of the Hahn & Kang Limited Partnership to Cross-Defendants
Young S. Hahn, Won S. Hahn, Edward Kang, Sang Duk Hahn for contribuﬁons from the
partners to pay the prope@ taxes.

16. The Cross-Defendants, and each of them, ignored Alex Hahn’s requests for contributions to
pay the property taxes.

17. In connection with the sale of the Property; Hahn & Kang Lunited Partnership borrowed in
excess of $260,000 from AMG & Associates for the purpbse of paying unI‘)aid property taxes
owed to the County of Alameda. Cross-Defendants Defendants Young S. Hahn, Won S. Hahn,
Edward Kang, Sang Duk Hahn approved of the borrowing of these funds from AMG &
Associates,

18. On or about April 2, 2012, Title Trust Deed Service Company, as agent for AMG &

Associates, recorded a Notice of Default and Election to Sell Under Deed of Tmst in the County

Cross Complaint for Breach of Fiduciary Duty and Breach of Contract - 4
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of Alameda Recorder’s Office. On or about August 17, 2012, the Property was sold by the
Tmstee at a public auction in Alameda County, and a Tmstee’s Deed Upon Sale transferring title
to the Property to AMG & Associates was recorded in the County of Alameda Recorc{er’s Office
on August 27, 2012. |

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION

(Breach of Fiduciary Duty Against Young S. Hahn,

Won S. Hahn, Edward Kang, and San Duk Hahn)

19. Cross-Plaintiff Alex Hahn incorporates by reference the allegations set forth in paragraphs
1 to 18 as though fully set forth herein.

20. As partners in the Hahn & Kang Limited Partnership, Cross-Defendants owed fiduciary
duties to Cross-Plaintiff Alex Hahn.

21. Cross-Defendants Young S. Hahn, Won S. Hahn, Edward Ka-ng, éang Duk Hahn breached
their fiduciary duties to Cross-Plaintiff Alex Hahn by ignoring Alex Hahn’s requests for
contributions that they contribute to the payment of the property taxes owed to the County of _
Alameda. |

22. As aproximate result of Cross-Defendant Young S. Hahn, Won S. Hahn, Edward Kang,
Sang Duk Hahn’s breaches of fiduciary duty, Cross-Plaintiff Alex Hahn has been damaged in an

amount to be proved at trial.

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION
(Breach of Contract Against AMG Associates LL.C)
23. Croés-Plaintiff Alex Hahn incorporates by reference the allegations set forth in paragraphs

1 to 18 as though filly set forth herein.

Cross Complaint for Breach of Fiduciary Duty and Breach of Contract - 5
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23. The Purchase Agreement and related Addenda required Cross-‘Defendant AMG Assqciates
LLC to pay Cross-Plaintift Hahn & Kang Equity I Limited Partnership the purchase price for the
Property.
é4. Cross-Defendant AMG Associates LLC breached the Purchase Agreement By failing to pay
the purchase price and instead foreclosing on the Property in or.der to obtain title.
25. As a proximate result of Cross-Defendant AMG Associate LLC’s breach oficontract,
Cross-Plaintiffs have been damaged in an amount to be proved at tﬁd.
PRAYER
'WHEREFORE, Cross-coinplainant prays for judgment against Cross-defendants as

follows: |

1.  For compensatory in an amount to be proved at trial in excelss ofithe jurisdictional
limit ofithis court;

2.  For attorney fees

3,  For costs incurred in this suit;

4,  For an award ofipre-judgment interest; and

5.  For such other and further reliefithat this Court deems just and proper,

Dated this 25th ofi June, 2013

Clinton Killian

Cross Complaint for Breach of Fiduciary Duty and Breach of Contract - 6
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‘Marcus SMillichap

COUNTER OFFER (Seller)
THIS IS INTENDED TO BE A LEOALLY BINDING AGREEMENT. READ IT CAREFULLY.

The undersigned Seller, _Haehp Dcw LLC / Hahn & Kang Equity 1 , makes the following Counter Offer lo the
offer contained In the Purchasé Agreemenl execuled by ANG & Egsaclatea as buyer on July. 14 , 20 @5 ,
relajing to thal certain real pmperty (the "Property”} iocsied af 4311 s 4317 NMacArthar Streek, ‘ogxiand,Ca
94619.

TERMS AND COHDITIONS

Seller agrees to sell the Properly to Buyer on the temis and conditions sat forth In the aforementioned Purchase
Agreement (including addenda, if any) with the following exceptions, additions and modifications:

1) Price to be 3,500,000
2) Due Diligence Periosd to be 60 Days
3) Close of Escrow to be Bmonths after Due Diligence Perlad

%0, .

The foregoing terms and oondltlons‘supersade and replace any Inconsisteni provisions In the referenced Purohasa
Agreement. All other temis and conditfona of said Purchase Agrsement (Incluging all terms and conditions related to
Agent's commission) shall remalin fn full force and effect. The Purchase Agreement (Including any previous Counter
Olfers or Amendments} and this Counler Offar, taken together, shall constitute the entire agreement of the parties.

If this Counter Offer Is not accepted In writing by Buyer and an executed copy personally defivered ta Seller, or
vinoont Sohwab , Seller's autharized agent, en or bslbre _guly 27 , 20 05 , this Gounter Offer shall be null and
voia, Buysra sniirs deposit shall be retumed, end neither Séllér nor Buyer éRal have ang further rights or obhgations
hereunder. Seller reserves the right to accept any other offer prior to the actual recelpt of Siver's written acoeptanoe of
this Counter Offer, which shall void this Counter Offer, The date on which Buyer accepts this Counter Offer In wrtlina shall
be the "effectiva date” of the Purchase Agreement tietween Seller and Buyer. Seller hereby acknowlsdges recelpf of an
executed copy of this Counter Offer.

SELLER: ADDRESS: c/o Agent Vincent Schwab
Alex Hahn :
Hahn Dev LLC /
. -Hahn & Kang Equity 2

DATE:

A

Buyer accepts and agrags to the temis and copdltions set fortiy In this Counter Offer and egrees to pifichase the Properly
on the tenns end condiions In the aforementioned Purchase Agresinent as modified by tite provisions of this Counter
Offer. Buyer hereby aclfiowledges receipt of an executed copy of this Counter Offer. -

BUYER: ADDRESS: .
c/0 Agent Vincent Schwab
DATE:
) y
AGENT: MARCU INVESTIENT BROKERAGE COMPANY _
BY: ADDRESS; 750 Battery Street, 3" Floor
$ao Franclsco, CA 24111
DATE;

RO REPRESENTATION 18 MADE ¢
THIS COUNTER OFFER. A REAL ESTATE BROKER IS QUALIFIED TO GIVE ADVICE ON REAL ESTATE

MATTERS. [F YOU DESIRE LEGAL, FINANCIAL OR TAX ADVICE, CONSULT YOUR ATTORNEY, ACCOUNTANT

] E SV AQENT AS TO THE [EGAL EFFECT OR VALIDITY OF ANY PROVISION OF!
OR TAX ADVISOR.

, AMO Coumer 1ot 1 Buyer's kil &, . Selter's Inftisls
CA - Copyright Marcus and Millickap 2005
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Marcus g Millichap

PURCHASE AGREEMENT

THIS DOCUMENT IS MORE THAN A RECEIPT FOR MONEY. [T IS INTENDED TO BE A LEGALLY BINDING
AGREEMENT. READ T CAREFULLY.

AMG S Assoclates LLC or Assignes shall be hereafter referred to as "Buyer”.

Hahn Dey LLC / Hahn a Eoulty 1 shall be hereafter refaned to as "Ssiter™.

Buyer shall deliver io Escrow Holder as defined in Paragraph 3 or_ to Mamus & Milichap
Real Estate invesbnent Brokerage Company ("Agent™), as agent for [ ] Seller ] Buyer [} Seller and Buyer the sum of

Fifty Thousand dollars (§ 50,000 )inthefornof  check . This sumis a deposit ("Deposit™ to
be apﬁlié% fo tha purcnase price of thal carfaln real properly (referred to as the "Property”) located in the Chy of
gakland , County of Alameda , Slate of California  , and more paricularly described as
ows: - .

All land, billboard signs, and entitlements of that approximate 41,000 square feet land

development site located at 4311 s 4317 Machrthur Street in Oakland, CA. APN #s 030-
1982-121, 030-1982-122 & 030-1982-123 ’

TERMS AND CONDITIONS

Seller agraes to sell the Properly, and Buyer agrees to purchase the Property, on the foiloving tenns and condifions:

1) PURCHASE PRICE: The pumchase price for the Propery Is Three Million Five Hundred
Thousand dollars ( 3,500,000 3 Buyers Deposit, pending Sellers execufion ot this
Purchase Agreement (the "Agreemsnt’), shall be:

(AX] delivered to Agent and Agent shall within { ) caleenfar days deposit Buyer's deposit check info a
Marcus & Millichap Trust Account;

{B¥X delivered directly to the Escrow Company indicated in Paragraph 3 of ffila Agreement by check or wire, upon
safisfaction of the condifions set tbrth in Paragraph 3 of this Agreeement

if option (A) is selected, Agent shall deliver and deposit same in escrow as provided in Paragraph 3 below. The
balance of the purchase price shall be payable at close of escrow pursuant to me tenns stated below.

2) DOWN PAYMENT: Not Applicable
3) ESCEOW: Within three ( 3 ;ll calendar days after ttm EffecBve Date (as defined in a separate

paragrsph below) Buyer shall open escrow with First Bmerican Title  (the
HEoslgmw Holder") by thé simultandous deposit of a copy of this Agreéiment and Buyers Deposit wih the EScrow
er.

Within sixt (__60___)calendar days from Effactive Date (as defined in paragraph 36 below? Seller and
Buyer a%-se o JpLér g,am‘ and exécuto such escrow instnictions as may be necessary and appmpriate to close the
transaction. Should said Instructions fall fo be executed as required, Escrow Holder shall and Is nereby directed to
close escrow pursuant to the tenns and conditions of this Agreement Close of escrow (or the "Closing Date”,
which shall mean the data on which the deed transferring tiite Is recorded) shall accur on or bafore November 1,

2006, Escrow fee shall be paid by Buyer . County transfer texas shallbapaidby  Seller .
City transler taxes, if any, shallbe pdidby _counfy cuatom . All ather closing costs shall be pald as follows
county custom '
PA AMO Assoc © ' 1of8 Buyer's rnma!?;bk____ S

NCA.- Copyright 2005
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4) PRORATIONS: Repl property foxes, premiums on insurance acceptable to Buyer, Interest on any debt being
assumed or taken subject to by Buyer, and any other expenses of the Propetty shall be prorated as of the Closing
Date. Secunly deposile, advance renfols, and the amount of any future lease credts shali be credited to Buyer. The
amount of any bond or assessthent which Is a lien and not customatlly paid with real property taxes shall be {select
one *X")_X_ paid by seller or __ assumed by buyer. Definquent or unpaid tente and C A.M. reconciliations shall be
handled owutslde of escrow and neitfier Agent or escrow shall be responsible for same. Buyer agrees to assume aly -~
exsting laundry lease, if applicable to the Property. .

LEASED PROPERTY PRORATIONS: Rents achually collected (prior to closing) will be prorated as of the Cloaing
Date and rent collected thereafter applied first fo rentel payments then owed ffia Buyer and their lemalnder paid to
the Seller. All fiee rent due any enant at the close of escrow for rentzt periods after the closing shall be a credit
against the Purchase Price. Otherincome and expenses shall be prorated as follows: .

5) TITLE: Within _ ten s 10 ) cafendar days afier the Effective Date of this Agreement, Seller shalt procure
and cause to bé defivered {0 Buyer a preihhinany fitle report with copies of all excegbons issued by  First
American Title (the "THie Company™) on the Properly. Within gixt {_ 60 ) caléndar days
Tollowing ne Efeclive Date, Buyer chall elther approve In writing the exgepfions comainéd in said tille report or
spediiy in wiiting any exceptions to which Buyer reasonably OIH'_ecls. if Buyer objecls to any exceplions, Seller shall,
wilhin sixt { 60 )calendar days following the Effecfive Date, deliver fo Buyer writlen notice that elther

i) Sellerwil, at gei[er’s axiense, remove the excention{s) fo which Buyer has objected before the Closing Date or
ity Seller is unwilling or unable to eliminate said exception{s). If Salter falls fo so notify Buyer or is unwilfing or
unable fo remove any such exception by the Closing Date, Buyer shall elect in wrfting, within sixt
60 ) calendar days tram the Eftedlive Date to cither terminate this Agrsement and receive Tiack Ine enfie
eposit (In which event Buyer and Seller shall have no forther obligations under this Agreement); of to purctiase the
Property subject to such excejition(s).

Seller shall convey by grant deed to Buyer (or to such other person or entily as Buyer may spechz) madeetable fee
titie subject on%bm the exceq_ﬂons approved by Buyer in acconfance witht this Agreement. Title shall be tnsured by
a standard Caitfomia Land Title Assoclafion owner's policy of titie Insurance issued by the Titie Company In the
amount of the purchase price wiih premium paid by Buyer .

6) FINANCING CONTINGENCIES: Not Applicable

7)  PEST CONTROL CONTINGENCIES: Not Applicabte

8) INSPECTION CONTINGENCIES:

B.1) BOOKS AND RECORDS: Seiter agreee to provide Buyer wilh ltems a-g listed below within
ten {_10 )calendar days following the Effective Date: .

a. Al rental agreemente, leases, sendee contracts, insurance policles, latest tax bili{s} and other writlen

agreements, viritten tnde violations or other notices which affect the Property.

b. The operaling statemenie of the Property for the twelve {12 )} calendar months immediataly

jxeceding the Effective Dato hereof. ]

c. - For commerclal properties, copies of whatever docirnents the Seller may have regarding the finandal
condition, businees prespecls or prospactive continued occupancy of any fenant {including bt not limited to
financial statements, credit reports, otc.). :

All notes and security instruments affesting the Properfy. )

" Acompiete and current rent rolf, hcluding a schedute of alt fenant deposits and fees. -
A report paid for by Seller by hHD a professional provider, conielnfog the Natural Hazard |
Disclosures (as defined helow) conceming me Froperly. "Natoral Hazani Disdosures™ shall mean whether
the Preperf% Is located within: 51) Special Flood Hazard Area; (2) Dam Failure Inundation Area; {3)
Earthquake Fault Zone; (4) Seismic Hazard Zone; (5) High Fire Severity Area; and/br (6) Wildland Fire Area.
Seller represents and warrants that, unless othenvise noted by Seller fo Buyer in wifting, Sefler Is unaware of

- any inaccuracies in the Natural Hazard Disciosures. ‘
. 9.  Anyand all documents, of any type or natore, that in any way reference the'existence of lifigation afiecting the

property. '

Buyer shall acknowledge receipt of these items in wriling, Buyershallhave  fift (__so_ )calendard
fblgev.rlng receipt thereof to review and approve in wiiling each of these itemis. If Tulyer talls To approve these Itaarry::
within the epeclfled time, fhis Agreement shall bs rendered null and void, Buyer’s entire deposit shall by returned,
and Buyer and Seller shall have no further chhgations hereunder, - .

_ PA AME Assos ' . 2of8 smrsmma;éf;__ Se!ldWh ﬁ: i
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82) PHYSICAL INSPECTION: Buyer shallhave  sixt {_60 ! calendar days foltowing the Effeclive Dats 1o

) inspect the physical coridilion of the Property, incliuding, dut nof imited to the soif conditions and the presence or

absence of lead-based pelnt, mold and other hazardous materials on or about the Property, end to notify the Selisr

in writing thaf Buyer approves same. if Buyer foils to approve the physical condition of tie Property within the

epleciiied time, this Agreement shall be nuii and void and Escrow Holder is hereby authorized to retum Buyer's
entire deposit. Buyer and Selter shall have no forfiier obligations hereunder.

8.3) STATE AND LOCAL 1L AWS: Buyer shall have sixt {__60_ )calendar dags following the Effective Dats
. to investigate State and local laws to determine Wﬁalﬁer the Property must be brought Into compliance with -

ntinfmum energy conservation or safety standards or sinilar retrofit requirements as a conditfon of sale or fransfer

and the cost thereof, and to notily Sefler that Buyer epproves same. If approved by Buyer, Buyer shall comply with

and pay for these requiremente. If Buyer fails to approve these requirements, If any, within the specified time, this

Agreement shall be rendered nuli and veid, Buyer's entire Deposit shall be retumed, and Buyer and Seller shalf

have no further obfigations hereunder.

9) DEPOSIT INCREASE: Upon removal of the Inspection contingericles set torti in paragraph(s 5, 8.1, 8.2
& 8.3 hereof, Buyer shall pass through to Selier tha deposit of Fifly Thousand Dollars ($50,017) t5 bé made
non-refundable, which shall bo credited fo the purchase price at the close of escrow unless offienvisa provided
herein. See additional deposil increase terms in paragraph 39.

10) DEPOSIT TRANSFER: Buyers Deposit shall remain in escrow (or in tmst If held by Agent), unfil removal of the
Inspection contingencles sot forth In paragraph(s) 5, B.i, 5.2 6 8.3 hereof. Upon removal of said
contingendes, Buyer's Deposit shall.be deliverad to escrow by Agent {If same hias been held in {nisl by Agenl); a

rant deed duly executed by Seller, sufficleni to convey titie to Buyer, shall be defivered to escrow by Seller; and

uyer and Seller shall exacite escrow Instructions direcling the Escrow Holder to release immedialely from escrow
arul deliver to Seller Buyer's entire Deposit (including Increases, If any). BLger acimowledges and agrees that, in
the event Buyer defaults on this Agreement after removal of contingencies, Buyer's Deposit is non-etundable and
is forfeifed fo Seller, Sellsr shall hokl Buyer's Deposit subject to the remalning terms ami conditions of this
Agreement If the Property Is made unmarketabts Seller, or acts of Ood, or Seller should detauit on this
Agreement, the Deposit shall be retumed fo Buyer and deed shall be retumed to Seller. If Seller defaults on iis
Agreement alter Seller has received the Deposit, Seller understends amt agrees that Buyer's Deposit must be
retumed fo Buyer immediatsly. .

11) ESTOPPEL CERTIFICATE CON HNGENCY (Leased Properties):

11.1) Setter shall obfain and defiver to Buyer, within _ten  ( 10 ) da¥s after the last contingency set forth In
paregreph(e) .. 5,8.1,8.28 83 _Is removed, estoppel letters or certiicates from 1) each lessee or tenant at the
Properly slating: a) the date of commenocement and the scheduled date of tesmination of the lease; b) the amount
of advanced rentols or rent deglosits paid to Seller; c) the amount of monthly (or other periodic) rent paid to Seller;
d) that foe lease Is in full force and elfect and 8iat there have been no mowlcatians or amenoments thereto, o, if
there have been modifications or amendments, an explanation of same; e) square fhotage (if set forth in the tease);
and f) that thera is no default under the terms of the lease by lessor or lessee. Buyer shall have  three .

3 ) calendar days following tenante’ receipt of estoppel certificates to revielv and apprové the estoppel
ceriticates and if any tenant does not retum to Seller a completed and executed estog:pel certificate, then Selier
_shall exeolsts, warrant and represent to Buyer any unretumed estoppel certificafes. Buyer nray only disapprove
said certificates, and cancel the Agreement, if the cenificates reflect a discrapancy mategally affecting the
economics of the transaction, or a previously undisclose material breach of one of the leases, Upon such
disapproval, Buyes's entire deposit shafl be retumed, and the parties shall have no fujiher obtigations hereunder.

PA AMG Assoc Jofg Buyer's lnlﬂllss‘(" Selergin
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8.2) PHYSICAL INSPECTION: Buyer shall have sixt 60 ) calendar dz?iys follawing the Effeclire Dale to
inspect the physical condition of the Propery, including, but not imiiad to the sofl conditions and the presence or
absence of lead-based paint, mold and other hazardous matesials on or about the Praperty, and to nofify the Seifer
in waiting ihai Buyer approves séme. If Buyer leils 1o approve the physical condidon of the Property vdihin the
specified time, this Agreerheht shall be null and void and Escrow Holder is hereby authorized to reftm Buyer's
entire deposit. Biyer and Seller shall have no further obligations hereunder. .

8.3) STATE AND LOCAL LAWS: Buygdr shall have gixt 60 ) calendar days following the Efiective Date
to investigate Statz and local tews to delerriing wheler fe Property must, be brought into compliance with
minimum energy conservation or safely stendards or similar relrofit requirements as a condiSon of sate or iransfer
and the cost thereof, and to nolily Seller that Buyer approves same. If approved by Buyer, Buyer shall comply wilh
and pay for these requirements. tf Buyer falls to approve these requiremente, If any, within the specified time, this
Agreetnent shall he rendered null end void, Buyer's entire Deposit shall ba retumed, and Buyer arcl Seller shalf

have no further obligations hereunder.

8) DEPOSIT INCREASE: Upon removal of the insgacﬂon contingencles set forth in paragraph(s 5 8.1, 8.2
& 8.3 hereof, Buyer shall rass fhrough to Selter the deposit of Fig‘l’housand Dofars {($60,000) to be mads
nof-feltndable, which shall be credited i the purchase price at the dose of escrow unless otherwisa provided
herein. See additionsl deposit increase tenns in pavagnagh 39.

10) DEPOSIT TRANSFER: Buyer's Deposit shall remain in escrow (or In tmst if held by Aganlz. until removal of the
inspection contingencles set forth In garagx.aph(s) 5, e.1, a.2 & 8.3 hergof, Lipon removal of said
contingencles, Buyer's Deposit shall be delivered fo escrow by Ageni (it saiis has been held in tmst by Agent; a
grant dead duly executed by Seller, sufficlenf fo comrey titie to Buyer, shal bo delivered to escrow by Selfer; and
Buyer and Salter shall ex=cute escrow instructions direcling the Escrow Helder to release immedletely from ascrow
and deliver to Seller Buyer's entire Deposit (including increases, if any), er aclottwiedges and agrees that, In
tbe event Buyer defoults on this Agreement alter removal of contingencles. Buyer's Deposit is non-refondable and
is forfeited to Sefier. Seller ehall hold Buyer's Deposit subjec! to the remalning terms and conditions of this
AgreemenL |f tha Property Is made unmarkelable by Seller, or acls of God, or Seller should default on this
Agreement, the Deposif shall be relimed to Buyer and deed shall be retumed to Seller. If Seller defouita on this
Agreement after Seller has raceived the Deposit, Seller understands end agrees that Buyer's Deposit must be
refomed to Buyer immediateiy.

11) ESTOPPEL CERTIFICATE CONTINGENCY (Leased Properties):

11.1) Seller shall obtain and deliver to Buyer, within _ ten  { 10 ) days after the last contingency set, forth in
avagreph(s) __5,6.1. 82883 _is rsmoved, estoppel letters or cerfificates from 1) each lessee ortenant at tha
roperty stating: a) the daia of commencement and the scheifoled date of fermination of the lease; b) the amount

of advanced rentels or rant deposits paid to Selfon ¢) tiie amount of monthly {or othar periodio) rent, paid to Sefler:
d) that tha lease is in foil force and etfoc! and that there have heen no mogtications or amenoments thereto, or,
there have been moditicafions or amendments, an oxplanafion of same; e) square footege Jf set forfo in the lease);
and f} that, there Is no defaull under the lerms of the lease by lessor or lesses. Buyer shall have three

{_ 3 ) calendar days foffowing tenants’ receigl of estoppel cerfificates to review and apprové the esfoppel
celfificales and if any tehant does not refom to Seller a completed and exeruied esto, certibeata, then Seller
shall exacute, warrant and represent: to Buyer any unrethmed estoppel ceifiicafes. Buyer may only disapprove
safo cerfificates, and cancel the Agreement, if the cartificates redlect a discrepancy materially affecting the
economics of the transaction, or a previously undisclosed material breach of one of the leases. Upon such
disapproval, Buyer's entire deposi shall be relimed, and the parfies shall have no foriherofiigations heretmdor.

A AMG As0C - 3 af 8 swsmeams'(" Behv‘i\l!}fa
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12) SERVICE AND TENANT CONTRACTS/OTHER MATERIAL CHANGES: Seller shall not enter into any new
service or tanant contracts that cannot be canceled with 30 days notice and wilholit penally. Selter shall not make
any material changes to the Properly, do any acl, or enter into any agreements of any kind that matesially changes
the value of the Properly or fhe fights of the buyer as they relats to the Propery. '

13) PERSONAL PROPERTY: Tliia to any parsanal properly to be conveyed to Buyer in connection with the sate of the
Property shall be conveyed to Buyer by Bill of Sale on the Closing Dala free and ciear of all encumbrances {except
those approved by Buyer as provided above). The price of faess ilems shall be Included in the Puiohass Price for
the Property, and Buyer agrees to accept all such petsonal property in "as Is" condition,

14) CONDITION OF PROPERTY: Itis underetood and agreed that the Properly Is being sold "as is™; that Buyer has, or
will have prior io the Closing Date, Inspected the Propery; and that nelther Sefer nor Agent makes any -
‘reprssentetion or warrany as to the physfcal condition or value of the Property or ife sullabifity far Buyer's Intended
usa. “Property Condition” means each and evety matier of concen or ralevance to Buyer sclaling to the Pro erly,
including without limitaffon the financial, legal, tite, physlcat gectogical and environmental condition and sufficiency
of the Property and all Improvements and equipinent thereon; appflcable govemmentsl! laws, regulations, and
zoning; bullding codes, and the extent to which the Propery compliss therewith; the fiiness of the Properly far
Buyer's contemplated use; tha presence of hazardous materials; titte matters; and contracts to be assumed by

Buyer

Upon Buyer's saffsfaction or waiver of the contingencles In Paragraph 5, 8.1, 8.2 & 8.3 _ , Buyer
agraes, and repressnie and wamants that upon Cloging Buyer will puichase me Properly "as 1s° and solely on
reliance on its own investigation of the Proparly. Seller had no obligafion fo repair, correct or compensate Buyer for
any Property Condition, and upon closing, Buyer shall be deemed to have waivod any and all objsctiona to the
Property Condition, whether or not known to Buyer. Upon Ctosing, Buyer hereby waives, releasss, acquits, end
forever discharges Seiler, and Seller's agents, directors, officers, and employees to the maximum extent pennitted
by law from any and all claims, actions, cayuses of aclion, demands, rights, Habllities, damages, losses, costs
expenses, or compensation whatsoever, direct or Indirect known or unknown, fareseen or unforeseen, that it now
has or which may arise in the future on account of or in any way growing out of or connecled with Propery
Condition. BUYER EXPRESSLY WAIVES ANY OF {TS RIGHTS GRANTED UNDER CALIFORNIA CIVIL CODE
SECTION 1842, WHICH THE CREDITOR DOES NOT KNOW OR SUSPECT TQ EXIST IN HIS FAVOR AT THE
TIME OF EXECUTING THE RELEASE WHICH IF KNOWN BY HIM MUST HAVE MATERIALLY AFFECTED HIS
SETTLEMENT WITH THE DEBTOR. :

Buyer's Initials 4~ Seffer's Intilals -

15) RISit OF LOSS: Risk ofloss to the Pmper%shall be bome by Seller yntil titts has teen conveyed to
event that the Improvemente on the Property are destroyed or materially damaged between the Effective Date of
this Agreeinent and the date fitie is conveyed to Buyer, Buyer shall have tite option of demanding and receiving
back the entire Deposit and being reteased from all obfigations hereunder, or afiematively, teking such
improvements as Seller can deliver. Upon Buyer's physical Inspection and approval of the Proparty, Seller shall
malntsin tht:dProperty through ciose of escrow in the same condition and repair as approved, reasonable wear and
tear exceptud. i

16) POSSESSION: Possession of the Properfy shall be delivered to Buyer on Closing Date.

17} LIQUIDATED DAMAGES: By placing fheir Initials inunedlatsly betow, Buyer and Setter agres that It would
be tmpyacScable or extremely difficutt o fix actual damages in the event of a defoult iy Buyer, that the
amount of Buyer's Deposit hersunder {as same may be focreasos! by the tenns hereof) Is tho parties*
reasonable estimata of Setler's damages In the event of Buyer's default, and that upon Buyer's defauti In its

urchase obligations under this Agreement, not caused by any breach by Selier, Seller shall be mieased
rom Se obligadons fo sell the Property and shall retain Buyet’s Deposit {as same may he Increased by tha -
terms hereof) as tiquidated damages, which shad be Soller’s sole and exclushre remedy In law or at equity

for Buyer's defsuff.
Buyer’a Initials S% Seiler's Inltiate

18) SELLER EXCHANGE: Buyer agrees to cooperats should Selier etect to sell the Propery as part 4fla fte-kind
exchange under IRC Section 1031 Selier’s contamrlaied exchange shall not impose upon Buyer any addHional
liebility or tinanclal obligation, and Sefter agiaes to hold Buyer harmfess from any liability that migrst afse from such
exchange. This Agreement is not subject to or contingent upon Seller's abilily to aoquire a suitebls exchange
properly or effectuals an exchange. In the event any exchange contemplaied by Seller should fall to occur, t%r
whatever reason, the sgle of the Property shall nonetheless ba consummatsd as provided hercin.

. DA AMG Assen - 4R Buyafsmaa!s's"' Soller’
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19) BUYER EXCHANGE: Seller agrees to coopsrete should Buyer elec! to purchase the Property as part of a like-kind
exchange under IRC Section 1031. Buyers conternrlated exchange shall not Impose upon Selier any additional
llehitly o tinanclal obligation, and Buyer agrees to hold Seller harmless from any Rtetitily that might arise from such
exchiange. This Agreement is not subject to or contingént upon Buyer's abiity ta dispose of Its exchange property
or effectuate an exchange. in the everit any exchange contsmptated by Buyer should fail to occur, for whatever
reason, the sale of the Properly shall nonethetess be consummated as provided herein.

20) DISCLOSURE OF REAL ESTATE LICENSURE: Not Appticabts

21) AUTHORIZATION: Buyer and Seller aumorize Agent to disseminate sales Information regarding this transaction,
including the purchase price of the Property. .

22) AGENCY DISCLOSURE:

"22.1) DUAL AGENCY: Sefter and Buyer understend that Agent represents both Seller and Buyer in the sate of the
subject Properly, and acknowledge that they have authorized and consented to such dual representstion. Seller
and Buyer also understand and consent Biat if a loan Is arranged through Marcus & IAlichap Capitet Corporation,
Agent may receive a referral fee separate and apart from any commission referenced In this Agreement,

. 23) OTHER BROKERS: Buyer and Seller agree that, in the event any broker other than Agent or a broker affiliated with
Agent Is mvolved in the disposition of the Property, Agent shall have no tability to Buyer or Seller for the acls or
omissions of such other broker, who shall not be deemed to be a subagent of Agent

24) LIMITATION OF LIABILITY: Except for Agents gross negligence or willful misconduct, Ageﬁt's liabifity for any
breach or negfigence in ite peribrmance of this Agreement shall be limited to the greater of $50,000 or the amount
of compensation actually received by Agent In any transaction hergunder.

25) SCOPE OF AGENT'S AUTHORITY AND RESPONSIBILITY: Agent shall have no authority to bind etther Buyer or
Seller to any modification or amendment of this AgreemenL. Agent hatf ne! be responsible for performing any due
ditigence or other Investigation of the Property on behalf of either Buyer or Seller, or for providing either parly wih
g]rofssslonal advice with respect to any legal, fax, engineering, constroction or hazardous materisls Issues, Except

r maintaining the oonfidenttality of any informalkm reganiing Buyer or Seller's financlal condlilon and any futors
negotiations regarding the ferns of this Purchase Agreement or as otherwiss required by taw, Buyer and Seller
-agree that their retationship with Agent is at ann's length and is neither confidential nor fiduclay in natura.

26) BROKER DISCLAMER; Buyerand Seller acknowledge that, except as otherwisa expressly stated hereln, Agent
has not made any fovestigation, determination, wananty or representation with respect to any of the fotlowing: (a)
the financlal condition or business prospscts of any tenant, or such tenants intent fo continue or renew ite tenancy
in the Property; (b) the legality of the present or any possible future use of the Properly under any federal, stete or
local law; (c) pending or posslbla future action by any govemmentfal entity or agency which may effest tha Property;
{d) the physical condition of the Property, including but not limited to, soil conditions, the stmctural Integrity of the
improvements, and the presence or absence of fingf, mold or wood-destroying organisms; (e) the accuracy or
comnpleteness of income and expense mionnation and projections, of square footage figures, end of the tsxts of
feases, oplions, and other agreements affecting the Properly; (f) the possibility that lease, options or other
documente exdst which affec! or encumber the Property and which have not been provided or clisclosed by Sailer; or
(a) the presence or location of any hazardous materials on or about foe Property, fncluding, but not limited to,
taasbkezstos, RGB's, or toxic, hazardous or contaminated substances, lsad-hased paint and underground storege

nks.

Buyer agrees that investigation and analysis of the foregoing mattere is Buyer's ecle responsibllity and that Buyer
shall not hold Agent respansible theretbre. Buyer forther agrees to reatifon its acknowledgment of this disclajmer
tlose of escrow and to confinn that & has relied upon no representetions of Agent in connection with its acdlis

of the Property.
Buyer's InSlate 94 Seller's Initials

27} LEAD-BASED PAINT HAZARDS: Not Appticabts

PA AMG Asxop 5ol 8 BuyerS nifiels 2% surﬁr)n'lus
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28) MOLD/ALLERGEN ADVISORY. AND DISCLOSURE: Not Applicable

,20) ARBITRATION OF DISPUTES: if a controversy arises with respect to the subject matter of this Purchase
Agreement or the transaction contemplatsed herein (Including but not limited to the pzrties® rights to the -
Deposit or the paiment of commissions as providec! herein), Buyer, Selter and Agent agree thaf such
controversy sfall be seitled by flnal, binding asbitration in accordance vmh the Gommercisl ArbHratton
Rules of the American Arbitrafion Assoclation, and judgment upon the awanl rendered by the arbitrator(s)
may be entered In any court having jurfsdicOon thereof: - )

Notice: By Inflialing in the space betow you are agresing to have any dispute arlsing out of the mattars
Included in the "Aihitraflon of Dtsputes™ fmvislon decided by neutral arbitrafion as providesrl by Cafifornia
faw and you are giving up any rights you might possess to hava the dispute litfgated In court or jury trial.
By Initialing in the space iwlow you are giving up yourf}udlcial righte to discovery and appozd, unless such
rl%hts are specffteally Included in the “Arbitration of Disputes®™ provisiam, If you refuse to submit to
arbitration after agreeing to this pnnrision, you may be compeltea to arbitrate under the authority of the
California Cocle of Civil Procedure. Your agreement to this arbitrallon provision Is voluntary.

We have nead and understend the foregoing and agree to submit disputes arising out of tha mattars
Included in the "Arbitration of Disputes™ provision to neutral arbitration.

Buyer's Infilals 4« Seller's Initlats _ A
Buyer's Agent'’s Initials Selier's Agent's Initlals

30) SUCCESSOﬁS & ASSIGNS: This Agreement and any addenda hereto shall be binding upon and Inwe to the
benefit of the heire, successors, agents, reptesentatives and assigns of the parbes hereto.

31) ATTORNEYS' FEES: In any litigation, arbitration or other legal proceeding which may arisa between any of Iﬁe
parties hereto, including Agent the prevailing Earty shall be enfitfed fo recover fte costs, Including costs of
arbitration, and reasonable attorneys' fees In addition to any other relief to which such parly may be enfited.

32) TIME: Time ts of the essence of this Agreament

33) NOTICES: All notices required or permitted hereunder shall be given fo the parties in writing (with a copy to Agent)
at thefr respective addresses as set forth below. Should the dais upon which any acl required fo be performed by
this Agreement tell on a Saforday, Sunday or holiday, the time fot pertormance shell oe extended to the next

business day.

34) FOREIGN INVESTOR DISCLOSURE: Selfer and Buyer agnze to executs and deliver any instrument affidavil or
statement and to perform any act reasonably necessary to cany out the provisions of this Foreign Invasfoment In
Real Property Tax Acl and regulations promuigated fwreunder. Seller rapresanta that Seller Is not a foreign person
as defined fn Section 1445 of the Intemal Revenue Code and withholding of any portion of the purohase price is not
required under Sections 18662 or 18668 of the Califomia Revenue and Taxatfon Code.

35) AODENDA: Any addendum atiached hereto and either signed or initialed by the parties shalt be deemed a part
hereof. This Agreement including addenda, if any, expressas the entire agreement of foe parties end stpersedes
any and all previous agrsements between the parties with regard fo the Proderty. There are no other
understandings, oral or writtsn, which In any way alter or enfarge e terms, and thare are no wananties or
representations of any nature whatsoever, elther express or impllad, except as set forth herein, Any foture
modification of this Agreement wil be effective only if it is In writing and signed by the party fo ba charged.

36) ACCEPTANCE AND EFFECTWE DATE: Buyer's signative hareor constitutes an offer fo Seller fo purchase the
Prope:ty on the terms and conditions set fbrth hercin. Unless acceptance heéraof is made by Scller's exegution of
this Agreement and delivery of a fully executed oog¥ fo Buyer, clther in person or et the address shown tietew, or by

" facsimite or e-mall with a legitimate confinnation of receipt on or before ___August 17,20 05, [his ofisr
shall be null and void, the Deposit shall be rsbvmed fo Buyer, and nelther Seller nor Buyar shall'have any torthar
rights or obtigations heteunder. Delivery shall be effoctiva upem personal delivery to Buyer or Buyer's agant or, if by
mail, on the next businass day fcitowing the date of postmark. The "Effeclive Dats" of this Agresment shaft ba the
later of (a) the date on which Seller executes this Agraement or (b) tho date of or wiltten accaptence {lw sither

"Buysr or Seller) of the final counter-ofter submitfed by tha other party. Buyer and Seller both acknowtedge and
agree that a facslnits oopy of this Agrsement with a paity’s signature Is as fegatly valid and bindisg as the original
Agreemsm with an original signafit® {f Buyer Is not an individual but a [sgaf entily, Buyer's represesitative
represents that hefshe Is authorized on behalf of the legal entity to sign this Agreement

FA AMG Assto 6of8 Buyal'slmlatss'(“ ; Injtiats
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37) OTHER BUYERS: Buyer understands fhat Agent represente other buyers who may have an interest In similar, or
the same property that Buyer Is consldering puschasing. Buyer understands, consents and agrees that Agent, at
all times before, during and attar his repreeentstion of Buyer, tnay also represent cfivsr prospeclive buyers in tits
purchase of sny property ofterad for sale. Buyer understends, consents and ang'raes that, regardiess of the
particular agency relationship between Buyer and Agent, Agent's representetion of other imyers does nof constitute

a breach of any duty to Buyer.

3g) Gf%\gl:jlgmﬂs LAW: This Agreement shall be governed by and consbned in accordance with the laws of the State
o rmia.

33) OTHER TERMS AND CONDITIONS:

1) After One Hundrad Twenty days 120 from the effecive date, Buysr will Incraase deposit by Twenty-Five
Thousand Dolters {($25,000) to be passed through to Seller and made non-refundable. -

2) Buyer wili make every effort to obtein entitiements am[jiLennlts fo develop site. If Buyer fails to slose escrow, all
site plans, reports, entilemants, ana any smoles conducted by Bliyer petfaining to tha sile will be delivered to
Seller witttin 10 days of canceling fills centreel and escrow,

3) If Buyer foils to obtefn building entifemente and site plan approval within ten (10} months from the efferfive
date, Buyer will cancel this conbacL All the above mentioned terms Induding paragraph 39.1 and 39.2 will still

remain in etfect,

THE PARTIES ARE ADVISEEj TO CONSULT THEIR RESPECTIVE ATTORNEYS WITH REGARD TO THE LEGAL
EFFECT AND VALIDITY OF THIS PURCHASE AGREEMENT. THE PARTIES AGREE THAT THIS AGREEMENT CAN
BE SIGNED IN COUMFERPART WITH THE SAME LEGAL FORCE AND EFFECT AS IF NOT SIGNED IN

COUNTERPART.

The undersigned Buyer hereby offers and agrees to purchase the above-described Property for the price and upon the
terms and coneltions herein stated.

This offer Is made by Buyer to Selleron this 15 dayof __August ,20 05 . The undersigned Buyer herels
acimowledges receipt of an executed copy of s Agraement, incfuding The /igency Disclosura conizined in Paragraph 2%

above.

All individuals signingd below on behalf of a legal entity hereby represent that they ara authotized by, and an behatt ot, sahl
entily fo enter Into this Agraement,

BUYER: v ADDRESS: c/o Vincent F. Schwab /
Sk L o Kevin T. Chuck

AMG £ Asaociates LLC
or Assignee

DATE: ‘(?ﬁs; ox . TELEPHONE:

SELLER'S ACCEPTANCE AND AGREEMENT TO PAY COMMISSION

The undersigned Setler accepte the foregoing offer and agrees to sell the Property to Buyer for the price and on the tenns
and condffions stated herein. Selter acknowletiges raceipt of an execuaed copy of liis Agraement and authorizes Agent to
dellver an executed copy to Buyer.

Where Seller has agreed fo pay a commission, Selter acknowtsdges and agraes that payment of said commission Is not
contingent upon the &lo of the transaction ounmmﬁ\].alad by this Agreement, and that, tn the event completion of foe
sale is prevented by delault of Sefler, then Sefler shall immediately be obligated to pay to Agent the entira commisslon.
Seller agrees that In tha event completion of the sals is prevented by defoult of Buyer, then Seller shall be obligated fo
pay to Agent an amount equal {o one half of any damages or other monelary compensation {Inclinting liguidatad
damages) celiected from Buyer by suit or othenvise as a conset{huence of Buyer's defeutl, if and when such damages or
other monstery compensation are celtecled; provided, however, that the fatel amount paid to Agent by Seller shall not In
any case exceed the bnykerage commission heretnabave set forth. Seller acknowledges end agrees that the exdstence of
any direct claim which ngnt may have against Buyer in the event of Buyer's deteult shall not alter ar in any way limit the
obggaﬁona of Seffer to Agent as set forfh herain. The provisfons of this paragraph may not be amedded or moditied

without the writtan consent of Agent,

PA AMG Assoc Tof Buyer's Initialy S swaﬂwrn
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SELLER:

ADDRESS: ° c¢/0 Vincent F. Schwab /
Kevin . Chuck
ng Equmy .

DATE: \ ' TELEPHONE:

Agent accepts and agrees tg! the foregoing. Ag-?nt represents and warrants that Agent is unaware of any incorrect or
incomplete infismation contsined in any Natural Hazard Disclosures,

AGENT: MARCUS & MILLFCHAF REAL ESTATE INVESTMENT BROKERAGE COMPANY

BY: : ADDRESS: 750 Battery Street, 5™ Flgor .
“Vincent F. Schwab / San Francisco, CA 94111
Kevin T. Chuck
DATE: TELEPHONE: _ 415-391-9220
0 REFRESENTATION 15 MAGE BY AGENT AS 10 THE LEGAL OR TAX EFFECT ON VALIDITY OF AN

PROVISION OF THIS PURCHASE AGREEMENT. A REAL ESTATE BROKER IS QUALIFIED TO GIVE ADVICE ON
REAL ESTATE MATTERS. IF YOU DESIRE LEGAL, FINANCIAL OR TAX ADVICE, CONSULT YOUR ATTORNEY,
| ACCOUNTANT OR TAX ADVISOR. -

PA AMG Assoc ‘ 8of 8 Buyer's Inifals | Sellerging
NCA- Copright




DATE:

® e
Marcus g Millichap

COUNTER OFFER (Selier)
THIS IS INTENDED TO BE A LEGALLY BINDING AGREEMENT. READ IT CAREFULLY.

The undersigned Seller, Hahn Dev LLC / Hahn & Kang Equity 1 , makes the following Counter Offer to the
offer contained in the Purchase Agreement executed by BAMG & Associates as buyeron July 11 , 20 05 ,
relating to that certain real properly (the "Property”) located af 4311 & 4317 MacArthur Street, Oakland,OA
94618,

TERNS AND CONDITIONS

Seller agrees to sell the Property to Buyer on the terms and conditions set forth in the aforementioned Purchase
Agreement (includipg addenda, if any) with the following exceptions, additions and modifications:

1) Price to be $3,500,000
2) Due Diligence Period to be 60 Days
3) Close of Escrow to be 6 months after Due Diligence Period

The foregoing terms and conditions supersede and replace any inconsistent provisions in the referenced Purchase
AgreemenL Al other terms and conditions of said Purchase Agreement (including all tenms and conditions related to
Agent's commission) shall remain in full force and effect The Purchase Agreement (including any previous Counter
Offers or Amendmente) and this Counter Offer, taken together, shall constitute-the entire agreement of the parties.

- if this Counter Oifer is not accepted in Wriﬁng by Buyer and an executed copy personally dellvered to Seller, or

vincent Schwab , Seller's authorized agent, on or before July 16 , 20 05 , this Counter Offer shall be null and
void, Buyers entire deposit shall -tie returned, and neither Seller nor Buyer shall have any further rights or obligations
hereunder. Seller reserves the right to accept any other offer prior to the actual receipt of Buyer's written acceptance of
this Counter Offer, which shall void this Counter Offer. The date on which Buyer accepts this Counter Offer in writing shall
be the “effective date" of the Purchase Agreement between Seller and Buyer. Seller hereby acknowledges receipt of an
executed copy of this Counter Offer. .

SELLER: . ADDRESS: c/o Agent Vincent Schwab

Alex Hahn
Hahn Dev LLC /
Hahn & Kang Equity 1

DATE:

Buyer accepts and agrees to the temis and conditions set forth in this Counter Offer and agrees {o purchase the Property
on the tenns and conditions in the aforementioned Purchase Agreement as modified by the provisions of this Counler
Offer. Buyer hereby acknowledges receipt of an executed copy of this Counter Offer.

BUYER: ' ADDRESS:
AMG & Associates c/o Agent Vincent Schwab

_DATE:

AGENT: MARCUS & MILLICHAP REAL ESTATE INVESTMENT BROKERAGE COMPANY

BY: ADDRESS: 750 Battery Street, 5 Floor
Vincent F. Schwab San Francisco, CA 94111

MATTERS. IF YOU DESIRE LEGAL, FINANCIAL OR TAX ADVICE, CONSULT YOUR ATTORNEY, ACCOUNTANT
OR TAX ADVISOR.

NO REPRESENTATION IS MADE BY AGENT AS TO THE LEGAL EFF OR IDITY OF ANY PRO ViSION OF |
THIS COUNTER OFFER. A REAL ESTATE BROKER i$ QUALIFIED TO GIVE ADVICE ON REAL ESTATE

. AMG Counter 1ofl Buyer's Inttials Seller's Injfials
CA - Copyright Mascus and Millichap 2005
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ADDENDUM NO. 1

- This is Addendum No. 1 to the Purchase Agreement, dated August 17, 2005, on property Imown as

- assessor parcel numbers 030-1982-121, 030-1982-122, 030-1982-123 in the County of Alameda,
State of California (the “Property”) between AMG & Associates LLC or assignee (the “Buyer”) and
Hahn Development LLC/ Hahn & Kang Equity I, L.P., a Califomia 11m1ted partnership (the
“Seller”).

The Purchase A greement is amended as follows:

Add Paragraph 40: “The parties acknowledge that Buyer disapproves of the physical condition of
the Property. Buyer and Seller agree to proceed with the purchase and sale of Property under the .
following terms, irrespective of any provision to the contrary in paragraph 8.2 and elsewhere in the
Purchase Agreement:

40.1 The close of escrow is contingent upon Selier delivering environmental clearances to
Buyer, to Buyer’s sole satisfaction, f~om all agencies with applicable jurisdiction,
indicating that there is no environmental contamination on the or about the Property.
Environmental clearances shall be sufficient to allow Buyer to use and develop the
Property for Buyer’s intended use. Environmental Contamination is defined as any
use, storage, existence, release, migration, generation, treatment, removal, or
transportation of any hazardous materials substances or wastes (including without
limitation petrolenm products, herbicides and insecticides) from, under, into or on
the Property. Hazardous materials is defined as any hazardous or toxic material or
waste which is or becomes regulated by any local governmental authority, the State
of Califomia, the United States government under any euvironmental requirements
or any other govemning body with jurisdiction.

.402  If required by any applicable jurisdiction, prior to close of escrow, Seller agrees to
remediate cure and correct all Environmental Contamination on the Property, at
- Seller’s expense, except that Buyer shall contribute up to 10% of the costs with a
maximum contribution not to exceed $50,000.”

40.3  Seller agrees to remove the billboard from the Property and terminate any billboard
lease prior to the close of escrow.

Add ag last sentence of Paragraph 14: “Notwithstanding the foregoing, Buyer and Seller agree that
the property is NOT being sold “as is” with respect to its environmental condition and this
paragraph shall not apply to any environmental condition or contamination on the Property. Seller
warrants and represents that it will deliver the Property, at close of escrow, free and clean of any
Environmental Contamination.”

Seller shall cooperate with Buyer for the application to the City of Oakland for an apartment project
application.

Any contribution made by Buyer relating to Paragraph 40.2 shall be credited to the purchase price at
the close of escrow.

Buyer shall instruct escrow to release $50,000 to Seller on or before October 24, 05 as per the
agreement.

Buyer’s Initials: _/& Seller’s Initials: &
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Add ns last semcnce of Parapraph 9: ‘Notwithstanfing the fregoing, Buyer instruets Ezerow to
release $50.000 to Selier upon the pardes mutual exeeution of this addendwn and any escrow
instructions necessery to evidence this addendum. The $50,030 shall be mon-refundsble to Buyer,
however credized to e purchase price at the close of escrow,” ’

st
Eaecuted on tis Li day of October, 2005, in Los Angsles, Califomis.

4G & Assogiates, LLC
ey 7
S A}Iexis Gevorgian Date

7l eng | -orn=nie
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ADDENDUM NO. 2

This is Addendum No. 2 to the Purchase Agreement, dated August 17, 2005, on property
knovm as assessar parcel numbers 030-1982-121, 030-1982-122, 030-1982-123 in the
County of Alameda, State of Califomia (tha ‘Property”) between AMG & Associates
LLC or assigoee (the “Buyer”) and Hahn Development LI.C/ Hahn & Kang Equity I,

L.P., a Califomia limited partnership (the “Seller™).
Paragraph 39, Item #3 of the Purchase Agreement is amended as follows:

“If Buyer fails to obtain building entiflements and site plan approval within thirteen (13)
months from the effective date, Buyer may elect (but is under no obligation to do so), to
cancel fhis contract. All the above mentioned terms including paragraph 39.1 and 39.2

will still remain in effect.” )

24 A4 May
Execnted on this day of April,-2006.

Hahn Development LLC/ Hahn & Xang
Equity 1, L.P

AMG & Associates, LL.C -

Date

By: Alexis Gevorgian

’ .
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ADDENDUM NO. 3

This is Addendnm No. 3 to the Purchase Agreement, dated August 17, 2005, and Addendum No.
1, dated, Qctober 21, 2005 and Addendum No 2, dated May 26, 2006, on property known as
assessor parcel numbers 030-1982-121, 030-1982-122, 030-1982-123 in the County of Alameda,
State of Califomia (the “Property™) between AMG & Associates LLC or assignee (the “Buyer™)
and Hahn Development LLC/ Halm & Xang Equity I, L.P., a Califomia limited partnership (lhe
“Seller™).

The Purchase Agreement and Addendums are hereby amended as follows:

Paragraph 40.1 of Addendum MNo. 1 is hereby deleted and restated as follows:
Buyer's obligation to close of escrow is contingent upon Seller delivering to Buyer,

environmental clearances or closure letters (“Clearances”) from all regulatory agencies
with applicable jurisdiction indicating that the Property is free of all Environmental
Contamination and is suitable for Buyer's intended use and development purposes.
Environmental Contamination is defined as any use, storage, existence, release,
migration, generation, freatment, removal, or transportation of any hazardous materials
substances or wastes (including without limitation petroleum products, herbicides and
insecticides) from, over, under, into or on the Property. Hazardous materials is defined
as any hazardous or toxic material or waste which is or becomes regulated by any local
governmental authority, the State of California, the United States govemment under any
environmental requirements or any other goveming body with jurisdiction.

Prior to close of escrow, Seller shall deliver all Clearances from all regulatory agencies
to Buyer and obtain Buyer's written satisfaction and approval of said Clearances
(“Buyer's Approval of Clearances”), which approval shall be in Buyer's sole discretion.

In-the event that Buyer does not provide Buyer's Approval of Clearances by July 1,

2007, thggﬁuyer shall have the right, but not the obligation, to authorize and enter into
any agreements and contracts necessary to remediate, cure and correct Environmental
Contamination from, over, under, into or on the Property, to Buyer’s satisfaction. Seller
hereby consm_/mmm—ﬁuymmrfmm-any_necessaw_@gﬂawm
the Property_on_Seller’s behalf. If Buyer exerclses its right to remediate, cure and
conect Environmental Contamination, then Buyer shall obtain and approve reasonable
%roposals and pay costs as necessary in its sole discretion. If Buyer pays for
remediation costs for the Property, the parties agre ;@‘to reduce the Purchase Price by

"the actual remediation costs plus figé-parcant$5%). @
Tl pectvt (22)

Paragraph 40.2 of Addendum No 1 is herby deleted and restated as follows:

Prior to close of escrow and at Seller's expense, Seller agrees to remediate, cure and
correct all Environmental Cantamination on the Property and obtain closure or
clearance letter(s) from appllcable agency in fonn and content satisfactory to Buyer, in
Its sole discretion.

Paragraph 3 of the Purchase Agreement is amended as follows: .
Close of escrow shall occur on or before ning (9) ¢ (9) months from the date of Buyer‘s
Approval of Environmental Clearances. -




! . ' ’

The terms contained in this Addendum No. 3 are contingent on: (a) execution of the
Note and Deed of Trust attached herete as Exhibit 1 and made a part hereof -and (b)
AMG & Associates LLC funding $50,000, which represents full consideration for the
Note with a face value of $60,500. The parties acknowledge that the $60,500 Note face
value consists of $50,000 consideration paid by AMG & Associates LLC plus two years
of interest only payments calculated at 10 percent (10%) per annum. The parties further
agree that the Deed of Trust, which secures the Note, shall be recorded against the
Property in the County of Alameda, State of Califomia. First American Title and Escrow
(Los Angeles office) shall provide title and escrow services for the aforementioned Note
and Deed of Trust and the parties shall evenly split the escrow charges. AMG &
Associates shall obtain lender’s fitle insurance, if it so elects, at its expense.

Executed on this F_‘f th day of June, 2006, in Los Angeles, California.

" AMG & Associates, LLC " Hahn Development LLC/ Hahn & Kang
: ' Equity L, L.P

= gzl
y:

By: Alexis Gevorgian Date Daté
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ADDENDUM NO. 4

This is Addendum No. 4 to the Purchase Agreement, dated October 11, 2009, on property known
as assessor parcel numbers 030-1982-i21, 030-1982-122, 030-1982-123 in the County of
Alameda, State of Callfomia (the “Property™) between AMG & Associates LLC or assignee (the
“Buyer”) and Hahn & Kang Equity I, L.P., a California limited partnership (the “Seller”).

The Purchase Agreement is amended as follows:

L.

Purchase Price shall be $2,537,500, which shall be pald or satisfied in the manner -
provided in Paragraph 3 hereof -

Buyer and Seller shall cooperate with each other to obtain all regulatory and
governmental permits and approvals in regard to any contamination at the subject site
provided that such permits and approvals are necessary for Buyer’s intended use. Seller
shall remain and is responsible for the all enyironmental cleanup as required by the City
of Oakland and all environmental regulatory agencies. Buyer shall have no obligation to
clean site and shall have the right to clean site in its sole discretion.

Seller shall have the first right to clean the site. If Seller has not commenced and
contracted for the clean up within two (2) months after all discretionary approvals have
been obtained by Buyer for its intended use, Buyer has the right to clean the site per the
terms herein. Buyer shall have the right but not the obligation to clean the site pursuant
to the requirements as set forth by the City of Oakland and all applicable environmental
regulatory agencies,

If Buyer elects to clean up site, after first having offered Seller the opportunity to clean
the property and Seller has refused, the cost of cleanup shall be paid through a third loan
(third to the current first deed of trust for $60,500 and the second deed of trust mentioned
in Paragraph 8 of this agreement) secured by the property at a rate of 12% per annum If
Buyer commences cleaning up of the site, Buyer shall first provide a tentative budget or
prognostics of the planned cleannp activities to Seller before engaging in such activities,
hiring any third party contractors, or otherwise commence such activities and shall not

~ commence until it secures Seller’s approval, which shall not be unreasonably withheld.

The cost of cleanup, if incurred by Buyer, shall be repaid in cash at the close of escrow
provided that Seller pre-approved such cost prior it being mcurred. Notwithstanding the
foregoing, Buyer or its affiliates shall not be compensated for any works they perform in
relation to the cleanup works. Upon commencing the cleanup activities, Buyer shall
exercise reasonable diligence to minimize and control the cost and to expedite the process
and shall report to and consult with Seller from tune to time or upon Seller’s request and
shall be subject to Seller’s right, which is created hereby, to take over the cleaning up
process at any time upon its written notice to Buyer at its own expenses, providéd that
Seller may take over the clean up process only upon Buyer’s breach of its duties to
exercise reasonable diligence and competency, which are created and imposed on Buyer




@ @

hereby. Seller shall also be responsible for its own review of the clean up progress every
2 weeks and shall inform Buyer of any grievances and concermns it discovers m
connection with the process immediately. For the purpose of Seller’s responsibility of
reviewing the progress, Buyer shall make available for review all related information,
including bills and contracts with all contractors and consultants engaged to work on the -
process.

. Of the Purchase Price, Seller shall be paid $1,175,000 in cash at the Close of Escrow.
The cash payment shall be subject to offset for any loans to be repaid by Seller to Buyer
and due on or before the closing and any other charges and expenses that Seller is
obligated to pay Buyer in connection herewith. The balance of the Purchase Price shall
be satisfied by Buyer’s delivery and grant of deed to a retail space of 2,969 sq. ft to
Seller upon the receipt of the certificate of occupancy and the recordation of the
subdivision map per the City of Oakland. Buyer shall use all due and reasonable
diligence and shall spend reasonable efforts in constructing the said retail space.
Furtbermore, Buyer shall build the said retail space in the imdustry standard workmanship '
manner and use materials, labors, and construction expertise that are up to the industry
standard. Buyer’s grant of deed to the said retail space shall be free of all restrictions,
liens, or other encumbrances except those that are customary and necessary to the
enjoyment and employment ofithe said retail space in the ordinary course of business.
The said retail space shall be of commercially acceptable quality and grade for the
purpose of immediately commencing and continming with retail businesses on the
premises by a third party or Sellers.

. The existing loan in the amount of $60,500 plus accrued interest owed by Buyer to Seller
shall be refinanced (or extended) by Buyer at the same rate for a period of 24 months
with 2 points provided that Buyer may elect to repay the said loan by repaying out of the
cash payment due to it upon the close of escrow. If Buyer chooses to refinance the said
loan, Seller shall not be reqmired to pay out of pocket for points and fees.

'8. This amendment shall not become effective until and unless the Pacific Companies, an

Idaho Corporation agrees to make available to Seller a credit line of up to $100,000
which shall be used for the sole purpose of completing any environmental documents and
related legal fees that are requhed in order to meet the environmental approvals set forth
by the City of Oakland and all other applicable public agencies. The credit rate and fees
shall be the same as the aforementioned existing loan due to Buyer. |

. Upon obtaining the said credit approval fiom the Pacific Companies, Buyer shall select
City approved and required land use environmental consultant and project processor,
contract, retain, supervise, and control project consultants to diligentiy pursue receiving
the environmental approvals fiom all relevant agencies for the Buyer’s intended use for
the subject property and shall authorize the Pacific Companies to pay, as such payments
are directly drawn from the said credit line, such consultants after Seller approves the
bills and invoices from such consultants. The said credit line shall be secured by the



10.

o ]

second deed of trust, under the terms of which Seller shall pay all property taxes as they
become due. Seller shall approve envihonmental reports within 2 weeks of presentation,

which shall not be unreasonably withheld. '
Except as otherwise amended in this agreement, all other terms and conditiotis in the
original agreement, 1%, 2_“d, and 3" amendment shall remain in full force and effect.

Executed on this day of December, 2009, i Santa Clara, California.

AMG & Associates, LLC Hahn & Kang Equity I, L.P

1
By: Alexis Gevorgian BMCX Hjhn,?[ax‘laginé Member of
Hahn Development LLC
Its General Partner
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Julie A. Herzog SBN 117102 ALAMEDA COUNTY

Law Office of Julie A. Herzog March 28, 2013
18980 Ventura Boulevard, #230 " CLERKOF
Tarzana, Califomia 91356 THE SUPERIOR COURT
(818) 888-6659 Fax (818) 888-9140 By Judith Sallee, Deputy
]aWWlngS@eaﬂhllnknet CASE NUMBER:

: RG13673502

Attorney for Plaintilf AMG
Investment & Development Services, Inc.

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF ALAMEDA

AMG INVESTMENT & DEVELOPMENT } Case No.
SERVICES, INC., a Califomia corporation, )
} VERIFIED COMPLAINT:

Plaintiff,
1. TO QUIET TITLE

V. :
2. FOR DECLARATORY RELIEF

GRUBB & ELLIS COMPANY, a Delaware
corporation; CITY OF OAKLAND, a chartered
city; HAHN & KANG EQUITY I, LP,a
Califomia limited partnership; HAHN
DEVELOPMENT, LLC, a Califomia limited
liability company; DOES 1 through 25, inclusive,
and All Persons Claiming Any Right, Title,
Estate, Lien or Interest in the Real Property
Described Herein or Any Part Thereof,

UNLIMITED JURISDICTION - CIVIL

S St S et Mt v s N Nt " Nt Nt Nt M S N Nt g

Defendants.

VERIFIED COMPLAINT
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Plaintiff alleges as follows:

FACTS COMMON TO ALL CAUSES OF ACTION

1. Atall times relevant hereto, plaintiff AMG Investment & Development Services, Inc. was
and is a California corporation duly organized under the law of the State of California and doing
business in Alameda County, California.

2. Plaintiff is informed and believes and based thereon alleges that at all times relevant
hereto, defendant Grubb & Ellis Compzmy is a Delaware corporation doing business in Alameda
County, California and the successor in interest to Grubb & Ellis Cormunercial.

3. Plaintiff is informed and believes and based thereon alleges that defendant the City of
Oakland is a chartered city located in Alameda County, Califomia.

4. Plaintiff is informed and believes and based thereon alleges that at all times relevant
hereto defendant Hahn & Kang Equity t, L.P. was a California limited partnership doing business in
Alameda County, California and is the former owner of the real property that is the subject of this
action.

5. Plaintiff is informed and believes and based thereon alleges that at all times relevant
hereto defendant Hahn Development, LLC was and is a California limited liability company doing

business in Alameda County, California.

. 6. The true names and capacities of the defendants named herein as Does J through 25,
inclusive, are unknown to plaintiff, who therefore sues said defendants by such fictitious names.
Plaintiff will amend this complaint to state the true names and capacities ofithese unknown
defendants when the same has been ascertained. Plaintiff is informed and believes and based
thereon alleges that Does 1 through QS, inclusive, claim a right, title or interest in the real property
that is the subject of this action.

7. Plaintiff is the assignee of that certain Straight Note dated June 2, 2006 in the principal
amount of $60,500.00 and deed of trust of even date therewith executed by defendant Hahn & Kang
Equity I, L.P. in favor of AMG & Associates, LLC and recorded on June 28. 2006 in the Official
Records of Alameda County as Instrnment No. 2006247707 (the “AMG Deed of Trust”) which is

secured by the real property situated in the County of Alameda, City of Oakland, commonly known

VERIFIED COMPLAINT
1
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as 4311 MacArthur Blvd., Qakland, California 94619 as to Parcel 1 and no street address for Parcel
2, a vacant property at the comer of High and MacArthur Blvds., Alameda County Assessor's Map
Nos.‘ 030-1982-121, 122 and 123 which is legally described on Exhibit A hereto (the "Property”).

8. Plaintiff is informed and believes and based thereon alleges that on or about August 21,
2009, the County of Alameda recorded a Notice of Power to Sell Tax Defauhed Property for Non-
Payment of Delinquent Taxes for the 2003-2004 fiscal year against the Property as Instrument Nos.
2009276545 and 2009276546; that on or about September 14, 2011, the County of Alameda
recorded a Notice of Power to Sell Tax Defaulted Property for Non-Payment of Delinquent Taxes
for the 2005-2006 fiscal year against the Property as Instmnient No. 2011260871; and, that at all
times relevant hereto up to the time of Plaintiff’s payments to the County of Alameda alleged herein,
the County of Alameda held a valid first priority lien on the Property for delinquent property taxes
that was superior to any claim, right, estate, interest or lien of defendants.

9. On or about March 9, 2012, Plaintiff paid the County of Alameda $203, 296.12 in
payment for the delinquent property taxes on the Property. In November 2012, Plaintiff paid the
County of Alameda an additional $26,201.43 in further payment for the delinquent property taxes on
the Property. The AMG Deed of Trus‘t specifically provided for the payment of said taxes if the
Tmstor, defendant Halm & Kang Equity I, L.P. failed to make said payments at least 10 days before
delinquency. As a result of Plaintiff s payments to the County of Alameda, Plaintiff was sﬁbrogated
to the first priority lien position of the County of Alameda in the amount of its payments.

10. On April 2, 2012, Plaintiff duly noticed and caused to be recorded with the County of
Alameda as Instrument No. 2012-109833. a Notice of Default and Election to Sell Under Deed of
Trust as a result of Hahn & Kang Equity [, L..P. failure to pay any of the principal or tax advances
due under the AMG Note. On July 10, 2012, the Trustee of the AMG Deed of Trust caused to be
served and recorded a duly noticed Notice of Sale of the Property pursuant to the AMG Deed of
Trust recorded as Instrument No. 2012-219334. The delinquency in said Notice included the back
p-roperty taxes péid by Plaintiff. _

11. On or about August 27, 2012, Plaintiff became the owner in fee simple of the Property

pursuant to a Trustee’s Deed Upon Sale recorded in the official records of Alameda County as

VERIFIED COMPLAINT
2
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Instrument No. 2012-280253 (“Trustee’s Deed”) following the duly noticed Tmstee's sale pursuant
to the power of sale in the AMG Deed of Trust.
FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
{To Quie! Titie Against All Defendants)

12. Plaintiff’realleges and incorporates herein by this reference paragraphs 1 through 11,
inclusive of this complaint as though set forth in full.

13. The real property that is the subject of this Action is the real property situated in the
County of Alameda, City of Oakland, commonly known as 4311 MacArthur Blvd., Oakland,
California 94619 as to Parcel 1 and no street address for Parcel 2, a vacant property at the comer of
High and MacArthur Blvds., Alameda County Assessor's Map Nos. 030-1982-121, 122 and 123
which is legally described on Exhibit A hereto (the "Property™).

14. Plaintiff is informed and believes and based upon such information and belief alleges
that defendants claim a right, title, estate or interest in or claim or cloud on the land superior to
Plaintiff’s fee titie ownership interest.

15. The title ofithe Plaintiff to which a determination is sought is owner in fee of the
Property free of any right, title, lien, estate, claim, or interest of defendants. The basis of Plaintiff s
title is based upon the Trustee’s Deed. Further, Plaintiff’s claims of superiority of title vis-a-vis
defendants’ claims or interests is based on Plaintiff s payment of the sum of $229,427.55 to redeem
the Property from the County of Alamedé’s priority lien of defaulted taxes for.the 2003-2004, 2005-
2006 fiscal years and subsequent delinquencies.

16. Plaintiff is informed and believe and based thereon alleges that the adverse claim ofi
defendants to the title ofithe Plainti{fs against which a determination is sought are as lien holders.

17. The determination is sought as of March 28, 2013.

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION
(For Declaratory Relief Against All Defendants)

18. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates herein by this reference paragraphs 1 through 17,

inclusive of this complaint as though set forth in full.

VERIFIED COMPLAINT
3
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19. An actual controversy has arisen and now exists between Plaintiff and defendants
concerning their respective rights and interests in the Property. Plaintiff contends, and is mformed
and believes and based thereon alleges that defendants deny. that Plaintiff is owner in fee of the
Property free and clear of any right, claim, estate, interest or hen of defendants; that by virtue of
Plaintiff s payment of the County of J‘\lameda first priority tax liens, under Civil Code Section 2904,
as well as the doctrine of equitable subrogation, Plaintiff was subrogated to the rights and prioriti.es
of die County of Alameda property tax liens, and that by virtue of that priority, defendants’ liens, if
any, were extinguished by the August 27, 2012 foreclosure sale at which Plaintiff was the successful
bidder. |

20. Plaintiff desires a judicial determination of itsQ rights and interests in the Prqperty and a
judicial declaration that Plaintiff is the owner in fee of the Property free and clear of any right, claim,
estate, interest or lien of defendants.

21. A judicial declaration is necessary and appropriate at this time uﬁder the circumstances
in order that Plaintiffs may ascAertain‘ its rights and interests in the Property, and to avoid a
multiplicity of actions.

WHEREFORE, PlaintHf prays for judgment as follows:

1. On the First Cause of Action to Quiet Title, for a judicial determination that Plaintiff
is the owner in fee of the Property free and clear of the adverse claims alleged herein.

2. On the Second Cause of Action for Declaratory Relief, for a judicial determination
that Plaintiff has been subrogated to the rights and priority of the first priority tax liens of the County
of Alameda that were paid by Plaintiff, and that Plaintiff is the owner in fee of the Property free and
1
/"

/"

VERIFIED COMPLAINT
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clear of the adverse claims alleged herein

3. For such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper.

Dated: March 27, 2013 i :
By: I’\‘*L“-’ Q- ‘L""W

lie A. Herzog
Att v for Plaintiff AMG Investment &
Development Services, Inc.

VERIFIED COMPLAINT
5
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1 VERIFICATION
2 ||STATE OF CALIFORNIA
3 ||COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
4
5 I have read the foregoing document entitled Verified Complaint and know its contents. Iam
J
6 || the President of the Plaintiff in thiis action, and am duly authorized to make this verification on its
7 || behalf. The niatters stated in the forugoing document are true and correct of my own personal
8 knowledge, except those matters which are alleged on information and belief, which I am informed
2 and beheve and based thereon state are true and correct.
:? Executed on this 27th day of March 2013, at Encino, Califoruia. 1 declare under penalty of
12 perjury that the foregoing is true and cotrect. ( .}:. ;“"“
13
14 Alexis M. Gevorgian
; 15
16
17
i 18
' 19
20
21
22
23
24
25
20
27
28
VERIFIED COMPLAINT
6
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EXHIBIT"A"
VERIFIED COMPLAINT
THE LAND REFERRED TO IN THIS GERRSHEIRE IS SITUATED ™ THE STATE OF

CALIFORNIA, CITY OF OAKLAND, COUNTY OF ALAMEDA AND IS DESCRIBED AS
FOLLOWS:

PARCEL I:

LOT 3 AND A PORTION OF LOTS 6, 7, 8, 9 AND 10, BLOCK "B", MAP OF MELROSE ACRES, FILED NOVEMBER 4, 1920,
TN MAP BOOK 6. PAGE 46, ALAMEDA COUNTY RECORDS, DESCRIBED A S FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE SOUTHWESTERN LINE OF MAC ARTHUR BOULEVARD,
FORMERLY HOPKINS STREEF, WITH THE SOUTHEASTERN LINE OF IIGH STREET, AS SAID STREETS ARE SHOWN
ON SAID MAP: RUNNING THIENCE ALONG SATD LINE OF ITGH STREET, SOUTH 58° 04' 37" WEST, 86.63 FEET TO THE
SOLTHWESTERN LINE OF SATID LOT 5; THENCE ALONG THE LAST NAMED LINE, SOUTH 36 13' 53" EAST, 199.95
FEET TO THE SOUTHEASTERN LINE OF LOT 4; THENCE ALONG THE SOUTHEA STERN LINE OF LOT 4, SOITTH 58° 04
37 WEST 23.76 FEET TO A POINT ON THE EXTERIOR BOUNDARY LINE OF PARCEL 1 AS DESCRIBED IN DEED TO
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DATED JULY 15, 1967 AND RECORDED SEPTEMBER 19, 1961, ON REEL 411 OF OFFICIAL
RECORDS OF ALAMEDA COUNTY, IMAGE 925 (SERIES AS/115253); THENCE ALONG THE EXTERIOR BOUNDARY OF
SAID STATE OF CALIFORNIA PARCEL OF LLAND (AS/115253), THE FOUR FOLLOWING COURSES AND DISTANCES:
SOUTH 58° 29' 50" EAST, 204.81 FEET; NORTH 25° 13' 00" WEST, 175.21 FEET, ON THE ARC OF A TANCENT CURVETO
THE LEFT WITH A RADIUS OF 364.C0 FEET, A

DISTANCE OF 30,00 FEET; AND NORTH 49° 14' 07" EAST. 2.70 FEET TO SAID LTNE OF MAC ARTHUR BOULEVARD;
THENCE ALONG THE LAST VMIEIN HONED LINE, NORTH 407 45' 53" WEST,

129.84 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING
PARCEL 2:

A PORTION OF LOTS 3 AND 4 IN BLOCK. B. AS SHOWN ON THAT MAP ENTITLED, "ME ROSE ACRES OAKLAND,
ALAMEDA COUNTY, ,

CALIFORNIA", TILE) NOVEMBER 4, 1920, TN LIBER 6 OF MAPS, PAGE 46, IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER
OF ALAMEDA COUNTY.

COMMENCING AT A POINT ON THE SOUTHEASTERLY LINE OF SAID LOT 4, DISTANT THEREON NORTH 57° 02 22"
EAST (SAID BEARING BEING NORTH 28° 04' 37° FAST ACCORDING TQO THE CALIFORNIA COORDINATE SYSTEM,
ZONE1I), 18,88 FEFT FROM THEMOST SOUTHERLY CORNER OF SATD LOT 4; THENCE NORTH 59° 3205" WEST {SAID
BEARING BEINGNORTH 58° 2% 50" WEST ACCORDING TO THE CALIFORNIA COORDINATE SYSTEM, ZONE IIIN. 100.72
FEET. THENCE NORTH 51° 27 39" WEST (SAID BEARING BEING NORTH 50° 25 24" WEST ACCORDING TO THE
CALIFORNIA COORDINATE SYSTEM, ZONE T1I), 104.13 FEEI' TO THE SOLTHWESTERLY LINE OF SAID LOT 3.
THENCE ALONG LAST SATD LINE. NORTH 37° 16 08" WEST ({SATD BEARING BEING NORTH 36° 13' 53" WEST
ACCORDING TO THE CALIFORNIA COORDINATE SYSTEM, ZONE IIT). 10.59 FEET TO THE SOUTHEASTERLY LINE OF
HIG4 STREET {90.00 FEET WIDE): THENCE ALONGLAST SAID LINE, NORTH 57° 02' 22" EAST (SAID BEARING BEING
NORTH 58° 04" 37" EAST ACCORDING TO THE CALIFORNIA COORDINATE SYSTEM., ZONE 1), 87.63 FEET TO THE
NORTHEASTERLY LINE OF SAID LOT 4; THENCE ALONGLAST SAID LINE, SOUTH 37° 16' 08" EAST (SAID BEARING
BEING SOUTH 36° 13" 53" EAST ACCORDING TO THE CALIFORNIA COORDINATE SYSTEM, ZONE I}, 199.95 FEET TO
THEMOST EASTERLY CORNER OF SAID LOT 4: THENCE ALONG THE SQUTHEASTERLY LINE OF SATD LOT 4, SOUTH
57° 02' 22° WEST (SAID BEARING BEING SOUTH 58 04 37" WEST AOCORDING TO CALIFORNIA COOROINATE
SYSTEM. ZONEIT). 23.76 FEET TO THE POINT OF COMMENCEMENT.
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— 18980 Ventura Blvd. #23¢ i ALAMEDA COUNTY
Tarzana, CA 91356 May 29, 2013
TeepHone o (B18) 888-6659 Fax nO (Cponat; {8 18) 888-9140 CLERK QF
E-MAL ALDRESS iCpanay laWWingsi@carthiink. net THE SUPERIOR COURT
ATTORNEY FoR tvamey Plainti ff AMG lovestment & Development Services, Inc. By Alicia Espinoza, Deputy
SUPER[OR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF ALAMEDA CASE NUMBER,
srresyaopress: 1225 Fallop Street RG13673502
MA UNG ADDRESS:
crvanpzrcope:  Qakland, CA 94612
sracinane.  Rene C. Davidson Courthouse
PLAINTIFF/EETITIONER: AMG Investment & Development Services, Inc. CASE NUMBER:
. 1
DEFENDANT/RESPONDENT: Grubb & Ellis Company, ctc. et. al. RG13673502
Ref. ha of Fila No.:
PROOF OF SERVICE OF SUMMONS

(Separate proof of service is required for each party served.)
1. Atthe time of service | was at least 18 years of age and not a party to this action.
2. |served copies of:
2 summons
b complaini
Afternative Dispute Resolution {ADR) package
" Civil Case Cover Sheet (served in complex cases only)
cross-complaint
7 ] other (specify documents). Notice of Assignment of Judge; Notice of Case Management Conference

e oo
NUHEE

w
o

. Party served (specify name of party as shown on documents served).

City of Qakland

b. Person (other than the party in item 3a) served on behalf of an enlily or as an authorized agent (and not a person
under item 5b on whom substituted service was made) (specify name and relationship to the party named in fem 3a);

City of Qakland, City Attorney
4. Address where the party was served-
Qakland City Hall, 6th Floor. 1 Frank Qgawa Plaza, Qakland CA 94612
5. |served the party {check proper box)
a. ] by personal service. 1 personally delivered the documents listed in item 2 to the party or person authorized to
receive service of process for the party (I) on (date). {2) at {time):
b. ] by substituted service. On (date): at (time). I left the documents listed in item 2 with or
in the presence of fname and title or refalionship to person indicated in itemn 3):

(1) [_] (businass) a person at least 18 years of age apparently in charge at the office or usual place of business
of the person to be served. linformed him or her of the general nature of the papers.

{2 [ 1 thome) a competent member of the housetold (al least 18 years of age) at the dwelling house or usual
place of abode of the party. | informed hin or her of the general nature of the papers,

3) [ ] (bhysical address unknown) a person al least IS years of age apparently in charge at the usual malfing
address of lhe person to be served, other thart a United Stales Poslal Service post office box. i informed
him or her of the general nature of lhe papers.

4 D | thereafler mailed (by firsl-class, costage prepaid) coples of the documents to the person to be served
at the place where the copies were left (Code Civ. Proc.. § 415.20).1 mailed the documents on
(date): from (city): or a declaralion of mailing is attached.

8 1 1anach a declaration of diligence stating actions taken first to attempt personal service.
Pagoiof2

F°&ﬁf;°;{;‘;’:fgmg“ PROOF OF SERVICE OF SUMMONS Coda of Civil Procadurs, § 417.19
PQOS5-919 [Pav taaiary 1. 20C7]
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CASE N.JMBER:

RG13673502

PLAINTIFFPETITIONER. AMG Investment & Development Services, Inc.

DEFENDANT/RESPONDENT: Grubb & Ellis Company, ¢tc. et. al.

5 ¢ by mail and acknowledgment of receipt of service. | mailed the documents listed in item 2 to the party, to the
address shown in item 4. by firstclass mail, postage prepad,

(1) on (date}: 4-5-2013 (2) from (city) Woodland Hills, CA

(3) [L£] with two copies of the Nolice end Acknowiedgment of Receip!t and a postage-paid retum envelope addressed
to me. {Affach completed Notice and Acknowledgement of Recepl.} (Code Civ. Proc , § 415.30.)

{4) | | to an address outside Califomia with return receipt requested. (Code Cw. Proc., § 415.40.)
d. by other means (specify means of service and aultiorizing code section);
Service acknowledged by Deputy City Atlorney Kiran Jain on 4/23/2013 (Sec attached email)
[ additional page descnbing servica is aftached

6. The "Notice to the Person Served" {on the summons) was completed as follows:

a. [_] as anindividual defendant
b, D as the person sued under the fictitious name of (specify):
€. |:] as occupant
d On behalf of fspecify): City of Oakland
under the foilowing Code of Civil Proceduns sectioa:
[C1 416.10 {corporation) [C] 415.95 {business organization, form unknown)
] 416.20 {defunct corporation) 1 4 t6.60 (minor)
1 415.30 {joint stock company/association) [__| 416.70 (ward or conservatee)
] 415.40 (association or partnership) [J 416.90 (authorized person)
413.50 {public entity) [ 415.46 (occupant)
[ other:

7. Person who served papers
a. Name: Julic A. Herzog

b. Address: 18980 Ventura Bivd ., #230

¢ Telephone number: (818) 888-66590

d. The fee for service was: $ 0

e ham:
{1} Lv_| not a registered California process sefver.
{2) exempt from registration under Susiness and Professions Code section 22350(b).
{3) a registered California process server:

iy [_] owner [_]employee [__] independent contractor.
(ii) Registration No.:
(i) County:

&. 1 declare under penaity of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct.

or
9. [ 1 1am acCalifornia stteriff or marshal and | certify that the foregoing is true and correct.

Date: 5-20-2013

p koo 0 Buyny

(SIGNATURE 7

Julie A. Herzoe
(NAME OF PERSCN VWHO SERVED PAPERS/SHERI=F OR MARSHAL)

POS-040 |Rev. January 1, 260T) PROOF OF SERVICE OF SUMMONS Paga 2 of 2
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Julie Herzog
]

From: Jain, Kiran C <KJain@oaklandcityattomey.org>

Sent: ' Tuesday, April 23, 2013 5:09 PM

To: Julie Herzog

Subject: RE: AMG Investment, etc. v. Grubb & Ellis Co,, et al., A.C.5.C. Case No. RG13673502

Thanks Julie. Are these properties set to be sold?

Kiran

From: Julie Herzog [mailto: lawwings@earthlink.net |

Sent: Tuesday, April 23, 2013 5:02 PM

To: Jain, Kiran C

Subject: AMG Investment, etc. v. Grubb & Ellis Co., et al., A.C.S.C. Case No. RG13673502

Dear Ms. Jain: Per our telephone call of this afternoon, please find attached the preliminary title report showing the
liens of the City of Oakland we discussed. They are exczption nos. 17 to 18 and 21 to 27, Inclusive. Please give me a call
back after you've investigated and let me know if these are liens the City is still pursuing, and if they are, so we can
discuss the priority issues involved in the case. Thank you. Julie Herzog '

Julie A, Herzog Esq.

Attorney at Law

18980 Ventura Bivd,, #230
Tarzana, CA 91356

(818) 888-6659 fax (818) 888-9140
lawwings/a earthlink net
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v. H4FHN reiatcd cases, Alameda Superior Court Case Nos. RG12629895 and RG12644534:
25
2% PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Plaintiff AMG INVESTMENT & DEVELOPMENT

27 || SERVICES, INC, objects to the Notice ofiRelated Case filed by Defendant Alex Hahn in Hakn v.

28
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Hahn, Alameda Superior Case No. RG12629895 on the grounds that the cases should not be deemed

related for the following reasons:

1. The already related Alameda Superior Court cases, Nos. RG12629895 and RG12644534

both designated Hahn v. Hahn, are family partnership dissolution and breach of fiduciary cases in
which Plaintiff AMG Investment & Development Services, Inc. has no interest. Contrary to the box
checked on Alex Hahn’s Notice of Rcleted Case, the parties to the action are not the same. As can
be seen from the above caption, the parties to this case are Plaintiff AMG Investment &
Development Services, Inc. and defendants Grubb & Ellis Company, the City of Oakland, Hahn &
Kang Equity 1, L.P., Hahn Development, LLC, DOES 1 through 25, inclusive, and All Persons
Claiming Any Right, Title, Estate, Lien or Interest in the Real Property located in the City of
Oakland, commonly known as 4311 MacArthur Blvd., Oakland, Califomia 34619 as fo Parcel 1 and
no street address for Parcel 2, a vacant property at the comer of High and MacArthur Blvds.,
Alameda County Assessor's Map:) Nos. 030—1982- 121, 122 and 123. The parties to the Hahn v. Hahn
Case No. R(G 126298895 are plaintiffs Young S. Halm, Miae Hahn, Won S Halm, Grace Hahn, Sang
Duk Hahn, and Mingie Hahn and defendants Alex K. Hahn, Jae Hee Hahn and Jung Hyun Cho (filed
5/11/12 and désiénated as Hahn | on the attached Order Relating Céses). The parties to the Hahn v.
Hahn Case No. RG12644534 are plaintiffs Young S. Hahn, Edward Kang, Won S. Hahn, James
Kang, and Sang Duk Hahn, and defendants Alex K. Hahn, Charles Hahn, Jung Hyun Cho, Hahn
Development, LLC and AMG & Associates, LLC‘ (filed 8/21/12 and designated as Hahn 11 on the
attached Order Relating Cases).

2. The <.:a§es do not arise from the same or substantially identical transactions, incidents, or
events requiring the determination of the same or substantially the same or identical questions ofilaw
or fact. The AMG Investment & Development Services, Inc. action is for quiet title and declaratory

relief that a foreclosure sale held on August 27, 2012 extinguished the defendants interests, if any, in

NOTICE OF OBJECTION TO AND OBJECTION TO NOTICE OF RELATED CASES
2
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the subject property. The Hahn I complaint filed May 11", 2012 is a family partnership dispute for
Partition of Real Property, Cancellation of Instrument and Accounting, and Damages.” The real
property in that case is identified as 495 22" St., Oakland, Califomia and is not the real property at
issue in the AMG Investment & Development, Inc. case. The Hahn II complaint filed August 21,
2012 states that it is “For Damages for Breach of Fiduciary Duty; Embezzlement; Breach of Written
Contract; Cancellation of Instrument; Dissolution of Partnership; Accounting; Partition of Real
Property; and Common Coiumt,” Although the same real property that is in issue in the AMG
Investment & Development Services, Inc. case is tangentially involved in the partnership dispute,
AMG Investment & Development Services, Inc.. Grubb & Ellis Company, and the City of Qakland
have no interest in the outcome of the family partnership disputes.

3. Asmentioned in paragraph 2, the ﬁahn I Action (No. 895} does not involve claims
against, title to, possession of, or damages to the same property involved in the AMG Investment &
Development Services, Inc. case. The IHahn II complaint initially had one cause of action against a
wholly separate AMG combany, AMG & Associates, LLC but AMG & Associates, LLC was
dismissed from the Plaintiffs’ Complaint at a February 4, 2013 Case Management Conference. On
June 27, 2013, Counsel for Defeﬁdant Alex Hahn in the Hahn II case sent counsel for Plaintiff AMG
Investment & Development Services, Inc. a copy of Cross-Complaint he filed on June 25, 2013
which includes a cause of action against AMG & Associates, LLC for Breach of Contract. The
contract alleged to have been breached by AMG & Associates, LLC in a purchase agreement dated
August 15, 2005 for the same property that is the subject of the AMG Investment & Development
Services, Inc. case, The Hahn II cross-complaint docs not however, involve a claim against, seek
any interest in, title to or possession of, or damages to the real property that is the subject of the
AMG Investment & Development Services, Inc. action.

4. For the above stated reasons, Plaintiff AMG Investment & Development Services, Inc.

NOTICE OF OBJECTION TO AND OBJECTION TO NOTICE OF RELATED CASES
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does not believe that designating the AMG Investment & Development Services, Inc. case as a
related case to the Hahn v. Hahn related cases is likely for other reasons to require substantial
duplication of judicial resoiuces if heard by different judges. The issues to be tried are separate and
distinct and the parties and causes of action are too different. Plaintiff AMG Investment &
Development Services, Inc. respectfully requests the court to allow it to proceed with its case
without the related designation.

Dated: July 9, 2013

By: r\“-n‘*“' Q- ‘L‘%

Juhe erzog
Atto e for AMG Investment & Development
Servides) Inc.

NOTICE OF OBJECTION TO AND OBJECTION TO NOTICE OF RELATED CASES
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ALAMEDA GOUNTY

FEB 2 0 2013
ERK OF THE SUPERIOR COURT
SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALlFORN'r Poancy Q. Posa
~ [
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ALAMEDA ey
ORDER RELATING CASES
YOUNG S. HAHN, et al., . ("CRC™) 3.300(h)(1))
Plaintifi(s),
vs. :
ALEX K. HAHN, et al., No. RG12 629885
Defendant(s). " (“Hahn T Action™)
YOUNG S. HAHN, et al., No. RG12-644534
Plaintiff(s), (“Hahn If Action®)
Vs,
ALEX K. HAHN, et al.,
Defendant(s).

The Court finds that the above two actions (referred to respectively as the Hahn /
Action, and the Hahn I Action) are relatéd. ITIS HEREBY ORDERED:
1. That the Hakn II Action shall be transferred from Dept 16 and assigned to
Department 516, and set for a case management conference in Dept 516 on
May 20,2011 at 2:30 p.m.
2. All future dates in Dept 16 in the Hahn // case are hereby vacated.
3. After filing, the Department 516 clerk shall serve a copy ofithis Order on all

parties in al] related cases, and deliver a copy to Judge Wynne Carvill and to

Judge Lawrence John Appel. (See/CR

"!. R

Chion, GRENDA & HARBIN-FORTE
JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT

Dated: FER 2.0 2013
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PROOF OF SERVICE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

I am employed in the county ofiLos Angeles. State of California. I am employed in the
County of Los Angeles, State of California. I am over the age of 18 and not a party to the within
actions; my business address is 18980 Ventura Boulevard, Suite 230, Tarzana, CA 91356.

On July 9, 2013, I served the document(s) entitled, NOTICE OF OBJECTION TO AND
OBJECTION TO NOTICE OF RELATED CASE FILED IN CASE NO. RG12629895 on the
interested part—ies in this action by placing true copies thereof in a sealed envelope(s) addressed as
stated below:

SEE ATTACHED SERVICE/MAILING LIST
[ X] BY MAIL I deposited such envelope in the mail at West Hills, Califomia. The

envelope was mailed with postage thereon fully prepaid.

[ ] (BY FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION): I caused a tme copy thereof to be sent via facsimile to
the attached hsted names and facsimile numbers and received confirmed transmission reports
indicating that this document was sucozssfully transmitted to the parties.

[ 1(VIA OVERNIGHT MAIL): 1deposit such envelope to be placed for collection and
handling via UPS following our ordinary business practices. I am readily familiar with this
business’ practice for collecting and processing correspondence for UPS. On the same day thai
material is placed for collection, it is picked by UPS at , California.

[ ] (BY HAND DELIVERY): I caused said envelope to be delivered by hand to the addressee(s)
mentioned in the attached service/mailing list.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Califomia that the foregoing

is true and correct and was executed on July 9, 2013 at Woodland Hills, Califomia.

(\uﬁ.u; o [,

Julj¢ \. Herzog 0

NOTICE OF OBJECTION TO AND OBJECTION TO NOTICE OF RELATED CASES
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SERVICE LIST

Brian H. Song, Esq.

Law Office ofiBrian H. Song

2700 Augustine Drive., Suite 198

Santa Clara, CA 95054

Attorney for Plaintiffs in the

Hahn v. Hahn cases and

Registered Agent for Service ofiProcess
for Hahn & Kang Equity I, L.P.

in Case No. RG13673502

Barbara Parker. Esq.

Kiran C. Jain, Esq.

Oakland Citv Attormey’s Office
City Hall, 6th Floor

1 Frank Ogawa Plaza

Oakland, California 94612
Attorneys for Defendant

City of Oakland in Case No.
RG13673502

Clinton Killjan, Esq.

Fried & Williams, LLP

480 9™ Street

Oakland CA 94607
ckillian@friedwilliams.com i
Attorneys for Defendants in the
Hahn v. Hahn related cases

NOTICE OF OBJECTION TO AND OBJECTION TO NOTICE OF RELATED CASES
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AMG — PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING — JULY 17, 2013

Item 6 - AMG

{Transcribed from video recording of the meeting by Alecto Caldwell, July 27, 2013).
Planner = Lynn Warner {PLW)

Commissioners = Moore {CM}; Weinstein {CW); Bonilla {CB); {CP) Pattillo {Chair}; Whales
AG = Alexis Gervorkian {sp?) — Applicant/developer.

LG = Leslie Golden {landscape architect and presenter for the project applicant.

Miller — reads title of project and presents Lynn Warner — “presenting first for the City”
CP {Chair Pattillo}: One moment.

Commissioner Whales: | have to recuse myself since | own property within 300 feet of this...
CP: You are excused.

PLW: | apologize, we had a lot of last minute comments to print out and distribute to all of you, so |
know all of you haven't had a chance to read all those. Uh, and | also gave you some language there for
a proposed Condition of Approval, #19 is what it would be. That CP would like to add to the conditions.

Let me start out by saying, Good evening, Commissioners. Uh, let me get to my report here. OK.

The project site is approximately 1 acre in size, a little under that. And itis currently vacant except fora
billboard. The triangular shaped lot includes three parcels and it is bounded by High Street, Interstate
580 and MacArthur Blvd. Buildings in the immediate vicinity range from one to three stories in height.
The project involves the redevelopment of the site with a five story mixed-use project, including 115
units of senior housing, 3640 square feet of ground floor commercial space, and 65 parking spaces.

Four stories of 1 bedroom senior units will be located on a podium over the ground floor which will
include parking and commercial space. The height of the building varies from 47 to 60 feet. Please
note that on Sheet A 10 it shows a maximum height of 65 feet, but that is an error, it should read 60
feet, according to the applicant.

Just for your background, because | know a lot of Commissioners are somewhat recent to the
Commission, this project, basically, a similar project was previously approved on Feb. 20, 2008, by the
Planning Commission, but was appealed to the City Council. Subsequently, the Applicant withdrew his
application which invalidated all Land Use Approvals, rendering the Appeal moot. In March 2010, the
Applicant submitted a new Application for Planning related approvals. The new Applicationincludes a
slightly revised project description and the project elevations are essentially the same as the project that
was previously approved.



The project requires Major Conditional Use Permits to exceed the maximum allowable density, to
reduce the parking requirement, and to provide ground level parking and leading. The proposed
increase in allowable density is Warranted due to the provision of senior housing. In addition, some
portion of the units will be provided as affordable housing. The proposed reduction in the parking
requirement is warranted due to the provision of senior housing, which generates a much lower parking
demand than typical multi-family residential projects. The provision of ground level parking and loading
is justified because the parking will be enclosed within the buil‘ding and screened. And the loading area
will be located at the edge of the building. Minor Variances are required in order to exceed the general
height limit and the height limit adjacent to R50 Medium Density Residential Zone. The 47 to 60 foot
eight of the proposed project would exceed the 3 to 40 foot allowable height limit. The height limit
varies because this is split by two different zoning districts. Because the project provides senior housing
and a Conditional Use Permit is required in order to exceed the allowable density, it is logical to assume
that granting such a density bonus entails waiving zoning regulation related to height in order to...
accommaodate the additional units. In addition, the configuration of the lot, the need to provide open
space, and the proximity to Interstate 580 make it difficult to design the project to be consistent with
the height limits. The design of the project was extensively reviewed and revised as part of the approval
process for the previous project proposed for the site. The previous project design was considered at
two Design Review Committee Meetings, two community meetings, and three Planning Commission
Meetings, and was also discussed with several DRC members on several occasions. Staff believes the
proposed project is attractively designed, with high quality materials and that it would be a substantial
improvement to the surrounding Laurel District Neighborhood. It would replace an existing vacant,
blighted site that contains a billboard and weeds with a mixed use building containing active residential
and commercial uses. The design of the project is appropriate for its prominent location at the corner of
High Street and MacArthur Blvd. and adjacent to Interstate 580.

The project would result in several potentially significant impacts. However, all of the impacts identified
in the DEIR would be reduced to less than significant levels with the implementation of the proposed
Standard Conditions of Approval which are included as Attachment B in the Staff Report.

Uh, before | wrap up, | just want to mention that the bulk of the comments that you received this
evening, uh, well... they kind of go over a wide variety of concerns. But they can be broken down into
several categories. One is environmental issues. | will summarize this since you don’t... haven't had the
chance to really review this. Uh... in terms of environmental issues, the primary issues are that the site
is contaminated, it has got hazardous materials contamination. But, the project has got Standard
Conditions of Approval that require mediation of the site. This is standard. Just about every infill site
you see in Oakland has hazardous materials contamination. There is a reason it is vacant. So thisis no
different from any of the other ones, um. This site would have to be remediated fully to residential
standards. That is going to be regulated by ail the relevant governing agencies. It is not just the City, it
is Alameda County Environmental Health Department, Regional Water Quality Control Board. There are
a lot of different agencies that oversee that. So that ... All of these have been addressed in the EIR. But
there is also air quality. A lot of people raised a concern about placing any residents, but particularly
seniors right next to a busy freeway. And there is a Standard Condition of Approval in the Standard



Conditions of Approval and Monitoring and Reporting Program that includes (clears throat), excuse me.
It is a standard measure whenever you are next to a freeway or some sort of sensitive location for air
quality you have to do extra air filtration. | believe it is called the MERV (sp?} air filtration system. So
that is going to be implemented into the project. That is a Standard Requirement. And, of course, all of
the other standard air measures that are part of our Standard Conditions of Approval. But that is the
main one of dissent (?), because it is right next to the freeway.

The, um, let’s see what else. Traffic. Particularly because it is a busy intersection, and having seniors
who are a little bit more, um, less agile in terms of crossing the street. That has all been addressed in
the EIR and there are no significant impacts from traffic. Traffic isn’t that good to begin with but that is
because this is a senior project, it is only going to contribute a very small number of trips, especially
during the AM and PM peak hours, because, you know, the seniors aren’t out at the same hours, you
know, that all the regulars are out. So their contribution during those busy hours is very small. And, so
that is also less than significant and there are all the standard measures included in Conditions of
approval to address those issues.

Um, Oh,... Scenic Designation. Scenic Highway Designation. Highway 580 is a Scenic Highway Corridor
and there was some concern that placing a new building along that corridor could impact the integrity of
that designation by Cal Trans, and that was examined. The consultant checked with Cal Trans on that
and they said that the Scenic Highway corridor basically.... | am paraphrasing, but basically, it discusses
this in the aesthetics section of the EIR, or the initial study, but it is already so deteriorated that this'is
going to have a minorimpact on it. Yes, it is going to be visible from the freeway, it is bigger than
anything around it, but, the fact that you are whizzing by, you see it for a split second, and it will rise up
above the trees, but you're not going to see it for long periods of time and right now there is a billboard
there. So the billboard is already visible from there. It is going to come down as part of the project and
then in its place would be this project. But, it would not, according to Cal Trans, impact the Scenic
Highway Designation.

So, I think.... Mark, can you think of any others? | think those are the primary....
CP: The other issue...

PLW ... environmental issues

CP: ... not environmental issues, but the use — senior housing vs commercial.
PLW: Yes, I'll get into that /
CP: You will address that — OK

PLW: Yes | will.

PLW: So, | think that is all the environmental issues, primarily, that were hit on again and again in
various comments, both throughout the process, you know, in the draft EIR , the final EIR and in some of
these letters we have recently received.



Then, there are other more land use concerns. And those... a lot of people said, well you know this is a
commercial, a commercially zoned property. it is part of a commercially zoned area sc why could you
have, how could you allow a residential project. Well, that's because Commercial Zoning allows a
combination of uses. It allows commercial uses, civic uses, and residential uses. So residential uses are
clearly allowed in this commercial zone and virtually every commercial zone within the City. Soitis not
that is required to be a commercial use, it’s that you can’t have a commercial use is most residential
zones, but commercial use are more comprehensive and they allow a variety of uses including
residential. So it is not precluded in any way from residential uses. Um, now, a lot of people may have a
preference for commercial, but, you know, we have not received any applications for this site for
commercial. And there is no requirement to make it commercial. it might be a nice addition to the
neighborhood, but, you know, which primarily a commercial corridor along this area is. But,
unfortunately, we don’t have any applications far that. | happen to know that Kir Williams in the
Economic Development Division just told me many times that she has brought people out there on bus
tours. Developers. Showing all these potential development sites to developers throughout the City
and nobody, you know, has submitted anything for this. So, it is a nice idea, but there is nothing on the
boards, and this is what is on the boards and it is allowed. And again, just to reiterate, | realize that
none of you Planning Commissioners were on the Planning Commission , | didn’t work on the project
then either, but this was approved by the Planning Commission in 2008.

Um, let’s see. Other land use issues..... Oh. Well, related to some of the use permits and variances that
are being asked for - the variances are related to height, so that is completely up to you, whether you
think that the height is appropriate, but again, this right next to a freeway, it's at the corner of two huge
arterial streets — High and MacArthur, a very busy thoroughfare. Uh. If any site.... It is designated as a
Grow and Change Area in the General Plan, so it wasn’t meant to stay static and low intensity. There are
several, many corridors throughout the City, you know, Telegraph, San Pablo, all kinds of tour roads {?)
throughout the City that have had infill sites like this that have been redeveloped with buildings that are
taller than the generally surrounding buildings in the area. And, if any place can accommaodate it, it is
generally, areas such as this that are on, you know, high traffic corridors, especially next to a freeway.

Um, uh, let’s see what else. Um, the use permits that are being asked for are for parking and loading,
um, and that’s because they are on the ground floor here and there is really nowhere else to put them,
but the parking... The loading has been tucked to the side on High Street, the furtherest distance, and
you know, the less prominent side, um, beside the building. Itis not going to be that big a deal because
it is loading for residential building. Uh.

CP: When you are on that, can you speak toc why the drop off zone on High was deleted from the
project?

PLW: Yes. Because that was looked at during the traffic analysis, as part ¢f the EIR process, and it was
determined that that was going to be a circulation prohlem, because of how traffic goes to the
intersection and there is already a bus stop there and it was just going to be a conflict. So they decided
that they really had to take it out for traffic circulation reasons. So that couldn’t put an extra pick up
spot there. But they do have a spot set aside inside the garage if they end up using shuttle service either



on their own or utilizing existing shuttle services in the area. So they can pull into the garage. Pick up
and drop off and then drive out.

Um. And the parking, although it is on the ground floor, is going to be screened. Itis going to be
enclosed in the building. It is not going to be open parking. And it is going to be visually screened.

Um. The other issue related to use permits the need additional density in order to get the additional
units of senior housing. And that is provisioned in the Code to accommodate senior housing is to allow
it via the Use Permit process. And, as well, we have a provision to reduce parking for senior housing.
Obviously the two go together. And part of the study in the draft EIR showed that senior housing
produces less trips. And they have less demand for parking as well. So thatis why it makes sense to
reduce the parking there.

So, um, also some people have brought up the issue... so those are the land use entitlement issues then
there are some of the policy and planning issues related to it. And those are primarily related to....
Some people keep bringing up the issue about affordable housing. This project as currently proposed....
Well, basically the applicant, he can speak to this. After this he is going to come up and give a brief
presentation, he and his architect. And they can walk you through the design in more detail. But, uh, he
would like to have as much affordable housing here as possible.

The problem is, from what | understand, and I'm not a housing person so | don’t know how all the uh...
economics work per se. But he said that, you know there are tax credits that they have to get and they
don’t know until after the project gets approved, and they are out in the market, looking to get tax
credits, how much money they are going to receive. And so it is really not sure at this point how many,
you know, he would like to have 100% affordable housing, if possible, but it may not work out that way.
A lot of the projects he does are, a lot of the projects he does are a mix of affordable and market rate
housing. $o, it doesn’t matter at all, from a Planning point of view, because we don’t regulate
affordable housing any differently. We are not allowed to under State Law. So, uh, it is some unknown
amount at this point, but again, the developer can speak to this, but | know his intent is to get as much
affordable housing as possible, but it is not an issue from a Planning point of view, we regulate it the
same way. And it would be different if he had asked for bonuses because of it being an affordable
housing project, he could do that under State law, get additional density for affordable housing, you can
get bonuses for that. But he has not asked for that.

And then, | think, the final main issue related to planning and policy is just design. And that’s just, you
know, (chuckle) and that’s always the hardest one because it’s very subjective. And, again, you are all
new onit. I'm new. A lot of us are coming in on the process, but again, we do have to realize that there |
is a history on this project. And it has been through, honestly (she holds her right hand up as if swearing
to tell the truth and nothing but the truth), | have worked on a lot of big projects in the City. The
Shorenstein City Center Project, the Cathedral, the Essex Building on Lake Merritt, a lot of them. And

not a single one has been through even a fraction of the review process that this one has. So, um, it has
been through a lot of meetings, and it evolved, um, from what | understand, in terms of design from
where It was originally to where it is now. And hopefully, with maybe some minor tweaks and further



Conditions of Approval, and such, uh, it is ready to be decided upon one way or the other. Um, but I just
wanted to reiterate that it has been through the full process before. And was approved completely by
the Planning Commission previously.

5o, uh, with that, | will turn it over to the applicant. Uh, Leslie is going to start, Ok, so we will have....

CP: Before you step away. Uh, first | want to thank you for such a thorough report. It is always
impossible to review and so the fact that you have summarized it is very helpful.

PLW: You are welcome.

CP: And | wanted to ask my fellow Commissioners if they have questions and Commissioner Bon... does
for Staff.

CB: Um, yes, my question is... | heard about mitigation filtering system, air quality, and so forth. I have
not heard, and | went through the volumes of stuff | got from the City and | am not aware, in order to,
um, mitigate noise for the seniors, if there is a sound wall, acoustic.... Plan on that side of the freeway
to contain the noise,

PLW: No, there are no sound walls that are required as part of the project. Um, | think, there is just
extra insulation, through, you know, they are going to have to do extra insulated windows, which is a
standard requirement, you know, whenever you have extra noisy conditions that you are subject to.
And during construction period, they are going to have to do, you know, the standard mitigation
measure... well, standard conditions of approval to mitigate noise during construction. But in terms of
operational noise, there is no requirement for a sound wall.

?:{Don't know who said it). OK.

Attorney: Madame Chair, if | can just follow up on that. So there are, as Lynn alluded to, there are
standard Conditions of Approval that require, they are performance based standards, so the interior of
the unit will be no more than, | think it is 45dba or there abouts, and whether that is achieved through
triple paned windows, or insulation or thick walls, the residents will be insulated from that sound above
a certain level regardless of whether there is a sound wall.

CB: Thank you. That was my question and now it has been answered.
CP: OK. Are there other questions for Staff? Commissioner Moore.

CM: In the final comments for the EIR, | think one of the comments was , | think coming from the public,
was about emergency vehicle access into the parking area. And, um, | forgot to look at that on the final
draft. The final EIR. Was that addressed?

Pause.

PLW: Yeah, all the comments we received were addressed in response to comments, but |, honestly,
don’t know exactly where that one is. But, um, in the Response to Comments document, there is a...



unfortunately it is not by comment, | mean, it lists everybody’s comments and what comment number
it is... yeah, they will look through it while other people are working on it and they’ll get back to you.

CM: Thank you

PLW: Anyother comments from ';he Commission, or questions right now?
CP: Can we have the Applicant?

PLW: OK.

LG: Good evening, my name is Leslie Golden. | am representing the builder of this particular project,
and if we can have our presentation, please. (PowerPoint presentation begins). | have been involved in
this project since 2006, and as you know it has gone through many revisions. As | think it was well put
just a moment ago.

| just want to orient everyone. This is MacArthur Blvd. and this is High Street, and in the distance | think
you can see the 580 Freeway. And | would like to just go over a little bit some of the goals of this
project. Itis for active seniors, um, typically someone of my age or older. Um we don’t... | just wanted
to bring it back to the people who are going to be using this facility. Excuse me, the builder has also
included a recreational facility for the community to get together, and has provided outdoor space for
other activities. It’s gone through an extensive community design process beginning in 2006. it has -
four community meetings, three design review board meetings, numerous revisions based upon the
planning review comments, and the community comments. And it was approved on Feb. 20, 2008.

This is a photograph of the existing site with the billboard, uh, shown here, and on the left is 580 and
that is, as you can see, it is screened by the existing vegetation. (Slide changes). (Pause). Again, you can
see here the existing vegetation, some of it on Cal Trans right of way, and that plant material would stay.
Um, (slide changes). This is looking, facing south on High Street. So you can see, it is just a vacant lot
with a billboard. ‘

(Slide changes) This was the first rendering that was proposed in 2006. It ‘s a six story, excuse me,
that's a mis... that's a typo, it’s a six story multi family, excuse me, it’s a mixed use development . And
the comments on this project were that, from the community, were that it had too high a density and
that the scale was too big for the community.

(Slide changes). Shows the elevation from High Street, again using the six story, mixed use, and um, the
materials are called out here. | think. One of the comments was that the materials should be a little
more earthy and a little more toned down and that we should reduce the height. 1 also want to point
out that the freeway is located on, uh, over here, and there will be a landscape buffer between the
building and the freeway. And that there is a corridor on this side facing 580 so there are no residential
windows facing the freeway. All residential windows are facing the interior courtyard or the street.
Uh, the building was revised to use a little bit more natural, uh, a little bit toned down color scheme
which was requested by the community. And then the community asked for more natural materials
and for the incorporation of this laurel leaf design. |think, if you know the area, there is a gateway



feature, and it has an archway of a laurel leaf wrapped around it, so we were proposing to provide an
art feature that spoke to the gateway and also provide an art element that would be provided by the
community,

Uh. And this was the elevation facing {pause) MacArthur. And | think that the comments here were
that the massing was too uniform and that they wanted us to widen this breezeway and create two
completely separate buildings , so that we would reduce the mass of this building by designing two
buildings that looked independent. And this (another slide) is the way it had been and was revised and
redesigned. Two separate buildings with a breezeway between. The cars drive through the center and
then there is a podium level where the recreation occurs for the residents.

(Another slide). These are some material boards showing the types of materials and the colors that
would be included. In this detailing there is a lot of articulation and a lot of detail that has been included
that will make it a rich and inviting building for the community.

{Another slide). And this is the other side, facing High Street. And then a close up that describes either
wood or Core 10 steel to give it a little more natural character.

Another slide. This is another revision, requested by the community. Uh, a community member had... !
will advance... {slide changes to rendition of the Laurel Archway) — this was designed by a community
member, uh, this is the Laurel Gateway which our office designed and worked on the streetscape work.
But this laurel leaf logo was designed by the community, and we were requested to utilize that design.
To incorporate it at the entry. And to incorporate it at the grillwork underneath to screen the garage.

So, um, this is a revision that we prepared in 2010. And these are site furnishings designed in 2008. And
it was to pick up on the streetscape improvements which were, uh, completed in 2007.

This is the landscape plan showing a bus stop here, some street trees and an entry feature that swings
into the building and then an art feature that would be commissioned from the community, And then
a continuation of the street trees, picking up on what was done at the Laurel District, and then an
interior courtyard for community users. And where we can, we are going to be adding our own
screening at both ends of the building. And, uh, the plant material hasn’t really been finalized. This was
designed many years ago and we can, of course, add more natives and more diversity.

This is a photo-simulation of an interior courtyard view, showing different social spaces and gathering
areas.

And this is another view.

And | just want to reiterate the transition and transformation that this building has gone through. It
started out as a six story mixed use building. 1 think it is very nicely articulated, but the community and
the design review requested changes. And, | think, it has created a wonderful new building. Uh. Uh,
and again. Visually, this looks like one building and that looks like another, so it does reduce the
massing. And the retail below gives it an activity at the street level. So we are very excited ahout this
new addition to the Laurel District.



{Slide of Gas Station, McDonalds, Mechanic’s Shop, Strip Shopping Center). And we just wanted to
highlight that this, that these are land uses that are permitted. And we would contend that is certainly a
great improvement than either of these alternatives,

Slide changes again. | just wanted to reiterate. | know that you are all familiar that as people age they
have extreme mobility‘issues and getting up and down stairs creates a situation where our seniors are
housebound. And throughout, uh, in the City of Qakland’s Housing Element, they have indicated that
there is an increasing demand for senior housing. And, uh, it is proven by the fact that there is over a
ten month wait for similar projects. And the Housing Element also suggested that by providing
alternatives for seniors would facilitate home ownership for younger families in a different
demographic. |also want to say that the senior consumers would add economic vitality to the Laurel
District and be a beneficial. And, uh, we want to say that seniors are great neighbors. They use local
City services, they will support the existing commercial and reduce the blight, and the alternative land
uses are really not the most desirable. That our project is probably the best use for this project, uh, this
land. And we would like to ask the Commission’s support of the City Staff's recommendation and
app'rove this senior housing project for the City of Oakland.

Thank you. 1 will take questions, if you have any. Oh, uh, Alexis would like to say a word.

AG: Thank you Chairman and members of the Commission. My name is Alexis Gervorkian (sp?). My
address is 16663 Entero (?) Blvd., in Encino, California. Uh, basically, | think, every, you know, Lynn's
presentation and our presentation before, uh, seems to be pretty comprehensive. | don’t see anything
that I can really add to the presentation, except to say that, uh, this has probably been the most
challenging process that | have ever had in my career. And, uh, the uh, Staff Report that Lynn has put
together is just amazing. Her and the environmental consultants reports just, uh, they have left no
stone unturned. And, um, it is remarkable what you have to do to get a project approved. Uh. With
respect to the sound issue that Mr. Ponilla (mispronounced | think) mentioned, that issue came up on
the very first project that we proposed in which the units were oriented, some of the units were
oriented toward the freeway. So what we did was we actually inverted the project, wherein the units
were flipped over into the interior of the courtyard and then we basically created two walls between
where the freeway is and where the units lie. Additionally we have additional insulation and we added
the filtration system with some certain MERV (sp?) ratings that we had to comply with.

Um, in terms of alternative uses, you saw the other uses that are potentially are, uh, potential projects
and uh, we don’t think any one of those are an addition to the community. Uh, additionaliy, | think that
if you look at this project in context, from an urban planning standpoint, the Laurel, uh, has something
like a 25 to 30% vacancy. You have a lot of dark, a lot of dark buildings that are, uh, you know, turn into
blight inevitably. Uh, I think the original concept of the Laurel was to have vitality, you know, mixed use,
people shopping, eating, things like that. And none of that has happened. And in the last five, going
back at least eight years. And this is actually the first project that is coming into the community with
what was originally envisioned by the planners. And we are coming in with the residential component
to potentially stimulate the commercial. And...



CP: Can | ask you to... cut it... if we have questions, we will bring you back up. There has been quite a
lengthy presentation.

AG: Just one additional thought was that we originally had 100% residential. We came back with a
commercial component because that’s what was fequested by the community. S5o. Thanks for your
time, and if you have questions, | am here to answer them.

CP: Are there any questions you are burning to ask the applicant, or can we take speakers? All right.
Will you call the first group of speakers?

Clerk: Sure. | have Spanky Carranza, Amy Dawson, Brian Prince. | hope I'have that right. Maria
Pafalox? Palafox, yeah. And Dallas Maxfield. You may all line up In any order.

CP: So just come up to the microphone, and when you get there, just state your name. Yes, step right
up. Be the first.

Speaker: Hi, my name is Brian Prince. |, uh, live in the Laurel area. And | really believe that the senior
housing really needs to be built. If you look at that particutar area, there is already a strip mall across
the street, there is already a gas station across the street, excuse me, catty corner. And then there isa
vacant lot. So, you have two vacant lots there, uh, and | really believe that senior housing needs to be
built there. | think it will add to the community. Um, if you look at the Diamond District, there has been
housing built there, its uh, its very much improved that area, its, uh, just a lot safer there. And | really
believe that this senior housing will make that area uh a lot safer.

CP: Thank you. Next speaker.

Speaker: Name is Sparky Carranza. Not Spanky, but I've been called many things before. That's OK.

Uh, when.., you know, I've never heard a proposal that Staff hasn't liked. And, uh, | think that this
proposal is wrong for this site. Since 1988, living in the area, and working closely with businesses in that
area, being a neighbor in that area, shopping in that area. We've really had the vision of seeing that
being like Fourth Street. And | can remember going down to Forth Street in the early 80's and there was
nothing there. It was desolate. All that was down there was Betty’s Diner. And it wasn’t until there was
an anchor business that showed up, and then all at once it started revive and become something. We
have tried to get commercial in there over the years, and Staff has just ignored any serious requests
from anybody. Their view of the area is to replace the Albertson’s Grocery Store with a Food Maxx, And
| don’t know if you’ve been in there, but it's pretty depressing. To give the neighbors, or, uh, to take
away a major grocery store. | think the neighbors need anchor, magnet businesses to attract more
businesses, and the other item would be... | believe one of the major mitigating factors was for why the
proposal was dropped the last time was because we actually brought up that are petroleum tanks
underneath that property, and actually on MacArthur in that area. And | don’t believe that, the
historical response to, the DTSB, the Department of Toxic Substances has really been address
adequately, it is just kind of glossed over... Oh, we are going to take care of it, oh,we are going to take
care of it. But | just don’t see that at ail. And, then, 1 am over 55, { think | would maybe be able to be a



resident there, and | have two cars and | make multiple trips all day long. And | certainly wouldn’t be
living there if | could afford to live elsewhere. Thank you very much.

CP: Thank you. Next speaker.

Speaker: My name is Maria Polafox and I'm in favor for the senior housing, cause | have two elderly
grandparents that are becoming old and we have to take care of ourselves, and to get a lot of help, we
would like senior housing so | can put them somewhere that is safe. | was born and raised in Qakland, |
want a safer environment. Something for my aunts (?), so we would be able to put them in a safer
place around the surroundings of where | live. And I've been living in that area for more than ten years

now.
CP: Thank you for that input. Next speaker.

Speaker: Hithere. My name is Dallas Maxfield. And, uh, | am in favor of the home. | workin the Laurel
District. And | walk around all the time. And it just an empty lot there. And it has been empty since |
worked there. And, uh, it would be really good if it would be something that could get business
booming, and more people around in that area, because a lot of places seem like they are closing lately,
and there’s a lot of nail shops and not a lot of food places. And if that was there, there would be more
reason, and it would rejuvenate the whole block, the Laurel District. And if its empty, and there’s a lot
of crimes there too. And bringing them there, it would be less. A lot of people dont want to hang out
at retirement homes (chuckle}, so... (laughter).

CP: Thank you. Next speaker.

Speaker: Good evening Commissioners. My name is Amy Dawson. |am a ten years resident of the area
and 1 am really, really opposed to this. And, | mean, | have all these prepared... thanks... | hope that
each of you goes to the site, drives around. | drove on Sunday. | drove from Grand Lake, on MacArthur,
all the way to 98™. There are two five story buildings. One right on the corner of Lakeshore and a few
blocks up. And then none. No five story buildings at all. There are seven four story, a couple with sort
of the garage isn't really a full garage. It is completely out of character to the area. Why there? Um, it
would just look completely different. | didn’t even know it was going to be a wall right on the freeway.
Now it is just a big blank wall. Right now I'm opposed, | don’t like looking at the post office, it is a big
blank wall. This is right, smack dab on top of the freeway. The picture that we are shown are
(chuckling) really good angles! You don’t get... it is going to dwarf the sign that’s there right now. Itis
going to dwarf the few little redwood trees that are by the freeway. Itis huge. It is massive. Evenif has
been put into two chunks. It is huge, itis massive. If you..l wouldn’t want to live in a place where | can’t
even open the windows and breathe fresh air. |1 went to a place in San Francisco that had a little
courtyard. It was much bigger than this. |looked at the picture that was shown. That doesn’t show
four staries above. That shows like two, and this little courtyard. |ask about the sun coming in. And
they said, well in changes between seasons. Well of course it does. | want to know what it is like and
how much sun goes in on the 21" of June and on the 21* of December. When does it have full sun? Itis
going to be a damp, cold spot most of the year. Uh, you can tell | am upset about it. Uh, soitis
exposing seniars to.. it's unhealthy for them, it’s confining, it’s isolating. People are not going to want to



come and visit because they can’t find a place to park. It is going to be hard for them to leave unless
they have a car or someone is willing to give them aride. Or this so-called shuttle might be sometimes
running. It’s bad, bad, bad. Please. | urge you to please go look at the place carefully and think about
whether you’d like to be there or not. And whether it should even be that size. Thank you.

CP: Thank you. You want to call the next group?

Clerk: All right. Tony Torrence, Geneva Zianray, Kevin-Rath, Lily Liang, Ginaro Maciavello, and Craig
Cooper, and | do have Leila Moncharsh who has five cedes.

CP: Next. Yes.

Speaker: Hello. Good evening everyone. My name is Tony Torrence. We need to get this project
approved for the seniors. | live five blocks away from where this senior housing project will be built. 1
live in a condo complex that was built recently. And it’s no fancy place. But it is great little place. And
it’s secure. | wish the seniors in my neighborhood could live in a place like that. But they can’t because
there isn’t any nice senior housing around. So | don’t know why we haven’t been talking about the,. |
don’t why we have been talking about this project for years instead of building this project. | see all the
bad stuff happening in these vacant lots, all the time. Why can’t we get something nice to happen on
High Street and MacArthur so that our seniors do what | do and live in a nice place, live in a nice place
made for them and that’s right next to buses, shops, and all kinda things for the community. Give the
seniors a break and let them have some place to go. Thank you.

CP: Thank you. Next speaker.

Speaker: Hi, my name is Genie Liziara. | am the program director of Manos Home Care, which is located
in the Laurel District. It is a nonprofit company that services children and seniors with disabilities.
We’re about a block away from that site and | just want to let you know I've heen following this project
for years. And I’'ve been dismayed, and appalled (giggle) about how long it has taken to get built. | talk
to seniors every day about care and trying to keep them in their homes, but there does come a time
when they need to leave their home and have a community to go to with other people their own age.
Um, and spend time and be out with people, and they don't have to rely on their own family members
and friends to come and get them. Um, it’s something they talk about every day. And we lose clients
that way, you know, where they just say, i don't want to stay in my home anymore, | want to go
someplace that is for me and for my community. And that is completely understandable. Um, and as
far as | understand it, Oakland has a General Plan that is supposed to emphasize high density housing in
senior , high density senior housing does go with that plan, right? So, | don’t know what the hold up is,
really. It's been five, six years that I've known about it, and have been following it trying to figure out
what is going on. | really, really, really urge you guys to consider it and please approve the plan as soon
as possible. OK? Thank you. {Giggle).

CP: We'll do our best. Next speaker.



Speaker: Hello, my name is Lily Lang. And she is my mother, Ada. | am here today to represent my
parents who are living a couple of blocks from High Street and Laurel. So, um, | would like to, | would
like to support this senior housing project. Because, as many Asian Americans, we would like to have a
nice place for seniors in district so that my parents and other seniors will have a chance to take bus, go
to the Chinatown directly and then come back home with peace. So, please approve the project. Thank
you.

Speaker: Hi. My name is Kevin Rath, and | am the Executive Director of Manos Home Care. We take
care of over 1000 children and seniors with disabilities in their home throughout Alameda and Contra
Costa County. | am also the Manager, and have a controlling interest in the Laurel Office Center, which
is a block away. Which is where Manos Home Care is located. And I've living in... | live two blocks away
from the vacant lot, (grins) and | see it every day, when | go to work. And I've been seeing it every day
since the tire store and liquor shop burned down. Fifteen years ago. So | have been there since 1990.
And, | urge the Commission to approve this project. The legal issues were important. And they have
been addressed. And now, all we have is a very small group of people, good friends and neighbors that
still oppose this because they think somehow something else is going to go there. Well, | think, there’s
two choices we have now. If this Council, if the Commission doesn’t approve the senior housing, which
Oakland desperately needs, it's part of the General Plan, it’s high density housing on a transit corridor.
If we don’t get this for seniors, the only place for seniors are going to live in the Laurel. It's the last place
we can build for seniors. And if we don’t do that, the next time, when a fast food place comes in, cause
they tried it before, when the fast, not if, but when the fast food place comes in, there won’t be any
hearing , it'll just go up and then we’ll have another fast food place, and that will be a tragedy. Um
thank you very much.

CP: Thank you, next speaker.

Speaker: Yes, my name is Craig Cooper. |live in the Laurel as well. Um, for the last 14 years. | have
been following this project since 2006. | would like to express my full and complete support for this
project. This project provides the highest and best use, in my opinion. | work as an environmental
engineer. The environmental, um, contamination issues are not significant there, they can be easily
addressed. And | think that this type of project is what’s called smart growth. You put high density, you
know, residential near your transportation, near your commercial districts, and so we can increase foot
traffic in the Laurel, and there’s a lot of positive things that can come from that. And, on top of that, we
have a moral imperative to provide senior housing. | really believe that. And | am really glad that other
people in the Laurel are finally starting to speak out. 1think you are really starting to hear the true voice
of the people in the Laurel. I, uh, every morning | walk down to High and MacArthur, I do casual
carpool, of the X3(?) bus there, | point across the street and | say, hey do you see the empty lot over
there? They are thinking about, you know, putting in senior housing. Without fail, every single person
in the Laurel that | spoke to said that sounds like a great idea. Without fail. Right now we have an
empty lot that's causing us problems, and you probably know the problems that we've had with this
empty lot. 1 won't get into it. This is definitely the highest and best use. It has sat vacant for way too
long. Let's get this project going. | am 100% m favor of it. Thank you.



CP: Thank you. Are there additional speakers then?
Clerk: Yes. Yes, .

Speaker: Good evening. I'm Leila Moncharsh, and | represent a number of the merchants. And, if fact, |
think the only merchant that is in favor of the project on the Laurel, that | am aware of, is the Manos
Company because it stands to do quite well if there is senior housing there. Because that is their client
base. Butthe merchants do not want to see the City change the use of that lot from retail to
residential. They had no problem with the bottom level being using for retail, and an upper floor or two
being used for residential. The problem with this project was, well. First of all there were several
problems with it. First of all, it is way too tall. Aslsaid in my letter, which | hope you got. | don’t know
how many of the comments made it to you and how many did not. But, this is like twice the zoning in
height. And it’s massive. And it wasn’t the community... | heard the building representative say over
and over because the community wanted this and the community wanted that. The community had
nothing to do with it. What happened was, Commissioner Z-M was an architect, and she looked at this
thing and she realized that it was just sort... it was hideous. It was a rectangle with a little rectangle
inside. Right? And the seniors were going to live sort of around this rectangle, and you have this great
big dark area inside. And we actually found some other development projects that Mr, Gravorkian (sp?)
and the AMG Associates had built in southern California. We got an overhead photograph of what this
looked like, and it was hideous. And so Z-M, bless her heart, spent time after time after time trying to at
least make it look like somehow it might be compatible. And she never did. | mean, | think she was a no
vote, By the time the whole thing got done, she said | just can’t do this. And you know, basically, it is
very, very large. The quality of life for the seniors is extremely poor because the one thing that those
photographs that the building representative showed you don't illustrate is that High St. and MacArthur
are wide, multi-laned, extremely busy streets. So you've got a situation with seniors where they are
going to have to get through all that traffic to get on one side of the street to the other. The studies that
have come out recently and have been coming out more and more is that older people do best when
they can walk in their neighborhood. There is just no way that you can make it if you are older, you
have a cane. The problem with the traffic wasn’t that the project was going to add more traffic. The
problem was that it didn’t have any way that it could assist older people getting out of the project,
across the street and into the Laurel. So one of the things that we had asked for very early on is, we said
—look, this was a project that Jean Quan, who was then the Councilmember, it was like her favorite
project. We had done Lincoln Court, and that went fine. Everybody really appreciated it. Jean said
we've got to have this. We've just gotta have it. We kept, you know, pointing out to her the downsides
of it (chuckle). And, so one of the things we came up with is we said that look, if you have to have it
Jean, then fine, but can’t you at least put a shuttle service in here? And at that time the issue wasn’t
that the developer would or would not pay for it, it was going to get paid for by the developer. The
issue was how many times a day. And you know we couldn’t even get that out of this development
project. We could get no commitment that a shuttle service would come in there and pick up these
older people and get them somewhere where the poor folks could even get groceries. You know. |
mean, it was that bad. And now we don’t even have a commitment to even pay for the shuttle service.
Itis completely up in the air. If you look at the Conditions and you look at how this is set up. The shuttle .



service, there was an issue about where it would go, that’s why it got moved. Because, basically, there
was even a problem with that. With the massiveness of this building and the way it was set up. So,
you've got a situation where you are putting seniors into a building that has no amenities as farasa
court area. It has no light; it has nothing to be aftractive to anybody. | mean, | wouldn’t want to live
there. And as somehbody who took care of a parent for eight years with dementia, you know, I'm sorry,
but my heart goes out to the people who are in my situation. Who are trying to find good housing for
their parents. Thatis just notit. Uh, and so, basically, you've got the quality of life issue because they
can’t walk into the Laurel safely and get across all that traffic. You know, as my mother got older, she
had more and more trouble appreciating the fact that you have to be more and more careful as you go
across the street. How much more time do | have, Scott? {Inaudible response). So, basically what I've
written about, I've written about the variance issue because that's still a legal problem. You know, the
stock market is always going to go up when the stock market is doing well. And the stock market is
always going to go down when it is doing badly. And that's kind of the approach that has been taken to
this particular lot. It got tied up in litigation with Mr. Govorkian and Hahn family for years. It's tied up,
as far as | know, now. It got into a fight amongst them as to who was going to pay for the EIR. It wasn’t
like the community was responsible for the amount of time these people took. Itjustis huge, itisnota
good quality of life for anybody to live in it, let alone try to get out and walk around. There’s no grocery
store that is nearby there that is adequate for the needs of older people, let alone anybody else. That
Maxx store is completely unsatisfactory. And how are they going to get anywhere without the shuttle?
OK. Sothose were the reasons. And sealing them in? You know, air filtration works great until you
open awindow. And if you can’t open a window, then you are back in the quality of life issue again. So
these were the topics that came up and these were the issues that occurred. And, you know, | have got
to tell you, the merchants do not want this. And they are going to fight this, every chance they get,
every way they can. Because it takes away from their investment as well. Thank you.

CP: Thank you. Are there any additional speakers?
Clerk: No additional speakers.
CP: All right. Who wants to start this?

C Weinstein: | have a couple of additional questions, | guess, for the project applicant. Can you speak....
| don’t know what legal issues she was referring to in terms of the Hahn property, and the second thing,
[ guess, is could you speak a little bit to the traffic and pedestrian plan and your thoughts on the shuttle.
That would be great.

AG: Sure. With respect to the Hahn issue, | have no idea what she is talking about. | have not heen
served with any complaint. | have legal title to the property. | have provided the legal title evidence to
the City. Um, and | could certainly provide it. | can also tell you that | have not been served with any
lawsuit. Um, I mean, if there is any... | don’t even want to get into that, cause it’s just {shrugging and
waving his hands around) — it’s just factually incorrect.

Commissioner Weinstein: | believe you.



AG: Um, with respect to the shuttle. We provide shuttle on an as needed basis. We have thousands of
units that we own throughout California, and to the extent that there is demand, we provide it. We also
enter into partnership agreements with local nonprofits that provide that service. And that's pretty
much it on that issue. And there are a couple of other issues... if you give me the opportunity, | can
clarify, but that is up to you. Some comments that she mentions which were just factually incorrect.

CP: And you also asked about the traffic. And | was wondering about ... to shorten the length of the
crosswalk. Could you address that?

AG: {Interrupted by Planner LW —you might want to have the environmental consultant to address
that.) lcan try, but

PLW: That was something that we did look at so if you want to address that Lynette. Signal timing was
locked at for seniors crossing, since it was brought up over and over again. So we looked at that and she
can reference the page in the Response to Comments that refers to that.  While Lynette is coming up
here, though, | wanted to mention that, um, on page 45 of Attachment B, in the Standard Conditions of
Approval and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. There are three recommended conditions
of Approval. They weren’t required to alleviate any significant impacts. But it was recommended that
to improve some of the traffic circulation in the area, some of the traffic, safety concerns that people
had, Recommendation Trans | was included and it says .. In consultation with City of Oakland Staff
consider the provision of shuttle service as a strategy to be included in the Transportation Demand
Management Plan required by Standard Condition of Approval Trans 1. So, it is always a Standard
Condition of Approval to every project has to provide a Transportation Demand Management Program.
If considered feasible, implement the City approved shuttle service. 50 we would look at the time that
they are supposed to submit the TDM Plan, if it seems like including shuttle service is appropriate, we
already know that it is physically possible to accommodate it in the garage and the matter is really more
whether or not Alexis is able to find an existing shuttle service in the area that wants to just stop at the
site, serve the site, or if he needs to contract one out himself, He has said though, that it is usually
easier to piggyback on existing service than to create your own. So, it is more the details are going to be
left to that Plan and thatis later on, and it is not a requirement, it’s a recommendation.

AG: To clarify. She referred to seniors with canes crossing the street. Well, while some seniors may
have canes, not all seniors have canes. And this is an active senior community. It isintended to target a
certain segment, and before you get to assisted living, or any of the type of congregate care. Itis not,
you know, its, they don’t have all canes. Some may have canes, but most will not.

Environmental Consultant: {did not give name). The draft EIR as well as the Response to Comments,
oops sorry. Lynn Aptious (sp?) with Urban Planning Partners, and we prepared the EIR for this project.
And in response to the comments raised about the crossing times as the signals, our consultant, traffic
consultant, did look at that, uh, page 204 of the draft EIR details that. It is also discussed on page 89 of
the Response to Comments document, And they did find that the signal timing as they are currently set
are adequate for senior crossing. Happy to answer any other questions.



CP: Do we have any other questions for anybody? All right then. Do I close the public hearing and bring
it... yes, all right, so...  am closing the public hearing and bringing it back to the Commission to
comment. Mr. Moore would you like to start?

CM: First of all, | actually had a meeting in the neighborhood earlier this week, | think it was, or maybe
late last week. And there definitely are concerned neighbors. | know that there are a number of
concerned neighbors. | have gotten a lot of letters, and some calls.. | think the focus of the concern, the
biggest concern that | heard was from merchants along MacArthur and that this is not a good anchor
project for retail on MacArthur. And | think that that’s true. They were concerned about the bulk of the
project along MacArthur as it goes further away from High. And the setbacks. And it’s is, you know, a
bulky project and across the street from that is the Post Office, and that is also a kind of a big edifice.
There are things | would have liked to have seen this project do differently, particularly the height and
density, but it is a project that’s here and its gone through quite an extensive process and | am kind of
uncomfortable even to figure out how to unravel this thing. So it’s a project that is before us and lam a
little unsettled about it.

CP: Commissioner Weinstein.

CW: Itoo have gone to the site. | have gone at different times of the day to get a sense of the
character . And | think, you know, it is an area that has significant vacancy, and it is a vacant lot that has
sat vacant for years. And | think this is an opportunity to follow the intention of the General Plan which
is to bring infill and increase housing to support commercial corridors. And | think that this is an
opportunity to build on a site that is not attracting the type of commercial that maybe other, uh, other
neighbors, and other merchants may want. But thisis the type of project that can help spur additional
development and bring in additional commercial. | think it is important that you bring residential first in
order to activate an area. And | think having senior housing near services, and particularly near transit
all the transit access that is there is really important and a good opportunity. It doesn’t exist in all, in
different areas of Qakland. Coming into this project late into the process, | think it is hard to make
comments on the design. Uh, | think it has been through an extensive design process, and so | wouldn’t
want to undermine that. | think the developer has heen patient (chuckle) through all of those iterations,
which | know can be difficult and | imagine that the developer at this point , and community members
also, want some certainty about the project moving forward. | wouldn’t want to have it go through
another round of design. So, | am in many ways excited about this project. To see new housing brought
to the Laurel District to support commercial vitality of the area.

CP: Thank you. Commissioner Bonilla.

CB: Yes. | am very familiar with this area. | lived in the Fruitvale for about fifteen years. So I drove by it
quite often, ---- the Laurel District a lot, on my way to Mills College. So | am very familiar with it. It's an
eyesore right now. Life is about compromises. Um, while some segments of the Laurel District might
not be happy about it, would like an anchor commercial entity to take held there to help them out with
their businesses. | really feel that demographics don’t lie. We need senior housing. The population is
aging. These are things that we must take into consideration, while we weigh the pros and cons. We



had several speakers that spoke to that — the aging population and how they would like toc have access
for their own family members in the not too distant future. Uh, and | think that this is good use. | have
my doubts in regards to noise because of the seniors and proximity of the freeway. But | believe that
has been mitigated with the insulation. | have some background in construction. And there is no
openings facing the freeway. There is no windows. And so that took care of that. And | am pleased,
with that. Having said that, | am in support of the project because | think it will be more beneficial in the
long run than the people who might not be agreeable with it. Thank you.’

CP: OK. Well, my history goes, with this project, goes back a little further than my fellow
Commissicners. While | was not here at the early stage in the initial approval. 1was here when it came
up for scoping for the EIR. And, at that time, | thought the project looked pretty good, and was
disappointed that It wasn’t going to move ahead at that time. Uh, what does often happen with these
projects that get drug out and drug cut and drug out, you do sometimes lose continuity. And so, as the
Staff person mentioned, | am going to propose an additional Conditicn of Approval for my fellow
Commissicners consideration tonight. And what | see as | review this set of plans, is there does seem to
be a sort of out of sync between the architecture and the landscape architecture. Some of them real
basically, like where you have shown bike racks and the bus stop not quite aligning. Specific things that |
noticed — screening between the building and the landscape buffer along the highway. You know, what
are we screening. It's a landscaped area, so I'm not sure your really need the screening there. Uh, |
think my major concern and made the focus of the condition is primarily the interior courtyard. It
seems to be overly paved. There is basically a hittle kit of planting in the middle and twelve foot wide
pedestrian circulation all around it. And unless programmatically there is a requirement for a lot of
paving on that interior space, | would urge you to add some more greenery. Something, specifically,
that will provide some shading. Contrary to some of the speakers, my office actually does a great deal
of this kind of design and those interior courtyards can get too much light and so you do need to provide
some shading and the ability for the residents to move in or out of the sun. Uh, there are also, in the
set, | know we have been through design Review and | am not going to ask you to go back to Design
Review. But there was very little information about the materials, the landscape materials for the
courtyard. We don’t know what the paving is, we don’t know what the water feature is, we don’t know
what the site furnishings, so | am going to ask that to be looked at by Staff. Programmatically, no
information about how that large multi-use space is going to be used. If you really have a program for it,
we just need to know that and if not, maybe that is where some of the additional softscaping can go.
Uh, I did include in this, 1 would like you to consider possibly an alternate species to evergreen pear.
Just because | know from doing a citywide survey, that it is terribly overused in Oakland and more and
more | am seeing a decline of the pears from the fire blight. | did hear you saying during your
presentation you are trying to match what is already there. And if that is the case, | would certainly
understand. | wish they would come up with a fire blight resistant version of the pear. |like the nice
detailing of the laurel. And | am glad to hear that that came from the neighborhood. A little bit of
reservations. Don’t overdo it. Particularly liked it in the railing. | am not so sure about it being on the
facade of the building. Overall, | really like this project. | will disagree with many of the speakers that
thought it was way too big and way too dense. We are building things like this all over the place. Thisis
a standard model, on podium, and four stories above. It is what is going on (shrugging her shoulders).



And the fact that it is immediately adjacent to the freeway... to me, if you can't do it, density here,
where do you want to do it. | want to acknowledge if it was the cwvil (?) or architect, but your parking
layout is absolutely masterful. It is one of the best used, efficient parking layouts ever. | particularly like
the treatment of the signage on the facade facing High Street. Ireally like the way you brought the
vehicular access into the underground parking at midblock of MacArthur. | think that that will really,
downplays the vehicular access and it helps to create that breezeway, the separation and create that
two different building effect. 1also really like the use of the wood trellis detailing. Particularly at the
corner of High and MacArthur. And the other places where you have it sort of at the pedestrian scale. |
am not so certain about how it is used on the rooftops. And | know that is something that you have
been asked to add. And ) think you are almost there. But if you could share with your architect —my
first reaction to that was that it felt dated to me. | think we already have that detail somewhere else on
a building in Oakland. So if you could ask your architect to refine those wood decorative elements, |
think it would improve the project. And ) also just want to add that | agree that ) think this will very
likely stimulate development around this area. So for those in the audience who really want more
commercial, | think this is the best way to make it happen. So, unless anyone has any other brilliant
thing to say, | will entertain a motion.

CB: Motion to accept the City Staff Recommendation.
I think CW seconded, but hard to tell, no microphone or anything audible or obvious.

CB: Motion to approve recommendations, Staff recommends that the Planning Commission take public
testimony about the CEQUA findings for the project, which includes certification of the EIR and rejection
of alternative as infeasible as attachment C... Standard Conditions of Approval, Mitigation, Monitoring
and approval program in attachments B, and approve the Conditional Use permits and Minor Variances
and the.... Project. And subject to the conditions of Approval. .... Based on the attached findings. (Very
hard to understand him.)

CP: Second?
Someone seconded, but unclear who.

Attorney: Madame Chair. That would include your proposed Condition No. 197
CP: I'm sorry. Yes.

Attorney: You don't need to read that, we have it all, we have it all here. But you did add something
else, something about a roof element - is that No. 20 then? Oris that all

CP: Oh, that was just an informal asking, it wasn’t an official...
Attorney: OK, just clarifying.
CP: Yes, thank you.

CW: I send the motion.



Clerk: Commissioner Moore:
CM: No.

Clerk: Commissioner Weinstein?
CW: Yes,

Clerk: Commissicner Bonilla?
CB: Yes.

Clerk: Chair Pattillo?

CP: Yes.

Attarney: So this item is approved by a vote of three ayes and one no. This item is appealable ta City
council within 10 days.
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No Fee For Recordation .
Calif Government Code Sections 27383, 27387

PRIORITY LIEN AND SPECIAL ASSESSMENT

Assessor's Parcel Number 030 -1982-121-00 Coleaint 0604423
CEDA Lien L025734

Property Address 4311 MACARTHUR BL Lien Inv: 10056015
Oakland, California Orig Inv: 10054839

' Property Owner HANG AND KANG EQUITY I LP

PRIORITY LIEN & SPECIAL ASSESSMENT $19,755.20 + Interest

WHEREAS, the owners, as known to the City of Oakland, of the referenced
real property were lawfully noticed by the City of a nuisance or

substandard Or hazardous o injurious conditiofi on the property maintained
in violation of code or.ordinahce; AND

WHEREAS, the City lawfully initiated abatement action when the condition
on the property was not corrected expeditiously by the owners;

WHEREAS, the owners, upon demand, failed to reimburse the City fully for
accumulating fees and costs and accruing interest lawfully asSessed for
abatement action; THEREFORE

NOTICE IS NOW GIVEN, to_the owners and to mortgagees and holders of liens
and other encumbrance of record and to beneficiaries under deeds of trust
of record or other heirs or successors_or assigns and to purchasers,
whether for value or b{ delinquency sale or transference oOr conveyance,
among others having a legal interest in_the property that the C1t¥
encumbers the property with a priority lien Tor the  referenced dollar
amount and ‘accruing interest from the general levy of property taxes with
a special assessmeit (GOV 38773, GOV 53935, R&T 3712); ANB

NOTICE IS ALSQ GIVEN, for the priority_ lien and special assessment, that
all laws_applicable fo the le and cdllection and enforcement of |
municipal and county property taxes are equally applicable and similarly
that under foreclosiyrye and delincuent sale all penalties and interest and
procedures are als cqually applicable.

BUILDING QFFICIAL
by

' - CITY OF OAKLAND
/L(( Dated 05/29/07

CEE RENWLICK
Inspections Manager - CEDA
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"WITNESS my hand and official seal,

“o’ 3 .:-:-.).
.
Shamika K Johnson’ ; ' Shamika K Johnson

CALIFORNIA ALL-PURPOSE ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STATE OF CALIFORNIA }
COUNTY OF ALAMEDA } ss.

On June 18, 2007 before me, Shamika K Johnson, Notary Public,
personally appeared Antoinette Renwick, perscnally known teo me
(or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be
the person whose name is subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that she executed the same in her authorized -
capacity and that by her signature on the instrument the person,
or the entity upon behalf of which the person acted, executed
the instrument.

Commission # 1694405

Notary Publie - Califomia
Alameda County -

My Comm. Expires Sept. 18, 2010
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) No Fee For Recordation '
Calif Government Code Sections 27383, 27387

PRIORITY  LIEN AND SPECIAL ASSESSMENT
Assessor's Parcel Number 030 -1982-122-00 complaint 0700055
CEDA Lien L025673
Property Address 4317 MACARTHUR BL, Lien Inv: I0055608
Oakland, california Orig Inv: 10054758
Property Owner HAHN & KANG EQUITY I LP
PRIORITY LIEN & SPECIAL ASSESSMENT $30,458.40 + Interest

WHEREAS, the owners, as known to the City of Oakland, of the referenced
real property were lawfully noticed by the City of a nuisance or
substandard or hazardous or injurious conditioh on the property maintained

in violation of code or ordinafnce; AND -

WHEREAS, the City lawfully initiated abatement action when the condition
on the property was not corrected expeditiously by the owners; AND

WHEREAS, the owners, upon demand, failed to reimburse the City fully for
accumulating fees and costs and accruing interest lawfully assessed for
abatement action; THEREFORE

NOTICE IS NOW GIVEN, to the owners and to mortgagees and holders of liens
and other encumbrance of record and to beneficlaries under deeds of trust
of record or other heirs or successors_or assigns and to purchasers,
whether for value or bX delinquency sale or transference or conveyance,
among others having a legal interest in_the property that the C1t¥
encumbers the propérty with a priority lien for the  referenced dollar
amount and accruing ihterest from the general lev¥ of prggerty taxes with
a special assessment (GOV 38773, GOV 53935, R&T 3712); A '

NOTICE IS ALSQ GIVEN, for the priority_lien and special assessment, that
all laws applicable co the le and collection ana enforcement of

municipal and county property_ taxes are equally applicable and similarly
that upder foreciosiiré and delinquent sale all penalties and interest and

procedyres are als ally applicable.
. < BUILDING QFFICIAL
CITY OF OAKLAND

C pated 04/26/07
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CALIFORNIA ALL-PURPOSE ACKNOWLEDGMENT -

STATE OF CALIFORNIA } :
COUNTY OF ALAMEDA }  ss.

On May 30, 2007 before me, Diana L Rex, Notary Public,
personally appeared Antoinette Renwick, personally known to me
(or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be
the person whose name is subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that she executed the same in her authorized
capacity and that by her signature on the instrument the person,
or the entity upon behalf of which the person acted, executed

the instrument.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

i MM‘&J @pg/ér(

Diana L Rex

Diana L Rex

Commission # 1654828

Notary Public — Califomia
Alameda County

My Comm. Expires Mar 28, 2010
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Calif Government Code Sections 27383, 27387

PRIORITY LIEN AND SPECIAL ASSESSMENT
Assessor's Parcel Number 030 -1982-122-00 Complaint 0703486
CEDA Lien L028771
Property Address 4317 MACARTHUR BL, Lien Inv: 10062875
Oakland, California Orig Inv: 10057022
Property Owner HAHN & KANG EQUITY 1 LP
PRIORITY LIEN & SPECIAL ASSESSMENT $2,695.00 + Interest

WHEREAS, the owners, as known to the City of Oakland, of the referenced
real property were lawfully noticed by the City of a nuisance or .
substandard or hazardous or injurious conditiofl on the property maintained
in violation of code or ordinance; AND

WHEREAS, the City lawfully initiated abatement action when the condition
on the property was not corrected expeditiously by the owners; AND

‘WHEREAS, the owners, upon demand, failed to reimburse the City fully for

accumulating fees and costs and accruing interest lawfully asBessed” for

‘abatement action; THEREFORE

NOTICE IS NOW GIVEN, to the owners and to mortgagees and holders of liens
and other encumbrance of record and to beneficlafies under deeds of trust
of record or other heirs or successors_or assigns and to purchasers,
whether for value or by delingquency sale or transference or conveyance,
among others having a legal interest in_the groperty that the Clt{
encumbers the propeérty with a priority lien for the referenced dollar |
amount and accruing ihterest from the” general levg of property taxes with
a special assessment (GOV 38773, GOV 53935, R&T 3712); ANB

NOTICE IS ALSQ GIVEN, for the priority_lien and special assessment, that
all laws_applicable to the levK and collection and enforcement of |
municipal and county property_ taxes are equally applicable and similarly
that ufder foreclosiy® and delinquent salé all penalties and interest and
procgaures are also/edually applicable.

- . BUILDING OFFICIAL

CITY OF OAKLAND

e fC Dated 07/29/08
1Retcce i '
Inspections Manager - CEDA
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CALIFORNIA ALL-PURPOSE ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STATE OF CALIFORNIA }
COUNTY OF ALAMEDA } sS.

On August 12, 2008 before me, Mariko Highsmith, Notary Public,
personally appeared Antoinette Renwick, who proved to-me on the
basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person.whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that
she executed the same in her authorized capacity and that by her
signature on the instrument the person, or the entity upon
behalf of which the person acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State

‘of California that the. foregoing paragraph is true and correct.

#

WITNESS my hand and official seal. i MARIKO HIGHSMITH
. : Commission # 1795507

MA@A\/%\ TR Nowry Pubiic - Calfona

Mariko Highsdmi Mariko Highsmith
Commission # 1795597
Notary Public - Califomnia
Alameda County
My Comm. Expires Apr 17, 2012
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PRIORITY LIEN AND S PECIAL ASSESSMENT
Assessor's Parcel Number 030 -1982-121-00 Complaint 0805191
CEDA Lien L030290
Property Address 4311 MACARTHUR BL Lien Inv: 10065960
Oakland, California Orig Inv: 10064842

Property Owner HAHN AND KANG EQUITY I LP
PRIORITY LIEN & SPECIAL ASSESSMENT $2,597.00 + Interest

WHEREAS, the owners, as known to the City of Oakland, of the referenced
real property were lawfully noticed by the City of a nuisance or | .
substandard or hazardous or injurious condition on the property maintained
in violation of code or ordinance;

WHEREAS, the City lawfully initiated abatement action when the condition
on the property was not corrected expeditiously by the owners;

WHEREAS, the owners, upon demand, failed to reimburse the City fully for'
accumulating fees and costs and accruing interest lawfully assessed for
abatement action; THEREFORE

NOTICE IS NOW GIVEN, to _the owners and to mortgagees and holders of liens
and other encumbrance of record and to beneficlaries under deeds of trust
of record or other heirs or successors_or assigns and to purchasers,
whether for value or b{ delinquency sale or transference or conveyance,
among others having a legal interest in_the property that the CltX
encumbers the propérty wilith a priority lien for the” referenced dollar
amount and accruing ihterest from the general le of property taxes with
a special assessment (GOV 38773, GOV 53935, R&T 3712); AND

NOTICE IS ALSQ GIVEN, for the priority_ lien and special assessment, that
all laws_applicable to the 1ev¥ and cdllection and enforcement of |
municipal and county property taxes are equally applicable and similarly
that ander foreclogyire and delinquent sale all penalties and interest and

ro res are al equally applicable.
P quatly app BUILDING OFFICTAL
OF OAKLAND

by . CITY OF

by Pl L /L Dated 12/22/08
dihette RENwick
Inspections Manager - CEDA
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CALIFORNIA ALL-PURPOSE ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STATE OF CALIFORNIA }
COUNTY OF ALAMEDA }  ss.

On January 5, 2009 before me, Mariko Highsmith, Notary Public,
personally appeared Antoinette Renwick, who proved to me on the
basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that
she executed the same in her authorized capacity and that by her
signature on the instrument the person, or the entity upon
behalf of which the person acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State
of California that the foregoing paragraph is true and correct.

-

. mm? RIGHSMITH
$olon & 1705597
Notary Publfc - Catlfornia 5
Alameda County H
Expirsa Apr 17, 2012

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Mariko Highsmith

Commission # 1795597

Notary Public - California
Alameda County

My Comm. Expires Apr 17, 2012

Mariko Highsmit




Oakland City Plannmg Commtsszon . STAFF REPORT

Case File Numbers: CMDV]O-312 ERlO-OOOl © July 17,2013

Project Title: High and MacArthur Mixed-Use Project

4311-4317 MacArthur Boulevard (APN 030-1982-121-00
through 030-1982-123-00)
Proposal: Redevelopment of a currently vacant lot with a mixed-use project
including approximately 115 units of senior housing, 3,446 square
! feet of ground-floor commercial space, and 65 parking spaces.
Applicant/Owner: AMG and Associates, LLC
Contact Person/Phone Number: Alexis Gevorgian/(818) 380-2600 ext. 14
Case File Numbers: CMDV10-312, ER10-0001
Planning Permits/Approvals Major Conditional Use Permits, Design Review, Variances, Parcel
Required: Map Waiver; certification of EIR
General Plan: Neighborhood Center Mixed Use
Applicable Zoning: C-30 District Thoroughfare Commercial Zone; C-31 Special Retail
Commercial Zone; S-4 Design Review Combining Zone (Current
Zoning is CN-3 Neighborhood Commercial Zone 3 and CN-2
Neighborhood Commercial Zone 2)
Environmental Determination: An Initial Study and Draft Focused Environmental Impact Report
was prepared and circulated; a Response to Comments
*  Document/Final EIR was published on July 5, 2013
Historic Status: N/A (There are no buildings located on the project site)
Service Delivery District: 4
City Council District: 4
Date Filed: March 5, 2010
Staff Recommendation: Certify EIR and approve project
Finality of Decision: Appealable to City Council within 10 days
For Further Information; Contact the case planner,-Lynn Warner, at {510) 238-6983 or by

e-mail at Iwarner@oaklandnet.com.

Location:

SUMMARY

The applicant proposes to redevelop the currently vacant property bounded by High Street, MacArthur
Boulevard, and Interstate 580} with a five-story mixed-use project including 115 units of senior housing,
3,446 square feet of ground-floor commercial space, and 65 parking spaces {Project).

The Project is subject to the environmental review requirements of the Califomia Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA). A Focused Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) was prepared that analyzed the
potential environmental impacts of the Project, which were not screened out for further review by the Initial
Study. The DEIR was reviewed by the Planning Commussion at a public hearing on December 5, 2012. A
Response to Comments/Final EIR (FEIR) was published on/before July 5, 2013 that addresses comments
received on the DEIR. Although no mitigation measures are required for the Project, Standard Conditions of
Approval are imposed.

The purpose of today’s hearing is to hear comments from the public and the Planning Commission

concerning the EIR and the proposed Project. Staff recommends the Planning Commission certify the EIR
and approve the Project, subject to the attached findings and conditions of approval.

ATTACHMENT B
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AMG & Associates
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SITE DESCRIPTION

The Project site is approximately 0.93 acres in size and is currently vacant except for a billboard. The
triangular shaped site includes three parcels and 1s bounded by High Street to the north, Interstate 580 to
the west, and MacArthur Boulevard to the southeast. ~

The site is surrounded by a combination of commercial and residential uses. Buildings in the immediate
vicinity range from one to three stories in height.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Project involves the redevelopment of the site with a five-story mixed-use Project including 115 units
senior housing, 3,446 square feet of ground-floor commercial space, and 65 parking spaces. The
commercial space would be located in two separate areas, a 2,959 square foot space located on
MacArthur Boulevard at the corner of High Street, and a 487 square foot kiosk fronting on High Street.
Four stories of one-bedroom senior units will be located on a podium over the ground-floor which will
include parking and commercial space. The height of the building varies from 47-60 feet.

The entrance to the parking garage would be located mid-block on MacArthur Boulevard, and the loading
area would be located off of High Street. The parking garage would be divided by a security gate into
two areas, one accessible only to residents and the other accessible to visitors, patrons of the commercial
space, and residents.

The Project has been designed to appear as two separate structures surrounding an interior courtyard for
the residents. The courtyard is 7,928 sq. ft. in size and includes landscaping, a water feature, seating
areas, and a large, open, multi-use space. In addition, open space is provided through the public area on
the High Street frontage of the Project that includes a seating area, and via 10,664 sq. ft. of private patio
and balcony space. The exterior building materials include a combination of smooth finish stucco and
fiber cement lap siding, with a slate base at the entries, metal balconies and railings, wood or steel
canopies, aluminum windows, and decorative metal grills to screen the parking garage. The perimeter of
the building and the courtyard will be landscaped. Each building will be painted in a variety of earth
tones, with a different color scheme for each of the buildings. An as yet undesigned art feature will be
provided in front of the High Street elevation of the building, subject to review and approval by the
Zoning Manager or designee. Design review of this art feature is included as a requirement in Condition
of Approval 16. The Project plans are attached to this report (see Attachment A).

BACKGROUND

A simular project was previously approved on February 20, 2008 by the Planning Commission, but was
appealed to the City Council. Subsequently, the applicant withdrew his application, which invalidated
all land use approvals rendering the appeal moot.

In March 2010, the applicant submitted a new application for plaiming-related approvals. The new
application includes a slightly revised Project description with an increase in the amount of ground-floor
commercial space from 3,124 to 3,446 square feet, and an increase in the number of parking spaces
provided from 64 to 65. This new application also includes minor revisions to the ground floor plan
related to parking and bicycle parking, a change in the site plan to remove the optional shuttle turn-out on
High Street, and more detail provided on the building elevations. The Project elevations are essentially
the same as the project that was previously approved.
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At the June 15, 2011 scoping meeting for the DEIR, a few design concerns were raised by the Planning
Commission. Because the previously approved project had already been subjected to rigorous design
review, staff consulted with members of the DRC to see whether there were any outstanding concerns
related to the design of the Project. There were no concerns that warranted the need for the Project
design to come before the DRC again. Therefore, staff determined that the Project should be brought to
the full Planning Commission for consideration of the Project approvals after the Final EIR had been
prepared.

A community meeting was held for the proposed Project on October 24, 2011. The primary concerns
raised were the status of the Project and whether remediation of the site contamination had begun.

GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION

The site 1s designated Neighborhood Center Mixed Use in the Oakland General Plan Land Use and
Transportation Element (LUTE). The General Plan states that “The Neighborhood Center Mixed Use
classification is intended to identify, create, maintain, and enhance mixed use neighborhood commercial
centers...” The General Plan also states that “Future development within this classification should be
commercial or mixed uses that are pedestrian-oriented and serve nearby neighborhoods, or urban
residential with ground-floor commercial.”(LUTE, p. 149). The proposed Project is a mixed-use project
that includes both res:dential and ground-floor commercial uses. Therefore, the proposed Project uses
are consistent with the General Plan classification for the site. The maximum allowable residential
General Plan density without any density bonus is 125 units per gross acre or 166.67 units per net acre.
The maximum residential density for the 0.93 acre site is 155 units. Thus, the proposed 115-umt Project
is well within the allowable General Plan density. The maximum nonresidential floor area ratio (FAR)
for the site is 4.0. Thus the proposed 3,446 square feet of ground-floor commercial space is well within
the allowable FAR.

In addition, the Project is consistent with several LUTE policies including: Objective N.3 Encourage
the construction, conservation, and enhancement of housing resources in order to meet the current
and future needs of the Oakland community; Policy N3.1 Facilitating Housing Construction; Policy
N3.2 Encouraging Infill Development; and Policy N3.9 Orienting Residential Development.

The Project site is identified as an Opportunity Site in the Housig Element of the General Plan and in
the Housing Element EIR. Development of the Project site, at a level consistent with the proposed
Project, was considered in the Housing Element EIR. The High and MacArthur Project DEIR relied upon
and tiered off of the analysis included in the Housing Element EIR and the Land Use and Transportation
(LUTE) EIR. Both the Housing Element EIR, LUTE EIR and the High and MacArthur Project DEIR are
available for review or distribution to interested parties at no charge at the Department of Planning,
Building, and Neighborhood Preservation, 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315, Oakland, CA 94612,
Monday through Friday, 8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., and the Housing Element and Project EIR are also on the
City’s website at the “Completed Environmental Review” page (paste this link into your browser):

http://www2.oaklandnet.eom/Govemment/o/PBN/QurServices/Application/DOWD009158.

ZONING CLASSIFICATION

The City updated its Zoning Regulations on April 14, 2011. The updated Zoning Regulations do not
apply to project applications that were deemed complete prior to that date, which includes the
proposed Project. Therefore, the previous zoning regulations are applicable to the Project instead of
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the current zoning regulations. The current zoning regulations are shown in the table below for
informational, comparison purposes only.

The site is split into two different zoning districts and includes a combining zone. The northwestern
portion ofithe site is located in the C-31 Special Retail Commercial Zone (the C-31 zoning changed to
CN-2 Neighborhood Commercial Zone 2). The southeastern portion ofi the site is located in the C-30
District Thoroughfare Commercial Zone with an S-4 Design Review Combining Zone (the C-30 zoning
changed to CN-3 Neighborhood Commercial Zone 3).

The proposed residential and commercial uses are allowed under the C-30 and C-31 zoning classifications
for the site. The maximum residential density for these zoning classifications is set forth in the R-70 High
Density Residential Zone regulations, which allow 1 unit per 450 sq. ft. of lot area. That equates to a
maximum allowable density for the site of 90 units. However, Section 17.106.060 of the Planming Code
allows the density for senior housing to exceed the zoning density by up to 75% with a Conditional Use
Permit (CUP). Therefore, the proposed 115-unit Project would exceed the maximum allowable zoning
density by 28%, which 1s well within the possible range allowed with a CUP.

In addition, a CUP would be required to reduce the parking requirement. Under Section 17.116.110 of the
Planning Code, a reduction in the number of prescribed parking spaces of up to 75 % may be granted for
senior citizen housing with a CUP. This provision would allow for a reduction in the required number of
parking spaces from 121 (115 residential spaces and 6 commercial spaces) to 65 spaces (59 residential
spaces and 6 commercial spaces). Therefore, the proposed number of residential spaces would be a
reduction of approximately 57%, which 1s well within the possible range allowed with a CUP. Furthermore,
a CUP would also be required to allowed ground-level parking and loading areas in the C-31 zone.

The Project will also require a Minor Variance to exceed the height limit in the C-30 zone, which is 40 feet,
and in the C-31 zone, which is 35 feet. Section 17.108.010 also restricts building height adjacent to the R-50
zone to 30 feet with an allowed increase of 1 foot height for every additional 1 foot of setback. The height
of the proposed Project varies between 47 and 60 feet and thus requires another Minor Variance.
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Zoning Regulation Comparison Table
Current Requirement
Applicable Requirement CN-2 & CN-3 Proposed
Criteria C-30 & C-31 (For Information) Project Comment
CN-2: 1 unit per 450 sq. Exceeds the applicable
ft. of lot area = 90 units requirements. Major
Densit 1 unit per 450 sq. ft. of lot - 115 units CUP required to exceed
cnstty area = 90 units CN-3: I unit per 375 sq. maximum density for
ft. of lot area = 108 units senior housing under
section 17.106.060.
Minimum §’
Maximum 10° OR
Y(ai_r[(ii ;f;rto)n t o Maximum front yard 0 —16"4"
LR requirement is 75% of
street frontage
Yard — Street 0’ OR .
Side Lot Line o Maximum front yard 0.8 Meets tl}e applicable
(MacArthur requirement is 50% of ) requirements.
Blvd.) street frontage
Yard - Interior . o’ ;
Lot Line 10 10
Yard - Rear 15" 10715 40’
Yard — Courts 15 187 - 507 43
45’ (CN-3) Varies between Does not meet the
Height — General 40, (C-30) 457 (CN=2) 47 & 60'. 54' applicable .
35'(C-31) requirements, Minor
average. . .
Varnance is required.
N/A Does not meet the
Height - 30" with allowed increase Varies between applicable
Adjacent to R-50 of 1" height for every 47 & 60'. 54' requirements. Minor
Zone additional 1" of setback - average. Variance is required.
Open Space 150 sq.ft./unit = 17,250 1 150 sq. ft. /unit= 17,250 17,461 sq.ft. Exceeds t.he applicable
sq.ft. sq. fi. requirements.
Not specified, however Seeks Major
parking access must not Conditional Use Permit
1 space /unit = 115 spaces| be from a primary street 65 automobil under Section
Auto Parking | 1 space / 600 sq.ft. retail/ . ace © | 17.116.110 to reduce
commercial = 6 spaces Spaces parking requirement
and to provide ground-
level parking.
Bicycle Parki 1 1 its = -
icycle Parking ‘ space/ .O units 1? sp_aces 1.4 long-term Meets the applicable
(long term) Minimum retail/commercial = 2 spaces bicycle spaces . t
Bicycle Parking 1 space/20 units = 6 spaces 8 short-term Fequiremnents.
(short term) Minimum retail/commercial = 2 spaces bicycle spaces
Not specified, however Secks Major

Conditional Use Permit
to provide ground-level
loading.
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In addition, the S-4 Design Review Combining Zone requires Design Review approval, and a Parcel Map
Warver 1s required in order to merge the existing parcels on the Project site. The Project sponsor will apply
for a parcel map waiver to merge the parcels prior to issuance of a building permit for the Project. Thus is
required in Condition of Approval 15.

Major Conditional Use Permits

Major Conditional Use Permuts are required to exceed the maximum allowable density, to reduce the
parking requirement, and to provide ground-level parking and loading. The proposed increase in allowable
density is warranted due to the provision of senior housing which is a benefit for the surrounding
community, the City of Oakland and the region. In addition, some portion of the units will be provided as
affordable housing The planning and environmental analysis and conclusions are the same regardless of
the breakdown between affordable and market rate housing units. In other words, it does not matter if the
Project were to be 100% market rate or 100% affordable, as the planning and CEQA findings are the
same — and can be made -- for both.

The proposed reduction 1n the parking requirement is warranted due to the provision of senior housing,
which generates a much lower parking demand than typical multi-family residential projects. Furthermore,
the site is well served by eight AC Transit routes that stop at the comer of High Street and MacArthur
Boulevard so alternative means of transportation are available to the residents.

The provision of ground-level parking and loading is justified because the parking will be enclosed within
the building and screened, and the loading area will be located at the edge of the building.

Minor Variances

Minor variances are required 1n order to exceed the general height limit and the height limit adjacent to the
R-50 Medium Density Residential Zone. The-47 — 60 foot height of the proposed Project would exceed the
35 — 40 foot allowable height limit. Because the Project provides senior housing and a Conditional Use
Permit is required in order to exceed the allowable density, it is logical to assume that granting such a
density bonus entails waiving the zoning regulation related to height in order to accommodate the additional
units, In addition, the configuration of the lot, the need to provide open space, and the proximity to
Interstate 580 make it difficult to design the Project to be consistent with the height limits. The intent of the
30 foot height limit adjacent to the R-50 zone is to buffer adjacent lower-density residential uses; however
the site is separated from the R-50 zone by Interstate 580 so there are no directly adjacent residential uses.

Design Review

As previously mentioned, the design of the Project was extensively reviewed and revised as part of the
approval process for the previous Project proposed for the site. The previous project design was considered
at two DRC meetings, two community meetings, and three Planning Commission meetings, and was also
discussed with individual DRC members on several occasions.

Staff believes that the proposed Project is attractively designed with high quality materials and that it would
be a substantial improvement to the surrounding Laurel District neighborhood. It would replace an existing
vacant blighted lot that contains a billboard and weeds with a mixed-use building containing active
residential and commercial uses. The design of the Project is appropriate for its prominent location at the
comer of High Street and MacArthur Boulevard, and adjacent to Interstate 580.
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With regard to views of the site, visual building form, and visual quality, although larger in scale than the
majority of existing development in the area, the design of the proposed building will be compatible with
the surrounding neighborhood pursuant to the design review findings.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
Scope

The Project is subject to the environmental review requirements of CEQA. See separate CEQA findings for ’
a detailed discussion of what follows.

A Notice of Preparafion (NOP) for the DEIR was published on May 18, 2011. The 30-day public
comment period on the NOP ended on June 16, 2011. A Scoping Meeting for the DEIR was held before
the Planning Commission on June 15, 2011.

An Initial Study was prepared, and circulated with the NOP, that screened out certain potential
environmental impacts from further study, including: agricultural resources, biological resources, cultural
resources, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, mineral resources,
population and housing, public services, recreation, and utilities and service systems. The Initial Study is
included as Appendix A to the DEIR.

The following topics were analyzed in detail in the DEIR to address the remaining potential
environmental impacts of the Project:

Aesthetic Resources

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Transportation and Circulation
Noise and Vibrafion

moOws

As previously discussed and as provided for in CEQA, the High and MacArthur Project DEIR also relied
upon and tiered off the analysis included in the 2010 certified Housing Element EIR and the LUTE EIR.
As a separate and independent basis from the other CEQA findings, the Project qualifies for CEQA
streamlining pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21083.3 and Guidelines section 15183 (Projects
consistent with Community Plans, General Plans and Zoning) and/or Public Resources Code sections
21094.5 and 21094.5.5 and Guidelines section 15183.3 (Streamlining For Infill Development), for the
reasons detailed in the EIR and the attached CEQA findings.

The Initial Study and DEIR address all environmental topics identified in the City of Oakland’s CEQA
Thresholds of Significance and at a level of detail warranted by each topic.
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Publication and Distribution of the DEIR

The DEIR was made available for a 45-day public review period from October 26, 2012 to December 10,
2012. The Notice of Availability for the DEIR was mailed to property owners within 300 feet of the
Project site, distributed to staté and local agencies, posted on the Project site, and mailed to interested
parties. Copies of the DEIR were also distributed to City officials, including the Planning Commission,
and were made available at the office of the Department of Planning and Building and on the City’s
website at the “Current Environmental Review™ page. A public hearing on the DEIR was held by the
Planning Commission on December 5, 2012.

Impacts Identified in the DEIR

The Project would result 1n several potentially significant impacts. However, all of the impacts identified
in the DEIR. would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with implementation of the proposed
Standard Conditions of Approval (SCA) (see the summary table in Attachment B). The SCA are the
functional equivalent of mufigation measures and are legally enforceable in the same manner as
mitigation measures. There are no mitigation measures required for the Project, nor are there any
significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project.

Key Environmental Issues

Below is a summary of the key environmental 1ssues related to the Project. Note that the list below only
contains the key items related to the environmental effects of the Project; for a complete discussion of
each environmental topic see the attached CEQA Findings and the EIR.

Throughout the environmental review process, several comments have been received from the public
regarding the potential impacts of the Project on transportation and circulation. In particular, concerns
were raised about possible traffic problems at the High Street and MacArthur Boulevard intersection.
The EIR found that the Project would not result in any significant traffic impact at this intersection.
Other concems were raised regarding potential circulation problems related to parking and site access.
The EIR found that the Project meets the parking requirements, and that with implementation of Project-
specific Conditions of Approval it would not result in any significant impacts related to site access.

The EIR included the following recommended measures to include as Project- specific Conditions of
Approval to improve traffic operations of the Project related to shuttle service, the loading zone, and the
garage entry. These are not required to mitigate any Project impacts:

Recommendation TRANS-1: In consultation with City of Oakland staff, consider the provision of
shuttle service as a strategy to be included in the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan
required by SCA TRANS-1. If considered feasible, implement the City approvéd shuttle service.

Sheet A.2 of the Project plans show a loading area in the parking garage that can accommodate shuttle
service if it is provided.

Recommendation TRANS-2: Limit entry into the loading zone to a right turn in only and limt exit from
the loading zone to a right turn out only (excluding any maneuvering required to back in/out of the
loading zone) and prohibit deliveries during peak commute periods (7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.
to 6:00 p.m.) and employ the use of flaggers as necessary to ensure safe maneuvering into the loading
zone.
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Recommendation TRANS-3: Limut entry into the garage to a right turmn in only and limit exits from the
garage to a right turn out only.

In addition, some concems have been raised about impacts of the Project on hazards and
hazardous materials. As discussed in the EIR, the site has been included on the Cortese List because of
hazardous materials contamination of the soil and groundwater due to previous uses on the site.
However, preparation and implementation of a hazardous materials business plan (IS SCA HAZ-1),
hazards best management practices (EIR SCA HAZ-1); site review by the Fire Services Division (EIR
SCA HAZ-2); Phase I and/or Phase 1I reports and implementation of any recommendations from such
(EIR SCA HAZ-3); environmental site assessment reports remediafion (EIR SCA HAZ-4); best
management practices for soil and groundwater hazards (EIR SCA HAZ-5); and radon or vapor intmsion
from soil or groundwater sources (EIR SCA HAZ-6) would result in less than significant impacts.
Moreover, compliance with other regulatory requirements would ensure there would not be significant
adverse hazards and hazardous materials impacts. Additionally, as a separate and independent basis, any
existing pollutants on/near the Project site are not considered to be CEQA impacts caused by the Project;
indeed, the Project will remediate the existing on-site contamination.

Concems were also expressed regarding potential impacts of the Project on air quality and
greenhouse gases. . With implementafion of these SCAs, the Project would not violate any air quality
standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, or substantially increase diesel emissions. Moreover, as
a separate and independent basis, any air contaminants generated from the nearby Freeway are not
considered to be CEQA impacts caused by the Project.

The Project would not result in a significant impact (either on a project or cumulative basis) on the scenic
highway designation of the MacArthur Freeway, in part, because the character of existing views would
remain relatively unchanged. Specifically, the landscaping, distant views of the hills, and views of the
commercial and residential palette would remain essentially unchanged. In addition, the removal of the
existing billboard and blighted conditions on the site would be an aesthetic benefit provided by the
Project.

Project Alternatives

Chapter 5 of the DEIR included three altematives to the proposed Project that provide a reasonable range of
potentially feasible altematives that are capable of reducing or eliminating environmental impacts. The three
CEQA Project alternatives to the proposed Project include:

The No Project/No Build Alternative — CEQA requires a “No Project” altemative to be considered in the
EIR. This altemative assumes that no development would occur on the site and that existing conditions
would remain. None of the impacts associated with the Project would occur under this alternative; the
existing billboard would remain and hazardous materials may not be cleaned-up.

The Reduced Development/Mitigated Alternative — This altemative assumes that the Project site would be
developed with 29 less residendal units and one less building floor, for a total of 86 senior housing units and
3,446 square feet of ground-floor commercial space within a four-story building. This altemative would
result in impacts similar to the Project for all the topics areas identified, but the effects would be
incrementally less.

The Commercial Alternative — This altemative assumes the Project site is developed with a single-story
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6,000 square foot commercial building. It is assumed that the building is occupied by multiple tenants and
that the required parking would be provided in a surface parking lot. Implementation of this altemative
would result in impacts similar to the Project, although the effects would be incrementally less, except for
Transportation and Traffic impacts. '

The Environmentally Superior Altemative is the No Project/No Build Altemative because it would result in
the least environmental impacts. Under CEQA, 1if the No Project is identified as the environmentally
superior altemative, the EIR also must identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other
Project development alternatives. Therefore, the environmentally superior altemative would be the
Reduced Development/Mitigated Altemative because 1t is the development altemative that would result in
the fewest environmental impacts.

Because there are no significant unavoidable impacts, alternatives need not be rejected as infeasible.
Nevertheless, in the interest of being conservative and providing information to the public and decision-
makers, the Project alternatives are rejected as infeasible because, in part, they either (a) would not
achieve the objectives sought by the Project; (b) would not be economically feasible, and/or (¢) would
not promote or achieve many of the goals, objectives, and actions of the LUTE and Housing Element.

Publication and Distribution of the FEIR

The Final EIR/Response to Comment document (FEIR) includes responses to the comments received on
the DEIR, changes to the DEIR, and additional information. The FEIR was published on/before July 5,
2013. The Notice of Availability (NOA) for the FEIR was distributed on Friday, June 28, 2013, by being
mailed to property owners within 300 feet of the Project site, distributed to state and local agencies,
posted on the Project site, and mailed to interested parties. Copies of the FEIR were also distributed to -
City officials, including the Planning Commission, and were made available at the office of the
Department of Planning and Building and on the City’s website at the “Current Environmental Review”
page:

http://www2oaklandnet.com/Govemment/o/PBN/OurServices/Application/DOWD009157.

CONCLUSION

In summary, the proposed Project, which is consistent with both the applicable zoning and General
Plan, would redevelop a vacant blighted site with a mixed-use Project providing a combination of
senior housing and commercial space in the Laurel District. The Project meets the General Plan
goals of providing new housing units and infill development on underused or vacant parcels and the
site is identified as a Housing Opportunity site in the City’s Housing Element. The Project would
enhance the area and be an addifion to the surrounding neighborhood. The Conditional Use
Permits and Variances are warranted and are not expected to create adverse impacts. The site is
well served by transit and its development will result in the removal of an existing billboard and
clean-up of existing hazardous material contaminafion. A site specific Health Risk Assessment
concludes that there will be less than significant impacts associated with the potential exposure of
Project residents (who are considered sensitive receptors) to any air contaminants generated from the
nearby Freeway.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission take public testimony, close the public hearing, and:
1. Adopt the CEQA findings for Project, which include certification of the EIR and rejection of

‘alternatives as infeasible in Attachment C;

2. " Adopt the Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program
(SCAMMRP) in Attachment Bj and

3. Approve the Major Conditional Use Permits, Minor Variances, and Design Review for the Project
subject to the Condifions of Approval and SCA/MMRP, based on the attached findings.

N

Prepared by~

Planner II

Approved for forwarding to the City Planming Commission by:

SCOTT MILLER
ZONING MANAGER

%%%%Ww

HEL FLYNN, Dl}ﬁECTOR
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDING

ATTACHMENTS:

Project Plans

Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (SCAMMRP)
CEQA Findings

AMG Financial Feasibility of 86-unit Altemative

SOowp
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FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL

The proposed Project meets the required findings under Planning Code Section 17.134.050 (Conditional
Use Permit criteria), Section [7.136.070A (Residential Design Review criteria), Section 17.148.050
{Minor Variance Criteria), Section 17.48.100 (Conditional Use Permut criteria in the C-31 zone), Section
17.116.110 {Exemptions to the Parking Requirements), and Section '17.106.060 (Conditional Use Perrmit
criteria for increased density for senior housing). Required findings are shown in bold type; explanations
as to why these findings can be made are in normal type. In addition, findings have been developed
_ pursuant to Califomnia Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Res. Code section 21000 et seq; “CEQA™) and
the CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs. Title 14, section 15000 et seq.). . The basis to approve the
Project and related permits are not limited to the findings contained herein, but also includes the
information contained in the July 17, 2013 Staff Report to the Planning Commission, the
conditions of approval and the Standard Conditions of Approval/Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (SCA/MMRP), the EIR prepared for the PI’O_]eCt and the entire administrative
record, hereby incorporated by reference.

Section 17.134.050 Conditional Use Permit criteria

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

The Project applicant is requesting a Major Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for an increase in-
density for affordable senior housing on a vacant property. There are no abutting properties
that will be adversely affected by the proposed Project, nor will the proposed Project
negatively affect the neighborhood character. On the contrary, this area of MacArthur
Boulevard has no distinct character, architectural style, or scale. The stmctures in the
immediate vicinity include 1-2 story utilitarian cornmercial buildings, 2-3 story office
buildings, and small scale retail/storage. The Project’s prominent design will emphasize the
important comer of MacArthur Boulevard and High Street. Furthermnore, the landscape
improvements and public art at the comer will enhance the streetscape and promote the
character of the neighborhood. The EIR concluded that the Project will not have any
significant impacts upon the surrounding area. Specifically, the EIR concluded the Project would
not result in a significant impact (either on a Project or cumulative basis) on the scenic highway
designation of the MacArthur Freeway, 1n part, because the character of existing views would
remain relatively unchanged - the landscaping, distant views of the hills, and views of the
commercial and residential palette would remain essentially unchanged. In addition, the removal of
the existing billboard and blighted conditions on the site would be an aesthetic benefit provided by
the Project.

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

The Project will provide a combinafion of residential and commercial uses in the Laurel District. The
Project was designed to promote residential activities in the neighborhood and to emphasize the
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important comer of MacArthur Boulevard and High Street. The site is well situated for senior
housing with respect to transit ridership, as it is extensively served by AC Transit. The building
design is attractive and compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.

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

The General Plan LUTE encourages several policies that promote the construction of housing on
mfil] sites and underutilized properties in all areas of the city. The Project entails the construction of
new senior housing in areas within walking distance of services and shops and that are well served by
mass transportation. The Project will essentially buffer the existing smaller single-family
neighborhood to the east from the freeway. In addition, the Project will support basic community
functions by providing new residents who will enliven this transitional area. Provision of senior
housing is also an essential service to the community, the City, and the region.

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

The proposed Project conforms to all applicable design review criteria outlined in Section
17.136.070A, as detailed below.

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

The proposed Project conforms in all significant respects with the “Neighborhood Center Mixed
Use” General Plan land use designation. The Project will support the objeefives and pohcies of the
LUTE including: encouraging the construction, conservation, and enhancement of housing resources
(Objective N3); facilitating housing construcfion (Policy N3.1); encouraging infill housing (Policy
N3.2); and orienting residential development (Policy N3.9). The Project is located on the MacArthur
Boulevard corridor in the Laurel District. This corridor 1s identified as a “grow and change” area in
the General Plan. Such areas are where the General Plan seeks to encourage further growth and
development, often at higher densities than currently exist as the plan attempts to focus the bulk of
residential development to our cortidors, downtown, and other special areas such as Jack London
Square.

Section 17.136.070A Residential Facilities Design Review criteria

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

As stated previously, the proposed Project is located in a transitional neighborhood with many low
rise commercial activities, small utilitarian buildings, and vacant lots. There is no specific
architectural character or massing except in the lower scale neighborhood to the northwest. The
building would be taller and larger than surrounding structures although it has been articulated with
varying roof heights, and designed to appear as separate buildings in order to reduce the apparent
bulk and mass of the building, While it will be larger than most buildings in the surtounding area
staff notes that the General Plan calls for this area to “grow and change.” It identifies the entire

th
stretch of MacArthur Boulevard from 35 Avenue to the ffeeway underpass as an underdeveloped
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area that could accommodate an increase in density as the plan seeks to focus development along the
city’s existing corridors. While respecfing the existing context in terms ofi scale is important in much
of OQakland, the General Plan 1dentifies certain areas where the existing context is actually viewed as
something to exceed and expand past and this is one ofithose areas.

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

Currently, the neighborhood is a mix of commercial uses and vacant lots. The proposed Project
would enhance the neighborhood by replacing a blighted vacant lot with active residential and
commercial uses. This would encourage further beneficial change in the neighborhood, and
would promote more pedestrian activities. It would bring new residents to the Laurel District
who would help contnbute to the economic health of the businesses in the area as customers, and
would potentially stimulate further revitalization on other nearby vacant lots which are a blight to
the area.

3. That the proposed design will be sensitive to the topography and landscape;

The proposed Project site is flat and is vacant except for a billboard. The site contains no notable
landscaping. Therefore, the Project will have no affect on the existing topography or landscape.

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

See response #3.
5. That the proposed design conforms in all significant respects with the Oakland Comprehensive
Plan and with any applicable district plan or development control map which has been adopted

by the City Council.

The proposed Project is consistent with the General Plan land use designation for the site, with
Conditional Use Permit, and Variance findings, and with the Design Review criteria as discussed in
more detail throughout the report and these findings.

Section 17.148.050A Minor Variances Findings

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

Overall height limits: The maximum height is 35 feet in the C-31 zoiie and 40 feet in the C-30 zone.
The height ofi the proposed Project varies between 47 and 60 feet (including parapets and other
architectural details meant to add attractiveness to the building or screen rooftop features) above
grade. Most ofi the building height will average 55 feet and it lowers at the comer of High and
Maearthur to approximately 47 feet.

One factor concerning this request for a Minor Variance 1s the shape of the lot, which tapers
narrowly towards the rear and thus renders that piece of the lot as unfeasible to build on. This
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impacts the potential footprint of the Project and tends to force the building upwards. Another factor
is the need for open space. This is limited to the courtyard and the proposed location in the center of
the site surrounded by the buildings is the only reasonable place to put it in order to shield it from the
noise of the adjacent freeway. Moreover, the increased density for senior housing authorized by the
CUP also results in the need for additional height.

Thus, granting of the minor height variance would result in an effective design solution improving
livability, appearance and operational efficiency.

30 foot height limit adjacent to the R-50 Zone: Section 17.108.090 states that structures in a
commercial zone whose side lot line abuts the R-50 zone be set back 10 feet and limited in height to
30 feet. This height can then be increased Ifoot for every additional foot of setback provided (up to
the maximum limit of the height). The Project is set back 10 feet from the side lot line but exceeds
the 30 foot height limit. The intent of the height limit was to buffer lower density zoning districts
such as the R-50 and below when they abutted higher density zones as well as commercial areas.
This would help to preserve solar access for those residential units as well as height context.
However, in this case there are no immediately adjacent residential units but Interstate 580 itself is
actually zoned R-50. Therefore, staff believes that allowing a relaxation of this height limit is
justifiable due to this unique physical circumstance. In addition, granting this variance would result
in an effective design solution improving livability, appearance and operational efficiency.

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

Overall height limits: As stated above, granting the Minor Variance for the overall height is
reasonable given the site constraints and the need to provide open space that is both attractive and
useful to the residents. This need requires the building to wrap around the open space, shielding it
from the vehicular noise coming off the freeway. This combined with the roughly triangular shape of
the property forces the building upwards as much of the lower (southern) portion of the lot is not
practical for development. Few 1f any lots in the district are impacted in these ways; they are either
not abutfing the freeway, which adds constraints as to where needed components of the development
can be placed, or they are generally more regularly shaped, rectangular lots. Similar variances have
been granted for other similarly zoned properties/projects. Moreover, the granfing of the variance
results in an effective design solution, consistent with the basic intent of the zoning regulations.

30 foot height limit adjacent to the R-50 Zone: This is a unique physical situation as the R-50 zone
bordering the western edge of the freeway covers the freeway only. It is unusual to have a freeway
zoned something different than the zoning on either side of it (often if the freeway splits the zoning
the boundary line will run down the middle of the roadbed) and due to this the decreased height and
increased setback do not make sense. The purpose of these restricfions is to transition the height of
buildings in high density districts adjacent to low density districts to avoid them towering over the
lower density houses. In this case, there are no adjacent houses due to the freeway. Moreover, the
granting of the variance results in an effective design solution, consistent with the basic intent of the
zoning regulations

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



Oakland City Planning Cominission . STAFF REPORT

Case File Numbers: CMDV10-312; ER10-0001 Page 17

Overall height limits: There are no abutting properties and the increased building height is unlikely to
affect the livability of surtounding properties. The Project would provide 115 units of senior housing
which should have far fewer impacts on traffic or noise than 115 regular apartments would. The
Project would be consistent with adopted plans and development policy in that it would redevelop a
vacant blighted parcel through in-fill development; encourage development along an important transit
corridor; and create some affordable senior housing which is a critical need for both the City of
(Qakland and the region at large. Thus granting the height variance will not impact the livability of
adjacent properties or be detrimental to the public welfare.

30 foot height limit adjacent to the R-50 Zone: This is a unique situation as the R-50 zone bordering
the western edge of the freeway covers the freeway only. It is unusual to have a freeway zoned
something different than the zoning on either side of it (often if the freeway splits the zoning the
boundary line will run down the middle of the roadbed) and due to this the reduced height and
increased setback do not make sense. The purpose of these restrictions is to transition the height of
buildings in high density districts adjacent to low density districts to avoid them towering over the
lower density houses. In this case, there are no adjacent houses due to the freeway. Thus granting the
height variance will not impact the livability of adjacent properties or be detrimental to the public
welfare.

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

The Project would meet the intent of the zoning regulations by creating appropriate development that
will enhance and benefit the surrounding neighborhood, while meeting the goals of the General Plan.
The Minor Variances can be supported and meet the general intent of the zoning regulations. The
Project site has the constraints of being a roughly triangular lot that narrows as it parallels MacArthur
Boulevard on one side and it has the Interstate 580 freeway adjacent to its opposite side. These factors
reduce the portion of the lot that is buildable, and require a building design that can shelter areas such
as open space from the noise and other unpleasant aspects of the freeway. These conditions are
generally unique to this parcel and are not a common element 1n this neighborhood. It is particularly
uncommon for properties to have both factors of unusual shape and a noisy freeway next to them. The
City of Qakland concludes that granting the two Minor Variances would not be a grant of special
privilege inconsistent with limitations on similarly zoned properties as this Project site has unique
charactenistics and circumstances. The City of Oakland has been willing to contemplate relaxation of
the zoning standards before for other such projects that have unusually shaped lots or other factors to
consider.

Section 17.48.100 Conditional Use Permit criteria for the C-31 Special Retail Commercial Zone:

A. That the proposal will not detract from the character desired for the area:

The intent of the C-31 zone regulations is to create a vigorous and active commercial district focused
on pedestrian movement. Commercial and mixed use projects are encouraged in this district. The
Project would replace a vacant blighted lot at the edge of this zoning district (indeed about half the
site is outside the C-31 zonming district) and add ground floor retail and new residents to the
neighborhood. These residents will be able to walk to or utilize transit to access busmesses in the
surrounding area. The ground floor commercial space 1s well articulated and will provide for a
successful and active street frontage. The parking is well screened within the building and will not
negatively impact the pedestrian corridor, and the loading area is located at the edge of the building
on the less prominent street frontage.
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B. That the proposal will not impair a generally continuous wall of building facades:

The proposed Project will replace a lot that is vacant except for a billboard and would generally
create a continuous wall of building facades. The Project would cover the bulk of three properties (to
be merged separately) and will require one driveway to provide parking. The Project will add
commercial areas on the ground floor at the comer of High Street and MacArthur Boulevard as well
as along High Sfreet, and would contribute to the creation of a continuous wall of building facades
which is not yvet common in this zoning district.

C. That the proposal will not weaken the concentration and continuity of retail facilities at ground
level, and will not impair the retention or creation of an important shopping frontage:

The site is currently vacant except for a billboard and does not contribute to a shopping frontage. The
Project would add approximately 3,446 sq. ft. of commercial space to this vacant lot.

D. That the proposal will not interfere with the movement of people along an important pedestrian
street:

This section of MacArthur Boulevard is not an important pedestrian section. The property is vacant
and has nothing to attract pedestrians to it. The Project will provide new residents and ground-floor
commercial space that will generate new pedestrian activity in the surtounding area.

E. That no driveway shall connect directly with the area’s principal commercial street unless:
1. Vehicular access cannot reasonably be provided from a different street or other way: /

The vehicular access off of MacArthur Boulevard is workable as the portion of the street where
the driveway is located has no significant commercial uses on it. This is different than if the
driveway were located along a secfion of MacArthur Boulevard in the heart of the district where it
would interrupt concentrated commercial uses. The only other option for vehicular access would
be to have the driveway on High Street, but this is not the ideal location as the frontage is
narrower.

2. Every reasonable effort has been made to share means of vehicular access with abutting
properties:

There are no abutting properties to share vehicular access with.

F. That the amount of off-street parking, if any, provided in excess of the requirements of this
code will not contribute significantly to an increased orientation of the area to automobile
movement:

The amount of parking 1s actually less than the 1:1 code requirement, being reduced by
approximately 57 %. This is in keeping with section 17.116.110 of the Oakland Planning Code which
conditionally permits a parking reduction up to 75% for senior housing when the required findings
can be met (see below).

G. That the proposal will conform in all significant respects with any applicable district plan which
has been adopted by the City Council:

The Project would provide senior housing in close proximity to transit and services in the
surrounding area. The provision of more senior housing 1s identified as an important city and
regional goal, and the General Plan considers the corridors the ideal places for further, higher density
developments due to their existing infrastructure and levels of existing commercial and residential
development and their potential for further growth.
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Section 17.106.060 Conditional Use Permit criteria for increased number of living units in senior
housing

A. That such occupancy is guaranteed, for a period of not less than fifty (50) years, by appropriate
conditions incorporated into the permit; . '

Conditions guaranteeing such occupancy have been included in this permit.

B. That the impact of the proposed facilities will be substantially equivalent to that produced by
the kind of development otherwise allowed within the applicable zone, with consideration being
given to the types and rentals of the living units, the probable number of residents therein, and
the demand for public facilities and services generated.

This facility is likely to have the same (or less) impacts as 90 units of housing for the general
population that would be otherwise allowable within the applicable zone. Senior housing often will
have lesser traffic impacts due to the lower rates of car ownership and driving. 90 market rate units
would usually be of varying sizes in a typical apartment complex, likely leading to more people
living in the units and therefore a higher population density. The number of daily vehicle trips
generated by the 115 units of senior housing included in the Project would be approximately 67%
less than 90 units of market rate housing. In addition, the site is served extensively by AC Transit.
City services are unlikely to be affected in a significant way,

Section 17.116.110A Conditional Use Permit criteria for reduction in parking for senior housing

1. In the case of senior citizen housing where living units are regularly occupied by not more than
two individuals at least one of whom is sixty (60) years of age or older or is physically
handicapped regardless of age, that such occupancy is guaranteed, for a period of not less than
fifty (50) years, by appropriate conditions incorporated into the permit;

Conditions guaranteeing such occupancy have been included in this permit.

2. In the case of a dormitory, fraternity, or similar facility, that the occupants are prevented from
operating a motor vehicle because they are not of driving age or by other special restriction,
which limitation of occupancy by nonqualifying drivers is assured by appropriate conditions
incorporated into the permit;

This is not a dormitory or fraternity so this finding does not apply.

3. That due to the special conditions referred to above, and considering the availability, if any, of
public transportation within convenient walking distance, the reduced amount of parking will
be adequate for the activities served, and that the reduction will not contribute to traffic
congestion or impair the efficiency of on-street parking.

This site is located on two major streets and is served by eight AC Transit bus lines. These lines
provide 24-hour service. Service destinations include downtown Oakland, downtown San Francisco,
downtown Emeryville, the Oakland International Airport, several BART stations, and the Amtrak
station near the Oakland Coliseum. Bus stops are located in front of the building on both High and
MacArthur as well as directly across the street on MacArthur. Such high levels of transit service
ensure that the residents at this facility will have ample opportunities and options for mass transit
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usage going to many convenient locations at all times of day. The reduced amount of parking is
appropriate for the proposed Project and will not negatively impact the surrounding area.
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Modifications to the Conditions of Approval as directed by the City Planning Commission at the
July 17, 2013 meeting or clarification made by staff are indicted in underlined tvpe for additions
and eross-out-type-for deletions.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

1. Approved Use -

Ongoing .

a) The Project shall be constructed and operated in accordance with the authorized use as described
m the application matenals, staff report dated July 17, 2013, and the plans dated 12/22/10, and
6/12/13 [the original plans were updated as necessary to reflect the revised Project], and as amended
by the following conditions. Any additional uses or facilities other than those approved with this
permit, as described in the Project descripnon and the approved plans, will require a separate
application and approval. Any deviation from the approved drawings, Conditions of Approval or use
shall required prior written approval from the Director of City Planning or designee.

b) This action by the City Planning Commission (“this Approval”) includes the approvals set forth
below. This Approval mcludes:ﬂApproval of Major Conditional Use Permits, Minor Variances, and
Design Review for the High & MacArthur Mixed-Use Project, under Oakland Municipal Code
Section 17.134.050 (Conditional Use Permit criteria), Section 17.136.070A (Residential Design
Review criteria), Section 17.148.050 (Minor Variance Criteria), Section 17.48.100 (Conditional Use
Permit criteria in the C-31 zone), Section 17.116.110 (Exemptions to the Parking Requirements),
and Section 17.106.060 (Conditional Use Permit criteria for increased density for senior housing).

2. Effective Date, Expiration, Extensions and Extinguishmert

Ongoing

Unless a different termination date is prescribed, this Approval shall expire three and a half calendar
years from the City’s final approval date, unless within such period all necessary permits for
construction or alteration have been issued, or the authorized activities have commenced in the case
of a permit not involving construction or alteration. Upon written request and payment of
appropriate fees submitted no later than the expiration date of this permit, the Director of City
Planning or designee may grant a one-year extension of this date, with additional extensions subject
to approval by the approving body. Expiration of any necessary building permit for this Project may
invalidate this Approval if the said extension period has also expired.

3.  Scope of This Approval; Major and Minor Changes
" Ongoing
The Project is approved pursuant to the Planning Code only. Minor changes to approved plans may
be approved administratively by the Director of City Planning or designee. Major changes to the
approved plans shall be reviewed by the Director of City Planning or designee to determine whether
such changes require submittal and approval of a revision to the approved Project by the approving
body or a new, completely independent permit.

4. Conformance with other Requirements
Prior to issuance of a demolition, grading, P-job, or other construction related permit
a) The Project applicant shall comply with all other applicable federal, state, regional and/or local
laws/codes, requirements, regulations, and guidelines, including but not limited to those imposed
by the City’s Building Services Division, the City’s Fire Marshal, and the City’s Public Works
Agency. Compliance with other applicable requirements may require changes to the approved
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use and/or plans. These changes shall be processed in accordance with the procedures contained
in Condition of Approval 3.

b) The applicant shall submit approved building plans for Project-specific needs related to fire
protection to the Fire Services Division for review and approval, including, but not limited to
automatic extinguishing systems, water supply improvements and hydrants, fire department
access, and vegetation management for preventing fires and soil erosion.

5. Conformance to Approved Plans; Modification of Conditions or Revocation
Ongoing :
a) Site shall be kept in a blight/nuisance-free condition. Any existing blight or nuisance shall be
abated within 60-90 days of approval, unless an earlier date is specified elsewhere.

b) The City of Oakland reserves the right at any time during construction to reqiire certificafion by a
licensed professional that the as-built Project conforms to all applicable zoning requirements,
including but not limited to approved maximum heights and minimum setbacks. Failure to
construct the Project in accordance with approved plans may result in remedial reconstruction,
permit revocation, permit modification, stop work, permit suspension or other cortective action,

c) Violation of any term, Conditions of Approval or Project description relating to the Approvals is
unlawful, prohibited, and a violation of the Qakland Municipal Code. The City of Oakland
reserves the right to initiate civil and/or criminal enforcement and/or abatement proceedings, or
after notice and public hearing, to revoke the Approvals or alter these Conditions of Approval if
it is found that there is violation of any of the Condifions of Approval or the provisions of the
Planning Code or Municipal Code, or the Project operates as or causes a public nuisance. This
provision is not intended to, nor does 1t limit in any manner whatsoever the ability of the City to
take appropriate enforcement actions. The Project applicant shall be responsible for paying fees
in accordance with the City’s Master Fee Schedule for inspections conducted by the City or a
City-designated third-party to investigate alleged violations of the Conditions of Approval.

6. Signed Copy of the Conditions of Approval
With subminal of a demolition, grading, and building permir

A copy of the approval letter and Conditions of Approval shall be signed by the property owner,
notarized, and submitted with each set of permit plans to the appropriate City agency for this
Project.

7. Indemmnification
Ongoing
a) To the maximum extent permitted by law, the applicant shall defend (with counsel acceptable to
the City), indemnify, and hold harmless the City of Oakland, the Oakland City Council, the City of
Oakland Redevelopment Agency, the Oakland City Planning Commission and its respective agents,
officers, and employees (hereafter collectively called City) from any liability, damages, claim,
judgment, loss (direct or indirect)action, causes of acfion, or proceeding (including legal costs,
attorneys’ fees, expert witness or consultant fees, City Attomey or staff time, expenses or costs)
(collectively called “Action™) against the City to attack, set aside, void or annul, (1) an approval by
the City relating to a development-related application or subdivision or (2) implementation of an
approved development-related project. The City may elect, i its sole discrefion, to participate in the .
defense of said Action and the applicant shall reimburse the City for its reasonable legal costs and
attorneys’ fees. ' )
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b) Within ten (10) calendar days of the filing of any Acfion as specified in subsection A above, the
applicant shall execute a Letter Agreement with the City, acceptable to the Office of the City
Attomey, which memorializes the above obligations. These obligations and the Letter of Agreement
shall survive termination, extinguishment or invalidation of the approval. Failure to timely execute
the Letter Agreement does not relieve the applicant of any of the obligations contained in this
condition or other requirements or conditions of approval that may be imposed by the City.

8. Compliance with Conditions of Approval
Ongoing
The Project applicant shall be responsible for compliance with the recommendations in any
submitted and approved technical report and all the Conditions of Approval set forth below at its
sole cost and expense, and subject to review and approval of the City of Oakland.

9. Severability
Ongoing
Approval of the Project would not have been granted but for the applicability and validity of each
and every one of the specified conditions, and if one or more of such conditions is found to be
invalid by a court of competent jurisdiction this Approval would not have been granted without
requiring other valid conditions consistent with achieving the same purpose and mtent of such
Approval. '

10. Job Site Plans
Ongoing throughout demolition, grading, and/or construction
At least one (1) copy of the stamped approved plans, along with the Approval Letter and Conditions
of Approval, shall be available for review at the job site at all times.

11. Special Inspector/Inspections, Independent Technical Review, Proiect Coordination and
Management
Prior to issuance of a demolition, grading, and/or construction permit
The Project applicant may be required to pay for on-call third-party special inspector(s)/inspections
as needed during the times of extensive or specialized plancheck review or construction. The
Project applicant may also be required to cover the full costs of independent technical review and
other types of peer review, monitoring and inspection, including without limitation, third party plan
check fees, including inspections of violations of Conditions of Approval. The Project applicant
shall establish a deposit with the Building Services Division, as directed by the Building Official,
Director of City Planning or designee.

12. Improvements in the Public Right-of Wav (Specific)
Approved prior to the issuance of a grading or building permit
Final building and public improvement plans submitted to the Building Services Division shall
include the following components: '

a) Install additional standard City of Oakland streetiights as needed

b) Remove and replace any existing driveway that will not be used for access to the property with new
concrete sidewalk, curb and gutter. '

¢) Reconstruct drainage facility to current City standard.

d) Provide separation between sanitary sewer and water lines to comply with current City of Oakland
and Alameda Health Department standards.

e) Construet wheelchair ramps that comply with Americans with Disability Act requirements and
current City Standards at all entrances.
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f) Remove and replace deficient concrete sidewalk, curb and gutter within property frontage as

needed.
g) Provide adequate fire department access and water supply, including, but not limited to currently

adopted fire codes and standards.

13. Paymerit for Public Improvements
Prior to issuance of afinal inspection of the building permit.
The project applicant shall pay for and install public improvements made necessary by the Project
including damage caused by construction achivity.

14. Compliance Matrix

Prior to issuance of a demolition, grading, or building permit

The Project applicant shall submit to the Planning and Zoning Division and the Building Services
Division a conditions compliance matrix that lists each condition of approval, the City agency or
division responsible for review, and how/when the Project applicant has met or intends to meet the
.conditions. The applicant will sign the Conditions of Approval attached to the approval letter and
submit that with the compliance matrix for review and approval. The compliance matrix shall be
organized per step in the plancheck/construction process unless another format is acceptable to the
Planning and Zoning Division and the Building Services Division. The Project applicant shall update
the compliance matrix and provide it with each item submittal.

15. Parcel Map Waiver
Prior to issuance of a demolition, grading or building permit
The existing parcels on the Project site shall be merged into one parcel prior to the commencement
of construction activities for the Project.

16. ArtFeature
Prior te issuance of building permirs
The applicant shall submit plans for the design of the art feature at the comer of High Street and
MacArthur Boulevard to the Planning and Zoning Division for review and approval.

17. Restrictions of Occupancy
Prior to the issuance of the occupancy permit for the first unit
The applicant shall submit for review and approval by the Planning and Zoning Division proof of
filing of a deed restriction with the Alameda County Recorder. Said restriction shall include the
following: That the targeted units shall be occupied by not more than two individuals, at least one of
whom is sixty (60) years of age or older or is physically handicapped regardless of age; and that
such occupancy is guaranteed for a period of not less than fifty (50) years.

18. Standard Coenditiens ef Approval/Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(SCAMMRP)

Ongoing

All Standard Conditions of Approval and Recommended Measures identified in the EIR are included

in the Standard Condition of Approval and Mifigation Monitoring Program (SCAMMRP) which is

\ included in these conditions of approval, incorporated herein by reference, as conditions of approval

of the Project, and are therefore not repeated in these conditions of approval. To the extent that there

is any inconsistency between the SCAMMRP and these conditions, the more restrictive conditions

shall govern; to the extent any Standard Conditions of Approval and/or Recommended Measure

indentified in the EIR are madvertently omitted from the SCAMMRP, they are hereby adopted and

incorporated herein by reference, as if fully set forth in the SCAMMRP. The Project sponsor (also

referred to as the Developer or Applicant) shall be responsible for compliance with the
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recommendation in any submitted and approved technical reports, all applicable conditions of
approval and Recommended Measures set forth herein at its sole cost and expense, unless otherwise
expressly provided in a condition of approval, and subject to the review and approval of the City of
Oakland. The SCAMMRP identifies the time frame and responsible party for implementation and
monitoring for each standard condition and Recommended Measure. Overall monitoring and
compliance with the standard conditions and Recommended Measures will be the responsibility of
the Planning and Zoning Division. Adoption of the SCAMMRP will constitute fulfillment of the
CEQA monitoring and/or reporting requirement set forth in Section 21081.6 of CEQA. Prior to the
issuance of a demoltion, grading, and/or eonstruction permit, the Project sponsor shall pay the
applicable mitigation and monitoring fee to the City in accordance with the City’s Master Fee

Schedule,

19. Final l.andscape Plan

Prior to issuance of building permits

The applicant shall submit a more developed landscape plan to the Planning and Zoning Division for
review and approval. The plan should identify proposed landscape materials including the accent
paving on High at MacArthur, courtyard paving. courtyard site furnishings and water feature, and the
type of planting. Provide additional details on proposed courtyard amenities, and consider increasing
the percentage of softscape from approximately 15% of the courtyard to 30%, or provide other non-
paving amenities. Consider an alternate tree species to Aristocrat Pear.
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APPROVED BY:
| City Planning Commussion:_July 17. 2013 (date)3 aves— [ no (vote)
City Council; (date) (vote)

Applicant and/or Contractor Statement

I have read and accept responsibility for the Conditions of Approval, as approved by Planning
Commission action on .  agree to abide by and conform to these conditions, as well as
to all provisions of the Oakland Zoning Code and Municipal Code pertaining to the Project.

Signature of Owner/Applleant: {(date)
Signature of Contractor: {date)
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ATTACHMENT B
HIGCH & MACARTHUR MIXEC-USE PROJECT JULY 2013
STANDARD CONDITICNS OF APPRCOVAL AND MITIGATICN MONITORING AND REPORTING PRCGRAM

.

ATTACHMENT B

STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL AND MITIGATION MONITORING AND
REPORTING PROGRAM

This Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (SCAMMRP) was
formulated based on the findings of the Environmental Impact Report {EIR) prepared for the High & MacArthur
Mixed-Use project in the City of Oakland. This SCAMMRP is in compliance with Section 15097 of the CEQA
CGuidelines, which requires that the Lead Agency “adopt a program for monitering or reporting on the revisions
which it has required in the project and the measures it has imposed to mitigate or avoid significant
envirenmental effects.” The SCAMMRP lists Standard Conditions of Approval (SCAs) and improvements
recommended in the EIR and identifies mitigation monitoring requirements.

Table | presents the SCAs identified in the High & MacArthur EIR necessary to mitigate potentially significant
impacts as well as recommended improvements. Each SCA or Recommended Improvement has been organized to
correspond with the environmental issues discussed in Chapter IV of the EIR and the Initial Study. The Initial
Study and EIR found that ail potentially significant impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with
implementation of SCAs. The Initial Study and EIR did not identify any significant impacts; therefore, no
mitigation measures are warranted. The Recommended Improvements listed at the end of Table 1 are not
required to mitigate potentially significant impacts, but are included based on the Response to Comments
document.

The first column of Table 1 identifies the SCA or Recommended Improvement The second column identifies the
monitoring schedule or timing, while the third column names the party responsible for monitoring the required
action. The fourth column, “Monitoring Procedure,” outlines the steps for monitoring the action identified in the
SCA or Recommended Improvement. The fifth and sixth columns deal with reporting and provide spaces for
comments, dates and initials. These last columns will be used by the City to ensure that individual SCAs and
Recommended Improvements have been monitored.



ATTACHMENT B

HIGH & MACARTHUR MIXED-USE PROJECT Jury 2013
STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL AND MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
TaBLE 1: STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL AND MITIGATION MONITORING AND RePORTING PROGRAM
Mitigation Monitoring Reporting

Monitoring Monitoring Monitoring - Date/
SCA/Recommended Improvement Schedule Responsibility Procedure comments Initials
A. AesTHeTIC Resources
IS SCA AES-1: Lighting Plan. Prior to issuance of an efectrical or Prior to the City of Oakland, |« Verify that
building permit. issuance of an Planning and lighting fixtures
The proposed lighting fixtures shall be adequately shielded to a point electrical or Zoning Division are shielded to

below the light bulb and reflector and that prevent unnecessary glare
onto adjacent properties. Plans shall be submitted to the Planning and
Zoning Division and the Electrical $ervices Division of the Public Works
Agency for review and approval. All lighting shall be architecturally
integrated into the site,

building permit

and the
Electrical
Services and
Traffic
Maintenance
Division of the
Public Works
Agency

prevent
unnecessary
glare.

+  Ensure that all
lighting is
architecturally
integrated into
the site.

EIR SCA AES-1: Required Landscape Plan for New Construction and
Certain Additions to Residential Facilities. Prior to issuance of g
building permit.

Submittal and approval of a landscape plan for the entire site is
required for the establishment of a new residential unit {excluding
secondary units of five hundred (500) square feet or less), and for
additions to Residential Facilities of over five hundred (500) square
feet. The landscape plan and the plant materials installed pursuant to
the approved plan shall conform with all provisions of Chapter 17.124
of the Oakland Planning Code, including the following:

a) Landscape plan shall include a detailed planting schedule showing
the proposed location, sizes, quantities, and specific common
botanical names of plant species

b) Landscape plans for projects involving grading, rear walls on down
slope lots requiring conformity with the screening requirements in
Section 17.124.040, or vegetation management prescriptions in
the S-11 zone, shall show proposed landscape treatments for all

Prior to the
issuance of a
building permit

|

City of Oakland,
Planning and
Zoning Division

Ensure that the
landscape plan and
the plant materials
installed pursuant to
the approved plan
conform to all
provisions of Chapter
17.124 of the
Oakland Planning
Code.
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graded areas, rear wall treatments, and vegetation management
prescriptions.

€ Landscape plan shall incorporate pest-resistant and drought-
tolerant landscaping practices. Within the portions of OQakland
northeast of the line formed by State Highway 13 and continued
southerly by Interstate 580, south of its intersection with State
Highway 13, all plant materials on submitted landscape plans shall
be fire-resistant. The City Planning and Zoning Division shall
maintain lists of plant materials and landscaping practices
considered pest-resistant, fire-resistant, and drought-tolerant.

d) Alllandscape plans shall show proposed methods of irrigation.
The methods shall ensure adequate irrigation of all plant materials
for at least one growing season.

EIR SCA AES-2: Landscape Requirements for Street Frontages. Prior
to issuagnce of a final inspection of the building permit.

a) All areas between a primary Residential Facility and abutting street
lines shall be fully landscaped, plus any unpaved areas of abutting
rights-of-way of improved streets or alleys, provided, however, on
streets without sidewalks, an unplanted strip of land five (5) feet in
width shall be provided within the right-of-way along the edge of
the pavement or face of curb, whichever is applicable. Existing
plant materials may be incorporated into the proposed
landscaping if approved by the Director of City Planning.

b) In addition to the general landscaping requirements set forth in
Chapter 17.124, a mimmum of one (1) fifteen-gallon tree, or

. substantially equivalent landscaping consistent with City policy
and as approved by the Director of City Planning, shall be provided
for every twenty-five (25) feet of street frontage. On streets with
sidewalks where the distance from the face of the curb to the
outer edge of the sidewalk is at least six and one-half (6 }2) feet,
the trees to be provided shall include street trees to the

Prior to
issuance of a
final inspection
of a building
permit

City of Oakland,
Planning and
Zoning Division,
Directeor of City
Planning

Ensure that

. street frontages

comply with all
provisions of
Chapter 17.124
of the Qakland
Planning Code
and are
reviewed by the
Director of City
Planning if
existing plant
materials are
propesed to be
incorporated.
Ensure that a
minimum of gne
(1) fifteen-gallon




ATTACHMENT B

HIGH & MACARTHUR MIXED-USE PROJECT JUuLy 2013
STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL AND MITICATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGCRAM
TaBLe 1: StanparD ConDitioNs of APPROVAL AnD Mit1GA tioN MoNiTORING AND RePORtiNG PROGRAM
Mitigation Monitoring Reporting
Monitoring Monitering Monitoring Date/
SCA/Recommended Improvement Schedule Responsibility Pracedure Comments Initials
satisfaction of the Director of Parks and Recreation. tree, or

substantially

equivalent

landscaping

consistent with

City policy and

as approved by

the Director of

City Planning, is

provided for

every twenty-five

(25) feet of

street frontage.
EIR SCA AES-3: Assurance of Landscaping Completion. Prior to Prior to the City of Oakland, | Ensure that
issugnce of a final inspection of the building permit. “ issuance of a Planning and landscape materials
The trees, shrubs and landscape materials required by the conditions final inspection | Zoning Divisicn, | are planted or City-
of approval attached to this project shall be planted before the of the building Director of City accepted financing
Certificate of Occupancy will be 1ssued; or a bond, cash, deposit, or permit Planning method is posted.
letter of credit, acceptable to the City, shall be provided for the
planting of the required landscaping. The amcunt of such or a bond,
cash, deposit, or letter of credit shall equal the greater of twe thousand
five hundred dollars (52,500.00) or the estimated cost of the required .
landscaping, based on a licensed contractor's bid.

4
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EIR SCA AES-4: Landscape Requirements for Street Frontages. Prior | Prior to the City of Qakland, | Ensure that planted

to issuance of a final inspection of the building permit.

On streets with sidewalks where the distance from the face of the curb
to the outer edge of the sidewalk is at least six and one-half {6}%) feet
and does not interfere with access requirements, a minimum of one (1}
wwenty-four {24} inch box tree shall be provided for every twenty-five
{25) feet of street frontage, unless a smaller size is recommended by
the City arborist. The trees to be provided shall include species
acceptable to the Tree Services Division.

issuance of a
final inspection
of the building
permit

Tree Services
Division of the
Public Works
Agency

trees comply with
the SCA and/or City
arborist
recommendation

EIR SCA AES-5: Landscape Maintenance. Ongoing.

All required planting shall be permanently maintained in good growing
condition and, whenever necessary, replaced with new plant materials
to ensure continued compliance with applicable landscaping
requirements. All required irrigation systems shall be permanently
maintained in good condition and, whenever necessary, repaired or
replaced.

Ongoing

City of Qakland,
Tree Services
Division of the
Public Works
Agency

Ensure that required
planting and
irrigation systems
are permanently
maintained in good
candition.
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EIR SCA AES-6: Improvements in the Public Right-of-Way (General). Prior to the City of Oakland, [ Ensure that all <
Approved prior to the issuance of a P-job or buiiding permit. issuance of a P- | Building Services | improvements in the
a) The project applicant shall submit Public Improvement Plans to job or building | Division, public right-of-way
Building Services Division for adjacent public rights-of-way (ROW) permit Planning and are approved by
showing all proposed improvements and compliance with the Zoning Division, | responsible agencies
conditions and City requirements including but not limited to curbs, the Public Works | prior to any permit
gutters, sewer laterals, storm drains, street trees, paving details, Agency issuance.
locations of transformers and other above ground utility structures, including Tree
the design specifications and locations of facilities required by the Services
East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD), street lighting, on-street Division, and the
parking and accessibility improvements compliant with applicable Fire Prevention
standards and any other iImprovements or requirements for the Bureau
project as provided for in connection with project approval.
Encroachment permits shall be obtained as necessary for any
applicable improvements located within the public ROW.
b) Review and confirmation of the street trees by the City’s Tree
Services Division is required as part of this condition.
€)  The Planning and Zoning Dwision and the Public Works Agency will
review and approve designs and specifications for the improvements.
Improvements shall be completed prior to the issuance of the final
building permit.
d) The Fire Services Division will review and approve fire crew and
apparatus access, water supply availability and distribution to current
codes and standards.
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EIR SCA AES-7: Underground Utilities. Prior to issuance of a building Prior to the City of Qakland, | Ensure that plans are
permit, issuance of a Building Services | submitted to
The project applicant shall submit plans for review and approval by the | building permit | Dwvision and the | responsible agency
Building Services Division and the Public Works Agency, and other Public Works and that plans
relevant agencies as appropriate, that show all new electric and Agency include all
telephone facilities; fire alarm conduits; street light wiring; and other requirements listed
wiring, conduits, and similar facilities placed underground. The new in the SCA.
facilities shall be placed underground along the project applicant's
street frontage and from the project applicant’s structures to the point
of service. The plans shall show all electric, telephone, water service,
fire water service, cable, and fire alarm facilities installed in accordance
with standard specifications of the serving utilities.
EIR SCA AES-8: Tree Protection During Construction. Prior to Prior to the City of Oakland, | Ensure that trees
issuance of @ demolition, grading, or building permit, issuance of a Public Works which are to remain
Adequate protection shall be provided during the construction period demolition, Agency, standing will be
for any trees which are to remain standing, including the fallowing, grading, or including Tree protected by the
plus any recommendations of an arborist: building permit | Services Division | listed requirements ¢
a) Before the start of any clearing, excavation, construction or other and any additional
work on the site, every protected tree deemed to be potentially recommended by an
endangered by said site work shall be securely fenced off at a arborist. ,
distance from the base of the tree to be determined by the City
Tree Reviewer. Such fences shall remain in place for duration of all
such work. All trees to be removed shall be clearly marked. A
scheme shall be established for the removal and disposal of logs,
brush, earth and other debris which will avoid injury to any
protected tree,
b) Where proposed development or other site work is to encroach
upon the protected perimeter of any protected tree, special
measures shall be incorporated to allow the roots to breathe and
obtain water and nutrients, Any excavation, cutting, filing, or
compaction of the existing ground surface within the protected
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perimeter shall be minimized. No change in existing ground level
shall occur within a distance to be determined by the City Tree
Reviewer from the base of any protected tree at any time. No
burning or use of equipment with an open flame shall occur near
or within the protected pertmeter of any protected tree.

¢) No storage or dumping of oil, gas, chemicals, or other substances
that may be harmful to trees shall occur within the distance to be
determined by the Tree Reviewer from the base of any protected
trees, or any other location on the site from which such
substances might enter the protected perimeter. No heavy
construction equipment or construction materials shall be
operated or stored within a distance from the base of any
protected trees to be determined by the tree reviewer. Wires,
ropes, or other devices shall not be attached to any protected tree,
except as needed for support of the tree. No sign, other than a tag
showing the batanical classification, shall be attached to any
protected tree.

d) Periodically during construction, the leaves of protected trees shall
be thoroughly sprayed with water to prevent buildup of dust and
other pollution that would inhibit leaf transpiration.

e) if any damage to a protected tree should occur during or as a
result of work on the site, the project applicant shall immediately
notify the Public Works Agency of such damage. If, in the
professional opinion of the Tree Reviewer, such tree cannot be
preserved in a healthy state, the Tree Reviewer shall require
replacement of any tree removed with another tree or trees on the
same site deemed adequate by the Tree Reviewer to compensate
for the loss of the tree that is removed.

f}  All debris created as a result of any tree removal work shall be
removed by the project applicant from the property within two
weeks of debris creation, and such debris shall be properly
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disposed of by the project applicant in accordance with all
applicable laws, ordinances, and regulations.
B. AIR QuALITY AND GreeNHOUSE GAS EMISSI0NS
EIR SCA AIR-1: Construction-Related Air Pellution Centrols, (Dust, Ongeing City of Oakland, | « Make regular
and Equipment Emissions). Ongoing throughout demolition, grading, throughout Building Services visits to the
and/or construction, demolition, Division project site to
During construction, the project applicant shall require the grading, and/or ensure that all
construction contractor to implement all of the following applicable construction dust-control

measures recommended by the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (BAAQMD):

measures are

being

BASIC: (Applies to all construction sites) implemented

a) Water all exposed surfaces of active construction areas at least ¢ Verify that a
twice daily (using reclaimed water if possible). Watering should be designated dust
sufficient to prevent airborne dust from leaving the site. Increased control
watering frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds coordinator is on-
ezceed 15 mllel;Iper hour. Reclaimed water should be used call during
whenever possible. construction

b} Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or periods.

require all trucks to maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard (i.e., the
minimum required space between the top of the load and the top
of the trailer).

) All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be
removed using wet power vacuum street sweepers at least once
per day. The use of dry power sweeping is prohibited.

d) Pave all roadways, driveways, sidewalks, etc. as soon as feasible.
In addition, building pads should be laid as soon as possible after
grading unless seeding or soil binders are used.

e) Enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply (non-toxic) soil
stabilizers to exposed stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.).
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f  Limit vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour.

g) Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off
when not is use or reducing the maximum idling time to five
minutes (as required by the California airborne Toxics control
measure Title 13, Section 2485, of the California Code of
Regulations). Clear signage to this effect shall be provided for
construction workers at all access points.

h) All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned
in accordance with the manufacturer's specifications. All
equipment shall be checked by a cernfied mechanic and
determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation.

i)  Post a publicly visible sign that includes the contracror’s name and
Telephone number to contact regarding dust complaints. When
contacted, the contractor shall respond and take corrective action
within 48 hours. The telephone numbers of contacts at the City
and BAAQMD shall also be visible. This information may be posted
on other required on-site signage.

ENHANCED: All "Basic” controls listed above plus the following
controls if the projecr involves:

i) 114 or more single-family dwel’ling units;
i) 240 or more multi-family units;
i1} Nonresidential uses that exceed the applicable screening size
listed in BAAQMD's CEQA Guidelines;
iv) Demolition permit;

v) Simultaneous occurrence of more than two construction
phases (e.g , grading and building construction occurring
simultaneously);

vi) Extensive site preparation (i.e., the construction site is four
acres Or more in size), or
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vii) Extensive soil transport (i.e., 10,000 or more cubic yards of
soil import/export).

j) Al exposed surfaces shall be watered at a frequency adequate to
maintain minimum soil meisture of 12 percent. Moisture content
can be verified by lab samples or moisture probe.

k) All excavation, grading, and demolition activities shall be
suspended when average wind speeds exceed 20 mph.

) Install sandbaés or other erosion control measures to prevent silt
runoff to public roadways.

m) Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) seil stabilizers to inactive
construction areas (previously graded areas inactive for one month
or more),

n) Designate a person or persens to monitor the dust control
program and to order increased watering, as necessary, to prevent
transport of dust off-site, Their duties shall include holidays and
weekend periods when work may not be in progress.

o) Install appropriate wind breaks (e.g., trees, fences) on the
windward side(s) of actively disturbed areas of the construction
site to minimize wind-blown dust. Wind breaks must have a
maximum 50 percent air porosity.

p) Vegetative ground cover (e.g., fast-germinating native grass seed)
shall be planted in disturbed areas as soon as possible and
watered appropriately until vegetation is established.

g) The simultanecus occurrence of excavation, grading, and ground-
disturbing construction activities on the same area at any one time
shall be limited. Activities shall be phased to reduce the amount of
disturbed surfaces at any one time.

r) Al trucks and equipment, including tires, shall be washed off prier
to leaving the site.

11
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5)

(3]

u)

v)

w)

X)

Site accesses to a distance of 100 feet from the paved road shall
be treated with a 6- to 12-inch compacted layer of wood chips,
mulch, or gravel,

Minimize the idling time of diesel-powered construction
equipment to two minutes,

The project applicant shall develop a plan demonstrating that the
off-road equipment {more than 50 horsepower) to be used in the
construction project (i.e., owned, leased, and subcontractor
vehicles) would achieve a project wide fleet-average 20 percent
NO, reduction and 45 percent particulate matter (PM) reduction
compared to the most recent California Air Resources Board
{CARB) fleet average Acceptable options for reducing emissions
include the use of late model engines, low-emission diesel
products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-
treatment products, add-on devices such as particulate filters,
and/or other options as they become available.

Use low VOC (i.e., ROC) coatings beyond the local requirements
{i.e., BAAQMD Regulation 8, Rule 3: Architectural Coatings).

All construction equipment, diesel trucks, and generators shall be
equipped with Best Available Control Technology for emission
reductions of NO_and PM,

Off-road heavy diesel engines shall meet CARB’s most recent
certification standard.

EIR SCA AIR-2: Exposure of Air Pollution (Toxic Air Contaminants:
Particulate Matter). Prior to issuance of a demolition, grading, or
building permijt.

A,

Indoor Air Quality: In accordance with the recommendations of
CARB and BAAQMD, appropriate measures shall be incorporated
into the project design in order to reduce the potential health risk
due to exposure to diesel particulate matter to achieve an

Prior to
issuance of a
demolition,
grading, or
building permit

City of Cakland,
Planning and
Zoning Dvision
and the Building
Services Division

Verify that an
appropriate
method to
achieve an
acceptable
interior air quality
level is

12
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acceptable interior air quality level for sensitive receptors. The : implemented.

appropriate measures shall include one of the following methods:

]

2)

The project applicant shall retain a qualified air quality
consultant to prepare a health risk assessment (HRA) in
accordance with CARB and the Office of Environmental Health
and Hazard Assessment requirements to determine the
exposure of project residents/occupants/users to air polluters
prior to issuance of a demolition, grading, or building permit.
The HRA shall be submitted to the Planning and Zoning
Division for review and approval. The applicant shall
implement the approved HRA recommendations, if any. If the
HRA concludes that the air quality risks from nearby sources
are at or below acceptable levels, then additional measures
are not required.

The applicant shall implement all of the following features
that have been found to reduce the air quality risk to sensitive
receptors and shall be included in the project construction
plans. These features shall be submitted to the Planning and
Zoning Division and the Building Services Division for review
and approval prior to the issuance of a demolition, grading, or
building permit and shall be maintained on an ongoing basis
during operation of the project.

a) Redesign the site layout to locate sensitive receptors as
far as possible from any freeways, major roadways, or
other sources of air pollution (e.q., loading docks,
parking lots). )

b) Do not locate sensitive receptors near distribution
center's entry and exit points.

¢) Incorporate tiered plantings of trees {redwood, deodar
cedar, live oak, and/or oleander) to the maximum extent
feasible between the sources of pollution and the

Verify that the
outdoor areas are
shielded or
buffered from air
pollution sources
to the maximum
extent feasible,

13
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sensitive receptors.

d) Install, operate and maintain in good working order a
central heating and ventilation (HV) system or other air
take system in the building, or in each individual
residential unit, that meets or exceeds an efficiency
standard of MERY 13. The HV system shall include the
following features: Installation of a high efficiency filter
and/or carbon filter to filter particulates and other
chemical matter from entering the building. Either HEPA
filters or ASHRAE SS% supply filters shall be used.

e) Retain a qualified HV consultant or HERS rater during the
design phase of the project to locate the HV system
based on exposure modeling from the pollutant sources,

f)  Install indoor air quality monitoring units in buildings.

g) Project applicant shall maintain, repair and/or replace HV
system on an ongoing and as needed basis or shall
prepare an operation and maintenance manual for the Hv
system and the filter. The manual shall include the
operating instructions and the maintenance and
replacement schedule. This manual shall be included in
the CC&Rs for residential projects and distributed to the
building maintenance staff. In addition, the applicant
shall prepare a separate homeowners manual. The
manual shall contain the operating instructions and the
maintenance and replacement schedule for the HY
system and the filters.

B Outdoor Air Quality: To the maximum extent practicable,
individual and common exterior open space, including
playgrounds, patios, and decks, shall either be shielded from the
source of air pollution by buildings or otherwise buffered to
further reduce air pollution for project occupants

14
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EIR SCA AIR-3: Exposure to Air Pollution (Toxic Air Contaminants: Prior to City of Oakland, Verify that
Gasecus Emissions). Prior to issuance of @ demolition, grading, or issuance of a Planning and indoor air
building permit. . demclition, Zoning Division quality
A. Indoor Air Quality: In accordance with the recommendations of grading, or measures are
CARB and BAAQMD, appropriate measures shall be incorporated building permit incorporated
into the project design in order to reduce the potential risk due to into the project
exposure to toxic air contaminants to achieve an acceptable design and that
interior air quality level for sensitive receptors. The project a qualified air
applicant shall retain a qualified air quality consultant to prepare a quality
HRA in accordance with CARB and the Office of Environmental consultant is
Health and Hazard Assessment requirements to determine the retained to
exposure of project residents/occupants/users to air pelluters prepare a HRA
prior to issuance of a demolition, grading, or building permit. The that is
HRA shall be submitted to the Planning and Zoning Division for submitted to the
review and approval The applicant shall implement the approved Planning and
HRA recommendations, if any. If the HRA concludes that the air Zoning Division
quality risks from nearby sources are at or below acceptable levels, for review and
then additional measures are not required.
approval.
B. Exterior Air Quality: To the maximum extent practicable, individual Verify that
and common exterior open space, including playgrounds, patios, individual and
and decks, shall either be shielded from the source of air pollution !
by buildings or otherwise buffered to further reduce air pollution comn‘lon
for project occupants. exteru?r open
space is
shielded or

buffered from
the course of air
pollution to the
maximum
extent
practicable.
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C. AGRICULTURE AND FOReST ResOURCeS

No SCAs or Recommended Improvements were determined to be necessary for Agriculture and Forest Resources

D. BIOLOGICAL ResQuRces

No SCAs or Recommended Improvements were determined 10 be necessary for Biological Resources.

E. CuLTURAL RESOURCES

1S SCA CULT-1: Archeological Resources, Ongoing throughout
demolition, grading and/or construction,

a)

b)

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5 (f), “provisions for
historical or unique archaeclogical resources accidentally
discovered during construction” should be instituted. Therefore, in
the event that any prehistoric or histarical subsurface cultural
resources are discovered during ground disturbing activities, all
work within 50 feet of the resources shall be halted and the
project applicant and/or lead agency shall consult with a qualified
archaeologist to assess the significance of the find. If any find is
determined to be significant, representatives of the project
proponent and/or lead agency and the qualified archaeologist
would meet to determine the appropriate avoidance measures or
other appropriate measure, with the ultimate determination to be
made by the City of Qakland. All significant cultural materials
recovered shall be subject to scientific analysis, professional
museum curation, and a report prepared by the qualified
archaeologist according to current professional standards.

In considering any suggested measure proposed by the consulting
archaeclogist in order to mitigate impacts to historical resources
or unique archaeclogical resources, the project applicant shall
determine whether avoidance is necessary and feasible in light of
factors such as the nature of the find, project design, costs, and

Ongoing
throughout
demolition,
grading, and/or
construction

City of Oakland,
Building Services
Division and
Planning and
Zoning Division
- Historic
Preservation
Staff

In the event that any
prehistoric or
historical subsurface
cultural resources
are discovered,
ensure all work
within 50 feet of the
resources is halted
and ensure the
project applicant
and/or Lead Agency
consult with a
qualified
archaeologist to
assess the
significance of the
find.
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other considerations if avoidance is unnecessary or infeasible,
other appropriate measures (e.g., data recovery) shall be
instituted. Work may proceed on other parts of the project site
while measure for historical resources or unique archaeoclogical
resources is carried out.
¢ Should an archaeological artifact or feature be discovered on-site
during project construction, all activities within a 50-foot radius of
the find would be halted until the findings can be fully investigated
by a qualified archaeclogist to evaluate the find and assess the
significance of the find according to the CEQA definition of a
historical or unique archaeological resource. if the deposit is
determined to be significant, the project applicant and the
qualified archaeologist shall meet to determine the appropriate
avoidance measures or other appropriate measure, subject to
approval by the City of Qakland, which shall assure
implementation of appropriate measures recommended by the
archaeologist. Should archaeologically-sigmficant materials be
recovered, the qualified archaeclogist shall recommend
appropriate analysis and treatment, and shall prepare a report on
the findings for submittal to the Northwest Information Center.
IS SCA CULT-2: Paleontological Resources. Ongoing throughout Ongoing City of Oakland, | In the event of an
demolition, gradig and/or construction. throughout Building Services | unanticipated
In the event of an unanticipated discovery of a paleontological resource | demolition, Division and discovery of a
during construction, excavations within 50 feet of the find shall be grading, and/or { Planning and paleontological
temporarily halted or diverted until the discovery is examined by a construction Zoning Division resource, ensure that
qualified paleontologist (per Society of Vertebrate Paleontology excavations within
standards (SVP 1995,1996)). The qualified paleontologist shall 50 feet of the find be
document the discovery as needed, evaluate the potential resource, temporarily halred or
and assess the significance of the find. The paleontologist shall notify diverted until the
the appropriate agencies to determine procedures that would be discovery is i
followed before construction is allowed to resume at the location of the examined by a
find. If the City determines that avoidance is not feasible, the
17
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HIGH & MACARTHUR MIXED-USE PROJECT JULty 2013
STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL AND MITICATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
TaBLe 1: StAanDpARD Conpitions OF APPROVAL AND MitiGation MonitoRING AnD RePORLING PROGRAM
Mitigation Monitoring Reporting
Monitoring Monitoring Monitoring Date/

SCA/Recommended improvement Schedule Responsibility Procedure Comments initials
paleontologist shall prepare an excavation plan for mitigating the qualified
effect of the project on the gualities that make the resource important, paleontologist (per
and such plan shall be implemented The plan shall be submitted to Society of Vertebrate
the City for review and approval. Paleontology

standards (SVP

1995,1996)).
IS SCA CULT-3: Human Remains. Ongoing throughout demolition, Ongoing City of Oakland, | In the event that
grading and/or construction. throughout Building Services | human skeletal
In the event that human skeletal remains are uncovered at the project demolition, Division and remains are
site during construction or ground-breaking activities, all work shall grading, and/or | Planning and uncovered, ensure

immediately halt and the Alameda County Coroner shall be contacted
to evaluate the remains, and following the procedures and protocols
pursuant to Section 15064.5 (e)(L) of the CEQA Guidelines. If the
County Coroner determines that the remains are Native American, the
City shall contact the California Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC), pursuant to subdivision (c) of Section 7050.5 of the Health and
Safety Code, and all excavation and site preparation activities shall
cease within a 50-foot radius of the find until appropriate
arrangements are made. If the agencies determine that avoidance is
not feasible, then an alternative plan shall be prepared with specific
steps and timeframe required to resume construction activities.
Monitoring, data recovery, determination of significance and avoidance
measures (if applicable) shall be completed expeditiously.

construction

Zoning Division

that all work is
immediately halted
and the Alameda
County Coroner is
contacted to evaluate
the remains
following the
procedures and
protocols pursuant
to Section 15064.5
(e)(1) of the CEQA
Guidelines.

F. GeoLoGYy Anp SolLs

IS SCA GEO-1: Soils Report. Regquired as part of the submittal of a
tentdtive tract or tentgtive parcel map.

A preliminary soils report for the project site shall be required as part
of this project and submitted for review and approval by the Building
Services Division. The soils reports shall be based, at least in part, on
information obtained from on-site testing. Specifically the minimum
contents of the report should include:

Required as
part of the
submittal of a
tentative tract
or tentative
parcel map

City of Qakland,
Building Services
Division

Verify that a
preliminary soils
report has been
submitted for the
project site.
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HIGH & MACARTHUR MIXED-USE PROJECT JULY 2013
STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL AND MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
TaBLe 1: Stanoaro Conoitions oF APPROVAL AND MITIGATION MONItORING AND RePOR tiNG PROGRAM
Mitigation Monitoring Reporting
Monitoring Monitoring Monitoring Date/
SCA/Recommended Improvement Schedule Responsibility Procedure Comments Initials

A. Logs of borings and/or profiles of test pits and trenches:

1)  The minimum number of borings acceptable, when not used
in combination with test pits or trenches, shall be two (2),
when in the opinion of the Soils Engineer such borings shall
be sufficient to establish a soils profile suitable for the design
of all the footings, foundations, and retaining structures.

2) The depth of each bormg shall be sufficient to provide
adequate design criteria for all proposed structures.

3) All boring logs shall be included in the soils report.
B. Test pits and trenches:

1) Test pits and trenches shall be of sufficient length and depth
to establish a suitable soils profile for the design of all
proposed structures,

2) Soils profiles of all test pits and trenches shall be included in
the soils report.

C. A plat shall be included which shows the relationship of all the
borings, test pits, and trenches to the exterior boundary of the
site. The plat shall also show the location of all proposed site
improvements. All proposed improvements shall be labeled.

D. Copies of all data generated by the field and/or laboratory testing
to determine allowable soil bearing pressures, sheer strength,
active and passive pressures, maximum allowable slopes where
applicable and any other information which may be required for
the proper design of foundations, retaining walls, and other
structures to be erected subsequent to or concurrent with work
done under the grading permit.

E. Soils Report. A written report shall be submitted which shall
include, but is not limited to, the following:

1) Site description;
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HIGH & MACARTHUR MIXED-USE PROJECT JULY 2013
STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL AND MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
TagLe 1: StaNDARD Conpitions OF APPROVAL AnD MitIGA tion MonitoRING ARD RePORtING PROGRAM
Mitigation Monitoring Reporting /
Monitoring Monitoring Monitoring Date/
SCA/Recommended Improvement Schedule Responsibility Procedure Comments Initials
2) Local and site geology;
3) Review of previous field and laboratory investigations for the
site;
4) Review of information on or in the vicinity of the site on file at
the Information Counter, City of Oakland, Planning and
Zoning Division;,
5) Site stability shall be addressed with particular attention to .
existing conditions and propesed corrective attention to
existing conditions and proposed corrective actions at
locations where land stability problems exist;
6) Conclusions and recommendations for foundations and ;
retaining structures, resistance to lateral loading, slopes, and
specifications, for fills, and paverment design as required;
7) Conclusions and recommendations for temporary and
permanent erosion control and drainage. If not provided in a
separate report they shall be appended to the required solls
report;
8) All other items which a Soils Engineer deems necessary; and
9) The signature and registration number of the Civil Engineer
preparing the report.
F.  The Director of Planning and Building Department may reject a
report that she/he believes is not sufficient. The Director of
Planning and Building may refuse to accept a soils report if the
certification date of the responsible soils engineer on said
document is more than three years old. In this instance, the
Director may be require that the old soils report be recertified,
that an addendum to the soils report be submitted, or that a new
soils report be provided.
IS SCA GEO-2: Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan. Prior to any Prior to any City of Qakland, | verify that a site-
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STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROYAL AND MITIGATION MONITQRING AND REPQRTING PROGRAM
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TaBLe 1: StaNDARD CONDItIONS OF APPROVAL AND MitIGA tION MONItORING AND RePORUING PROGRAM

SCA/Recommended Improvement

Mitigation Monitoring

Reporting

Monitoring
Schedule

Monitoring
Responsibility

Monitoring
Procedure

Comments

Date/
Initials

grading activities.

a)

The project applicant shall ebtain a grading permit if required by
the Oakland Grading Regulations pursuant to Section 15.04.660 of
the Oakland Municipal Code. The grading permit application shall
include an erosion and sedimentation control plan. The erosion
and sedimentation control plan shall include all necessary
measures to be taken to prevent excessive stermwater runoff or
carrying by stormwater runoff of sclid materials on to lands of
adjacent property owners, public streets, or to creeks as a result of
conditions created by grading operations. The plan shall include,
but not be limited to, such measures as shert-term erosion control
planting, waterproof slope covering, check dams, interceptor
ditches, benches, storm drains, dissipation structures, diversion
dikes, retarding berms and barriers, devices to trap, store and
filter gut sediment, and stormwater retention basins. Off-site work
by the project applicant may be necessary. The project applicant
shall gbtain permission or easements necessary for off-site work.
There shall be a clear notation that the plan is subject to changes
as Changing conditions occur. Calculations of anticipated
stormwater runoff and sediment volumes shall be included, if
required by the Director of the Planning and Building Department
or designee. The plan shall specify that, after construction is
complete, the project applicant shall ensure that the storm drain
system shall be inspected any that the project applicant shall clear
the system of any debris or sediment.

Ongoing.

b)

The project applicant shall implement the approved erosion and
sedimentation plan. No grading shall occur during the wet weather
season {October 15 through April 15) unless specifically
authorized in writing by the Building Services Division.

grading
activities

Building Services
Division

specific erosion and

sedimentation
control plan is
submitted and
approved.

IS SCA CEQ-3: Geotechnical Report. Required as part of the submittal
of @ tentative tract or tentative parce!/ map.

Required as
part of the

City of Qakland,

Verify that the
project sponsor has

Building Services
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HIGH & MACARTHUR MIXED-USE PROJECT JULY 2013
STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL AND MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
TaBLe 1; StANDARD Conpitions OF APPROVAL AND MitIGAtION MonitoRING AND RePORLING PROGRAM
Mitigation Monitoring Reporting
Monitoring Monitering Monitoring Date/
SCA/Recommended Improvement Schedule Responsibility Procedure Comments Initials
submittal of a Division submitted a site-

a) Asite-specific, design level, landslide or liquefaction gectechnical
investigation for each construction site within the project area
shall be required as part of this project and submitted for review
and approval by the Building Services Division. Specifically:

i.  Each investigation shall include an analysis of expected
ground motions at the site from identified faults. The
analyses shall be accordance with applicable City ordinances
and policies, and consistent with the most recent version of
the California Building Code, which requires structural design
that can accommodate ground accelerations expected from
identified faults.

ii. The investigations shall determine final design parameters for
the walls, foundations, foundation slabs, surrounding related
improvements, and infrastructure (utilities, roadways, parking
lots, and sidewalks).

iii. The investigations shall be reviewed and approved by a
registered geotechnical engineer. All recommendations by the
project engineer, gectechnical engineer, shall be included in
the final design, as approved by the City of Oakland.

iv. The geotechnical report shall include a map prepared by a
land surveyor or civil engineer that shows all field work and
location of the "No Build” zone. The map shall include a
statement that the locations and limitations of the geclegic
features are accurate representations of said features as they
exist on the ground, were placed on this map by the surveyor,
the civil engineer or under their supervision, and are accurate
to the best of their knowledge.

v. Recommendations that are applicable to foundation design,
earthwork, and site preparation that were prepared prior to or
during the project’s design phase, shall be incorporated in the

tentative tract
or tentative
parcel map.

specific, design level,
landslide or
liquefaction
geotechnical
investigation that
meets the
requirements of the
SCA for each
construction site
within the project
area.
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Mitigation Monitoring

Reporting

Monitoring Monitoring Monitoring
SCA/Recommended Improvement Schedule Responsibility Procedure

Comments

Date/
Initials

project.

vi. Final seismic considerations for the site shall be submitted to
and approved by the City of Oakland Building Services
Division prior to commencement of the project.

vii. A peer review is required for the Geotechnical Report.
Personnel reviewing the geologic report shall approve the
report, reject it, or withhold approval pending the submission
by the applicant or subdivider of further geologic and
engingering studies to more adequately define active fault
traces.

b) Tentative Tract or Parcel Map approvals shall require, but not be
limited to, approval of the Geotechnical Report.

G. HAZARDS AND HAazARdOus MATeRIALS

IS SCA HAZ-1: Hazardous Materials Business Plan. Prior to fssuance Prigr to the City of Oakland, | verify thata

of a business license issuance of a Fire Prevention Hazardous Materials
The project applicant shall submit a Hazardous Materials Business Plan | business Bureau, Business Plan is

for review and approval by Fire Prevention Bureau, Environmental license Environmental submitted and
Protection and Compliance. Once approved this plan shall be kept on Protection and
file with the City and will be updated as applicablg. The purpose of the Compliance
Hazardous Materjals Business Plan is to ensure that employees are
adequately trained to handle the materials and provides informaticn to
the Fire Services Division should emergency response be required. The
Hazardous Materials Business Plan shall include the following:

includes the
information required
by the SCA.

a) The types of hazardous materials or chemicals stored and/or used
on site, such as petroleum fuel products, lubricants, solvents, and
cleaning fluids.

b) The location of such hazardous materials

) An emergency response plan including employee training
information,
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TabLe 1: StanparD Conoitions OF APPROVAL AND MitIGATION MONITORING ANC RePORtING PROGRAM
Mitigation Monitoring Reporting
Monitering Monitoring Monitoring Date/
SCA/Recommended Improvement Schedule Responsibility Procedure Comments Initials
d) A plan that describes the manner in which these materials are
handled, transported and disposed.
EIR SCA HAZ-1: Hazards Best Management Practices. Prior to Prior to City of Oakland, | verify that
commencement of demolition, grading, or construction. commencement | Building Services | construction BMPs
The project applicant and construction contractor shall ensure that of demolition, Division, and are implemented.
construction of Best Management Practices (BMPs) are implemented as grading, or Planning and
part of construction to minimize the potential negative effects to construction Zoning Division

groundwater and soils These shall include the following:

a) Follow manufacture’s recommendations on use, storage, and
disposal of chemical products used in construction;

by Avoid overtopping construction equipment fuel gas tanks,

<) During routine maintenance of construction equipment, properly
contain and remove grease and oils;

d) Properly dispose of discarded containers of fuels and other
chemicals;

e) Ensure that construction would not have a significant impact on
the environment or pose a substantial health risk to construction
workers and the occupants of the proposed development Soil
sampling and chemical analyses of samples shall be performed to
determine the extent of potential contamination beneath all UST’s,
elevator shafts, clarifiers, and subsurface hydraulic lifts when on-
site demolition, or construction activities would potentially affect a
particular development or building; and

f) if soil, groundwater or other environmental medium with
suspected contamination is encountered unexpectedly during
construction activities {e.g., identified by odor or visual staining,
or if any underground storage tanks, abandoned drums or other
hazardous materials or wastes are encountered), the applicant
shall cease work in the vicinity of the suspect material, the area
shall be secured as necessary, and the applicant shall take all
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Mitigation Monitoring Reporting
Monitoring Monitoring Monitoring Date/
SCA/Recommended Improvement Schedule Responsibility Procedure Comments Initials
appropriate measures to protect human health and the
environment. Appropriate measures shall include notification of
regulatory agency(ies) and implementation of the actions
described in the City's Standard Conditions of Approval, as
necessary, to identify the nature and extent of contamination.
Work shall not resume in the area(s) affected until
the measures have been implemented under the oversight of the
City or regulatory agency, as appropriate.
EIR SCA HAZ-2: Site Review by the Fire Services Division. Prior to the | Prior to the City of Qakland, | Verify that project
issuance of demolition, grading or building permit. issuance of Fire Prevention apphcant submit
The project applicant shall submit plans for site review and approval to | demolition, Bureau, plans for site review
the Fire Prevention Bureau, Environmental Protection and Compliance. grading or Environmental and approval by the

Property owner may be required to obtain or perform a Phase Il hazard
assessment.

building permit

Protection and
Compliance

Fire Prevention
Bureau,
Environmental
Protection and
Compliance.
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EIR SCA HAZ-3: Phase | and/or Phase Il Reports. Prior to issuance of Prior to City of Oakland, | Verify that a Phase |,
a demolition, grading, or building permit. issuance of a Building Services | and, if appropriate,
Prior to issuance of demolition, grading, or building permits the project | demolition, Division, and Phase 1l,
applicant shall submit to the Fire Prevention Bureau, Environmental grading, or Planning and environmental site

Protection and Compliance, a Phase | environmental site assessment
report, and a Phase Il report if warranted by the Phase | report for the
project site. The reports shall make recommendations for remedial
action, If appropriate, and should be signed by a Registered
Environmental Assessor, Professional Geologist, or Professional
Engineer.

building permit

Zoning Division

assessment report
has been submitted
to the Fire Prevention
Bureau
Environmental
protection and
Compliance. Ensure
any approved
recommended
remediation actions
are implemented.

EIR SCA HAZ-4: Environmental Site Assessment Reports
Remediation. Prior to issuance of @ demolition, grading, or building
permit.

If the environmental site assessment reports recommend remedial
action, the project applicant shall:

a) Consult with the appropriate local, State, and federal
environmental regulatory agencies to ensure sufficient
minimization of risk to human health and environmental
resources, both during and after construction, posed by soil
contamination, groundwater contamination, or other surface
hazards including, but not limited to, underground storage tanks,
fuel distribution lines, waste pits and sumps

b) Obtain and submit written evidence of approval for any remedial
action if required by a local, state, or federal environmental
regulatory agency. -

Prior to
issuance of a
demolition,
grading, or
building permit

City of Oakland,
Building Services
Division, and
Planning and
Zoning Division

s Verify that written
evidence of
approval for any
remedial actions
required has been
obtained and that
remediation
action plan has
been adequately
prepared.

s Verify that a
construction-
phase risk
management plan
has been
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Mitigation Monitoring Reporting
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¢} Submit a copy of all applicable documentation required by local, adequatsly

State, and federal environmental regulatory agencies, including . prepared.

but not limited to: permit applications, Phase | and Il

environmental site assessments, human health and ecological risk

assessments, remedial action plans, risk management plans, soil

management plans, and groundwater management plans.
EIR SCA HAZ-S: Best Management Practices for Soil and Ongoing City of Oakland, Ensure that all
Groundwater Hazards. Ongoing throughout demolition, grading, and throughout Building Services BMPs listed are
construction activities. demolition, Division, implemented
The project applicant shall implement all of the following BMPs grading, and Planning and by reviewing
regarding potential soil and groundwater hazards. construction Zoning Division, the written
a) Soil generated by construction activities shall be stockpiled onsite | activities Fire Department, verification of

in a secure and safe manner. All contaminated soils determined to and Emergency required

be hazardous or non-hazardous waste must be adequately profiled Management clearances by

(sampled) prior to acceptable reuse or disposal at an appropriate Services Division oversight

off-site facility. Specific sampling and handling and transport authorities.

. procedures for reuse or disposal shall be in accordance with Frequently visit

app!lcable local, Stat.e and federal agencies laws, in particular, the site to confirm

Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and/or the Alameda that soil is

County Department of Environmental Health (ACDEH) and policies securely

of the City of Oakland. stockpiled and
b} Groundwater pumped from the subsurface shall be contained groundwater is

onsite in a secure and safe manner, prior to treatment and safely

disposal, to ensure environmental and health issues are resolved contained.

pursuant to applicable laws and policies of the City of Oakland, the

RWQCB and/or the ACDEH. Engineering controls shall be utilized,

which include impermeable barriers to prohibit groundwater and

vapor intrusion into the building (pursuant to the Standard .

Condition of Approval regarding Radon or Vapor Intrusion from

Soil and Groundwater Sources).
¢) Priorto issuance of any demolition, grading, or building permit,
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TasLe 1: StanpAarp Conpitions OF APPROVAL ARD MitiGation MonitorinG ARD RePORtING PROGRAM

Mitigation Monitoring Reporting
Monitoring Monitoring Monitoring Date/
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the applicant shall submit for review and approval by the City of
Oakland, written verification that the appropriate federal, State or -
county oversight authorities, including but not limited to the
RWQCB and/or the ACDEH, have granted all required clearances
and confirmed that the all applicable standards, regulations and
conditions for all previous contamination at the site. The applicant
also shall provide evidence from the City's Fire Department, Office -
of Emergency Services, indicating compliance with the Standard
Condition of Approval requiring a Site Review by the Fire Services
Division pursuant to City Ordinance No. 12323, and compliance
with the Standard Condition of Approval requiring a Phase | and/or
Phase Il Reports.

EIR SCA HAZ-6: Radon or Vapor Intrusion from Soil or Groundwater | Ongoing City of Oakland, | Verify documentation

Sources. Ongoing. ‘ Building Services | regarding radon and

The project applicant shall submit documentation to determine Division, vapor intrusion and

whether radon or vapor intrusion from the groundwater and soil is Planning and confirm if Phase Il

located on-site as part of the Phase | documents. The Phase | analysis Zoning Division, | report or

shall be submitted to the Fire Prevention Bureau, Environmental and Fire professional

Protection and Compliance, for review and approval, along with a Phase Prevention signature are

Il report if warranted by the Phase | report for the project site. The Bureau, required.

reports shall make recommendations for remedial action, If Environmental

appropriate, and should be signed by a Registered Environmental Protection and

Assessor, Professional Geologist, or Professional Engineer. Applicant Compliance

shall implement the approved recommendations.

H. HyoroLOGY ANd WATeR QUALItY

IS SCA HWQ-1: Erosion, Sedimentation, and Debris Control Measures. | Prior to City of Oakland, 14 verify that an

Prior to issuance of a demolition, grading, or construction-related issuance of a Building Services erosion and

permit. demolition, Division, and sedimentation

The project applicant shall submit an erosion and sedimentation control | grading, or Planning and control plan has

plan for review and approval by the Building Services Division. All work
shall incorporate all applicable EMPs for the construction industry, and

construction-
related permit

Zoning Division

been adequately
prepared and
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. Mitigation Monitoring Reporting
Monitoring Monitoring Monitoring Date/
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as outlined in the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program pamphlets, implemented.

including BMP's for dust, erosion and sedimentation abatement per
Chapter Section 15.04 of the Oakland Municipal Code. The measures
shall include, but are not limited to, the following:

s Verify that the
R applicant has

obtained
a) On sloped properties, the downhill end of the construction area permissions and
must be protected with silt fencing (such as sandbags, filter fabric, . ) easements

silt curtains, etc.) and hay bales oriented parallel to the contours of
the slope (at a constant elevation) to prevent erosion into the street,
gutters, storm drains.

necessary for any
off-site work
required by the
b) In accordance with an approved erosion control plan, the project ) plan.
applicant shall implement mechanical and vegetative measures to
reduce erosion and sedimentation, including appropriate seasonal
maintenance. One hundred (100) percent degradable erosion
control fabric shall be installed on all graded slopes to protect and
stabilize the slopes during construction and before permanent
vegetation gets established. All graded areas shall be temporarily
protected from erosion by seeding with fast growing annual
species. All bare slopes must be covered with staked tarps when
rain is occurring or is expected.

e Verify that
applicant is able
to retain gualified
consultant if
necessary.

c) Minimize the removal of natural vegetation or ground cover from
the site in order to minimize the potential for erosion and
sedimentation problems. Maximize the replanting of the area with
native vegetation as soon as possible.

d) Install filter materials acceptable to the Engineering Division at the
storm drain inlets nearest to the project site prior to the start of the
wet weather season (October 15); site dewatering activities; street
washing activities; saw cutting asphalt or concrete; and in order to
retain any debris flowing into the City storm drain system. Filter
materials shall be maintained and/or replaced as necessary to
ensure effectiveness and prevent street flooding.

e) Ensure that concrete/granite supply trucks or concrete/plaster
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finishing operations do not discharge wash water into the creek,
street gutters, or storm drains.

f)  Direct and locate tool and equipment cleaning so that wash water
does not discharge into the street, gutters, or storm drains.

g) Create a contained and covered area on the site for storage of bags
of cement, paints, flammables, oils, fertilizers, pesticides, or any
other materials used on the project site that have the potential for
being discharged to the storm dram system by the wind or in the .
event of a material spill. No hazardous waste material shall be
stored on-site.

h) Gather all construction debris on a regular basis and place them in
a dumpster or other container which is emptied or removed on a
weekly basis. When appropriate, use tarps on the ground to collect
fallen debris or splatters that could contribute to stormwater
pollution.

iy Remove all dirt, gravel, refuse, and green waste from the sidewalk,
street pavement, and storm drain system adjoining the project site.
During wet weather, avoid driving vehicles off paved areas and
other outdoor work.

j}  Broom sweep the street pavement adjoining the project site on a
daily basis. Caked-on mud or dirt shall be scraped from these areas
before sweeping. At the end of each workday, the entire site must
be cleaned and secured against potential erosion, dumping, or
discharge to the street, gutter, storm drains.

k} All erosion and sedimentation control measures implemented
during construction activities, as well as construction site and
materials management shall be in strict accordance with the control
standards listed in the latest edition of the Erosion and Sediment
Control Field Manual published by the RWQCB.

I}  All erosion and sedimentation control measures shall be monitored
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regularly by the project applicant. The City may require erosion and
sedimentation control measures tc be inspected by a qualified
environmental consultant (paid for by the project applicant) during
or after rain events. If measures are insufficient to control
sedimentation and erosion then the project applicant shall develop )
and implement additional and more effective measures
immedately.
IS SCA HWQ-2: Post-Construction Stormwater Management Plan, Prior | Submit City of Qakland, e Verify that the
to the issuance of building permit (or other construction refated permit} | Stormwater Building Services applicant
The applicant shall comply with the requirements of Provision C.3 of the | Supplemental | Division, and complies with the
Naticnal Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit issued Form and Planning and requirements of
to the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program. The applicant shall stormwater Zoning Divisien Provision C.3 of
submit with the application for a building permit (cr other construction- | pellution the NPDES permit
related permit) a completed Stermwater Supplemental Form for the management issued to the
Building Services Division. plan prior to Alameda
The praject drawings submitted for the building permit (or other applying for Countywide Clean
construction-related permit) shall contain a stermwater pollution first building Water Program.
management plan, for review and approval by the City, to limit the permit, .
discharge of pollutants in stormwater after construction of the project to Comply with * Verify that a
the maximum extent practicable. measures in completed
. . X Stormwater
a) The post-construction stormwater pollution management plan shall | plan: ongoing Supplemental
include and identify the following. throug.h.out Form and a
i.  All proposed 1mpervious surface on the site; demolition, stormwater
. . . . grading, and/or .
ii. Anticipated directional flows of on-site stormwater runcff; construction pollution
. . . . management plan
iii. Site design measures to reduce the amount of impervicus activities: and have been
surface area and directly connected impervious surfaces; Im‘plement plan adequately
bv. Source control measures to limit the potential for stormwater | Prior to final prepared.
pcllution; permit
inspection « Prior to final
v. Stormwater treatment measures to remove pollutants from permit inspection,
stormwater runoff; and '
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vi. 'Hydromodification management measures so that post- verify that the
construction starmwater runcff does not exceed the flow and storm!.vater
duration of pre-project runoff, if required under the NPDES pollution

permit.

b) The following additional information shall be submitted with the
post-construction stormwater pollution management plan;

i. Detailed hydraulic sizing calculations for each stormwater
treatment measure proposed; and

ii. Pollutant removal information demonstrating that any
proposed manufactured/mechanical (i.e., non-landscape-based)
stormwater treatment measure, when not used in combination
with a landscape based treatment measure, is capable or
removing the range of pollutants typically removed by
landscape-based treatment measures and/or the range of
pollutants typically removed by landscape-based treatment
measures and/or the range of pollutants expected to be
generated by the project.

All proposed stormwater treatment measures shall incorporate
appropriate planting materials for stormwater treatment (for landscape-
based treatment measures) and shall be designed with considerations
for vector/mosquito control. Proposed planting materials for all
proposed landscape-based stormwater treatment measures shall be
included on the landscape and irrigation plan for the project. The
applicant is not required to include onsite stermwater treatment
measures in the post-construction stormwater pollution management
plan if he or she secures approval from Planning and Zoning of a
proeposal that demonstrates compliance with the requirements of the
Cnty's Alternative Comphance Program.

Prior to final permit inspection.

management plan
is implemented.
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The applicant shall implement the approved stormwater pollution
management plan.
IS SCA HWQ-3: Maintenance Agreement for Stormwater Treatment Prior to final City of Qakland, Verify that the
Measures. Prior to final zonimg inspection. zeoning Building Services applicant has
For projects incorporating stormwater treatment measures, the applicant| inspection Division, and entered into the

shall enter into the “Standard City of Oakland Stormwater Treatment
Measures Maintenance Agreement,” in accordance with Provision C.3.e
of the NPDES permit, which provides, in part, for the following.

a) The applicant accepting responsibility for the adequate
installation/construction, operaticn, maintenance, inspection, and
reporting of any gn-site stormwater treatment measures being
incorporated into the project until the responsibility is legally
transferred to another entity; and

b) Legal access to the on-site stormwater treatment measures for -
representatives of the City, the local vector control district, and staff
of the RWQCB, San Francisco Region, for the purpose of verifying
the implementation, ¢peration, and maintenance of the on-site
stormwater treatment measures and to take corrective action If
necessary. The agreement shall be recorded at the County
Recorder’s Office at the applicant’s expense.

Planning and
Zoning Division

“Standard City of
Qakland Stormwater
Treatment Measures
Maintenance
Agreement,” in
accordance with
Provision C.3.e of the
NPDES permit.

I. LAND Use AND PLANNING

No SCAs or Recommended Improvements were determined to be necessary for Land Use and Planning.

J. MINerAL Rescurces

No SCAs or Recommended Improvements were determined to be necessary for Mineral Resources.

K. NOISE

EIR SCA NOISE-1: Days/Hours of Construction Qperaticn. Ongoing
throughout demolition, grading, and/or construction,

Ongoing
througheut
demolition,

City of Oakland,
Building Services
Division

Make regular visits to
the construction site
to ensure that noise

The project applicant shall require construction contractors to limit
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standard construction activities as follows:

a)

b}

q

Construction activities are limited to between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00
p.m. Monday through Friday, except that pile driving and/or other
extreme noise generating activities greater than 90 dRA limited to
between 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. Monday through Friday.

Any construction activity proposed to occur outside of the standard
hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday for special
activities {such as concrete pouring which may require more
continuous amounts of time) shall be evaluated on a case-by-case
basis, with criteria including the proximity of residential uses and a
consideration of resident’s preferences for whether the activity is
acceptable if the overall duration of construction is shortened and
such construction activities shall only be allowed with the prior
written authorization of the Building Services Division.

Construction activity shall not occur on Saturdays, with the
following possible exceptions:

i. Prior to the building being enclosed, requests for Saturday
construction for special activities (such as concrete pouring
which may require more continuous amounts of time), shall be
evaluated on a case-by-case basis, with criteria including the
proximity of residential uses and a consideration of resident’s
preferences for whether the activity is acceptable if the overall
duration of construction is shortened. Such construction
activities shall only be allowed on Saturdays with the prior
written authorization of the Building Services Division.

ii. After the building is enclosed, requests for Saturday
construction activities shall only be allowed on Saturdays with
the prior written authorization of the Building Services Division,
and only then within the interior of the building with the doors
and windows closed.

grading, and/or
construction

from construction
activities is
appropriately
controlled.
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d)

e)

f)

g)

No extreme noise generating activities (greater than 90 dgA) shall
be allowed on Saturdays, with no exceptions.

No construction activity shall take place on Sundays or Federal
holidays. ’

Construction activities inClude but are not limited to: truck idling,
moving equipment (including trucks, elevators, etc.) or materials,
deliveries, and construction meetings held on-site in a non-enclosed
area.

Applicant shall use temporary power poles instead of generators
where feasible.
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EIR SCA NOISE-2: Noise Control. Ongoing throughout demolition, Ongoing City of Oakland, Verify that a site-
grading, and/or construction. throughout Building Services specific notse
To reduce noise impacts due to construction, the project applicant shall | demolition, Division reduction

require construction contractors to implement a site-specific noise
reduction program, subject to city review and approval, which includes
the following measures:

a)

b)

Q

d)

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

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

Stationary noise sources shall be located as far from adjacent
receptors as possible, and they shall be muffled and enclosed
within temporary sheds, incorporate insulation barriers, or use
other measures as determined by the City to provide equivalent
noise reduction,

The noisiest phases of construction shall be limited to less than 10
days at a time. Exceptions may be allowed if the City determines an

grading, and/or
construction

program has been
prepared and
implemented

Make regular
visits to the
construction site
to ensure that
noise from
construction
activities is
appropriately
controlled.

36



ATTACHMENT B -

HICH & MACARTHUR MIXEO-USE PROJECT JULY 2013
STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL AND MITICATION MONITORINGC AND REPQRTING PROGRAM
TABLe 1: STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL AND MITIGATION MONITORING AND RePORTING PROGRAM
Mitigation Monitoring Reporting
Monitoring Monitoring Monitoring Date/
SCA/Recommended Improvement Schedule Responsibility Procedure Comments Initials
extension is necessary and all available noise reduction controls are
implemented.
EIR SCA NOQISE-3: Noise Complaint Procedures. Ongoing throughout Ongoing City of Oakland, Verify the
demolition, grading, and/or construction, throughout Building Services | implementation of
Prior to the issuance of each building permit, along with the submission | demolition, Division the list of measures
of construction documents, the project applicant shall submit to the City | grading, and/or to respond to and
Building Services Division a list of measures to respond to and track construction: track complaints
complaints pertaining to construction noise. These measures shall and pertaining to
include: Prior to the construction noise
a) A procedure and phone numbers for notifying the City Building issuance of
Services Division -staff and Oakland Police Department; {(during each building
regular construction hours and off-hours); permit
b) A sign posted on-site pertaining with permitted construction days
and hours and complaint procedures and who to notify in the event
of a problem. The sign shall also include a listing of both the City
and construction contractor’'s telephone numbers (during regular
construction hours and off-hours);
¢) The designation of an on-site construction complaint and
enforcement manager for the project;
d) Notification of neighbors and occupants within 300 feet of the
project construction area at least 30 days in advance of extreme
noise generating activities about the estimated duration of the
activity; and
e) A preconstruction meeting shall be held with the job inspectors and
the general contractor/on-site project manager to confirm that
noise measures and practices (including construction hours,
neighborhood notification, posted signs, etc.) are completed.
EIR SCA NOISE-4: Iriterior Noise. Prior to issuance of a building permjt | Prior to City of Oakland, | Verify that
and Certificate of Gccupancy issuance of a Building Services | appropriate sound-
If necessary to comply with the interior noise requirements of the City of | building permit | pision rated assemblies to
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Qakland's General Plan Noise Element and achieve an acceptable interior | and Certificate reduce noise levels
noise level, noise reduction in the form of sound-rated assemblies (i.e., of Occupancy have been

windows, exterior doors, and walls), and/or other appropriate
features/measures, shall be incorporated into project building design,
based upon recommendations of a qualified acoustical engineer and
submitted to the Building Services Division for review and approval prior
to issuance of building permit. Final recommendations for sound-rated
assemblies, and/or other appropriate features/measures, will depend on
the specific building designs and layout of buildings on the site and
shall be determined during the design phases. Written confirmation by
the acoustical consultant, HYAC or HERS specialist, shall be submitted
for City review and approval, prior to Certificate of Occupancy (or
equivalent) that:

a) Quality control was exercised during construction to ensure all air-
gaps and penetrations of the building shell are controlled and
sealed;

b) Demonstrates compliance with interior noise standards based upon
performance testing of a sample unit; and

¢) Inclusion of a Statement of Disclosure Notice in the CC&R’s on the
lease or title to all new tenants or owners of the units
acknowledging the noise generating activity and the single event
noise occurrences, Potential features/measures to reduce interior
noise could include, but are not limited to, the following:

i. Installation of an alternative form of ventilation in all units
identified in the acoustical analysis as not being able to meet
the interior noise requirements due to adjacency to a noise
generating activity, filtration of ambient make-up air in each
unit and analysis of ventilation noise if ventilation is included in
the recommendations by the acoustical analysis.

il.  Prohibition of Z-duct construction.

incorporated into the
project building
design.
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EIR SCA NOISE-5: Pile Driving and Other Extreme Noise Generators. Submit plan City of Oakland, Verify that a plan
Ongoing throughout demolition, grading, and/or construction. prior to Building Services for reducing

To further reduce potential pier drilling, pile driving and/or other
extreme noise generating construction impacts greater than 90 dBA, a
set of site-specific noise attenuation measures shall be completed under
the supervision of a qualified acoustical consultant. Prior to commencing
construction, a plan for such measures shall be submitted for review and
approval by the City to ensure that maximum feasible noise attenuation
will be achieved. This plan shall be based on the final design of the
project. A third-party peer review, paid for by the project applicant, may
be required to assist the City in evaluating the feasibility and
effectiveness of the noise reduction plan submitted by the project
applicant. The criterion for approving the plan shall be a determination
that maximum feasible noise attenuation will be achieved. A special
inspection deposit is required to ensure compliance with the noise
reduction plan. The amount of the deposit shall be determined by the
Building Official, and the deposit shall be submitted by the project
applicant concurrent with submittal of the noise reduction plan The
noise reduction plan shall include, but not be imited to, an_evaluation of
implementing the following measures. These attenuation measures shall
include as many of the following control strategies as applicable to the
site and construction activity;

a) Erect temporary plywood noise barriers around the construction
site, particularly along on sites adjacent to residential buildings;

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

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

d) Evaluate the feasibility of noise control at the receivers by

commencing
construction
activities
invelving pile
driving or other
extreme noise
generators; and

Implement
measures
according to
timeframes
outlined in the
plan ’

Division

extreme noise
generating
construction
impacts has been
prepared.

Verify that the
plan will achieve
the maximum
feasible noise
attenuation.

Verify that a
special inspection
deposit has been
submitted.
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temporarily improving the noise reduction capability of adjacent

buildings by the use of sound blankets for example, and implement

such measures if such measures are feasible and would noticeably

reduce noise impacts; and
e} Monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by taking

noise measurements.
EIR SCA NOISE-6: Operational Noise-General. Ongoing. Ongoing City of Qakland, Verify that operation

Noise levels from the activity, property, or any mechanical equipment on
site shall comply with the performance standards of Section 17.120 of
the Cakland Planning Code and Sectton 8.18 of the Qakland Municipal
Code. If noise levels exceed these standards, the activity causing the
noise shall be abated until appropriate noise reduction measures have
been installed and compliance verified by the Planning and Zoning
Division and Building Services Division.

Planning and
Zoning Division,
and Building
Services Division

noise complies with
the standards in
Section 17.120 of
the Qakland Planning
Code and Section
8.18 of the Oakland
Municipal Code via
site visits or other
mechanisms.

L. POPULATION AND HOustnG

No SCAs or Recommended Improvements were determined to be necessary for Population and Housing.

M. PuBLIC SERvICeS

No SCAs or Recommended Improvements were determined to be necessary for Public Services.

N. ReCREATION

No SCAs or Recommended Improvements were determined to be necessary for Recreation.

O. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

EIR SCA TRANS-1: Parking and Transportation Demand Management,
Prior to issugnce ofia final inspection ofithe building permit.

The applicant shall submit for review and approval by the Planning and
Zoning Division a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan
containing strategies to reduce on-site parking demand and single

Prior to
issuance of a
final inspection
of the building
permit

City of Oakland,
Planning and
Zoning Division,
Transportation
Services Division

Verify that the TDM
Plan has been
prepared and
approved by the
Planning and Zoning
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occupancy vehicle travel. The applicant shall implement the approved Division.
TDM plan. The TOM shall include strategies to increase bicycle,
pedestrian, transit, and carpools/vanpool use. All four modes of travel
shall be considered. Strategies to consider include the following:
&) Inclusion of additional bicycle parking, shower, and locker facilities
that exceed the requirement.
b) Construction of bike lanes per the Bicycle Master Plan; Priority
Bikeway Projects.
<) Signage and striping onsite to encourage bike safety.
d) installation of safety elements per the Pedestrian Master Plan (such
as cross walk striping, curb ramps, count down signals, bulb outs,
etc.) to encourage convenient crossing at arterials.
e) Installation of amenities such as lighting, street trees, trash
receptacles per the Pedestrian Master Plan and any applicable
streetscape plan
f)  Direct transit sales or subsidized transit passes.
g) Guaranteed ride home program.
h) Pre-tax commuter benefits (checks).
i}  On-site car-sharing program (such as City Car Share, Zip Car, etc.):
j)  On-site carpooling program.
k) Distribution of information concerning alternative transportation
options.
I} Parking spaces sold/leased separately.
m) Parking management strategies; including attendant/valet parking
and shared parking spaces.
EIR 5CA TRANS-2: Construction Traffic and Parking. Prior to the Prior to the City of Oakland, +  Confirm project

issuance of a demolition, grading or building permit,
The project applicant and construction contractor shall meet with

issuance of a

Transportation

applicant meets
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appropriate City of Oakland agencies to determine traffic management demolition, Services Division with appropriate
strategies to reduce, to the maximum extent feasible, traffic congestion | grading or City of Oakland
and the effects of parking demand by construction workers during building permit agencies to
construction of this project and other nearby projects that could be determine
simultaneously under construction. The project applicant shall develop a construction
construction management plan for review and approval by the Planning traffic
and Zoning Division, the Building Services Division, and the management
Transportation Services Division. The plan shall include at least the strategies.

following items and requirements:

a) A set of comprehensive traffic control measures, including
scheduling of major truck trips and deliveries to avoid peak traffic
hours, detour signs if required, lane closure procedures, signs,
cones for drivers, and designated construction access routes.

b) Notification procedures for adjacent property owners and public
safety personnel regarding when major deliveries, detours, and lane
closures will occur.

¢) Location of construction staging areas for materials, equipment, and
vehicles at an approved location.

d) A process for responding to, and tracking, complaints pertaining to
construction activity, including identification of an onsite complaint
manager. The manager shall determine the cause of the complaints
and shall take prompt action to correct the problem. Planning and
Zoning shall be informed who the Manager is prior to the issuance
of the first permit issued by Building Services Division._

e} Provision for accommodation of pedestrian fiow.

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

g) Any damage to the street caused by heavy equipment, or as a result
of this construction, shall be repaired, at the applicant's expense,

Ensure that proj-
ect sponsor dev-
elops and sub-
mits
construction
management
plan to AC
Transit to review
/comment prior
to approval.

Verify that con-
struction man-
agement plan
meets the stan-
dards listed in
the SCA.
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within one week of the occurrence of the damage {(or excessive
wear), unless further damage/excessive wear may continue; in such
case, repair shall occur prior to 1ssuance of a final inspection of the
building permit. All damage that is a threat to public health or
safety shall be repaired immediately. The street shall be restored to
its condition prior to the new construction as established by the
City Building Inspector and/or photo documentation, at the
applicant's expense, before the issuance of a Certificate of
Occupancy.

h} Any heavy equipment brought to the construction site shall be
transported by truck, where feasible.

i} No materials or equipment shall be stored on the traveled roadway
at any time.

j)  Prior to construction, a portable toilet facility and a debris box shall
be installed on the site, and properly maintained through project
completion.

k} All equipment shall be equipped with mufflers.

I} Prior to the end of each work day during construction, the contractor
or contractors shall pick up and properly dispose of all litter
resulting from or related to the project, whether located on the
property, within the public rights-of-way, or properties of adjacent
or nearby neighbors.

P. UTiLiTies AnD Service SysTems

IS SCA UTIL-1: Stormwater and Sewer. Prior to completing the final
design for the project’s sewer service.

Confirmation of the capacity of the City's surrounding stormwater and
sanitary sewer system and state of repair shall be completed by a
qualified civil engineer with funding from the project applicant. The
project applicant shall be responsible for the necessary stormwater and
sanitary sewer mfrastructure improvements to accommodate the

Prior to
completing the
final design for
the project’s
Sewer service

City of Oakland,
Sanitary Sewer
Maintenance
Department,
Building Services
Division

Verify that a qualified
civil engineer has
confirmed the
capaéity of the City's
stormwater and
sanitary sewer
system and that
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proposed project. In addition, the applicant shall be required to pay ‘ applicant Is
additional fees to improve sanitary sewer infrastructure if required by responsible for
the Sewer and Stormwater Division Improvements to the existing necessary
sanitary sewer collection system shall specifically include, but are not improvements.
limited to, mechanisms to control or minimize increases in
infiltration/inflow to offset sanitary sewer increases associated with the
proposed project. Te the maximum extent practicable, the applicant will
be required to implement BMPs to reduce the peak stormwater runoff
from the project site. Additionally, the project applicant shall be
responsible for payment of the required installation or hook-up fees to
the affected service providers.
IS SCA UTIL-2: Waste Reduction and Recycling. The project applicant | Prior to City of Qakland, | verify that applicant
will submit a Construction & Demolition Waste Reduction and Recycling | issuance of Environmental has submitted a
Plan (WRRP) and an Operaticnal Diversion Plan (ODP) for review and demclition, Services Division, | WRRP and ODP that
approval by the Public Works Agency. grading, or Building Services | comply with the
Prior to issuance of demolition, grading, or building permit building permit | Division requirements in
and cngoing Chapter 15.34 and

Chapter 15.34 of the Oakland Municipal Code outlines requirements for
reducing waste and optimizing construction and demelition (C&D)
recycling. Affected projects include all new construction,
renovations/alterations/ modifications with construction values of
550,000 or more (except R-3), and all demolition {including soft

demo). The WRRP must specify the methods by which the development
will divert C&D debris waste generated by the proposed project from
landfill disposal in accordance with current City requirements. Current
standards, FAQs, and forms are available at
www.oaklandpw.com/Page39.aspx or in the Green Building Resource
Center. After approval of the plan, the project applicant shall implement
the plan.

Ongoing.

The ODP will identify how the project complies with the Recycling Space
Allocation Ordinance, (Chapter 17.118 of the Oakland Planning Code),

17.118 of the
Oakland Planning
Code.
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including capacity calculations, and specify the methods by which the
development will meet the current diversion of solid waste generated by
operation of the proposed project from landfill disposal in accordance
with current City requirements. The proposed program shall be
implemented and maintained for the duration of the proposed activity or
facility. Changes to the plan may be resubmitted to the Environmental
Services Division of the Public Works Agency for review and approval.
Any incentive programs shall remain fully operational as long as
residents and businesses exist at the project site.

RecOMMEnDeD IMPROVEMENTS

Recommendation TRANS-1: In consultation with City of Oakland staff,
consider the provision of shuttle service as a strategy to be included in
the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan required by SCA
TRANS-1. If considered feasible, implement the City approved shuttle
service,

Prior to
issuance of a
final inspection
of the building
permit as part
of EIR SCA
TRANS-1

City of Oakland,
Planning and
Zoning Division,
with
Transportation
Services Division
as necessary

Ensure that shuttle
service is considered
for inclusion in the
TDM plan and if
considered feasible,
implement approved
shuttle service.
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TasLe 1: STANDARD Conpitions OF APPROVAL AnD Mitica tion Monitoring Anb Reporting PROGRAM
Mitigation Monitoring Repaorting
Monitoring Maonitoring Monitoring Date/
SCA/Recommended Improvement Schedule Responsibility Procedure Comments Initials
Recommendation TRANS-2: Limit entry into the loading zone to a right | Prior to City of Gakland,

turn in only and limit exit from the loading zone to a right turn out only
(excluding any maneuvering required to back infout of the loading zone)
and prohibit deliveries during peak commute periods (7:00 a.m. to 9.00
a.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.) and employ the use of fiaggers as
necessary to ensure safe maneuvering into the loading zone.

issuance of a
final inspection
of the building
permit

Transportation
Services Division

» \Verify that
mechanisms
(such as signage,
etc.) ensuring the
use of the loading
zone in
accordance with
Recommendation
TRANS-2 are
implemented.

& Visit site to
confirm that
deliveries are not
“accurring during
prohibited times
and fiaggers are
used.

Recommendation TRANS-3: Limit entry into the garage to a right turn in
only and limit exits from the garage to a right turn out only.

Prior to
issuance of a
final inspection
of building
permit

City of Qakland,
Transportation
Services Division

Verify that
mechanisms (such as

signage, etc.) to limit.

entry into and exit
from the garage are
implemented.
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1] B

HIGH & MACARTHUR MIXED-USE PROJECT
CEQA FINDINGS
Certification of the EIR and Rejection of Alternatives

INTRODUCTION

These findings are made pursuant to the Califomia Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Res. Code section
21000 et seq; "CEQA"} and the CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs. title 14, section 15000 et seq.} by the
City of QOakland Planning Commission in connection with the Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
prepared for the High and MacArthur Mixed-Use Project (the Project), SCH #2011052049.

These CEQA findings are attached and incorporated by reference into each and every staff report,
resolution and ordinance associated with approval the Project.

These findings are based on substantial evidence in the entire administrative record and references to
specific reports and specific pages of documents are not intended to identify those sources as the
exclusive basis for the findings.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The High & MacArthur Mixed-Use Project seeks to redevelop and revitalize an underutilized site in
Oakland to provide a mixed-use senior housing development (residential and commercial). The Project
would include construction of a five-story building containing 115 market—rate and affordable, one-
bedroom, senior apartments; 3,446 square feet of ground-floor commercial space; and 65 parking spaces.
The 0.93-acre Project site is located in Central Qakland on the edge of the Laurel District at the
southwest comer of the High and MacArthur Boulevard intersection. The triangular shaped site is bound
by MacArthur Boulevard to the north and east, MacArthur Freeway to the south, and High Street to the
west. The Project site includes three privately owned parcels. The parcels are vacant except for a
billboard (to be removed as part of the Project) and were at one time occupied by a PG&E service yard, ,
an auto repair shop, and a market. The residential component of the building would be designed around
an interior central courtyard. All the units are proposed to be one-bedroom and would average
approximately 540 square feet in size. The maximum building height is 60 feet, with the tallest portion
along the High Street elevation as the terrain slopes down from the comer to the freeway.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF THE PROJECT

Pursuant to CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an FIR and an Initial
Study were published on May 18, 2011. The Imitial Study screened out environmental factors that would
not be further studied in the Draft EIR. These factors included: Agricultural Resources, Biological
Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and
Planning, Mineral Resources, Population and Housing, Public Services, Recreation, and Utilities and
Service Systems. The NOP/IS was distributed to state and local agencies, posted at the Project site, and
mailed to property owners within 300’ of the Project site. On, June 15, 2011 the Planning Commission
conducted a duly noticed EIR scoping session concemning the scope of the EIR. At the time of the
scoping session, the Draft EIR was expected to address the potential environmental effects for
Aesthetics, Air Quality, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Noise, and Transportation and Circulation.
The public comment period on the NOP ended on June 16, 2011.
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V.

A Draft EIR (DEIR) was prepared for the Project to analyze its environmental impacts. Pursuant to
CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Availability/Notice of Release and the DEIR was
published on October 26, 2012. The Notice of Availability/Notice of Release of the DEIR was
distributed to appropriate state and local agencies, posted at the Project site, mailed to property owners
within 300° of the Project site, and mailed to individuals who have requested to specifically be notified
of official City actions on the Project. Copies of the DEIR were also distributed to appropriate state and
local agencies, City officials including the Planning Commission, and made available for public review at
the office of the Department of Planning and Building (250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315) and on
the City’s website. A duly noticed Public Hearing on the DEIR was held at the December 5, 2012
meeting of the Planning Commission. The DEIR was properly circulated for a 45-day public review
period ending on December 10, 2012.

The City received written and oral comments on the DEIR. The City prepared responses to comments on
environmental issues and made changes to the DEIR. The responses to comments, changes to the DEIR,
and additional informafion were published in a Response To Comment Document/Final EIR (FEIR)
on/before July 5, 2013, The DEIR, the FEIR and all appendices thereto constitute the "EIR" referenced
in these findings. The FEIR was made available for public review on/before July 5, 2013, more than 10
days prior to the duly noticed July 17, 2013 Planning Commission public hearing. On June 28, 2013, the
Notice of Availability/Notice of Release of the FEIR was distributed to those state and local agencies
who commented on the DEIR, posted on the Project site, mailed to property owners within 300° of the
Project site, and mailed to individuals who have requested to specifically be nofified of official City
actions on the Project. Copies of the DEIR and FEIR were also distributed to those state and local
agencies who commented on the NOP and DEIR, City officials including the Planning Commission, and
made available for public review at the office of the Department of Planning and Building (250 Frank H.
Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315), and on the City’s website. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, responses to public
agency comments on the DEIR have been published and made available to all commenting agencies at
least 10 days prior to the public hearing. The Planning Commission has had an opportunity to review all
comments and responses thereto prior to considerafion of certification of the EIR and prior to taking any
action on the proposed Project.

. THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD

The record, upon which all findings and determinations related to the approval of the Project are based,
includes the following:

The EIR and all documents referenced in or relied upon by the EIR.

!

All information (including written evidence and testimony) provided by City staff to the Planning
Commission relafing to the EIR, the approvals, and the Project.

All information {(including written evidence and testimony) presented to the Planning Commission by the
environmental consultant and sub-consultants who prepared the EIR or incorporated into reports

presented to the Planning Commission.

All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to the City from other public
agencies relating to the Project or the EIR.

All final applications, letters, tesfimony and presentations presented by the Project sponsor and 1ts
consultants to the City in connection with the Project.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

All final informafion (including written evidence and tesfimony) presented at any City public hearing or
City workshop related to the Project and the EIR.

For documentary and informafion purposes, all City-adopted land use plans and ordinances, including

- without limitafion general plans, specific plans and ordinances, together with environmental review

documents, findings, mitigation monitoring programs and other documentation relevant to planned
growth in the area,

The Standard Conditions of Approval for the Project and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
for the Project.

All other documents composing the record pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21167.6(e).

The custodian of the documents and other materials that constitute the record of the proceedings upon
which the City's decisions are based is the Director of City Planning, Department of Planning and
Building or his/her designee. Such documents and other materials are located at 250 Frank H. Ogawa
Plaza, Suite 3315, Oakland, Califorma, 94612,

CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR

1

In accordance with CEQA, the Planning Commission certifies that the EIR has been completed in
compliance with CEQA. The Planning Commission has independently reviewed the record and the EIR
prior to certifying the EIR and approving the Project. By these findings, the Planning Commission
confirms, ratifies, and adopts the findings and conclusions of the EIR as supplemented and modified by
these findings. The EIR and these findings represent the independent judgment and analysis of the City
and the Planning Commission.

The Planning Commission recognizes that the EIR may contain clerical errors. The Planning
Commission reviewed the entirety of the EIR and bases its determination on the substance of the
information it contains.

The Planning Commission certifies that the EIR is adequate to support all actions in connection with the
approval of the Project and all other acfions and recommendafions as described in the July 17, 2013
Planning Commission staff report. The Planning Commission certifies that the EIR is adequate to
support approval of the Project described in the EIR, each component and phase of the Project described
in the EIR, any variant of the Project described in the EIR, any minor modifications to the Project or
variants described in the EIR and the components of the Project.

VI. ABSENCE OF SIGNIFICANT NEW INFORMATION

The Planning Commission recognizes that the FEIR incorporates information obtained and produced
after the DEIR was completed, and that the FEIR contains additions, clarifications, and modifications.
The Planning Commussion has reviewed and considered the FEIR and all of this informafion. The FEIR
does not add significant new information to the DEIR that would require recirculation of the EIR under
CEQA. The new information added to the EIR does not involve a new significant environmental impact,
a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified significant environmental impact, or a
feasible mitigation measure or altemative considerably different from others previously analyzed that the
Project sponsor declines to adopt and that would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of
the Project. No information indicates that the DEIR was inadequate or conclusory or that the public was

-
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VIIL

VIII.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

deprived of a meaningful opportunity to review and comment on the DEIR. Thus, recirculation of the
EIR is not required.

The Planning Commission tinds that the changes and moditications made to the EIR after the DEIR was
circulated for public review and comment do not individually or collectively constitute signiticant new
information within the meaning of Public Resources Code section 21092.1 or the CEQA Guidelines
section 15088.5.

STANDARD - CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL AND MITIGATION MONITORING AND
REPORTING PROGRAM

Pubhc Resources Code section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines section 15097 requure the City to adopt a
monitoring or reporting program to ensure that the mitigation measures and revisions to the Project
identified in the EIR are implemented. The Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program ("SCAMMRP"} is attached and incorporated by reference into the July 17, 2013
Planning Commission staff report prepared for the approval of the Project, is included in the conditions
of approval for the Project, and is adopted by the Planning Commission. The SCAMMRP satisties the
requirements of CEQA. No mitigation measures are required for the Project.

The standard conditions of approval (SCA) set forth in the SCAMMRP are specitic and enforceable and
are capable of bemng fully implemented by the efforts of the City of Oakland, the applicant, and/or other
identitied public agencies of responsibility. As appropriate, some standard conditions of approval detine
performance standards to ensure no signiticant environmental impacts will result. The SCAMMRP
adequately describes implementation procedures and monitoring responsibility in order to ensure that the
Project complies with the adopted standard conditions of approval.

The Planning Commission will adopt and impose the feasible standard conditions of approval as set forth
in the SCAMMRRP as enforceable conditions of approval. The City has adopted measures to substantially
lessen or eliminate all signiticant effects where feasible.

The standard conditions of approval incorporated into and imposed upon the Project approval will not
themselves have new signiticant environmental impacts or cause a substantial increase in the severity of .
a previously 1dentitied signiticant environmental impact that were not analyzed in the EIR. In the event a
standard condition of approval recommended in the EIR has been inadvertently omitted from the
conditions of approval or the SCAMMRP, that standard condition of approval is adopted and
incorporated from the EIR into the SCAMMRP by reference and adopted as a condition of approval.

FINDINGS REGARDING IMPACTS

In accordance with Public Resources Code section 21081 and CEQA Gudelines sections 15091 and
15092, the Planning Commission adopts the tindings and conclusions regarding impacts and standard
conditions of approval that are set forth in the EIR and summarized in the SCAMMRP. These tindings
do not repeat the full discussions of environmental impacts, standard conditions of approval, and related
explanations contained in the EIR. The Planning Commission ratities, adopts, and incorporates, as
though fully set forth, the analysis, explanation, tindings, responses to comments and conclusions of the
EIR. The Planning Commission adopts the reasoning of the EIR, staff reports, and presentations
provided by the staff and the Project sponsor as may be modified by these tindings.
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IX.

20.

21.

22,

The Planning Commission recognizes that the environmental analysis of the Project raises controversial
environmental issues, and that a range of technical and scientific opinion exists with respect to those
issues. The Planning Commission acknowledges that there are differing and potentially conflicting
expert and other opinions regarding the Project. The Planning' Commission has, through review of the
evidence and analysis presented in the record, acquired a better understanding of the breadth of this
technical and scienfific opiion and of the full scope of the environmental issues presented. In turn, this
understanding has enabled the Planning Commission to make fully informed, thoroughly considered
decisions after taking account of the various viewpoints on these important issues and reviewing the
record. These findings are based on a full appraisal of all viewpoints expressed in the EIR and in the
record, as well as other relevant information in the record of the proceedings for the Project.

As a separate and independent basis from the other CEQA findings, the Planning Commission finds and
determines that the Project qualifies for CEQA streamlining pursuant to Public Resources Code section
21083.3 and Guidelines section 15183 (Projects consistent with Community Plans, General Plans and
Zoning) and/or Public Resources Code sections 21094.5 and 21094.5.5 and Guidelines secfion 15183.3
(Streamlining For Infill Development), for the reasons detailed in the EIR and hereby incorporated by
reference as if fully set forth herein, and as summarized below: (a) the Project is consistent with Land
Use and Transportation Element (LUTE) of the General Plan, for which an EIR was certified in March
1998 and the Housing Element, for which an EIR was certified in December 2010; (b} feasible mitigation
measures identified in the LUTE and Housing Element EIRs were adopted and have been, or will be,
undertaken; (c) this EIR evaluated impacts peculiar to the Project and/or Project site, as well as off-site
and cumulative 1mpacts; (d} uniformly applied development policies and/or standards (hereafter called
"Standard Conditions of Approval™) have previously been adopted and found to, that when applied to
future projects, substantially mitigate impacts, and to the extent that no such findings were previously
made, the City Planning Commission hereby finds and determines that the Standard Conditions of
Approval (or "SCA")} substantially nitigate environmental impacts for this Project (as detailed below and
in the EIR); (¢) no substantial new information exists to show that the Standard Conditions of Approval
will not substantially mifigate Project and cumulative impacts; (f) the Project qualifies as an “Infill
Project”; (g) the Project does not cause any new specific effects or more significant effects from that
studied 1 the LUTE and Housing element EIRs; and (h) in instances where new specific effects occur,
SCAs would substantially mitigate the potential impacts.

NO IMPACT

Under Public Resources Code section 21081(a)(1) and CEQA Guidelines sections 15091(a)(1) and
15092(b), and to the extent reflected in the EIR, the Planning Commission finds that there are no
significant impacts on the following environmental factors; agricultural resources, biological resources,
land use, mineral resources, population and housing, public services, and recreation. These
environmental factors were determined to have no impacts and therefore, were scoped out through the
Notice of Preparation, Initial Study and scoping session for the DEIR. These reasons are summarized
below and detailed in the Initial Study, hereby incorporated by reference as if fully set forth herein.

a. The proposed Project would be located in an urban area and there are no agricultural or farmland
uses within or adjacent to the Project site. Therefore the proposed Project would have no impact on
agricultural resources.

b. The proposed Project site 1s a vacant infill site that has been previously developed and is located in
an urban area. The site is flat and consists of mosfiy dirt and weeds. There are no biological
resources on the site including: sensitive species, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
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23,

24.

community, or protected wetlands. The site is not included in any habitat conservafion plan or
natural community conservation plan. The proposed Project would not substantially interfere with
the movement of native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. There are
no protected trees or creeks on the site and the proposed Project would not conflict with either the
City of Oakland Tree Preservafion Ordinance or the City of Qakland Creek Protection Ordinance.

The proposed Project would not divide the existing community or result in a conflict with
surrounding land uses as the site is an infill site that has been previously developed. The proposed
Project would not conflict with applicable land use policies or regulations. Per the staff report, and
the Conditional Use Permut and Variance findings, the uses are consistent with many land use
policies and objectives. The proposed Project site is not located within a habitat conservation plan or
natural community conservation plan and would therefore have no impact.

The proposed Project site has no known mineral resources. The proposed Project would not require
quarrying, mining, dredging, or extraction of locally important mineral resources on site, nor will it
deplete any nonrenewable natural resources. Therefore, the proposed Project would not impact
mineral resources,

The proposed Project would incrementally impact the population by adding an additional 115 senior
residenfial units, However, the units proposed are consistent with the General Plan and zoning
designations of this area and consistent with the policies of the City of Oakland General Plan Land
Use and Transportafion and Housing Elements. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant.
The proposed Project site is vacant and therefore no displacement of existing housing or people
would occur as a result of the Project.

The proposed Project site is located within a developed area of Qakland already served by public
services. The increased population attributable to this proposed development would result in an
incremental increase in the demand for emergency medical, fire, and police response. The proposed
Project would not require new or physically altered facilities to ensure the provision of these
services. As a senior-housing development, the proposed Project would not result in any impacts to
schools,

Although open space is provided on site, the proposed Project may result in the use by residents of
parks and senior centers in the surrounding area. However, this increase in use is not expected to
result in physical deterioration of these facilities, or to require the eonstruction or expansion of
recreational facilities.

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT BUT MITIGABLE IMPACTS

Under Public Resources Code section 21081(a)(1) and CEQA Guidelines sections 15091(a)(1) and
15092(b), and to the extent reflected in the EIR, the SCAMMRP, and the City's Standard Condifions of
Approval, the Planning Commussion finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or
incorporated into, the components of the Project that mitigate or avoid potentially all significant effects
on the environment,

The following potentially significant impacts will be reduced to a less than significant level through the
implementation of Standard Conditions of Approval, referenced in the Inifial Study and the EIR (which
are an integral part of the SCAMMRP): '
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25.

26.

27.

Aesthetics:  The Project will result in aesthetic changes with regard to views of the Project site, new
lighting, new landscaping, installation of public improvements, and tree protection during eonstruction.
However, the Project, as designed, and with conformance with the Standard Conditions of Approval will
result in a less than significant level of impact to aesthetics.

With regard to views of the site, visual building form, and visual quality, although larger in scale than the
majority of existing development in the area, the design of the proposed building will be compatible with
the surrounding neighborhood pursuant to the design review tindings.

The Project would not result in a significant impact (either on a project or cumulative basis) on the scenic
highway designation of the MacArthur Freeway as the character of existing views would remam
relatively unchanged. Specitically, the landscaping, distant views of the hills, and views of the
commercial and residential palette would remain essentially unchanged. In addition, the removal of the
existing billboard and blighted conditions on the site would be an aesthetic benefit provided by the
Project.

Any potential impact of new lighting due to the Project will be reduced to a less than signiticant level
through implementation of 1S SCA AES-1 which requires approval of plans to adequately shield lighting
to prevent glare onto adjacent properties.

New landscaping installed as part of the Project will conform to all the applicable requirements of EIR
SCA AES-1, EIR SCA AES-2, EIR SCA AES-3, EIR SCA AES-4, and EIR SCA AES-5.

Public improvements and utilities for the Project shall be installed per the requirements of EIR SCA
AES-6 and EIR SCA AES-7.

Trees adjacent to the Project site will be protected during eonstruction per the requirements of EIR SCA
AES-8.

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions: As detailed in the EIR, the Project would generate short-
term emussions of criteria pollutants, including suspended and inhalable particulate matter and equipment
exhaust emissions, during eonstruction. Project-related eonstruction activities would include site
preparation, earthmoving, and general construction activities. However, control of dust and equipment
emissions (EIR SCA AIR-1) will result in a less than signiticant impact. In addition, the Project shall
incorporate measures to reduce the exposure to toxic air contaminants including particulate matter and
gaseous emissions (EIR SCA AIR-2 and EIR SCA AIR-3). With implementation of these SCAs, the
Project would not violate any air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation, expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, or substantially
increase diesel emissions. Moreover, as a separate and independent basis, any air contaminants generated
from the nearby treeway are not considered to be CEQA impacts caused by the Project.

Cultural Resources: The Project site has been previously developed and it 1s unlikely that it contains
sigmiticant cultural resources. However, signiticant impacts to archaeological, paleontological, and
human remains could result if the proposed Project were to be constructed in a manner that was not
sensitive to the potential encounter of these resources during eonstruction, as noted in the Initial Study
(Section V). Any such impact would be reduced to less than signiticant levels, through application of
measures included in IS SCA CULT-1, IS SCA CULT-2, and IS SCA CULT-3. The Project site is vacant
and does not contain any historic resources and, therefore, the Project would not result in a signiticant
impact to historic resources.
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28.

29.

30.

31.

Geologyv and Soils: Development of the proposed Project could expose people or structures to seismic
hazards such as groundshaking or liquefaction, could subject people to geologic hazards including
expansive soils, subsidence, seismically induced settiement and differential settlement, or could result in
erosion, as noted in the Initial Study (Section VI). These impacts will be reduced to less than signiticant
levels through the implementation of IS SCA GEO-1 and IS SCA GEOQO-3, which require that a soils
report and geotechnical investigation be prepared and recommendations implemented. In addition, the
Project applicant shall obtain a grading permit if required that includes an erosion and sedimentation
control plan (IS SCA GEO-2). Moreover, compliance with other regulatory requirements, including
compliance with all applicable building codes, would ensure there would not be signiticant adverse
geology and soils impacts.

Hazards and Hazardous Materjals: As discussed in the EIR, the site has been included on the Cortese
List because of hazardous materials contamination of the soil and groundwater due to previous uses on
the site. However, preparation and implementation of a hazardous materials business plan (IS SCA HAZ-
1); hazards best management practices (EIR SCA HAZ-1); site review by the Fire Services Division
(EIR SCA HAZ-2); Phase I and/or Phase II reports and implementation of any recommendations from
such (EIR SCA HAZ-3); environmental site assessment reports remediation (EIR SCA HAZ-4); best
management practices for soil and groundwater hazards (EIR SCA HAZ-5); and radon or vapor intrusion
from soil or groundwater sources (EIR SCA HAZ-6) would result in less than significant impacts.
Moreover, compliance with other regulatory requirements would ensure there would not be signiticant
adverse hazards and hazardous materials impacts. Additionally, as a separate and independent basis, any
existing pollutants on/near the Project site are not considered to be CEQA impacts caused by the Project;
indeed, the Project will remediate the existing on-site contamination. '

In addition, the Project site is not located within the vicinity of an airport or in a wildlands areca. The
proposed Project would not signiticantly interfere with emergency response plans or evacuation plans.

Hydrology and Water Quality: The proposed Project could result in erosion, siltation, stormwater runoft,
and other water quality impacts during project eonstruction and operation as noted in the Initial Study
(Section VIIi). Implementation of IS SCA HWQ-1, IS SCA HWQ-2, and IS SWA HWQ-3 would result
in less than signiticant impacts on hydrology and water quality. These Standard Conditions require the
preparation of an erosion and sedimentation control plan; preparation of a post-construction stormwater
pollution management plan, and implementation of a stormwater treatment measures maintenance
agreement. Moreover, compliance with other regulatory requirements would ensure there would not be
signiticant adverse hydrology and water quality impacts.

Noise: Project construction and operation would potentially increase noise levels as noted in the EIR.
These impacts will be reduced to less than signiticant levels through the implementation of Standard
Conditions of Approval, which require practices and procedures to reduce noise generation during
construction and project operational noise on the surrounding area. Specitically, compliance with EIR
SCA NOISE-1, EIR SCA NOISE-2, EIR SCA NOISE-3, and EIR SCA NOISE-5 would limit hours and
days of eonstruction, require a site-specitic noise reduction program, require noise complaint procedures,
and attenuate pile-driving and other extreme noise generators. These Standard Conditions of Approval
would reduce the impacts of construction noise to less than signiticant levels. In addition, interior noise
levels and noise generated from project operation will be abated through compliance with EIR SCA
NOISE-4 and EIR SCA NOISE-6 to less-than-signiticant levels. Moreover, compliance with various
policies and goals contained in the City’s general plan and other regulatory requirements would ensure
there would not be signiticant adverse noise and vibration impacts. (
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XL

32.

33,

34,

XIIL

35.

36.

‘Traffic and Transportation: As detailed in the EIR, the project would generate 30 AM peak hour trips and

31 PM peak hour trips. Traffic generated by the proposed Project would not be considered a significant
impact under City standards. EIR SCA TRANS-1 requires implementation of a Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) Plan to reduce on-site parking demand and single occupancy vehicle travel, and EIR
SCA TRANS-2 requires preparafion of a eonstmction traffic and parking management plan.

In addifion, there are recommended improvements to address trip reducfions and safety.
Recommendation TRANS-1 would consider the provision of shuttle service as a strategy to be included
in the TDM Plan, but lack of shutfie service will not increase any already idenfified less than significant
impacts. Recommendation TRANS-2 would limit entry into the loading zone to a right tum in only and
limit exit from the loading zone to a right tum out only {excluding any maneuvering required to back
infout of the loading zone) and restrict deliveries during peak commute periods (7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.
and 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.) and employ the use of flaggers as necessary to ensure safe maneuvering into
the loading zone. Recommendation TRANS-3 would limit entry into the garage to a right tum only and
limit exit from the garage to a right turn out only. Implementation of these SCAs and recommendations
would reduce the traffic and transportation impacts of the Project to less than significant levels.

Utilities and Service Systems: It is unlikely that the proposed Project would result in substanfial new or
expanded stormwater infrastructure on-site, water demand, or demand for solid waste collection based on
the scope of the Project and as noted in the Initial Study (Section XVI). However, the Project applicant
shall implement IS SCA UTIL-1 regarding capacity of the stormwater and sanitary sewer infrastmcture,
and IS SCA UTIL-2 regarding preparation of a waste reducfion and recycling plan. These SCAs would
reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels. Moreover, compliance with other regulatory
requirements would ensure there would not be significant adverse utilities/service systems impacts.

The Project would increase energy consumpfion at the site, but not warrant the eonstmetion or expansion
of new facilities. The Project will be required to meet current state and local codes and standards
conceming energy consumption, particularly Title 24 of the Califomia Code of Regulations enforced by
the City of Qakland through its building permit review process. Therefore, the Project would have a less
than significant impact on energy consumption.

SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

Under Public Resources Code secfions 21081{(a)(3) and 21081(b), and CEQA Guidelines secfions 15091,
15092, and 15093, and to the extent reflected in the EIR and the SCAMMRP, the Planning Commission
finds that there are NO significant and unavoidable impacts.

FINDINGS REGARDING ALTERNATIVES

The Planning Commission finds that because there are no significant unavoidable impacts, altemafives
need not be rejected as infeasible. Nevertheless, in the interest of being conservative and providing
mformation to the public and decision-makers, the Planning Commission finds that there are specific
economi¢, social, environmental, technological, legal or other considerafions that make infeasible the
altemafives to the Project described in the EIR for the reasons stated below.

The EIR evaluated a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project that was described in the DEIR. The
three potenfially feasible alternatives analyzed in detail in the EIR represent a reasonable range of
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37.

38.

39.

potentially feasible altematives that reduce one or more signiticant impacts of the Project. These
altematives include: Altemnative 1: the No Project/No Build Altemative, Altemative 2: Reduced
Development/Mitigated Altemative, and Altemative 3: Commercial Altemnative. As presented in the EIR,
the altematives were described and compared with each other and with the proposed Project. After the
No Project Altemative (1), Altemnative 2: Reduced Development/Mitigated Altemative was identitied as
the environmentally superior development altemative. ’

The Planning Commussion certities that it has independently reviewed and considered the information on
the altematives provided in the EIR and mn the record. The EIR reflects the Planning Commission’s
independent judgment as to altematives. The Planning Commission tinds that the Project provides the
best balance between the Project sponsor's objectives and the City's goals and objectives. The three
altematives proposed and evaluated in the EIR are rejected for the following reasons. Each individual
reason presented below constitutes a separate and independent basis to reject the Project altemative as
being infeasible, and, when the reasons are viewed collectively, provide an overall basis for rejecting the
altemative as being infeasible.

Alternative 1: No Project / No Build Altermative: The No Project/No Build Altemative assumes that the
Project site would reman in its current condition and would not be subject to development.. The site
would be fenced off, the billboard would remain, hazardous materials clean-up may not occur and the
remainder of the site would be vacant and undeveloped. No new stmctures would be developed, so no
new vehicle trips would be generated at the adjacent intersection and no noise from building eonstmction
would occur.

The No Project/No Build Altemative would not result in any of the less than signiticant impacts
identitied for the Project in the Initial Study or the EIR. No new eonstmction would occur under the No
Project/No Build Altemative; therefore, there would not be any incremental imcrease in traftic at the
inter-section of High Street and MacArthur Boulevard. Additionally the less-than-signiticant impacts
identitied relative to aesthetics, air quality and green-house gas (GHG) emissions, hazards and hazardous
materials, and noise would not occur.

The No Project/No Build Altemative is rejected as infeasible because (a) it would not achieve any of the
objectives sought by the Project; (b) it would not facilitate the constmction of housing units (General
Plan policy objective N3.1); (c) it would make it more difticult for the City to meet its Regional Housing
Needs Allocation (RHNA); (d) it would not encourage intill development (General Plan policy objective
N3.2); (e) it would not provide eonstmction and permanent jobs; (f) it would not provide increased tax
revenue; and/or (g) it would not promote or achieve many of the goals, objectives, and actions of the
City's Land Use and Transportation General Plan Element.

Alternative 2: Reduced Development/Mitigated Altemative: The Reduced Development/Mitigated
Altemative assumes that the Project site would be developed with 29 less residential units and one less
building floor, for a total of 86 senior housing units within a 3-story building and 3,446 square feet of
commercial space.

Implementation of this altemative would result in impacts similar to the proposed Project for all of the
environmental topics found to be less than signiticant and focused out of the EIR in the Initial Study,
although the effects would be incrementally less.

Like the proposed Project, the Reduced Development/Mitigated Altemative would be subject to Standard
Conditions of Approval and would result in less-than-signiticant aesthetic impacts; however, the overall
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40.

building scale and massing of the building would be less than the proposed Project because the building
would be one floor less in overall height. Like the proposed Project, this altemative would be visible
from the MacArthur Freeway, a scenic highway. Under this altemafive the building would be one less
story in height, so less of it would be visible to freeway motorists. The existing bill-board would be
removed and the existing vacant lot would be developed with a new mixed-use stmcture. Changes to the
scenic character of the site would be modified from their current condition, as is the case with the
proposed Project. This altemative would result in essentially the same less-than significant aesthetic
impacts as the Project, although the reduced building height would slightly reduce the level of the less-
than-significant impact.

The Reduced Development/Mitigated Altemative would result in the same less-than-significant impacts,
although slightly reduced, identified for the proposed Project related to air quality and GHG emissions,
hazard and hazardous materials and noise.

Traffic trips expected to be generated by this altemative would be less than the proposed Project because
it involves less development. Even though the trips would be reduced, like the proposed Project, this
altemafive would result in the same LOS calculations as the proposed Project and no significant impacts
would result.

This altemative is rejected as infeasible because (a} it would not facilitate the eonstmction of as many
housing units (General Plan policy objective N3.1); (b) it would make it more difficult for the City to
meet its Regional Housing Needs Allocafion (RHNA); (c) it would not be as encouragif]g for infill
development (General Plan policy objective N3.2); (d) it would not provide as many eonstmction and
permanent jobs; (e} it would not provide as much tax revenue; (f) 1t would not reduce any significant
impacts and/or (g) 1t would not be an economically feasible project to constmet and operate because the
fixed costs associated with development will be spread over 29 (25%) less housing units.

Altemative 3: Commercial Altemative: The Commercial Altemative assumes the Project site is
developed with a single-story commercial building. Based on the current zoning provisions for building
height, setbacks, and parking, this altemative assumed the Project site is developed with a 6,000 square-
foot building, which is the maximum size that could be accommodated without triggering more
significant traffic impacts. For purposes of this analysis it is assumed that the building would be occupied
by multiple commercial tenants and the required parking would be provided in a surface parking lot.

Implementation of this altemative would result in impacts similar to the proposed Project for all of the
environmental topics found to be less than significant and focused out of the EIR in the Inifial Study,
although the effects would be incrementally less.

Like the proposed Project, the Commercial Altemafive would be subject to Standard Condifions of
Approval and Design Review and would result in less-than-significant aesthefic impacts similar to the
proposed Project as it 1s assumnes the design would be of high quality and would not substanfially degrade
the character of the area or significanfiy impact public views. However, given the proposed height would
be reduced from five stories to one story the overall building scale and massing of the building would be
much smaller than the proposed Project. The majority of the building would not likely be visible from the
MacArthur Freeway. As a result it would further reduce the Project’s already less-than-significant
impacts on scenic vistas and the scenic highway, MacArthur Freeway.
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This altemative would involve a lower protile stmcture on the Project site, which is consistent with the
current fabric of the neighborhood. However, like the proposed Project, the stmcture would be new and
would change the character of the existing vacant and undeveloped site. Like the proposed Project, this
alternative would result 1n less-than-signiticant adverse aesthetic impacts.

The Commercial Altemative would also result in similar less-than-signiticant impacts to hazards and
hazardous materials and noise; the implementation of the City’s Standard Conditions of Approval would
reduce potential signiticant impacts. '

The Commercial Altemative would potentially have fewer air quality and GHG impacts than the
proposed Project because this altemnative involves less building material, less constmction time and
equipment, and less overall building area. As a result, this altemative would likely result in fewer GHG
emissions during eonstmction and during operations.

The Commercial Altemative would result i the same trip generation as the proposed Project. Under this
altemative, the 6,000 square foot multi-tenant commercial building would result in 23 AM Peak hour
trips and 35 PM Peak hour trips. As a result the Commercial Altemative would not result in more -
significant transportation and traftic impacts than the proposed Project.

The Commercial Altemative would result in the same less-than-signiticant impacts identitied for the
proposed Project related to hazards and hazardous materials and noise; incrementally less air quality and
GHG emissions and less-than-signiticant aesthetic impacts; and would result in the same trans-portation
and circulation 1mpacts (intersection operation at High and MacArthur).

This altemative is rejected as infeasible because (a) it would not achieve the basic Project objectives; (b)
it would not facilitate the eonstmction of any housing units (General Plan policy objective N3.1); (¢) it
would make it more difticult for the City to meet its Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA); (d) it
would not be as encouraging for intill development because it would be an undemtilization of the site
(General Plan policy objective N3.2); (e) it would not provide as many constmction jobs; (f) it would not
reduce any signiticant impacts; (g) it would not achieve many of the beneficial urban design and
character effects that would be achieved by the proposed Project, such as providing a high quality design
at a prominent street comer, as well as a mix of uses; and/or (h) it would entail a surface parking lot
rather than parking incorporated inside the building, which would screen the parking from public view
and would allow the building to provide an active street edge.

XIII.STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

41. The Planning Commission tinds that no Statement of Overriding Considerations is necessary since there
are no signiticant unavoidable impacts.
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Land Planning, Finance & Development

Tel. 8 18-380-2600
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High Street Proforma Narrative, 86 Senior Housing Units , Oakland, CA

July 2, 2013

Attached please find a proforma for an 86 unit senior housing project on the subject site located on High Street in
Qakland, CA (the "Project").

Under the most current financial market conditions, the most likely and feasible method to develop the Project will be
through the use of Federal tax credit equity. Without the use of tax credit equity, there would be no other form of
equity available as the yield expectations for non tax credit equity exceed the yield produced on the Project. As such,
we have analyzed the most likely form of project financing, which is though the use of tax credits.

The attached proforma demonstrates that that even 1f we were to value the land at a zero dollars and received an
allocation of tax credits, the net operating income from the project does not jusfify an equity investment from the
common equity investment marketplace. In this case the "common equity” is also called the "gap" as the applicant must
close the gap (raise the funds) in order to develop the project. The attached proforma demonstrates that there 1s a "gap"
in funds in the amount of approximately $1,848,567, this is the amount needed to have the cash sources to build the
project.

/

Part of the reason for a "gap" is due to the fact that the project does not have enough units (and income) to spread the
fixed costs to a lower level; the higher the number of units, the lower the fixed costs are per unit. Fixed costs per unit
are calculated by dividing the fixed costs (as defined below) by the number of units. "Fixed Costs" are incurred both
during eonstmction and post construction during operations. These costs include, but are not limited to architecture,
engineenng, finance costs, legal fees, city fees, eonstmction management and profit, and many other fees. Once the
project is placed in service, the costs include but are not limited to onsite maintenance, services, special assessments,
management fees, landscaping, and many other costs.

If the applicant were to develop more units, the rental income from the project will increase without having an increase
in the fixed costs, and therefore the project would have more "net operating income" ("NOI") and "cash flow" to
incenfivize "cash equity investors” to invest money to "close the gap". Equity investors expect to be compensated for
their investment and developers of every product type (retail, office buildings, industrial buildings, and other real estate
product types) are competing for these equity funds. Additionally, if the project had more NOI from more units, the
developer could borrow more funds to build the project, thus reducing the gap and equity required,

As you will see on the cash flow page of the proforma, there is zero cash flow for a minimum of the first 10 years after
the project is placed in service. Note that the attached proforma assumes that the land is valued at zero, which reduces
the gap (The more you reduce project costs the more you reduce the gap). The reason that we have stmctured the
proforma in this manner is to make the best atternpt to make the project feasible by asking the land owner to "donate the
land" to make the project feasible; but as you can see, even with the land being donated, there is a gap which receives a
yield of zero for the first 10 years, making the project impossible to finance. Not having the land valued at zero would
make the project even less feasible, '
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6/25/2013

DEVELOPMENT BUDGET
QOakland Senior
Oakland, CA
Project Cost Per Cost Per Tax Credit
Costs Unit Res. $q. Ft. Eligible Basis
Total Land Costs {Donation) $ - $ - $ - KXXXHKXXKKX
Total Acquisition Costs $ 150,000 3 1,744 $ 2.57 $ 150,000
New Construction and/or Rehabilitation
- Off-Site Work $ - - $ - 3 -
$ - b - 3 - 3 N
Parking Deck $ 1,500,000 ] 17,442 > 25.74 b 1,500,000
Structures $ 8,741,100 $ 101,641 E 150.00 v 8,741,100
General Requirements $ 1,223,754 $ 14,230 3 21.00 $ 1,223,754
Contractor Overhead g - ] - ] - $ -
Contractor Profit $ - 3 - $ - 3 -
Construction Contingency ] - ] - ] - 5 -
Total Construction Costs § 11,464,854 § 133,312 § 196.74 $ 11,464,854
Financing Costs .
Construction Loan Interest $ 530,000 $ 6,163 $ 9.09 3 486,000
Construction Loan Fee $ 100,000 % 1,163 $ 1.72 $ 100,000
Construction Lender Costs (Legal, Etc.) $ 20,000 $ 233 $ 0.34 3 20,000
Bond Issuer & Trustee Fees $ 50,000 $ 581 3 0.86 3 50,000
Permanent Loan Fees 3 22,000 5 256 $ 0.38 HOEKHKXKAXXXK
Permanent Loan Costs % 25,000 $ 291 $ 0.43 XXXXXXXXXX
Tax Credit Fees 3 42 373 $ 493 $ 0.73 XXXXXXXXXX
Bond Counsel b 50,000 ] 581 @ 0.86 XXX AKX HKHKAKKX
Financial Advisor 5 25,000 $ 291 $ 0.43 XAXKXXKXXXX
Total Financing Costs 864,373 ¥ 10,051 ¥ 1483 3 656,000
Soft Costs
Architectural $ 325000 § 3779 $ 5.58 3 325,000
Engineering/Surveying/Environmental ] 160,000 $ 1,860 ] 2.75 $ 160,000
Taxes During Construction f 10,000 ] 116 f 0.17 ] 10,000
Insurance f 286,600 f 3,333 f 4.92 ] 286,600
Title & Recording ] 40,000 g 465 ] 0.69 p 40,000
Borrower Attorney f 40,000 ] 465 3 0.69 ] 40,000
Appraisal ] 10,000 ] 116 $ 0.17 ] 10,000
Local Tap, Building Permit, & Impact Fees ] 602,000 $ 7,000 $ 10.33 $ 602,000
Marketing 3 86,658 $ 1,008 3 1.49 XEXXXKXKXXX
Relocation Costs 3 - 3 - $ - FOXKKXXKXXX
Furnishings ] 50,000 $ 581 $ 0.86 % 50,000
Cost Certification ] 10,000 $ 116 § 0.17 ] 10,000
Market Study ] 10,000 % 116 ] 0.17 ] 10,000
Soft Cost Contingency ] 100,000 $ 1,163 b 1.72 ] 100,000
Developer Overhead & Profit ] 2,064,668 $ 24,008 g 3543 “§ 2,064,668
Consultant Fee 3 - 3 - $ - ] -
Total Soft Costs § 3,794,926 T 44,127 ¥ 6512 $ 3,708,268
Reserves
Rent Reserve 3 - 3 - 3 - ) 0.9.9.9.90.9.9.9.9 4
Operating Reserve $ 222,318 _j 2,585 $ 3.82 HKXKKXXXK XX
Total Reserve Costs 3 222,318 3 2,585 5 3.82 XXXXXXXXXX
Totals ¥ 16,496,471 3 191,819 § 283.08 ¥ 15979,122




SOURCES & USES

Qakland Senior

Oakland, CA
CONSTRUCTION PHASE PERMANENT PRASE
Sources of Funds Sources of Funds
Tax Credit Financing $ 1,012,336 Total Tax Credit Financing $ 5,061,681
|C)ther $ - Permanent Loan $ 7,516,963
Other $ - Other $ -
Other $ - Other $ -
IGap in Funds / Equity $ 554,570 Other L -
Other $ - Gap in Funds / Equity $ 1,848,567
Defened Costs $ 222,318 Other $ -
Deferred Contractor Profit $ - Other $ -
Peferred Developer Fee $ 2,064,668 Other $ -
Construction Loan $ 12642579 Deferred Developer Fee $ 2,064,668
Total Sources of Funds $ 16,496,471 Total Sources of Funds $ 16,491,879
Uses of Funds Uses of Funds
Total Land Costs {Donation) $ - Total Land Costs (Donation) 5 -
p‘ otal Acquisition Costs $ 150,000 Total Acquisition Costs $ 150,000
INrew Construction and/or Rehabilitation $ 11,464,854 New Construction and/or Rehabilitation $ 11,464,854
Construction Contingency $ - Construction Contingency $ -
Financing Costs $ 864,373 Financing Costs $ 864,373
:Architecture & Engineering $ 485,000 Architecture & Engineering $ 485,000
Other Soft Costs $ 1,145,258 Other Soft Costs $ 1145258
IDeveloper Fees $ 2,064,668 Developer Fees $ 2,064,668
Soft Cost Contingency $ 100,000 Soft Cost Contingency $ 100,000
Reserves $ 222318 Reserves $ 222318
Total Uses of Funds $ 16,496,471 Total Uses of Funds $ 16,496,471

6/25/2013




OPERATING & LOAN DETAILS

||Pr0ject: Oakland Senior I [[Location;  Oakland, CA | 6/25/2013)|
AMI Number Avg. Unit Market Utilrty Net Monthly Annual
Tvpe Rent Level of Units Sq. Ft. Rent Allowance  Market Rent Totals Totals
1BR/iBA 50% 7 613 836 35 801 5,607 67,284
IBR/1IBA 55% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 B%Ui BA 60% 63 613 1,003 35 968 60,984 731,808
lBIR/l BA 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ZBIR/l BA : 50% 2 804 1,003 45 958 1,916 22,992
2BR/IBA 55% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ZB:RII BA . 60% 14 804 1,203 45 1,158 16,212 194,544
2ZBR/1BA 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3BIRIZBA 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3IBR/2BA 55% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3BR/2BA 60% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
IBR/2BA 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4BR/2BA 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4BIR/ZBA 55% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4BIRIZBA 60% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4BR/2ZBA 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
COMMERCIAL 0 3,446 0 0 0 5,500 66,000
Total Units & Sq. Ft. 86 55,774 % of Sq. Ft. || % of Units L8 9021908 1082628
Communtiy Facilities 2,500|| Affordable || Affordable
Totdl Project Sq. Ft. 58,274|]  100.00%| _ 100.00%
Total Annual Rental Income $ 1,082,628
Operating Deficit Guarantee
10% of Perm. $ 751,696 Other Income -
Yedr | Op.Exp. [|$ 387,000 Laundry MUnit/Year  $ 50 $ 4,300
(Gudrantee $ 751,696 . Tenant Charges & Interest /Unit/Year $ 50 3 4,300
Total Annual Other Income 3 8,600
| Replacement Reserves Total Annual Potential Gross Income $ 1,091,228
Star"ldard/Umt 3 300 Vacancy & Collection Loss 3 (76,386)
UMR Min/Unit b 600
Reserve / Unit b 300 Annual Effective Gross Income $ 1,014,842
|
Project Unit Mix
Unit Type Number % of Total
I Bdrin/I Bath. 70 81.40%
2 Bldrm./i Bath. 16 18.60%
3 Bdrm./2 Bath. 0 0.00%
4 Bdrm./2 Bath. 0 0.00%
[[rotals 86 100.00%

OPERATING & LOAN DETAILS (continued)




[[Project: Oakland Senior | [Cocation: — Oakland, CA Il 6/252013)|

ANNUAL EXPENSES % of Annual % of Total }
EGI Operating Exp.  Per Unit Total

Real Estate Taxes & Special Assessments ’ 0.34% 0.90% $ 41.00 § 3,500
State Taxes 0.08% 021% $ 9.00 3§ 800
Insurance 1.69% 444% § 200.00 § 17,200
Licenses 0.032% 0.09% § 400 3% 350
Fuel & Gas 0.09% 025% $ 11.00 3 900
Electricity 0.76% 2.00% & 90.00 % 7,700
Water & Sewer 4.57% 12.00% § 540.00 § 46,400
Trash Removal 1.34% 3.50% $ 158.00 § 13,600
Pest Control . 0.14% 0.36% § 16,00 § 1,400
Bulding & Maintenance Repairs 4.57% 12.00% § 540.00 § 46,400
Building & Maintenance Supplies 2.29% 6.00% § 27000 $§ 23,200
Supportive Services i.18% 3.10% $ 140,00 § 12,000
Annual Issuer & Trustee Fees 0.00% 0.00% % - 3 -
Gardening & Landscaping 3.05% 800% §  360.00 3% 31,000
Management Fee 6.00% 1561% § 70200 § 60,400
On-Site Manager(s) 4.07% 10.67% §  480.00 % 41,280
Other Payroll 0.76% 2.00% $ 90.00 § 7,700
Manager's Unit Expense 6.05% 15.86% § 714.00 § 61,380
Cleaning Supplies 0.38% 1.00% $ ° 4500 % 3,900

, Benefits 0.200% 0.52% $ 2300 % 2,000
Payroll Taxes & Work Comp 2.50% 6.56% § 29500 3§ 25,400
Advertising 0.38% 1.00% § 4500 % 3,900
Telephone 0.15% 0.39% § 18.00 §% 1,500
Legal & Accounting 0.59% 1.55% % 70.00 § 6,000
Operating Reserves 0.00% 0.00% § - $ -
Office Supplies & Expense 0.15% 0.39% % 18.00 § 1,500
Miscellaneous Administrative -5.74% -15.07% § (679.00) $ (58,210}
Replacement Reserves 2.54% 6.67% § 30000 S 25,800

L]

Annual Expenses - Per Unit & Total 4500 $ 387,000

Annual Net Operating Income - Per Unit & Total § 7,300 § 627,842




Oakland Senior QOakland, CA
Multi-Year Stabilized Operating Pro-Forma
Net Rent / No.of | Annual Year Year Year
RENTAL INCOME % AMI Unit - Year | Units | Increase 1 2 3
1BR/1BA 50% 801 7 2.5% 67,284 68.966 70,690
1BR/1BA 55% 4 0 2 5% - - -
|BR/1BA 60% 968 63 2 5% 731,808 750,103 768,856
1BR/1BA 0% 0 0 25% - - -
2BR/1BA 50% 958 2 2.5% 22,992 23,567 24,156
2BR/1BA 55% 0 0 25% - - -
2BR/IBA 60% 1,158 14 25% 194,544 199,408 204,393
2BR/1BA 0% 0 0 2.5% - - -
3BR/2ZBA 50% 0 i} 25% - - -
IBR2ZBA 55% 0 0 2.5% - - -
3IBR/2BA 60% i} 0 2.5% - - -
3BR/2ZBA 0% 0 0 2 5% - - -
4BR/2BA 50% 0 0 2.5% - - -
4BR/2BA 55% 0 0 2.35% - - .-
4BR/2BA 60% 0 0 2.5% - - -
4BR/2BA 0% 0 0 2.5% - - -
COMMERCIAL 0% 0 0 2.5% - - -
TOTAL RENTAL INCOME 86 1,016,628 1,042,044 1,068,095
OTHER INCOME Unuts | Incr/Y¥T, Year-1 Year-2 Year-3
Laundry 86 25% 4,300 4,408 4,518
Tenant Charges & Interest 86 2 5% 4,300 4,408 4,518
TOTAL OTHER INCOME 8,600 8,815 9,035
TOTAL INCOME 1,025,228 1,050,859 1,077,130
Less Yacancy Allowance V% {71,766) (73,5600 (75.399)
GROSS INCOME 953,462 977.299 1.001,731
OPERATINC EXPENSES Per Umt - Yr 1| %EG | hcr./YT, Year-1 Year-2 Year-3
Advertising % 451 04% 3 5% 3.900 4,037 4,178
Legal 3 231 0.2% 35% 2.000 2.070 2,142
Accounting/A udit $ 47 | 0.4% 1.5% 4,000 4,140 4,285
Securty S -1 00% 3.5% - - -
Other Telephone, Office Expense, Misc S {642)] -5 8% 3.5% (55.210) (57,142) (59,142)
Management Fee S 702 { 6.3% 15% 60.400 62,514 64,702
Fuel S 2| 0.0% 3.5% 200 207 214
Gas 3 8| 0.1% 35% 700 725 750
Electricity S 9| 0.8% 35% 7,700 7970 8,248
Water/Sewer S 540 | 4.9% 3.5% 46,400 48,024 49,705
On-Site Manager 3 480 | 4.3% 35% 41,280 42,725 44,220
Maintenance Personnel 3 90| 0.8% 35% 7,700 7,970 8,248
Other _Payroll Taxes, Work Comp, Benefits 3 39| 2.9% 3.5% 27,400 28,359 29,352
Insurance . s 200 | L8% 3.5% 17.200 17,802 18,425
Painling S 500 05% 15% 4,300 4.451 4,606
Repairs 3 490 4.4% 3.5% 42,100 43,574 45,099
Trash Removal 3 158 | 1.4% 3.5% | 3,600 14.076 14,569
Extetrmnaling S 6] 0.1% 3.5% 1,400 1,449 1,500
Grounds $ 360 | 33% 31.5% 31,000 32,085 33,208
Elevator S -1 0.0% 3,5% - - -
Other: Cleaning & Bwlding Supphes $ 5| 2.8% 3.5% 27,100 28.049 29,030
Other’ Licenses S 41 0.0% 3.5% 350 362 375
Other. State Tax 3 9] 0.1% 35% 300 828 857
Other: 3 -1 00% 35% - - -
Other 5 -1 00% 3.5% - - -
Other 3 -1 00% 3.5% - - -
TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES s 3,306 284,320 294,271 304.571
temel Expense s - 00% 3.5% - - -
Service Amenities s 140 § 1.3% 3,5% 12,000 12420 12,855
Reserve for Replacement 3 00 ) 2% 0 0% 25,800 25,800 25,800
Real Estate Taxes 3 41 ] 04% 2.0% 3,500 3,570 3,641
TOTAL EXPENSES, TAXES & RESERVES s 3,786 325.620 336,061 346,867
CASH FLOW AVAILABLE FOR DEBT SERVICE 627,842 641,238 654,864
DEBT SERVICE & OTHER DISTRIBUTIONS l.oan Amount Year-1 Year-2 Year-3
Permanent Loan Hard |8 7,516,963 0.052] 502,274 502,274 502,274
Other NA LS - - - -
Asset Manageinen! Fees Soft 1§ 13,600 13,600 13,600 13,600
Deferred Developer Fee Soft |8 2,064,668 111,968 125,364 138,991
Other Sofi | S - - - -
Other Sofi 18 - - - -
Other Sofi | § - - - -
Equity Soft | $ 1,848,567 - - -
ANNUAL NET CASH FLOW / VEILD - - .
Deferred Dev. Fee Balance Interest Rate: 0.00% 1,952,700 1.827.336 1,688,345
Debt Service Coverage Ratio on Hard Debt 1.25 1.28 1.30




QOakland Senior Oakland, CA 6/25/2013
Multi-Year Stabilized Operating Pro-Forma
Net Rent / No of | Annual Year Year Y ear Year Year
RENTAL INCOME Yo AMI Unit - Year 1 Units | Increase 4 5 [ 7 3
1BR/1BA 50% 801 7 2.5% 72,458 74,269 76,126 78,029 79,980
IBR/IBA 55% 0 0 2.5% - - - - -
1BR/1BA 60% 968 63 2 5% 788,077 807,779 827.974 B48.673 869,890
IBR/1BA 0% 0 0 2.5% - - - - -
2BR/1BA 50% 958 2 2.5% 24,760 25,379 26,013 26,664 27,330
2BR/1BA 55% 0 0 2.5% - - - - -
2BR/IBA 60% 1,158 14 2.5% 209,503 214,740 220,109 225,611 231,252
2BR/1BA 0% 0 0 2.5% - - - - -
IBR/2ZBA 500 1] 0 2.5% - - - - -
IBR/2BA 55% 1] 0 2.5% - - - - -
3BR/2ZBA 60% 0 0 2.5% - - - - -
3BR/2BA ()% 0 0 2.5% - - - - -
4BR/2BA 50% 0) 0 2.5% - - - - -
4BR/2BA 55% 0 0 2.5% - - - - -
4BR/2BA 60% 0 0 2.5% - - - - -
4BR/2BA 0% 0 0 2.5% - - - - -
(COMMERCIAL 0% 0] 0 2.5% - - - - -
TOTAL RENTAL INCOME 86 1,094,797 | 1,122,167 | 1,150,221 | 1,178,977 | 1,208,451
OTHER INCOME Units | Incr /YT Year-4 Year-5 Year-6 Year-7 Year-8
Laundry 86 2.5% 3,631 3,746 3,865 3,087 5,111
Tenant Charges & Interest 86 2.5% 4,631 4,746 4,865 4,987 5,111
TOTAL OTHER INCOME 9,261 9.493 9,730 9.973 10,223
TOTAL INCOME 1,104,058 [ 1,131,660 | 1,159,951 ] 1,188,950 | 1,218,674
Tess Vavancy Allowance A (77.284) (19.216)]  (8L.197|  (83.227)]  (85.307)
GROSS INCOME 1,026,774 | 1,052.444 1,07-8.754 1,105,723 | 1,133,367
OPERATING EXPENSES Per Unit - Yr. 1| %EG] | Incr./YT. Year-4 Year.§ Year-6 Year-7 Year-8
Advertising s 45| 04% | 35% 3,324 3475 4.632 3,794 4,962
Legal 3 23| 0.2% 3.5% 2,217 2,295 2,375 2,459 2,545
‘Accounting/Audit 3 47| 04% | 3.5% 4,435 4,590 4,751 4917 5,089
Security 3 - 00% 315% - - - - -
Other: Telephone, Office Expense, Misc s (63| 58% | 35% (6L,212)]  (63.355)  (65.572)]  (67.867)]  (70.243)
Management Fee 3 702 ] 6.3% 3.5% 66,967 69,310 71,736 74,247 76,846
Fuel S 2| 00% 3.5% 222 230 238 246 254
Gas 3 8l 0.1% 3.5% 776 803 831 860 891
Electricity 3 90| 0.8% 3.5% 8,537 8,836 9,145 9,465 9.797
Water/Sewer S 540 {1 49% 3.5% 51,445 53,245 55,109 57.037 59,034
On-Site Manager s 480 | 4.3% 3 5% 45,768 47,370 49,028 50,744 52,520
Mamtenance Personnel 3 90| 0.8% 3.5% 8,537 8,836 9,145 9.465 9,797
Other. Payroll Taxes, Work Comp, Benefits $ 319 29% 35% 30,379 31,442 32,543 33,682 34,860
Insurance S 200 1.8% 3.5% 19,070 19,737 20,428 21,143 21,883
Painting S 50| 05% 3.5% 4,767 4,934 5,107 5,286 5471
Repairs s 490 | 4.4% 3.5% 46,677 48,311 50,002 51,752 53,563
Trash Removal S 158 | 1.4% 3.5% 15,079 15.606 16,153 16,718 17,303
Exterminanng S 161 0.1% 3.5% 1,552 1,607 1,663 1,721 1,781
Grounds S 60| 33% 3 5% 34,370 35,573 36.818 38,107 39.441
Elevator 5 -] 0.0% 3 5% - - - - -
Other: Cleaning & Bmiding Supplies S 315] 28% 31.5% 30,046 31,098 32,186 33,313 34,479
Other: Licenses 3 4| 0.0% 3.5% 388 402 416 430 445
Other: State Tax 3 9] 01% 3.5% 887 918 950 983 1,018
Other. 5 -1 0.0% 3.5% - - - - -
Other: s -1 0.0% 3 5% - - - - -
Other: 3 -] 00% 35% - - - - -
TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 3 3,306 315,231 326,264 337,683 349,502 361,734
Internet Expense S [ 00% | 35% - . B . 3
Service Amenities 3 140 | 1.3% 3.5% 13,305 13,770 14,252 14,751 15,267
Reserve for Replacement 3 300 2.7% 0 0% 25,800 25,800 25,800 25,800 25,800
Real Estate Taxes g 4l | 04% 20% 3,714 3,789 3,864 3,942 4,020
TOTAL EXPENSES, TAXES & RESERVES $ 3.7-86 358,050 369,623 381,599 393,995 406,822
CASH FLOW AVAILABLE FOR DEBT SERVICE 068,725 682,821 697,155 711,729 726,545
DEBT SERVICE & OTHER DISTRIBUTIONS Loan Amount Year-4 Year-5 Year-6 Year-7 Year-§
Permanent Loan Hard | S5 7.516,963 0052 502,274 502,274 502,274 502,274 502,274
Other NA (S - - - - - -
Asset Managemenl Fees Soft | § 13.600 13.600 13,600 13,600 13,600 13,600
Deferred Developer Fee Soft 1§ 2.064.668 152,851 166,948 181,281 195,855 210.671
Qther Soft 138 - ~ - - - - -
Other Soft | § - - - - - -
Other Soft 1§ - N - - - - B
Equity Soft | S 1.848.567 \\ﬁ - - - . N
ANNUAL NET CASH FLOW / VEILD . - - - - -
Deferred Dev, Fee Balance Interest Rate: 0.00% 1,535,494 | 1,368,546 | 1,187,265 991,410 780,739
Debt Service Coverage Ratio on Hard Debt 1.33 1.36 1.39 1.42 1.45




Qakland Senior Qakland, CA
Multi-Year Stabilized Operating Pro-Forma
Net Rent / Mo, ofi | Annual Year Year Year Year Year
RENTAL INCOME % AMI Unit - Year 1 Units lncrelasc 9 10 11 12 13
IBR/1BA 50% 801 7 2.5% 81,979 84,028 86,129 88,282 90.48%
| BR/IBA 55% 4] 0 2.5% - - - - -
1BR/IBA 60% 968 63 2.5% 891,637 913,928 936,776 960,196 984,200
|BR/1BA 0% 4] 0 2.5% - - - - -
2BR/1BA 50% 958 2 2.5% 28,014 28,714 29,432 30,167 30,922
2BR/1BA 55% 4] 0 2.5% - - - - -
2BR/1BA 60% 1,158 14 1 5% 237,033 242,959 249033 255259 261,640
3BR/1BA, 0% 0 0 7 5% - - - - -
IBR/2BA 50% ] 0 7.5% - - : - -
IBR/2BA 55% [ 0 2.5% N - - - -
IBRI2BA 60% 0 0 2.5% . . - . .
IBR/ZBA 0% 0 0 5% - . . - .
4BR/IBA 50% 0 0 2.5% - - - N .
4BR/2BA 55% 4] 0 2.5% - - - - - -
4BR/2BA 60% 0 4] 2.5% - - - - -
4BR/2B A, 0% 0 4] 2.5% - - - - -
[ COMMERCIAL 0% 0 4] 2.5% - - - - -
TOTAL RENTAL INCOME %6 1,238,663 | 1,269,629 | 1,301,370 1,333,904 | 1,367,252
OTHER INCOME Units | Incr/Yr, Year-9 Year-10 Year-11 Year-12 Year-13
Laundry 86 2 5% 5,239 5,370 5,504 5,642 5.783
Tenant Charges & hiterest 86 2 5% 5239 5.370 5,504 5,642 5,783
TOTAL OTHER INCOME 10,478 16,740 11,069 11,284 11,566
TOTAL INCOME 1.249,14] | 1,280,369 | 1312379 | 1,345,188 | 1.378818
Less Vacancy Allowance 7% (87,440)] _ (89,626)]  (91.866)]  (94,163) (96,517}
CROSS INCOME 1,16_1.7?)1 1,190,743 | 1,220,513 1 1,251,025 ] 1,282,301
OPERATING EXPENSES Per Unit - Yr. 1| %EGI | Incr./Yr. Year-9 Year-10 Year-11 Year-12 Year-13
Advertising S 35| 04% | 3.5% 5,136 5315 5,501 5,694 5893
Lepal 3 23 02% 3.5% 2,634 2,726 2,821 2,920 3,012
Accounting/Audit 3 47| 04% 3.5% 5,267 5,452 5,642 5,840 6,044
Secunty $ - | 0.0% 3.5% - ’ - - -
Other. Telephone, Office Expense, Misc. 3 (642)] -5.8% 3.5% (72,701) (75,246) (71,879 (80,605) (83,426)
Managemenl Fee S 7021 6.3% 3.5% 79,535 82319 85,200 88,182 91,269
Fuel S 21 0.0% 3.5% 263 273 282 292 302
(as 3 81 0.1% 3 5% 922 954 987 1,022 1,058
Electricity 3 90 | 0.8% 3.5% 10,139 10,494 16,862 11,242 11,635
Water/Sewer 3 540 | 4.9% 3.5% 61,100 63,238 65,452 67.743 70,114
On-Site Manager 3 480 | 43% 3.5% 54,358 56,260 58,230 60,268 62,377
Maintenance Personnel 3 90| 0.8% 3.5% 10,139 13,494 10,862 11,242 11,635
Other: Payroll Taxes, Work Comp, Benefits 3 319 29% 3.5% 36,081 37.343 38,650 40,003 41,403
Insurance S 200 ] 1.8% 3 5% 22,649 23,442 24,262 25,111 25,990
Painting 3 501 0.5% 31.5% 5,662 5,860 6,066 |- 6,278 6,498
Repairs 8 490 1 4.4% 3.5% 55,438 57,378 59,386 61,465 63.616
Trash Removal 3 158 1.4% 3 5% 17,909 18,535 19,184 19,856 20,551
Exterminating S 16] 0.1% 3.5% 1,844 1,908 1,975 2,044 2,115
Grounds 3 3601 3.3% 3.5% 40,821 42250 43,729 45,259 46,843
Elevator 3 -{ 00% 3.5% - - . - ) -
Other: Cleaning & Building Supplies 3 J15{ 28% 1.5% 35,686 36,935 38,227 39,565 40,950
Other: Licenses S 4| 00% 3.5% 461 477 494 511 529
Other. State Tax S 9] 01% 3.5% 1,053 1,090 1,128 1,168 1,269
Other: S «| 0.0% 3.5% - - - - -
Other: 3 -| 0.0% 3.5% - - - - -
QOther 3 -] 0.0% 3.5% - - - - -
TOTAL QPERATING EXPENSES S 3,306 374,395 387,499 401,061 415,099 429,627
Internet Expense S - | 0.0% 3.5% - - - B -
Service Amenities 3 140 | 13% 3.5% 15,802 16,355 16,927 17,520 18,133
Reserve for Replacement 3 300 27% 0.0% 25,800 25,800 25,800 25.800 25,800
Real Estate Taxes . 3 41| 04% 2.0% 4,101 4,183 4,260 4,352 4,439
7TOTAL EXPENSES, TAXES & RESERVES 3 3.786 420,098 433,837 448,055 462,7'?6 477,999
CASH FLOW AVAILABLE FOR DERT SERVICE 804,302
DEBT SERVICE & OTHER DISTRIBUTIONS Loan Amount Year-9 Year-10 Year-11 Year-12 Year-13
Permanent Loan Hard | § 7,516,963 0.052 502,274 502,274 502,274 502,274 502,274
Other NA | S - - - - - -
Asset Management Fees Sofi 1§ 13,600 13,600 13,600 13,600 13,600 13,600
Deferred Developer Fee Sofi 1§ 2,004,668 225,730 241,033 256,584 57,392 -
Other Soft | 8 - - - - - /-
Other Sofi | § - - - - 17 -
Other Sofi |3 - - - - -1/ -
Equity Sofi [ § 1,848,567 - - | 107495, 144214
ANNUAL NET CASH FLOW / YEILD - - - | 107,495 | 144,214
Deferred Dev. Fee Balance Interest Rate: 0.00% 555,009 313,976 57,392 - -
Debt Service Coverage Ratlo on Hard Debt 1,48 1.51 1.54 1.57 1.60




Oakland Senior :
Multi-Year Stabilized Operating Pro-Forma

Qakland, CA

Net Rent/ No.of | Annual Year Year
RENTAL INCOME % AMI Unit - Year 1 Units | Increase 14 15
JBR/IBA 50% 801 7 2.5% 92,752 95,071
|BR/1BA 55% 0 0 2.5% - -
IBR/IBA 0% 968 63 2.5% 1,008,805 | 1.034,026
1BR/1BA 0% 0 0 2 5% - -
ZBR/1BA 50% 958 2 2.5% 31,695 32,487
ZBR/1BA 55% 0 4] 2.5% - -
2BR/IBA 0% 1,158 14 2.5% 268,181 274,886
ZBR/1BA 0% 0 0 2.5% - -
3BR/ZBA 50% 0 i) 2.5% - -
3BR/ZBA 55% 0 i) 2.5% - -
3BR/2BA 0% 0 0 2.5% - -
3BR/2BA 0% 0 0 2.5% - -
4BR/2ZBA 50% 0 i) 2.5% - -
4BR/2BA 55% 0 0 2.5% - -
4BR/2BA 0% 0 i) 2.5% - -
4BRI2BA 0% 0 [ 2.5% - -
COMMERCIAL 0% 0 0 2.5% - -
ITOTAL RENTAL INCOME 86 1.401,433 | 1,436,469
[OTHER INCOME Umits | Incr/Yr. | Year-14 | Year-15
Laundry 86 2 5% 5,928 6,076
Tenant Charges & Interest 26 2 5% 5,928 6,076
TOTAL OTHER INCOME 11,855 12,152
TOTAL INCOME 1,413,288 | 1,448,620
Less Yacancy Allowance 1% (98,930)] (101,403}
GROSS INCOME 1,314,358 | 1,347,217
OPERATING EXPENSES Per Unit- Yr. 1| %EGI | Incr./Yr, Year-14 Year-15
Advertising 5 451 04% | 3 5% 6,099 6313
Legal 3 23] 0% 3.5% 3,128 3,237
Accounting/Audit S 47| 0.4% 35% 6,256 6,475
Security 5 - 0.0% 3 5% - -
Other: Telephone, Office Expense, Misc. S {642)] -5.8% 35% (86,346) (89,368)
Management Fee S 702 [ 6.3% 3.5% 94,463 97,769
Fuel S 2] 00% 3.5% 313 324
Gas 3 8] 0.1% 3.5% 1,095 1,133
Electricity $ 90| 0.8% 3 5% 12,042 12,464
Water/Sewer 3 540 [ 4.9% 3.5% 72,568 75,107
On-Site Manager § 4801 43% 3.5% 64,560 66,820
Maintenance Personnel E 901 0.8% 3.5% 12,042 12,464
Other. Payroll Taxes, Work Comp, Benefits 3 3191 29% 3.5% 42,852 44.352
Insurance S 200] 1.8% 3.5% 26,900 27.842
Painting 3 50| 05% 3.5% 6,725 6.960)
Repairg b 490 | 44% 3.5% 65.843 68,147
Trash Removal S 158 | 1.4% 35% 21,270 22,014
Exterminating S 16] 0.1% 3.5% 2,190 2.266
Grounds 3 360 | 3.3% 3.5% 48,483 50.180
Elevator 3 -1 0.0% 35% - -
Chher Cleaming & Building Supplies 5 315 2.8% 15% 42,383 43,867
Chher Licenses S 4] 0.0% 31.5% 547 567
Other. State Tax 3 91 01% 315% 1,251 1,295
Chher, 5 -] 0.0% 3.5% - -
Other: $ - b 0.0% 3 5% - -
Other: H -1 0.0% 3.5% - -
[TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES S 3,306 394,664 | 460,227
Internet Expense 5 -] 0.0% 3 5% - -
Service Amenities b 140 | 1.3% 3 5% 18,767 19,424
Réserve for Replacement S 300 27% 00% 25,800 25.800
Real Estate Taxes 3 41 | 0 4% 2 0% 4,528 4,618
TOTAL EXPENSES, TAXES & RESERVES S 3,786 493,159 510,070
[CASH FLOW AVAILABLE FOR DEBY SERVICE .~ | | | | $0.9] 559,18
DEBT SERVICE & OTHER DISTRIBUTIONS Loan Amount Year-14 Year-15
Permanent Loan Hard |3 1516963 0.052 502,274 502,274
Oither NA |3 - - -
Asset Management Fees Soft | § 13,600 13,600 13.600
Deferred Developer Fee Soft |5 2,064,668 - -
Oither Soft | S - - s
Other Sofi | § - - -
Other Soft [ § - - -
Equity Soft |3 1,848,567 152,363 160,637
ANNUAL NET CASH FLOW/ YEILD 152,363 | 160,637
Deferred Dev. Fee Balance Interest Rate: 0.00% - -
Debt Service Coverage Ratio on Hard Debt 1.63 1.67




Approved as to Form and Legality

e FIEED s OAKLAND CITY COUNCIL  ZZek=f 1200

QAKLAND City Attorney

3 RESOLUTION NO. C.M.S.

Introduced by Councilmember

MINOY -7 PH 1:3

A RESOLUTION DENYING THE APPEAL OF CRADL AND
CITIZENS4OAKLAND AND UPHOLDING THE CITY PLANNING
COMMISSION’S CERTIFICATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT AND APPROVAL OF A MIXED-USE PROJECT, CONSISTING
OF 115 SENIOR HOUSING UNITS AND 3,446 SQUARE FEET OF RETAIL
SPACE, AT 4311-4317 MACARTHUR BOULEVARD

WHEREAS, AMG & Associates (“Applicant™) filed applications for Major Conditional Use
Permits, Variances, Design Review, and Califomia Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA™)
Review for the High and MacArthur Mixed-Use Project (“Project”) on March 5, 2010; and

WHEREAS, the City, commencing in 2011, began preparing a CEQA document (a focused
Draft Environmental Impact Report, hereafter referred to as a “DEIR”), published a Notice of:
Preparation for the DEIR on May 18, 2011, and held a Scoping Meeting before the Plarming
Commission for the DEIR -on June 15, 2011, all in accordance with CEQA; and

WHEREAS, the Plarming Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing on the DEIR on
December 5, 2012, and the 45-day public comment period on the DEIR closed on December 10,
2012; and

WHEREAS, the City received comments on the DEIR and prepared a Response to Comment
Document/ Final EIR (“FEIR”) to address the comments received during the 45-day comment
period; and

- WHEREAS, the FEIR was published on June 28, 2013, along with a Notice of
Availability/Release of the FEIR, both ofiwhich were sent to the Appellants via their attomey;
and

WHEREAS, on July 17, 2013, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public
hearing on the Project, closed the public hearing, certified and made appropriate CEQA findings
for the EIR, and approved the Project, subject to findings and conditions of approval; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission found, in part, that (i) the issues raised in comments on
the DEIR were adequately addressed in the FEIR; and (ii) the Project would: be consistent with
both the applicable zoning designation and General Plan classification; redevelop a vacant (except
for a billboard), blighted site with a mixed-use project providing a combination ofisenior housing
and commercial space in the Laurel District; meet the General Plan goals of providing new housing
units and infill development on underused or vacant parcels on a site identified as a Housing
Opportunity site in the City’s Housing Element; enhance the area and be an addition to the
surrounding neighborhood; result in the removal ofian existing billboard and clean-up ofiexisting
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hazardous material contamination; not create substantial adverse impacts; and meet the criteria for -
design review, conditional use permits to allow increased density for senior housing, a reduction

in parking for senior. housing, and ground-level parking and loading areas, and variances for
increased height to enable the higher density senior housing; and

WHEREAS, as previously stated, both the 45-day public comment period on the Draft EIR and
public hearing on the Project under Public Resources Code section 21177(a) were closed by the
City Planning Commission and a decision on the Project was made by the City Planning
Commission on July 17, 2013, and also a Notice of Determination for the Project was filed on
July 18, 2013; and

WHEREAS, on July 29, 2013, the Commercial and Retail Attraction and Development for the
Laurel (CRADL) and Citizens4QOakland (“Appellants™) filed an appeal to the City Council
challenging the Planning Commission’s decision (“Appeal”); and

WHEREAS, on November 19, 2013, the City Council conducted a duly noticed public hearing
on the Appeal, in part, under Oakland Planning Code sections 17.130.050, 17.134.040A1 and
17.134.070 and CEQA Guidelines section 15185 (and not a pubhc héaring on the Project under
Public Resources Code section 21177(a), nor a de novo hearing,; rather, the hearing on the appeal
was limited only to the Issues properly presented to the City Council, as stated below); and

WHEREAS, all interested parties were given the opportunity to participate in the public hearing
on the Appeal in accordance with all applicable City procedures; and

WHEREAS, the public hearing on the Appeal was closed by the City Council on November 19,
2013; now, therefore be it

RESOLVED, The City Council finds and determines, after having independently reviewed and
considered the record and the EIR, that the responses to the DEIR public comments contained in
the FEIR, as well as the staff report for the July 17, 2013 Plaiming Commission meeting and the
City Council Agenda Report for the November 19, 2013 City Council meeting constitute
substantial evidence that adequately address the issues raised by the Appellants; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, The City Council, haying independently reviewed, heard, considered
and weighed all the evidence in the record presented on behalf of all parties and being fully
informed of the Applications, EIR, the decision of the Planning Commission, and the Appeal,
hereby finds and determines that the Appellants have not shown, by reliance on
appropriate/proper evidence in the record, that the Planning Commission’s decision was made in
error, that there was an abuse of discretion by the Planning Commission, and/or that the Planning
Commission’s decision was not supported by sufficient, substantial evidence in the record.
This decision is based, in part, on the November 19, 2013 City Council Agenda Report, the July
17,2013 Plaiming Commission staff report, and the EIR, all of which are hereby incorporated by
reference as if fully set forth herein. Accordingly, the Appeal is denied, the Planning
Commission’s decision to adopt the above-referenced CEQA findings (including that the EIR
was completed in compliance with CEQA and the certification of the EIR} and other required
findings and approve the Project are upheld; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That, in further support of the City Council’s decision to deny the
Appeal and approve the Project, the City Council affimis and adopts as its own independent
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findings and determinations (1) the November 19, 2013 City Council Agenda Report, including
without limitation the discussion, findings, conclusions, conditions of approval (including the
Standard Conditions of Approval/Mitigation and Monitoring Program (“SCAMMRP”)) (each of
which is hereby separately and independently adopted by this Council in full); and (ii) the July
17,2013 Planning Commission staff report, including without hmitation the discussion, findings,
conclusions, conditions ofiapproval and SCAMMRP (each ofiwhich is hereby separately and
independently adopted by this Council in full); and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, As a separate and independent basis, certain arguments, issues and/or
evidence (hereafter Issues) raised in the Appeal are not properly before the City Council since
they were not specifically raised (a) during the seventeen (17) day public comment period on the
Project, up to and including the July 17, 2013 City Plaming Commission hearing/decision on the
Project; and/or (b) during the Draft EIR’s 45-day public comment period and related to the
current Project. The requirement to present any and all Issues during the aforementioned periods
(and therefore limiting any appeal to such previously presented Issues) is provided for in (i)
various notices/agendas for the Project, for which the Appellant had actual and construction
notice; (i1) the City’s Appeal Formi (which has not been revised since May 2011); (iii) the
City’s July 22, 2013 decision letter on the Project; and (iv) various provisions ofithe Oakland
Planning Code, including without limitation sections 17.130.050 (Presentation ofiwritten and
documentary evidence); 17.134.040A1 (Procedure for Consideration of Major CUP at the
Planning Commission hearing); and 17.134.070 (Appeal to City Council for Major CUP).
Although the City Council is not legally obligated to consider Issues not properly before it, it has
nevertheless considered them — without waiving any ofiits rights to object to the late/improper
submittal of the Issues-- as detailed in the November 19, 2013 City Council Agenda Report; and
- beit

FURTHER RESOLYVED, As a further separate and independent basis, certain Issues raised
during the Draft EIR’s 45-day public comment period are also not properly before the City
Council because they were written and submitted for an earlier (2008) project, not the current
Project. Thus, Issues that were not raised on the adequacy of the current Project’s DEIR but
rather on the earlier project are by definition unrelated to the current Project’s Draft EIR since

* they were prepared years prior to the release of the current Project’s Draft EIR. Although the
City Council 1s not legally obligated to consider Issues not properly before it, it has nevertheless
considered them — without waiving any of its rights to object to the late/improper submittal ofithe
Issues-- as detailed in the November 19, 2013 City Council Agenda Report; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, The public hearing on the Appeal is not a de novo hearing -- in
accordance with the Oakland Planning Code and the decision in Mashoon v. City of Oakland
(Appeal No. A077608, filed December 9, 1997, First Appellate District, Division Five); rather, it
1s limited only to the Issues properly presented to the City Council, as stated above; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, The City Council finds and determines that this Resolution complies
with CEQA and the Environmental Review Officer is directed to cause to be filed a Notice of:
Determination with the appropriate agencies; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, The record before this Council relating to this Resolution includes,
without limitation, the following, as it relates to the current Project (and not the earlier, 2008
project):



1. the Applications, inciuding all accompanying maps and papers;

2. all plans submitted by the Applicant and its representatives;,

3. all staff reports, decision letters, and other documentation and infornation produced by or
on behaif of the City, inciuding without limitation the Draft and FEIR (collectively called
“EIR”) and supporting technical studies, all related and/or supporting materials, and all
notices relating to the Applications and attendant hearings;

4. all oral and written evidence properly received by City staff, the Planning Commission,
and the City Council before and during the public hearings on the Applications, as stated
above;

5. all matters of common knowledge and all official enactments and acts of the City, such as
(a) the General Plan; (b) the Oakland Municipal Code; (c) the Oakland Planning Code;
(d) other applicable City policies and regulations; and (e) all applicable State and federal
laws, rules and regulations; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, The custodians and locations of the documents or other materials
which constitute the record of proceedings upon which the City Council’s decision is based are
(a) the Planning and Building Department, Plaiming and Zoning Division, 250 Frank H. Ogawa
Plaza, Suite 3315, Oakland, Califomia, and (b) the Office of the City Clerk, 1 Frank H. Ogawa
Plaza, First Floor, Oakland, Califomia; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, per standard City practice, if litigation is filed challenging this
decision, or any subsequent implementing actions, then the time period for obtaining necessary
permits for eonstmction or aiteration and/or commencement of authorized constmection-related
activities stated in Condition of Approval #2 is automatically extended for the duration of the
litigation; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, The recitals contained in this Resolution are true and correct and are
an integral part of the City Council’s decision.

fiN COUNCIL, OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA,
PASSED BY THE FOLLOWING VOTE:

AYES - BROOKS, GALLO, GIBSON MCELHANEY, KALB, KAPLAN, REID, SCHAAF and
PRESIDENT KERNIGHAN

NOES -
ABSENT -

ABS]

ENTION -

ATTEST:

LaTonda Simmoﬁs

City Clerk and Clerk of the Council
For the of City of Oakland, Califomia



