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oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo
oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo
--------------------------------------------------

This meeting is wheelchair accessible. To request materials in alternative formats, or to request an ASL
interpreter or assistive listening device, contact Betty Marvin at 510-238-6879, bmarvin@oaklandnet.com,
or TDD 510-238-3254 at least three working days before the meeting. Please refrain from wearing scented
products to this meeting so those with chemical sensitivities may attend.

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo
oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

A. ROLL CALL

B. OPEN FORUM

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo
--------------------------------------------------

C. APPROVAL OF MINUTES of February 9, February 23, and March 9, 2015

D. EDUCATIONAL PRESENTATIONS

1. Landmark of the Month or other features of interest

Southern Pacific Oakland Mole site, foot of Seventh Street (Port View Park): Oakland City Land-
mark #49, LM 81-42, Ord. 10049 C.M.S., April 14, 1981. Presentation by Boardmember Andrews.

2. Study of Preservation Element (adopted goal for 2015)

Political background of the Preservation Element, presentation by Frederick Hertz, former
chair of Landmarks Board and Historic Preservation Element task force.

E. NEW BUSINESS
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1. Location: | 1955 Broadway (APN: 008-0639-001-00)
Proposal: | Proposal to remodel the exterior of the historic Capwell's Building
at 1955 Broadway. The proposal includes removal of the exterior
EIFS and replicated exterior trim that was installed after the
building retrofit after damage sustained from the 1989 Loma Prieta
earthquake. The proposal includes installing a new exterior terra
cotta veneer and reopening the windows and storefronts that were
sealed with shotcrete as part of the retrofit.
Applicant: | Lane Partners
Contact | Scott Smithers — (650) 838-0100
Person/Phone:
Owner: | WL BROADWAY TELEGRAPH OWNER VII, LLC

Case File Number:

PLN15-026

General Plan:

Central Business District

Zoning:

CBD-P, Central Business District Pedestrian Retail Commercial Zone

Historic Status:

Designated Historic Property (H.C. Capwell Co. Department
Store); Rating: B1+, Contributor to the Uptown Commercial API

Service Delivery
District:

Metro

City Council District:

3

Action to be Taken:

Provide comments to staff regarding the proposed project.

For Further
Information:

Contact case planner Peterson Z. Vollmann at (510) 238-6167 or by
email: pvollmann @ oaklandnet.com.
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2. Location:

Oak Knoll Mixed Use Community Plan Project

The project is located on the former Oak Knoll Naval Medical Center Property at 8750
Mountain Boulevard and is bounded by Keller Avenue and Mountain Boulevard. APNs:
043A-4675-003-21, 043A-4712-001 (portion), 043A-4675-003-19, 043A-4675-003-16,
043A4678-003-17 (roadway easement), 043A-4675-003-30 (roadway easement) 048 -6865-
002-01, and 043A-4675-74-01.

Proposal:

Conduct a Scoping Session for a revised Supplemental Environmental Impact Report to
receive comments regarding the information, analysis and potential cultural resource-related
impacts associated with the Oak Knoll Mixed Use Community Plan Project. The Project
proposes a mixed-use residential community of approximately a) 935 residential units of
varying types, b) 72,000 sq. ft. of neighborhood commercial use and c¢) approximately 77
acres of open space and recreation areas, including an improved creek corridor. The Sea
West Federal Credit Union and Seneca Center located in the middle of the Project site are
not considered part of the Project.

Background: In 1996, the Naval Medical Center Oakland property was subject to a Final Reuse Plan that
presented five land use alternatives for the reuse of the property. The Maximum Capacity Alternative within
the Final Reuse Plan included a) 584 residential units, b) 400, 000 sq. ft. of commercial space, and c) 32
acres of open space. The Maximum Capacity Alternative was approved by the Oakland City Council as the
preferred alternative. In 2005, SunCal Oak Knoll, LLC proposed the “former Oak Knoll Project” which
included a) 960 residential units, 82,000 sq. ft. of commercial space and 53 acres of open space. The
“former Oak Knoll Project” was not approved. The current proposal is modified version of the 2005
“former Oak Knoll Project.” Major changes from that proposal include the addition of the 15 acre abutting
property to the south and the demolition of the Oak Knoll Golf and Country Club (known as Club Knoll)

Applicant:

Oak Knoll Venture Acquisitions, LCC (previously SunCal Oak Knoll, LLC), Sam Veltri

Phone Number:

(949)705-8786

Owner:

Oak Knoll Venture Acquisitions, LCC and the City of Oakland

Case File Number:

ER15-004

Planning Permits
Required:

Rezoning, Planned Unit Development , Preliminary Development Plan, Tentative Tract
Map, and possible other discretionary permits and/or approvals

General Plan:

Hillside Residential, Community Commercial, Institutional, Urban Open Space and
Resource Conservation Area

Zoning:

RH-3, Hillside Residential Zone -3 and RH-4 Hillside Residential Zone -4

Environmental
Determination:

A revised Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) is being prepared under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Background: In 1998, the Oakland City Council certified the Environmental Impact Statement /Environmental
Impact Report (EIS/EIR) for the Disposal and Reuse of the Naval Medical Center Oakland and Final Reuse
Plan including the Maximum Capacity Alternative. A 2006 Initial Study and 2007 Draft SEIR was prepared and
circulated for the “former Oak Knoll Project.” No Final SEIR was certified. Because Oak Knoll Mixed Use
Community Plan Project may result in new or substantially more severe impacts than the “former Oak Knoll
Project” analyzed in 2007, the City is preparing a revised SEIR.

Historic Status:

The Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey rates Club Knoll as a Potential Designated Historic
Property (PDHP) with a rating of B+3. The Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board
(LPAB) found it eligible for Landmark status with an A rating in June of 1995 and placed it
on the Preservation Study List. Club Knoll is therefore considered a CEQA historic resource.

Service Delivery

4

District:
City Council District: | 7
Status: | A Notice of Preparation for an SEIR was published and distributed on March 20, 2015. The

comment period began March 23, 2015 and written public comments are due no later than
April 21, 2015.

Actions to be Taken:

Receive public and LPAB comments on the information and analysis to include in the
revised SEIR related to Cultural Resources.

For Further
Information:

Contact Robert Merkamp, Development Planning Manager at (510) 238-6283 or
rmerkamp @ oaklandnet.com
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F. OLD BUSINESS

G. BOARD REPORTS

H. SUBCOMMITTEE REPORTS
(Capwell’s subcommittee will report under item E.1.)

I ANNOUNCEMENTS

J. SECRETARY REPORTS

K. UPCOMING?

Camron-Stanford House landscape/lighting
Emerald Views / Schilling Garden

General Electric plant demolition/mitigation
Oakland Auditorium/Kaiser Convention Center
Southern Pacific Station, 16th & Wood Streets

L. ADJOURNMENT

B o

BETTY MARVIN
Historic Preservation Planner

NEXT REGULAR MEETING:
May 11, 2015

The Landmarks Board welcomes public comment on all agenda items. The Board requests that speakers
limit comments to no more than three minutes. Correspondence received by the Monday prior to the
meeting will be included in the Board’s agenda packet.

Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315, Oakland, CA 94612
bmarvin @oaklandnet.com
Fax 510-238-6538



MINUTES LANDMARKS PRESERVATION
ADVISORY BOARD
OAKLAND, CA 94612

LANDMARKS PRESERVATION

ADVISORY BOARD MEMBERS:

Christopher Andrews, Chair March 9, 2015

Peter Birkholz

Stafford Buckley Regular Meeting 6 PM
Eleanor Casson City Hall, Sgt. Mark Dunakin
Frank Flores Hearing Room 1

Mary E. MacDonald 1 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza

Oakland, California 94612

A. ROLLCALL

Board Members present:  Andrews, Birkholz, Casson, MacDonald
Board Members absent: Buckley and Flores, excused absences
Staff present: Betty Marvin, La Tisha Russell

B. OPEN FORUM — Naomi Schiff, Oakland Heritage Alliance (OHA — Announced tour of Julia
Morgan buildings on the Mills College Campus, Saturday 3/21/15, with the Mills College architect.

C. APPROVAL OF MINUTES of February 9 and February 23 — postponed to April

D. LANDMARK OF THE MONTH or other features of interest — Southern Pacific Oakland Mole site,
foot of Seventh Street (Port View Park): Oakland City Landmark #49, LM 81-42, Ord. 10049 C.M.S.,
April 14, 1981. Presentation by Board Member Andrews. Postponed until April 2015

E. NEW BUSINESS - Action Items

1. Uptown Station (H.C. Capwell store, later Sears, 1935-55 Broadway/ 20th/
Telegraph, 1928, Ashley & Evers, architects): Informational presentation by Gensler Architects,
applicant, for proposed remodel of the historic Capwell’s Building at 1955 Broadway. Background on
the building’s exterior finishes both prior to and after the seismic retrofit due to damage by the 1989
Loma Prieta earthquake. The proposed reuse will include retaining ground floor retail and new upper
floor office uses. Case Planner, Pete Vollmann, (510) 238-6167, pvollmann@oaklandnet.com .

Pete Vollmann, Case Planner, gave an informational presentation on the proposed remodeling and
reuse of the historic Capwell’s Building, later the Sears building, in Uptown Oakland. Planning Staff
and the architect had discussions regarding the project as it began to develop and concerned by the
underlying damage caused by the Loma Prieta Earthquake in 1989. Staff requested architect to look into
pulling back some of the sections of the building to see if any historical elements from the original
facade were left intact. Applicant requested to come before the Board and give a presentation on their
findings.
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Peter Weingarten of Gensler Architects and Drew Haydel of Lane Partners (owners of the
building), gave a PowerPoint presentation on the proposed project of the renovation and the reuse of the
Capwell’s Building, now Sears. Both contend this is an exciting venture and want to bring this historic
retail hub back to its glory but the process is challenging and complicated. Several areas of the facade
were extensively damaged by the Loma Prieta earthquake in 1989 and additional damage to the exterior
finishes from the earthquake retrofit.

The current proposal of the renovation process would consist of changing the use to provide creative
work space on the upper levels and retail on the ground floor areas, providing windows as they were
originally, a seismic restraint system in the center of the building, with a rigid core, replacing the
exterior system with a water proof (rain screen) system, grand entrance portals and a terra cotta facade.

BOARD COMMENTS/QUESTIONS

Questions raised by the Board were regarding damage to the building after the earthquake and what was
done about it, original design of the windows and will they be retained, if any of the historical elements
in the building are still remaining, the shotcrete that was applied to the building, the proposed rain
screen system and the terra cotta scheme.

Peter Weingarten, principal architect, responded that the majority of the windows were damaged and
non-operable. They’re attempting to bring back natural lighting and maximize ventilation on the floors
and are still investigating the best way to do this. Some of the remnants are not in their original location
and some are actually acting as storefronts, just propped up against the facade. They are looking at ways
to retain some those artifacts, because they’re not re-useable in place, perhaps on display somewhere
inside the finished project. The waterproof layer would give a smooth clean facade to the building and
using terra cotta would blend in with the richness of colors that exists in Uptown Oakland now.

The Board decided to create a sub-committee so they could get a better view of what the architect is
doing and keep close watch on the progress.

PUBLIC SPEAKERS/COMMENTS

Chris Buckley, former Planning staff member who was case planner for this project in 1989-90,
commented on the damage that occurred after the earthquake, stating that the previous owner, Carter
Hawley Hale, wanted to get the store reopened right away for the 1990 Christmas season. Staff tried to
get them to do the seismic retrofit on the interior but the owners said it would take too long, they
couldn’t make the 1990 season and they would have to close the store. Staff went to the Planning
Commission for a decision, since it was such a high profile case, and the result was the exterior facade
that’s on there today.

Naomi Schiff, Oakland Heritage Alliance (OHA), presented a letter that was addressed to Lane Partners
and some previous pictures of the building. Ms. Schiff had several concerns pertaining to the design and
reuse of the project such as retaining the surviving original exterior, restore original fabric, retain solid
walls with punch-out openings, retain two original entryways, retain original ground floor windows and
retain openness of first floor. She asked the applicants to retain as much as possible since it is one the
major historic buildings in Oakland.

Chris Buckley, Oakland Heritage Alliance (OHA), reiterated the recommendation about retaining the
original exterior of the building, and also had concerns regarding the main entry, possibly making it two
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entries, restoring cracked brick surfaces, repairing some of the terra cotta that was destroyed after the
earthquake, and did a count of the remaining original windows.

Joyce Roy, architect and Oakland resident, liked the idea of using terra cotta on the building, since it
would blend in well with the other buildings, and also asked if there was going to be an atrium in the
center of the building. (There will be.)

2. Informational presentation on Brooklyn Basin Project (formerly known as Oak to
Ninth), 9th Avenue Terminal, and proposed Shoreline Park - applicant Zarsion-OHP 1, LLC
(“ZOHP”): Brooklyn Basin Project land use entitlements were originally approved in 2006-09.
Applicant is now initiating Phase | improvements by seeking a Final Development Permit to construct
Shoreline Park, including the demolition of a large portion of the 9th Avenue Terminal. In the future,
staff will bring to LPAB the demolition findings for the 9th Avenue Terminal and an application to
designate the 9th Avenue Terminal as a City of Oakland Landmark. Case Planner, Catherine Payne,
(510) 238-6168, cpayne@oaklandnet.com.

Catherine Payne, case planner, gave an informational presentation on the Final Development Permit
application (FDP) for the Shoreline Park which is accompanied by a Landmark application. Staff
provided plans to the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board (LPAB) for review but was not asking
for recommendations or specific actions at this time, but giving the Board and public an opportunity to
absorb information about the project.

The original entitlement with the City was in 2006, confirmed in 2009 following a lawsuit. This project
has not been before the LPAB since that time. The original approval included a development
agreement, a re-zoning of the area, as well as a tentative tract map and a Planned Unit Development
(PUD), which had an associated Preliminary Development Plan (PDP). Since the FDP is preliminary
and not complete, staff and applicant had asked to come before the LPAB and reintroduce the project to
get input and suggestions on the design. Staff will return to the LPAB with demolition findings for the
9th Avenue Terminal and to consider the timing of the Landmark application, before or after the
demolition findings.

Patrick Van Ness, Signature Development Group (SDG) has been working on the project since 2001
and would like to start the process of a design and development of the first part of the Brooklyn Basin
Project, which would be the Shoreline Park. The project has 3,100 residential units along the waterfront
from Estuary Park to the 10th Avenue on-ramp, has 22 acres of development parcels, and 33 acres of
parks that include the 9th Avenue Terminal. It was decided at the Council level and the San Francisco
Bay Conservation Development Commission to build a park on that location where the existing 9th
Avenue Terminal is and SDG would rehabilitate the front bulkhead portion of the building along with
about 10% of the warehouse section.

BOARD COMMENTS/QUESTIONS

Comments raised by the Board regarding the Landmark application and design of the park are as
follows: would prefer to process Landmark application sooner rather than later (prior to demolition);
prefer to receive an application to landmark entire building; can 2004 Landmark application be revived;
would like applicant to work with community to submit application.
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Park design should incorporate references to extent and footprint of historic building; carry evidence of
building out into landscape (keep pedestals/columns), ensure long-term maintenance of unique park
features, need more public amenities (restrooms, seating and gathering areas), park feels vast, empty,
invigorate space with pop-up retail, activities, indicate immense scale of 9th Avenue Terminal, express
landscape that might have been there historically.

Board decided to establish a sub-committee for the project: Andrews, MacDonald, Buckley.

PUBLIC SPEAKERS

Naomi Schiff, Oakland Heritage Alliance (OHA), likes Michael Willis design for the remaining portion
of the 9th Avenue Terminal, mark the original portion of the building to indicate the earlier as well as
the later construction phase of the building, park design is not adequately detailed; does not support
landmarking the building, this will be a remnant of a facility and landmarking such would be an insult.
Believes the wharf may be historic given its age; no high-end restaurant, integrate indoor/outdoor space.

Joyce Roy, resident, how many building bays is the project required to preserve? (Staff response: 4 bays
= 20,000 sf; keeping additional 2 bays as outdoor space is not part of the required building retention.)
Designate entire building as a landmark: what if the planned project never happens?

3. Children’s Hospital Master Plan FEIR and related actions — cultural resource comments

Location:

Children’s Hospital and Research Center Oakland (CHRCO) is located at 747 52™ Street and is
generally bounded by 53" Street to the north, State Route 24 (SR-24) to the east, and MLK Jr. Way
and the elevated BART tracks to the south and west. APNs: Multiple

Proposal:

The Project would occur in two phases.

Phase | would (a) demolish one residential building and minor rear yard additions on two residential
buildings; (b) construct a 6-story, 89,100 sq. ft. Outpatient Center (OPC2) and a 1,100 sg. ft. addition
to the existing Central Plant Building; (c) construct a new entrance to the existing parking garage off
Martin Luther King Jr. Way; (d) improve landscaping and utilities; and (e) renovate 95,500 sq. ft.
within the existing Hospital.

Phase 11 would (a) demolish one residential building, a modular building, the rear portions of three
residential buildings, the B/C Wing, the existing heli-stop structure, the Bruce Lyon Memorial
Research Center, the HemOnc Administrative Building and several trailers; (b) construct a 2-story,
14,500 sq. ft. Family Residence Building with 12 to 16 residential units; a 3-story, 31,300 sqg. ft.
Clinical Support Building; a 5-story, 43,500 sq. ft. Link Building with a heli-stop on the roof; a 5-
story, 101,000 sq. ft. Patient Pavilion; a 3,800 sg. ft. Central Utility Plant Building; and a 4story,
114,900 sq. ft. parking structure with 334 stalls; (c) acquire and improve 1.5 acres of Caltrans Right-
of-Way; (d) improve site access and circulation to 52nd Street and Dover Street; (e) improve
landscaping and utilities; and (f) renovate 42,342 sq. ft. within the existing Hospital. Full Project build-
out would result in 210 beds (increase of 40 on-site), 988 patients and outpatient visitors (increase of
113), 761 inpatient visitors (increase of 157) and 2,371 staff (increase of 205).

Applicant:

Children’s Hospital and Research Center Oakland, Doug Nelson

Phone Number:

(510) 428-3066

Owner:

Children’s Hospital and Research Center Oakland

Case File Number:

PLN14-170; ER12-0013

Planning Permits
Required:

General Plan Amendment; Rezoning; Preliminary Planned Unit Development Permit for Phases 1 & 2;
Final Planned Unit Development Permit for Phase 1; Conditional Use Permits to convert residential
structures to non-residential in the S-1 and CN-3, permit health care use in RM-2 and CN-3,
demolition of rooming units in the S-1 Zone, , and commercial uses in the S-1 Zone; Design Review
for residential facilities, non-residential facilities, Potentially Designated Historic Properties and
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demolition of historic structures; Minor Variances for open facilities, number of loading berths and
Family Residence Building parking; exception from ground floor transparency percentage in the CN-3
Zone; a Vesting Tentative Tract Map.

General Plan:

Institutional, Mixed Housing Type, Neighborhood Center

Zoning:

S-1, Medical Center Zone; RM-2, Mixed Housing Type Residential Zone-2; CN-3, Neighborhood
Commercial Zone —3

Environmental
Determination:

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was published for a 45-day review period from August 7,
2014 to September 22, 2014. The Response to Comments/Final EIR was published on February 27, 2015.

Historic Status:

The A/B Wing (Baby Hospital) on the CHRCO campus is considered a Potentially Designated Historic
Property (PDHP) and a CEQA historic resource with a current (revised) rating of B3 by the Oakland
Cultural Heritage Survey (OCHS), as confirmed by the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board (LPAB)
on August 12, 2013. The proposal includes several properties within the 55th and Dover Residential
District Area of Secondary Importance that are considered PDHPs. The District appears eligible for the
California Register of Historic Places and a CEQA historic resource.

Service Delivery

Il — North Oakland/North Hills

District:
City Council District: | 1 —Kalb
Actions to be Taken: | Receive public comments and Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board recommendation to the Planning

Commission, and subsequently the City Council, on the cultural resource-related design and environmental
review issues associated with the Project.

For Further
Information:

Contact project planner Heather Klein at (510) 238-3659 or hklein@oaklandnet.com

Heather Klein, case planner, presented the Final EIR and Response to Comments document for the
Master Plan proposal by the Children’s Hospital Research Center Oakland (CHRCO) to create new
Acute Care Facilities which meet the seismic safety requirements of the California State Senate Bill
1953. The proposed project will be developed in 2 Phases. Phase 1 includes demolition of a former
residential building, relocation of the main existing parking garage entrance, construction of the six
story, OPC2 building, demolition of minor rear yard additions, renovation of interior hospital space
building, removal of 19 trees, preservation of 7 trees and construction of water, sanitary sewer, storm
drains and other infrastructure improvements.

Phase 2 includes; acquisition of 1.5 acres of right-of-way from Caltrans, demolition of a residential
building, construction of a Family Residence Building, relocation of two residential buildings,
construction of the 3 story Clinical Support Building, demolition of the B/C Wing, construction of the
five-story Link Building, relocation and construction of a new 24-hour emergency heli-stop on the roof
of the Link Building, construction of a Patient Pavilion, construction of a Central Utility Plant and
parking structure, renovation and improvements within CHRCO, removal of 89 trees, preservation of 36
trees and infrastructure improvements.

Historic issues discussed in Response to Comments included the design of the Patient Pavilion and the
Link Building; the feasibility of relocating the magnolia tree; the Dover Street closure; historic district
compatibility and landmarking of the A/B Wing. The responses were as follows: The Link Building
was refined to be more similar to the A/B Wing, the magnolia tree could not be successfully relocated
either on or off-site (experts were consulted), changing the Dover Street grid would result in a minor
impact and might need further traffic study; converting some houses to hospital use would not result in
physical change to the district and the A/B Wing was determined to be eligible for Landmark status.
Klien asked the Board for recommendations regarding historic and cultural resources to be presented to
the Planning Commission in April and the City Council in May.



mailto:hklein@oaklandnet.com

Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board, March 9, 2015 6

Doug Nelson, Director of Development & Construction for Children’s Hospital, said primary goals
were to comply with State of California seismic regulations and convert multi-patient care areas into
single- patient rooms. Guiding principles were to minimize neighborhood disruption, limit development
at 53rd Street, maximize use of land and buildings the hospital already has, retrofit and modernize space,
and shape the plan with the neighborhood, community groups, and users - physicians, staff,
administrative teams and families. Changes from previous plan included not demolishing or displacing
some of the homes as originally planned and placing the main entrance on MLK rather than Dover.

BOARD COMMENTS/QUESTIONS

The Board raised questions pertaining to; retaining the facade on buildings on 53" Street, combining
interior space for long term families, the use of the other residences by the Hospital, renovating the
homes with shingles, excessive color usage and will any other demolishing be performed.

Mr. Nelson replied; plan projects out over the next 10 years, which includes building a Clinical Support
Building, renovating the homes for light office space, maintain the upkeep and improve the landscaping.
(Hospital own homes with shingles). Comments regarding the excessive color usage were sent to the
Design Review Committee of the Planning Commission, color scheme was supported and also toned
down to comply with regulations and the neighborhood and no other demolitions are planned.

PUBLIC SPEAKERS

Naomi Schiff, Oakland Heritage Alliance, (OHA), was very brief in saying she would like to see the
Baby Wing Landmarked.

F. OLD BUSINESS - study of Preservation Element (adopted goal for 2015). Format was
discussed. Andrews volunteered to invite Chris Buckley to give an overview.

G. BOARD REPORTS - Board Member Birkholz represented the Board at the Planning
Commission meeting on March 3, 2015 regarding the Coliseum Area Specific Plan. In his absence,
Andrews and Marvin reported. Applicant did not formerly submit the Final EIR, continuation of the
item on a technicality that something was missing from their packets. LPAB comments, suggestions
and mitigations are all being incorporated into the Final EIR. Discussion of a re-use plan and the
demolition findings were included in the Response to Comments, but without detailed figures.
‘Raider Nation’ was out in full force at the Commission meeting.

H. SUB-COMMITTEE REPORTS - None

l. ANNOUNCEMENTS - None

J. SECRETARY REPORTS — 1. The Lincoln Highway signs were installed on March 6, 2015.
Board’s letter to Public Works and pictures of the event were circulated amongst the Board.
2. FPPC Form 700 (annual disclosure of economic interests) due April 1.
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K. UPCOMING

Oak Knoll EIR scoping session (April)
Camron-Stanford House landscape/lighting

Emerald Views / Schilling Garden — 244 Lakeside Drive
General Electric plant demolition/mitigation

Oakland Auditorium/Kaiser Convention Center
Southern Pacific Station, 16th & Wood Streets

L. ADJOURNMENT - 8:40pm

Minutes prepared by La Tisha Russell and Betty Marvin

Respectfully submitted,

i oy

Betty Marvin, Historic Preservation Planner



Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board STAFF REPORT
Case File Number PLN15-026 April 13,2015

Location: 1955 Broadway (APN: 008-0639-001-00)
Proposal: Proposal to remodel the exterior of the historic Capwell's Building at
1955 Broadway. The proposal includes removal of the exterior EIFS and
replicated exterior trim that was installed after the building retrofit after
damage sustained from the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake. The proposal
includes installing a new exterior terra cotta veneer and reopening the
windows and storefronts that were sealed with shotcrete as part of the
retrofit.
Applicant: Lane Partners
Contact Person/Phone Number: Scott Smithers — (650) 838-0100
Owner: W L BROADWAY TELEGRAPH OWNER VII, LLC
General Plan: Central Business District
Zoning: CBD-P, Central Business District Pedestrian Retail Commercial Zone
Environmental Determination: Pending — CEQA review currently underway
Historic Status: Designated Historic Property(H.C. Capwell Co. Department Store};
Rating: B1+, Contributor to the Uptown Commercial API
Service Delivery District: Metro
City Council District: 3
For Further Information: Contact Peterson Z. Vollmann (510) 238-6167,
pvollman@oaklandnet.com

SUMMARY

Lane Partners has filed an application with the Bureau of Planning to renovate the exterior of the
historic Capwell’s building located at 1955 Broadway. While no specific interior proposals have been
submitted with regard to use, it is anticipated that the ground floor would be used for retail type uses
and the upper floors would be converted into office space, both of which are outright permitted
activities within the CBD-P Zone and would be ministerial approvals. The renovations would consist of
removal of the EIFS (Exterior Insulating and Finishing System) exterior that was added to the building
after the damage incurred by the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake, as well as reinstate openings on the
facade of the building by penetrating the shotcrete exterior that was also added post-earthquake as a
means of retrofitting the building.

The applicant’s initial application included the use of a terra cotta rainscreen system to replace the
existing exterior EIFS paneling as well as opening up the upper story windows and ground floor
storefronts. As a result of this initial submittal staff had requested that the applicant remove the EIFS
paneling at a section of the building to explore the actual conditions of the historic exterior beneath the
EIFS paneling prior to making any decisions on the new proposed exterior. This work was conducted in
late February and early March and the paneling at the corner of the building at Broadway and 20"
Street was removed continuing down slightly past the first entry portico on Broadway.

The applicant provided an informational presentation at the March 9, 2015 LPAB meeting, in which

they provided a background history on the building, the damage incurred by the 1989 earthquake, the
seismic retrofit that was done in the aftermath, and the current conditions that were present after the

#1
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removal of the EIFS. At the meeting the applicant also gave a brief presentation on the initial design
proposal for the building.

At the March 9, 2015 LPAB meeting there was a vote to establish a subcommiittee to meet with the
applicant to work out details of the proposed exterior remodel. The subcommittee has had two meetings
with the applicant which occurred on March 24, 2015 and April 1, 2015. This report will summarize the
outcomes of those subcommittee meetings. An additional third subcommittee meeting was scheduled to
be held on April 9" after the date of the submittal of this staff report.

The main purpose of this hearing is to receive the report and recommendations from the subcommittee
and input from the full Landmarks Board regarding the proposed design of the exterior remodel prior to
a decision being made on the project by the Zoning Manager.

SITE DESCRIPTION

The project site is located at the southwest corner of Broadway and 20™ Street and encompasses half of
the City block and wraps the southeast corner of 20™ Street and Telegraph Avenue, with major
frontages on Broadway, 20™ Street and Telegraph Avenue. The building on the site is the historic H.C.
Capwell Department Store building.

H.C. Capwell Department Store Building

Historic Architect Mark Hulbert provided the City with a summary of the historic and existing building
conditions in a memo. The site description from that memo is detailed below:

The building was constructed in 1929 and was designed by the New York architects Starrett & Van
Vleck along with San Francisco architects Ashley Evers & Hayes, and constructed by the P.J. Walker
Co. Builders.

The extant building exteriors differ greatly from the original design. In 1989, the Loma Prieta
Earthquake damaged the masonry clad building. Subsequently, reinforced concrete shear walls were
added directly to the face of all original exterior walls. New facades were then installed to conceal the
structural work and which also completely covered the original east, north and west facades, with the
exception of the original entablature and cornice. Though a number of original ornamental elements
(ornamental window frames and grilles) were retained and reused in the design of the replacement
facades, those elements were removed and reinstalled in new locations. Consequently, the original and
principal 4-1/2 story form with a trio of formal facades has been egregiously altered.

The original building design, consisting of a 1-1/2 story base and a 3-story mid-section crowned by an
entablature, was Classical in its architectural form and material. Its ornamental terra cotta clad base
had extensive openings for entry doors and for display windows with cast iron frames.

In the base, the design pattern was that of generous and narrowly separated display windows running
the full length of each principal elevation, punctuated by entry ways — one each on Broadway and
Telegraph and two on 20th St. — flanked by sets of smaller display windows. Corner display windows
also accented the base at each building corner. Above each display window, pairs of small, aperture-
like openings with ornamental grilles accented the mezzanine level. In the three upper brick-clad
stories, the design pattern consisted of large window openings separated by relatively narrow piers and
spandrels, creating a rhythm of generous window openings three stories in height. A design sub-pattern
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within the upper facades vertically conjoined the second and third floor windows within a slight recess,
the separating piers expressed as two-story high pilasters, and with the top floor spanning horizontally
above.

Another detailed pattern within this upper fagade were ensembles of six windows overtop of each entry
way — 3 each at the second and third floors — the lower windows both hooded and with ornamental
balustrades, and the center-most one with a pedimented hood. Ornamental plaques surmounted these
ensembles in the spandrel between the third and fourth floor windows. In so doing, the architecture of
the entry ways were vertically expressed in what are otherwise elongated and large-scale building
Jacades.

At present, from the exterior:

e Of some 46 original storefront and display windows, the frames of 26 original display windows
were removed and reused in the new facades. Thus, none are in their original locations, and 16
serve as display windows while the other 10 are blind (i.e., false) windows.

o While each of the 4 original entry ways remain, none retain the original entry door and
windows\ units or any architectural features from the original, richly detail portals; and the
ornamental ensembles above each entry have also been removed.

e Pairs of mezzanine level openings reflect the location of some of the originals, and which reuse
original ornamental grilles, yet the concatenated pattern of the originals are lost and the
existing are merely blind windows.

o Of the hundreds of original upper story windows, just four original window units are visible,
each tucked deeply into the new facades overhead of each entryway and entirely severed from
their original architectural context.

o A handful of new windows were deployed to reflect original window locations, yet do not
reflect the original designs and in most if not all cases are blind windows.

e Other new blind openings consisting of raised frames with (non-original) ornamental grilles
infill otherwise blank areas of the new facade.

As a result, the current fagades are massive and largely solid exterior walls with few real openings,
whereas the original facades were quite the opposite.

The extant building facades are composed of a foam-based, plaster-like cladding (known as “EIFS”)
that has a definitively plastic character. The building base has been molded to crudely mimic the
rustication of the original masonry base. The various openings in the upper facades are interconnected
via a pattern of raised horizontal and vertical line-mouldings that abstractly intersect the various
framed openings at their centerlines. A deeper, continuous horizontal moulding separates the third and
Sfourth floor with another just above creating a continuous sill course. Overall, the existing exterior is a
contemporary, architecturally plastic, Post-Modern design with both quasi-historical and abstract
design features, including raised moldings (where the original had none), molded plaques and emblems
(again crudely mimicking the original locations), and pedimented and balustraded enframements
overhead of the entryways. The latter, with grossly-overscaled pediments and balustrades, were
evidently construed to identify with the original window treatment above each entry portal. However,
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the original composition had an architecturally ornamental complexity, nuance and delicacy, as well as
a fine scale, all of which are completely absent in the current fagade elements.

In sum, in addition to completely obliterating all but the entablature and smattering of original
windows, the 1990 replacement facades are an evidently contemporary and superficial design.

Whereas the original building integrated exterior and interior spaces via a design with generous
openings, the extant design segregates and in fact disintegrates inside and out. Oddly, and tellingly, the
utilitarian rear (south) facade is what partially retains original building character, and yet it was also
substantially altered in 1990, though without the addition of a new facade.

Additionally, and most importantly, there is no potential to reverse the 1990 structural alterations,
which predominately overlay and permanently thus irreversibly destroy large areas of the underlying,
original architecture. :

Uptown Commercial Historic District

The Uptown Historic District runs from 18" Street to 21 Street along Broadway at the north end of
Oakland’s immediate central business district. It includes three blocks of the triangular gore between
Broadway and Telegraph Avenue, plus the Fox Theatre on the west side of Telegraph and portions on
the eastern side of Broadway at the 19" Street intersection.

Historically the Uptown district represents a distinct phase of expansion of the central Oakland business
district in the 1920°s and 30’s as a new shopping and entertainment center to the north of the turn of the
century downtown, anchored by the Capwell department store and in large part developed by Capwell’s
20" and Broadway Realty Company. Architecturally the district is an important collection of small to
medium scale commercial buildings of the 20°s and 30’s, it’s two primary distinguishing styles being
historicist brownstone and terra cotta loft buildings from the 20’s and colorful Art Deco terra cotta from
the 30°s. The outstanding monuments of the district are the Capwell and I. Magnin department store
buildings, the Fox and Paramount Theatres, and the Floral Depot building.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project involves the removal of the exterior EIFS application to the building and the
installation of a new exterior veneer with a terra cotta rain screen system that can be applied to the
exterior building walls and shotcrete in a similar manner to the existing system. The major difference is
the quality of the exterior material and that the applicant will be re-opening the historic window and
storefront openings on the building. This can be accomplished by way of installing a new structural
system on the interior of the building so that the structural exterior wall can be penetrated to return
openings to the exterior of the facade.

ZONING ANALYSIS

The project site is located within the CBD-P Zone, Central Business District Pedestrian Retail
Commercial Zone, which is intended to create, maintain, and enhance areas of the Central Business
District for ground-level, pedestrian-oriented, active storefront uses. Upper story spaces are intended to
be available for a wide range of office and residential activities.
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The proposed fagade renovation requires Regular Design Review approval since the proposal is not
matching the existing or historic exterior finishes. The project is considered an administrative case with
a decision by the Zoning Manager/Planning Director.

Required Design Review Findings for Approval

The proposal must meet the following sets of Design Review findings:

17.136.050.B - Regular design review criteria

B. For Non-Residential Facilities

1. That the proposal will help achieve or maintain a group of facilities which are well related to
one another and which, when taken together, will result in a well-composed design, with
consideration given to site, landscape, bulk, height, arrangement, texture, materials, colors, and
appurtenances; the relation of these factors to other facilities in the vicinity; and the relation of
the proposal to the total setting as seen from key points in the surrounding area.

2. That the proposed design will be of a quality and character which harmonizes with, and serves
to protect the value of, private and public investments in the area.

3. That the proposed design conforms in all significant respects with the Oakland General Plan
and with any applicable design review guidelines or criteria, district plan, or development
control map which have been adopted by the Planning Commission or City Council.

C. Local Register Properties that are not Landmarks or located in the S-7 or S-20 Zone:

1. That for additions or alterations, the proposal will not substantially impair the visual,
architectural, or historic value of the affected site or facility. Consideration shall he given to
design, form, scale, materials, texture, lighting, landscaping, Signs, and any other relevant
design element or effect, and, where applicable, the relation of the above to the original
design of the affected facility.

17.136.055 Special Regulations for Historic Properties in the Central Business Zones.

1. Any exterior alteration to a character-defining element of a Designated Historic
Property (DHP) or Potentially Designated Historic Property (PDHP) that: 1) does
not match its exterior historical materials or appearance, and 2) is part of the existing
building (not part of any proposed addition) shall be required to meet any applicable
criteria in Chapter 17.136 and meet findings (a) and (b), below. The determination of
whether a project meets these findings requires consultation with Historic
Preservation staff.

a) Any replacements of exterior character-defining elements are required
because repair is not feasible. "Character-defining elements" are those features
of design, materials, workmanship, setting, location, and association that
identify a property as representative of its period and contribute to its visual
distinction or historical significance; and
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b) Consultation with Historic Preservation staff has determined that any

replacement or repair that differs from the original feature is compatible with
the character of the building, Area of Primary Importance (API) or Area of
Secondary Importance (ASI), if applicable, and retains the character-defining
appearance of the feature.

2. Approval of applications for projects in an API that require Regular Design Review
approval may be granted only upon determination that the proposal conforms to any
applicable criteria in Chapter 17.136 and to the following additional criteria:

a)

b)

d)

Any proposed new construction is compatible with the existing API in terms of
massing, siting, rhythm, composition, patterns of openings, quality of material, and
intensity of detailing;

New street frontage has forms that reflect the widths and rhythm of the facades on the
street and entrances that reflect the patterns on the street;

The proposal provides high visual interest that either reflects the level and quality of
visual interest of the API contributors or otherwise enhances the visual interest of the
APL

The proposal is consistent with the visual cohesiveness of the API. For the purpose of
this finding, visual cohesiveness is the architectural character, the sum of all visual
aspects, features, and materials that defines the API. A new structure contributes to
the visual cohesiveness of a district if it relates to the design characteristics of a
historic district while also conveying its own time. New construction may do so by
drawing upon some basic building features, such as the way in which a building is
located on its site, the manner in which it relates to the street, its basic mass, form,
direction or orientation (horizontal vs. vertical), recesses and projections, quality of
materials, patterns of openings and level of detailing. When some combination of
these design variables are arranged in a new building to relate to those seen
traditionally in the area, but integral to the design and character of the proposed new
construction, visual cohesiveness results;

Where height is a character-defining element of the API there are height transitions to
any neighboring contributing historic buildings. "Character-defining elements" are
those features of design, materials, workmanship, setting, location, and association
that identify a property as representative of its period and contribute to its visual
distinction or historical significance. APIs with a character-defining height and their
character-defining height level are designated on the zoning maps
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SUB COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Meeting #1: The first subcommittee meeting was held on March 24, 2015. At this meeting the
applicant provided a summary of the current state of the building and their initial project
proposal, similar to the presentation that was provided at the March 9, 2015 LPAB meeting. The
subcommittee members had the following general comments and questions about the proposal:

e The building needs to remain compatible with the district.
e Alternatives to the exterior should be explored other than just the rainscreen.

e Opening all six original department store entries should be looked into, e.g. as primary
entrances to individual tenant spaces both as a representation of the buildings past and its
place within the district, but also as a means of adding visual interest to what are very
long facades and increasing street activity.

e  Want to see detail of the awnings — could awnings be used that reflect the era of the
cornice?

e Can the top level contain a darker material to create more of a top to the building?
e  Can the re-opened windows have sills that represent the original style?

e  More character and interest needs to be provided along the exterior of the building wall -
present design lacks excitement.

o Different colors in exterior material palette could provide visual articulation to the
building wall.

e Can a terra cotta pattern be proposed that relates more to the original masonry pattern?

e s it appropriate to open the entire corner up with glass or should the exterior wrap the
corners and keep the original window pattern?

e Desire to see a proposal of how the applicant planned to re-use the building’s original
“artifacts” such as the storefront systems that were remounted onto the building wall and
the exterior grills that lined the former mezzanine.

The subcommittee and applicant team decided to hold a follow up meeting on April 1, 2015 in
order for the applicant to address the comments and questions from the first meeting.

Meeting #2: The second subcommittee meeting was held on April 1, 2015. The applicant team
gave a brief presentation to go over the items that were discussed at the prior meeting and how
they planned to respond. The presentation was focused on remaining historic elements, scale of
the building, the color scheme, and fagade articulation.

The presentation included information on the damage that has been done to many of the existing
storefront systems such as corrosion and broken elements as well as many drill holes through the
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metal sash. The applicant made an argument as to why they could not re-use the period storefront
components on the exterior of the building because of their condition as well as the limited
number of them remaining. The proposed design would re-institute the original 48 openings along
the ground floor by opening the shotcrete whereas there are only 28 period storefront modules
remaining.

The applicant showed how the projecting terracotta rainscreen could be used to pick up three-
dimensional pattern elements of the original building fagade, such as slightly receded panels
between the windows of the second and third floors, or a small recess to pick up the original
horizontal lines created by the terra cotta caps above the two story pilasters. They also looked at
varying the color of the top floor to create more of a building top.

The applicant’s presentation also looked at various color schemes that might better represent the
original brick cladding of the building. In addition, schemes were presented that incorporated
varying textures to the terra cotta panels to break the uniformity of the veneer.

The applicant presented a corner study that was also briefly presented at the prior subcommittee
meeting. This included three varying treatments, the initial proposal of cutting the corner open
with the glass wall, a second version with the veneer wrapped around the corner with windows
similar to the existing configuration, and a third version that again opens the corner with glass but
provides a decorative screening with terra cotta “baguettes” running horizontally in front of the

glass.
" The subcommittee had the following comments about the presentation and proposed options:

e Request for a more in depth explanation as to why the rainscreen system is needed versus
other applications that could be installed directly over the building walls and shotcrete.
Does it have to project so far?

e Agreement that re-use of the remaining exterior components wouldn’t make sense with
the design provided, but as an initial concept it might have led to a different design.

e Request for a defined proposal as to how the remaining exterior elements are going to be
incorporated even if not on the exterior. They should be incorporated in a meaningful
way and not left up to whether or not future tenants want them. Committee members
provided examples of other successful reuses, and asked about retaining the flagpole at
the corner on the rooftop.

e Look into making horizontal banding more pronounced, possibly by using a projection
instead of a recess. However, others believed the recess was successful.

¢ Desire to see more work on “paseo” entry, including awning details and alternatives to
big two-story opening.

e The proposed glass spandrel at the corner is too harsh; applicant should look at better
ways of wrapping the corner with the facade material. Other concerns about the corner:

e With the open glass concept at the corner there is an issue with seeing the end of the
rainscreen systems.
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e If corner is to open up, perhaps it could expose the existing brick since it is remaining at
that location.

o  Wood is not appropriate on the exterior.

The group decided to meet one more time prior to the April 13 LPAB meeting, on Thursday,
April 9. A summary of that meeting and a presentation of alternatives will be provided by the
subcommittee and the applicant at the April 13 LPAB meeting.

STAFF COMMENTS

Staff concurs with a number of the comments provided by the LPAB subcommittee members and
looks forward to reviewing alternative design options for the exterior of the building that address
some of the issues raised. One point that staff would like to further emphasize is the importance
of the building as the anchor department store of the historic district, as expressed in the ground
floor entries and fagade treatment above. Each street frontage historically had two main entries
into the building, which was very typical of a large department store and is an important
component of the building’s place within the Uptown Historic District.

It is understood that the building will have a different retail concept at the ground floor. However,
those six locations could be looked at as primary entrances to individual larger tenant spaces.
Historically the area above those entrances had the most decorative elements of the fagade with
the vertical pilasters and pediment cap. Staff would like the applicant to look into a design that
accentuates these historical entry locations both as a representation of the building’s history and
also as a means of adding visual interest to what are very long facades.

RECOMMENDATION:

1. Receive any testimony from the applicant or interested parties.
2. Provide direction to staff as to whether or not the Board finds the project as proposed appropriate to
the Uptown Historic District.

Prepared by:

Page 9

.

PETERSON Z. VOLLMANN
Planner IT1

Approved by:

SCOTT MILLE
Zoning Manager

ATTACHMENTS:
A. Applicant Submittal






0025'S56'STH auoydajaL
TT1T¥6 VD ‘03siouely ues
193135 Aawobjuol S55
|e21UY233039

oj|oy ||lompead), uebueq

0881°88€"§TH duoydajaL

16v6 ¥ ‘A3J[eA (W

T# 2UNS ‘anuaAy 3lepayilig Ise3 ZoT
Buuojeas;g

dnoJn Buyjnsuo) sweljim Wa6p3

€666'6£6'576 auoydaja)
9656 VD 48840 Inujem

00 21ns ‘Aempeo.g N 186T
Aypjes 9y pue aui4

*2u] ‘sjuey|nsuo) aJig syl

££78'8YE'STH 3uoydajaL
L0TY6 VD '0ospuely ues

Z1Z 23nS ‘392135 Ueuuelg 00E
ubisaq Bunybr

uapboig S337 UOMOH

0807°€99°0TS a|lwlisoey
0£02°€99°01S @uoydajaL
2196 VO ‘puepeo
193435 YET L2
siauibug 43w

dnoug |es6ajur

LSTL'9YS'STY BlIwisoey
TEV0'9YS'STH BuoydalaL
S0TH6 VO '0ospueld ues
T0S 3YNS ‘393115 puodss 58
J438u|Bu3 RIS

*aug ‘An) aung Aydanp

8066'6¥8/059 3|1wisoey
0066'6v8'059 3uoydajaL
90EY6 YO ‘0llV 0jed

PAIE Hed £6TE
Ploskl-xli{og§|-JEIED]

ougp E\’Dnﬂ |Juep

0060'8£8°059 3|/wisdey
00T0'8€8°0S9 3uoydajaL
SZ0v6 VD ed ojus

02 NS ‘aNUBAY O|USW H19
Bumo

JT1 ‘siduped aue]

66vL'ST9°0TS  3jlwisoey
00¥£'S29°0TS BuoydajaL
C19¥6 VO puepeo

0002 =3ns

1S 4335G3M T0TC
PNy

FETCIETS)

STOZ 6 114dV T00 A3 3IDVIIVd ONINNV1d ¥2 ‘ANVIMVO ‘IAV HdVYDITAL 56T

NOILVLS NMOLdN




m=onz0

0s'ov

s

o @ 0150

w0
oquny ey

NoLVSMHOLin
wumoslaid

3 1318 e

aN3931

i

S3LON 133HS

| |

J3|SudY

9 0D ¥ kv TEL i

NOILYLS

NmoLdN

S3ALON AN

133418 HL0T

E.a«

133Y1S HL6)

LLLET

T

AVMavoud




"o

10’y

OO TSV

W8 rc0
—_— ey

L =
gy ol [ — n«v
NS WL weiiouss [

cumysfosg RIS

4ﬂ:\
2

«?\
-

&
)
G
a
-
o
-

Nowweons I
[T

Nowd I e T T

NOULLYV GRLVY ¥z ([T R 0
[ —
SRV -
(U r—
— anzoa
()
S —
0L STINY ALYIOTRY NOLVTALSNGD HUM

siozzED CET T
NOISIAILVWEHOS WOZTITH |

", SALON LTINS

(vh

vy B oSSy AL
i

wonsais oL s 07

J3|suan

oo sTE TR MEOSE) 51
SN VOIS 51
%

Frmitionro
e i ,
VEROH OIS OWAVIS) €4 |
om0 TS S | | (o) |
AW SOOI DR 1 | e I
|

SSHMSLON
4/SONTOS O

o
NOILYLS e !

NMOLdN w.ﬁ

SALON A

69) %) @ 03 2 8 2

o
a
=
=
b |
g
<)
>
x



o

Wl

a0 B

S 8§ veo

]

oy
mquny i

NoUYLS NHoLdn
oy rfoig

ety e

semns [
O |

—
NSNS

R —
N —
S
NSt
i p——
SRIVETVR

aN3oa

NOLONAISNCO KL 1 YV LMY

sHou0zR0
NOISIAOLVWEHOS 9402212}

aemg | g |/

S3L1ON L33HS

sz B

L 2
®

J9|suay

VOO Y KT 56

NOILVLS

NMOLdN

=a0oma
IO OS OWUNIS N

S3LON AN




o

Wy

WO

%8 rco

omopury

s
quny pafoig

NouvIS WL
oy oy

wrpeitg g

somns [
w3

wweroowse [N
NSNS

Nowwé DO I
NG By [
oUW [T T
Nowd GV I D
NoueGve ) T I

TV

[([ELER]

NOUALSNOD HENNHLI L O HINIETY

“oas
IV HUN GLNOI0 00 G 0L
VIR O SV SOOI OIS TIV

s
VIEHOS K000 ¥4 TZ00Y S NOUNEISEO
TSI YOS TINS Y

LI OO0 LT NS KGHL KOWAOIN
004 315V VS HL IV SSRINK000

S1020280
NOISIAOUVHEHOS ¥LOZZIZH

wdoma | wa |

S3LON 133HS

g g ey
N TS

FETHTET)

YO 0O B oL el

NOILYLS

NMOLdN

S3LON AN




w 0Ly

wopdysee
S 8 veo

——— o
e
rqunn sy

NowvLs oL
oumy vy

B — ~ - ~ - ~ ~ - - 5 - —
) ] g 4 W i) U 3 ! \H L) 3 d Lh Q 8 %

|

|

—= F TeT o7 11

,,
sz T () | S

O G Wy [

NG W (T
N GV W2 I T
oGS TR

ST

[ ELE]

SI0URE0
NOIS3QOLLVGHOS P40ZZHT)

domg| |

S3LON 133HS

Iajsuay

900N UyHOTL

NOILVLS
NMOLdN

SILON A



oz

vo'Lv

i
uopdyaeq
— o
-

N
-

L - [

o weiouns [

s josfoig. SN SAORISIE

R ——

N ——

NOLLLNYY GUVY WHE [ T T T

PP —

SR ———

SRIVETVR

- aNZoT1

—

03OV SO OV LNTHOCD 4

VIR ON SV SUO0INUTATH 3

VOO HL SY3NVS 3L W SSRVNH000 Q.
TV O 200, 3413601 SLLINGTYV 3

OUSIGUVIN VR GEHSTY 5
100UV
RE BN Y

siozzED
NOISIQIUVWIHOS 91022121

uepdamg - |7

S3L1ON L33HS

I9|susy

OO Y KT 81

NOILVLS
NMOLdN

LHSDUNYD
LesIEn o
SO0 LIS
6 AL SIS NORBINSES 8
SEHNBLON

i
H
El
3
8

SALON A

a

i (o) | ,”MU, ,
| Y |



2o

S0y

W0y 0 m

O

—_— oy
s

mquny oy

NouMS oL
oumyvfois

ety oo

L I

(L g ]

wesaouss [N
RS

oD (I I
oGy T
o T
owaE iz O E T
oy TR
o]

aN3oa

wpoma| |

NOUOOISNGO HENIG-LI L SV LU TV

E
g
i
E
|
g

AV OV S SO0 NGV

w

{
i
i
i
El

LTAON 0L vy
SN 3000304 SN LEHS OOV S

S3LON L33HS

sarwssiy oL
Lo e
o moat
et
o

Ja|suap

2 QIO AT

NOILVLS
NMOLdN

SALON A3

(0)

—{()

e o o —]
e

| | B
| | | |

7,

- | -

ﬁ

. . .%
\WHWMMWWMHHMMNM\\
L] L] u = =
a
| |
| |
|\ - - - - -
|
| | &
| & |

z 971 t4)) 6H a.v, (+9)

(<)




i 901V

wrson-smen
uopdyaseq.
ORI
—_— sy
s
L —
o \ , ( y ) ( N )
g ' — 0 n,_ (NI W ) ) (r H (o) () 3) a Q) K v
[ —— , , | ) 7 ,
e TR | Y | | —~
" (om )
Youue30m R () -
4,

e e————

T ———
MUY Glive Wz T T T
[CTOTNATESS 88 S &)

ST

. (NECEY

O 2T, TR SV
HSNG WO GOSN SO '

3OLOVVTY SONTEIMOSHOULINAOL

LN SHO0O Tl T NHS AL KGN OIN

wom| wy  SALON13IHS

JISUBD) Lo,
:

O OV YT 3k LA UAEYONS N

NOILYLS - |

: H
COHDUNYD  §
TN 3RS
B CHEI0 WSS ¢
LS B9

SALON A



oz

L0'VY

oy B
uopdyomeq

S 8 reo
— ——
s

w0
saquny s

NOLVISbOLA
oy psfeig

sesans [
w3 0 d
| ,
NSRS
LLTTPE L
oWl p—
Fpp———
isusors ERCTRES
S —
SOV TV

aN3931

o
N0 GOSNV IOLING D

EUNION Y0 GOV YL W YUONTIN
404 NOVA 0K WV LINGHOCD 4

oaus
VU GLINOSI0 NV 0L
TN SV HOINISIGTH 3

siozzRD
NOISIQ OUVHEHOS Y1022k

vpaamg| o |7

S3LON L33HS

Ja|suay

V0 0NN T VT 8k

NOILVLS
NMOLdN

(<)

‘

iiuéxi:g ,
._Emﬁazn,
o o OIS 7

H
i

5
£

S3ALON A3

A 9 S T L5 TR0 P 0 ey

ﬁ PRET
| i
s |

N W a ] r H ) 4 3 a 2 g v
5 o 7 f
Y Aww 7
e
[ |
, , —
| |
| [
G ()
I N )
| 1 — 0
| L
————— - (i),
, [“
MMMMM_ ol &)
= R I 72 M = (s
S ,n
- i it
—®
” «A,__w.:
[T i i T T T i | e
] ] ] ] i “a o o = = X

Al o (6H)




g S 10 55 AR R ey

uopdiaseq.
T
— e——
s
P R ~ -
f— .
r— P — 0 d (N W 1 A r H 9 4 3 a ) a v
v weoousa [ f ﬁ I : f

W T T
NOLLLLHV GRLVE ¥4 (I T N
SRR — ~
(@)— —@

aN3oa1

b

(1)

[ ; —{on)

2.0V HUN G303 NI L (6)——

O SHO00 LTI SNAS AGHLHOHNOLN

SIS ERB BN ¥

e wy  SALON133HS

O — 7 —9
|
;,si ﬁ - -
[ | - b - - - - - - —AS
{aw )
o AR801
el v o
D . *C
,AS:
£) %)
®—— —2
(@)— —z

FETHIETS) s

YO 0RO Y KR TTL e

0B NOHIAS WML OIS 8

NOLLYLS e ® @ @

= SISO L
SEUION 8

LW OO §

LS EBVONS

LA §

LSOO
T

S3LON AN




Py

rizam w8

FQ.N< } NOILYAZ T3 HLYON

oIS
womora
£ 8 vz
— ]
s
on
s Susa
squinn psfoid
NauviswoLn s o ) pre)
oy vjorg UMY DN TN C-T 1

e — m=m lmml
] e =
r— e
o C60)
S0 EHONS 20
SYONOTANGHHTNELS 1)
L0 3001 TULNYEROS NG (12
St
. aN39T1
P
S
S
S
S -
| 1 B [t | | o | =
| i % % L L L ! 7 L U L) ! % 1 A . I}
o) d) (N W e 1) @0 (TI6H  (H)E9) t9(0) @) 33 a) %9 (9) ) (v
ININHOTEA3A NOISIA %004  SHOZIOZED AWITRIOMDE: Y. i IR AWE
NOIS30 OUWEHOS picEalL | SILON LIIHS F NOLLYATTH LSV3

ndom| o |

sy RL sy BL
Lo vy 1Y)
exaps g e s oion 5

ot sy i) b

s o

a_.z
i
s
s
o
. -
i Py
=00 o
ST
—
e
e
_— 7 .
J13|su3y g
—
o
C -

NOILVLS
NMOLdN

|
N | | | | I |
SILON AA o) (u (o 6) (8 L) (9) (s) () (£)g2) (7) 0



EETECY

. l « . , . ]
No N< NOILYAFTI HLNOS

StouvTERNELE

.
p— Siewar -
%8 reg
—— ey ¢
o
Lot P =
W i
s
sy psfoud
wE
MaitviansoL, eSS CE (SonangLEVv0 N
sy psloss P
msEaons
s T s LWL L
e
= i
o oS L oL . ol

| sﬁﬁw ‘ 0 00 OO0 OO
o ovOM ) == ECEREE 8!
T S HE B8 BF @R — TR

NVBOUOd TSN
P , -
— ] 1] L = neE
- | ©8 08 BT @ BE nf
- 1 - waTVME)
Sy ——
SHoou NI T 1
=2 0 BHE HEH HHE #HH HE =
e AR T
ooy
, 1] W [ RN R [ ,
1 | I I Iy AN 1 O o L L
,< (9) (9) Q.u,, ,,m,, m_ﬁm ”M,,,Nm, ,w,;.\w, ,,,m.‘wf_u_«, GHIM) O @ ,._ 91 (W N d!
ININJOTIAIA NOIS3A %004 5L0Z/02/E0 LIRS ¥ e T
O e wy __ SIIONIIHS T NOLLYAIT 1S3M
150 NOYOVIORVD
P - e ) 4 f
—_ ,_F.w.,, REER W»u,u [T ,,“_, BT , js‘, | ” & | L[ AR 7
i = H HT 1+ TTI]WM T ! -
s ml M| T [T [T [T i i
wekees
S R
-
ooy i
S 7 |
PRSI | — I e ===
WeII0 T
P M

JETHIED) PP

O OO T HITOTTL I

NOILVLS
NMOLdn

S3LON A



NOISIAQILWEHOS HOZZITH |
idona w7

S3LON L33HS

= 3w

HLYON NOLLO3S ONIaTINg

T

I

-

e EEEmwE AR

S | B ,

1 e e mmE IENUNEES SR SSENY TENSSSNY o) 1 = A x x

= = ; = 0 > L o 1 )
W 7 } )

e s

HLNOS NOILO3S ONIdTING

sy pL sy oL

v e
w0

JETIED)

V2 0NN I v TEL

NOILVLS
NMOLdn

NV1d A3X

S3ALON AN

LR

]

i Emm

W) @

) )



B R )
5 1

- drk= 208 NS
rAIRA 4 } 1SV NOILO3S ONITTING
f— PP = i
8 8 vzo -y -l
—— Farrs
oy & Fova D
e LT —- ] )
— = - g
e 1 - =
I ;- | | | Wt S
B [ F il X ? - | t— == -
J | TN /1 a8 1 v
7 — k- 1 o | = , ..!. == - 1
N3 l>7 f N A | | 7 i
A7 | N7 ch i ! :
ax i = fasnussss Ml =——— SeSESEESaSSSS=S:
= o= 2L IZANY e =
- I L b
| | BZ4M I Ny =
ﬁ% e ;| — *Alv e : TITIOTITY
B :I / /r., / W\ Va Lﬂv
" ; — = 2 = 1 i
fnﬂ.ﬂﬂ‘ R : ,. _ T
o (] \,x \ / o[
Sldtwemea — . LJ. — w.: _A : i | _
% —— OIS N = = ||II||I|“ - ,‘n ,w
e s (N _ i
|||||| [
\/ , A
Loy | s
g (any s
e ?\E 0 v =
] F__M
& | =
4o,
NOISIQ OUVWEHIS #I0ZZEs | am 300 KON )
s w7 SALON 13IHS o
| | | | | | | | I |
It () é“ fe.p ,m ) ",,\.\ W S ¥ £) aN (e ,r_
]
[4 HLYON WNIYLY - NOILO3S ONICTING
| [ , RPN
sii, = i CIm s Bz [ 1
o | |
7 . , ,
1l , [ SE— — S | S
PYEE okl | e : =
i 7 Tz | iz |
, i i i |
528 i L |
N f | . f _
it L —_—
é$ PR - . n
f
|
S5 a2
NV'1d A3 |
11
" L = e o
19[SuaD) A
St
NOILVLS W
d (D)

NMOLdN

STLON AN



— KEY NOTES
= UPTOWN
= STATION
—
e
Gensler
B e
T— e _“ e

29
i

Tl om o
1 12122014 SCHEMATIC DESIGN

SHEET NOTES

//////////////////////////////////////////////////////

17 4 /////// / 7
//// ' ) /////////
Y - //
//////
/ / ,/ ////

ENLAi_'\:EED PASEO ENTRY

SOuE: 1

4

DETAIL SECTION - PASEQ VITRINE

SAE:

5

PASEO ENTRY AXO

soue

Sl Signatis

LEGEND

il

Ed éﬁ
e = =l

| | It
I/ — ; T
Iyll

|| ‘ :
. —
Il } } 4
||
|
®

A6.01

9 ENLARGED PLAN - LEVEL 01- PASEO ENTRY - BROADWAY
souE. w12

DET&I_IF”SECTION - ENLARGED PLAN AT PASEQ ENTRY TRANSOM

suE




KEY NOTES
UPTOWN
STATION

e

(12

(12}

&

T
1 12122014 SCHEATIC DESIGN

==

Sl=1====

==

=

. %
! \ ‘ \
—T
i
H |
U -
lIIIIIIl IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII IIHM\\HIHHHI\IFMHIIH!Il -
m IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIlIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII|IIIIIIIIIIIIIIlIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII |
3 \ 1 \
S U —T :
i L \H\lllil\H||\\l\\1|M\H1I\WH||W I ;Um N
(il Il H II||II|II|II||IIIII L iHEIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII :i‘{ ¥
it i i e
4 |||||||||||||||||||||||||4|||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||| - — =
ufimmc iy am AR
) Ll I -
I Il | | O
[ﬁg | W
I I I 1 LH
; | |

A6.02

TYPICAL EXTERIOR FACADE BAY TYPE 1

soue

3

4 TYPICAL EXTERIOR FACADE BAY_TYPE 2
scu. e

5 TYPICAL WALL SECTION
sou. e

TYPICAL WALL SECTION @ STOREFRONT
soue v

e







19|sud9 | J17 s4duied sueq | uoirels umoldn T00A3Y 98e3ded Suluueld - §TOZ ‘6 |1dY

ONIA1ING 40 NOILIANOD LN3ddND




13[sud9 | 777 SJauyied aueT | uoijels umoydn T00ASY 33exydeq Bujuueld - STOZ ‘6 |1dy

NOILVAITI 1SIM
zions [N

(S13A3111v) 313¥DLOHS A8 GI¥IA0D 3IAVIVH 40 %TL
(AINO S13A31¥3ddN) ILIYILOHS A9 QIYIAOD 3AVIV4 40 %69

1134010HS 40 IN31X3



13[SUd9 | )77 s13ulied aueq | uoiels umoydn T00A3Y 38exyed Buiuue|d - STOZ 6 |1Hdy

NOILVA313 LSV3
ETENII |

(S13A31711V) 313D LOHS A8 AI¥IA0I 3AVIVH 40 %TL
(AINO $13A31 ¥3ddN) 1LIYILOHS A9 AIYIAOI 3AVIV4 40 %69

1134010HS 40 LN31X3



13]5U39 | 77 si3uyied aueT | uonels umoydn T00A3Y 38eydeq Buluueld - STOZ ‘6 |HdY

NOILVAI1I HIYON
ETENDIL T |

(S13A3117v) 3LI¥DLOHS A9 AI¥IAOD 3AVIV4 40 %59
(AINO S13A31 ¥3ddN) 3LIYDLOHS A9 AIYIAOI 3IAVIVA 40 %S

3134010HS 40 LN31X3



19|sUa9 | 777 sJaupied aueT | uorzeys umoydn

H10Z ANY AVYMaVvO0d¥9 1Y GIAOW3d S413

1134D10HS 40 IN31X4



13[sua9 | 377 siaulied aueT | uorreis umoydn T00ASY 93ex28d Bujuueld -

JANLINYLS OL HIVE 43L5V1id V110D VHdL HONOYHL INILVYLINId S413 404 WILSAS L40ddNS

PR AR et

NOILIANOD ONId1iNg




19|SU39 | )77 siaulled aueT | uoijeys umoidn TOOA3Y 38ex2ed Buluueld - §TOZ ‘6 |Hdy

IOVWVYA V110D Vidil



13JSUdD | )77 s4aulleq aueq | uonels umoydn TO0ASY 93ex2ed Bujuueld - TOZ ‘6 |1dy
SY31SV1Id VLL0D VHdIL HONOYHL STANNVYHI ANV X148 43N0 3134D10HS

o

- b




13|suan | 377 s4auleq auet | uorzeys umoydn T00ASY 23ex28d Buluueld - §TOZ ‘6 |1dy
3JINY0D EO.Em ANV 13A37 843ddN 1V 3134DL0HS 40 INILX3

%

ONIATING 43ddN LV NOILIANOD



13JsUd0 | 77 s43uied aueq | uonels umoidn T00A3Y 23ex2ed Bujuueld - STOZ ‘6
dINYO0D 1V 3134D10HS 40 INILX3 ANV XD1d9 dIOVYWVa

dINY0D LV NOILIANOD




13[Sua9 | 777 s1auled aue | uoizeis umoldn T00AY a8edeq Buiuueld - STOZ ‘6 |HdY
mhmzu.ﬁOIm A8 4343A0D QZE."EO MOAQNIM 9NILSIX3 40 M3IA YOIY3LNI

e

e
.

-

{ JOIY¥3LNI LV NOILIANOD



J9[5u39 [ 771 10013y 8exdeq uluue|d - STOZ ‘6 [Hdy
3SVE LV 3134D10HS 01 431108 INIYLIA ONILSIX.

ANIYLIA LV NOILIANOD




19|suan | 77 s4auied aueT | uonjeis umoydn

T00A9Y 38exdeq Bujuue|d - GTOT ‘6 |Hdy

TIVM MOAGNIM ANV V110D Vydil

e CET———

VORTSED TEPP—,

-IWIHIS TYNIDIYO

SAWIHIS 4INYJ0D



13|sua | 777 s1auyied aueq | uonels umoydn 1003y a3e3y2ed Suluueld - STOZ ‘6 [1dY
TIVM NIVLYND - 1JDVE 3T11Nd VLLOD VY¥Y31 40 S3903 HLIM IWIHIS INYOD TVYNIDIYO - 79 IWTHIS YINYO)D




13|suan) | 777 S4auyied aue | uonels umoydn T00A3Y 33ey2ed Buiuueld - STOZ ‘6 |HUdy
TIYM MOANIM - )Dvd @311Nd V110D Vdd3L 40 S3903 HLIM IWIHIS dINYOD TVYNIOIYO - #°9 IWIHIS YINYOD

ER
| “ | _
! ! | | 8 | {8
| w ﬂ ! — i
| EES B
o — k,/ md
L
“




13|su3n | )77 s1audied sueT | uoneis umoydn TOOASY 23e2ed Buluueld - STOZ ‘6 |Hdy

TTIVM NIVLYND 113N9VE V110D VdY3L - ¢ IWIHIS 4INJ0D

| _;_M 1

A i fas . o8 § “
Phes - : {
o A $ { - . {
; W i . ; . |
| D 5 |
|
3 2 |
i 3 = ) |
A & - - | |
2 ¢ 7 |
L - . s 1
o .1 - 1
* ! B - {
G ¢ ; |
i = |
i b {
S 3 . R |
¢ Rk X |
=5 b ,U !
2 1 i !
N 5 2 : |
0 X . N 3 {
S | i 3 ¥ - rnkvz..m"(. |
N “. & |
: 3 = _ ‘,

: B i % |

S T
" S

S — —

SAWIHDS 4INYO0D



13[suan | 7717 s1audied sueT | uonels umoldn T00ASY 3328 Buluueld - STOZ ‘6 |1dy
SONIN3dO T¥DI¥OLSIH NVYHL SONINIdO MOANIM ¥3QIM ‘VLLOD V¥YIL HLIM AIddVIM - V€ IWIHIS YINY0D

o
_ 1 {

M

S WS

S P

SAWIHIS 4INYO0D



13[Sud9 | )77 s1aulied sueT | uonels umoidn T00AY 33ey0Bd Buluueld - STOZ ‘6 |HUdy

SONINIdO MOANIM T¥DI¥OLSIH SV 3ZIS IWVS ‘VLL0D YY¥YIL HLIM AIddVIM - 9€ IWIHDS ¥INYOI

s

T S,

HE .

itnge

.
M

&

A

3
'

fHi T

W
mmy
Ty
|

L

| W

— W
=
w

SAWIHIS 4INY0D



cTn7

13[SU3D | 777 S43uied dueT | uores umordn T00A9Y a3e3ydey Suluueld - STOT ‘6 |Udy

SYINYOD LV 17IA3Y¥ ON ‘VL10D VY¥¥3L AIddVIM - D€ IWIHIS ¥INYOD

#
g —
i,mwm
_ s §*
8 O
L
1.
o
.nmm
‘,“ "
&
1L
-




13|sua9) | 777 s4auied aue | uonels umoldn T00A3Y 93eyded Buiuueld - STOZ ‘6 |1y

13YANVdS 379N00 ‘SYINYO0D 1V 1¥IAF¥ ON ‘VLL0D V¥¥IL AIddVIM -£ IWIHDS YINJOD

o

™ e 3

B i
SR LY/
\

5
:



<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>